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BB CEIFICRONDERREVSE 3= | EGERI CAIRE
1. EHBEICRITDIRZEWEE [R] OEREEMECDUNT S I UBERFEAFD
2. FEESEICRITIMSEE—3ER (Fv)lid Zhc— FE—F REAFERFD
3. [@H) & TRs) DNYNTRESNDIEREDEZE —BHEMIERND SDDI—

SHIRR CABKREAED

Bz T—oavF2 [ 02-B1-01 ]

Hemingway G Zsn i< —safsm. Miksm. sorlssarigmaRO C—
g% FH & REIEERS)
IXITAH—  KBHE ERVAKRE)

1. KRBEBBOEE—Indian Camp’ [CRITDSUAEEED 2 —
WOEE FBPMmANEREAS)
2. NBEESEBZOFERITAIVID) 14 E50—IENE<BBIREEBAMDINE—
BMES (A
3. 1BEEE (BZ) H'S Hemingway 1ERICIBD B (REI=EMHERS

Ceip 7—92avr3 [ 02-B1-04]
BRI S BAGEHE/\, BAEHEN S5AMMF\ IR BIEEE RIS
1. BEEFHNTIHFRESFOREMITNZASNCES NWRET BHEAFERFR
2. BAREBEFBEDNSA bk« RRRALSTI—ICREI—BR
HeEEs CRILAZEAE D

3. AVRRIPADIZAZT—Y3Y « ARSTI—ICONNTH—EE

—EANRE COII 1T —Y 3 V2l 8ISEDDTHIC—

I V5-TUVrT 1 GRALRERFD

D&ty T—UavT4 [ 02-03-01 ]
VT DRARDSRCEFTIDFHRERZH o T | iEIEROS SEREEREPRELC

B9 SBEREBOXERIFT = BEWIEDS (TGRS
1. BSEEEOENFERTXICRIY ©—55% &8 (SEAS)
2. DVTDRARNSRICESBOERINY/ MEIBIRRIRD—51ZE ERIbE ERFERAS

3. BASEBORSERICRET S —55 | BB C TEBGDREIRN'S
B & ([FEHRFEAFRD



Bk (10:50~11:00) [ A5 02-B1-02 ]

SRR (11:00~12:10) [ AS® 02-B1-02 ]

e WWAEE— BHEXEF)
WRE MK =B BULFHRXP)

SEERER : “Conceptualization as the sign’s effect: how polite utterances

come to be produced”

RRARE—HFT (12:15~13:55 [1BOE—]

1.

10.
11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

Cross-Cultural and Interlanguage Research on the Speech Act of Disagreement Responses
YU, Ming-Chung (National Chengchi University)
PREOZEERIEFFIDRUDC—BASED €521 CHEFED lpattal EOXIIRD'S
Z B8 EoEAFEAFR 1L | (BaERS)
MBS MOREMENERY [[CE5D)] XU BEIRAR: (BBRILZFRERZER)
Za—-2FpEChH [ VN @& /N (&5 1 +T9) FHRICONT ~ I1FOE
FHEEBFECT | [KLEEETHITSEIETI ] ~ BPFERN (NHK BESHEEAFSED
FREFEOEANY Tkes-kathun | DR LA CFBRTREWASR —BASEOEANZ THTL VR &
DXILEZE L T— S T8 (BOEAFAFR BT § (BEEAF
UhUwoEss R OIN (BoERZE (FED )
EFFLEIRICRITD =D Y A ER PFEEC (BEEZARFAFN
Gender-related variation in the responses to criticisms: A contrastive study of Taiwane
and American speakers TUAN, Huitsen Jeanne (Shu-te University)
YAO, Hui-mei (National Penghu University)
1 FREBARECBASBRBDSE JFS:0) 1TAICI DR | BFEFEEFE\DO1 V5
21—7T—5K0D BND 1)V VET (ZBEFAE)
Reconsidering future tense markers in Indonesian MIYAKE, Yoshimi (Akita University)
Comparing self-face and group/family-face with reference to Korean apologies
HAHN, Jee-Won (Pukyong National University)
Understanding Editorial Cartoons via Cognitive Models
SHU-PEI, Hsiao (National Taiwan University)
AsaDHERE U COD'proximal—REHERZAL V2 IR E PROD—
IBERZE (UBBAFAED
BAGEEEPERICRITD [[FH] RIEF—BLEAD (D] T8I —
B —M ERAERFD
BIVICHRITD T&D] ODRHI—INI T+« T « NS ERADERDS—
B BF EEAD - KFEF (KIRKFEAFED
BAERZRG~—FOY—BE . TALALZ WRNGF GEREZFAS



Rz (14:00~16:25)

A&ty [ 02-B1-02 1 HEEHRRK
1) 14:00-14:35 @ 14:35-15:10 @ 15:15-15:50 @ 15:50-16:25

1.

2.

Chair: KOYAMA, Tetsuharu (Kyoto Notre Dame Univeristy)
A Study of Impoliteness in Kang Xi Lai Le from the Perspective of Adaptation Theory
HUANG, Mei Ling (Providence University)
A Presupposition Study on News Anchors Language: A Case Study of Next TV
WANG, Cong Wei (Providence University)

Chair: HASHIUCHI, Takeshi (St. Anderew’s University)

A Comparative Study of the Corpora for General and Specific Purposes for a Pragmatic Study
SUZUKI, Toshihiko (Waseda University)
Characteristics of descriptive texts produced by intermediate and upper-intermediate learners
of English YAMADA, Yoko (Kansai Gaidai University)

B&im [ 02-B1-01 ] BAREHREK
@ 14:00-14:35 @ 14:35-15:10 @ 15:15-15:50 @ 15:50-16:25

1.
2.

= | WMWERlF CaERSD

BRI S EHESERIDEE S £ &t GBPEAERERD
IREEEICRITB5E UEEEETSEEDN INEECRHT DB — 52818 EXS
#59 AN K F (RENILAFEAFR)

= B60—% (RED
NAAT 1 PORIZET « 23—2l:iﬁhéiﬂf@?%ﬁ@%ﬁ%ﬁ%—’éﬂfﬁ%ﬂU)’f@n&'lﬁL_{Z?}k Urcsmsit

[CEBLT— HOBE EFAFAFR
7P X ) NREBIC R DREREHAEI A D &SRR EIEIDERDFEECDINT . The
Corpus of Historical American English D3EZEICE DT IS (BIERZAE)

C&ih [ 02-B1-04 ] BAREHREK
@ 14:00-14:35 @ 14:35-15:10 @ 15:15-15:50 @ 15:50-16:25

1.

2.

= | [AAFESE (IepREAE)
ZEERID sarcasm C{SFHE
®ix Y (EREUFAAGELIANSBErINEEAFIERENEEM)
BREEEEDNBREERES [ (5D tnhx] DivxlsafmifAry  frEsEie FURKEAE)

@/ﬁ\ : ;%UJEE%B? (m/u\*1§¥7t3—)
B, XAREIBEME—aGEiEmaalC PRI DEEFAOE MBI DIRR ZHIMNC—
Z=R 2 GUERASE
MIEEBDORBLDER (Left and Right Peripheries) | & TFERME « RIFERME ] COORSRE?
—fEPEEFRICRIT DBE N\FFRT EBUFERAS



D&ts [ 02-03-01 1 BAREFBEBHRE
1 14:00-14:35 @ 14:35-15:10 @ 15:15-15:50 @ 15:50-16:25
9= | BPER (REIL=MHERS)
1. BEEAETEERIRY/ \DERERR | BAGED SEREESE] dI—RME
EXEF (J— RIS LBNAE)
2. onthe contrary DETKEXTTZEHR FlE (KIRITZERS

= | BRAEH (PRELFRF)
3. [XDEINESEPIER] PD Eo& ] DIEFMEREVEEE

& 2 BHIXESSSPIE
4. 5955158 | mean DETKMAREZDERRIE WK 12 GBERAZEAED

E£ig [ 020302 ] BAEHRR
1 14:00-14:35 @ 14:35-15:10 @ 15:15-15:50 @ 15:50-16:25
= HRE (BEESRBAF
1. PEEEDIEmIC KDIHZRIRIC DU\ T—EBE DEEEFRIA T
2 &t (REARFERER BAEMIRER)
2. “belined with” [CDUL\T FEINE KIREFRAE)

= | BEDHDH GRREFAS
3. BASEBO—ANRREDODAVERRCEEEDECSEIR EYe— (REEMILAE

RS (16:30~18:000 [ A2=35 02-B1-02 ]

4 A
Gk hEEEL CEEXE)
5883 : Professor Charles L. Briggs (University of California, Berkeley)
R : “The Pragmatics of Discourse about Global Circulation”

- /

2RPL (18:15~20: 00 )
A5 1758 1K BEas
£& . 3,000
GIREHRDIETT, P—ATEZEES, )




12828 (AKER)
WEFHR (9:00~11:25)

Aty [ 02-B1-02 ] BAAGERREEXER

@ 9:00-9:35 @ 9:35-10:10 @ 10:15-10:50 @ 10:50-11:25
Chair: KUBO, Susumu (Matsuyama University)
1. BAEERFFTD INDEFINITENESS MAVZHIC DU\ T—R=&55D R0
HEEE EBBAS

2. Concession in the academic context: power and expertise factors
LYDA, Andrzej (University of Silesia)

Chair: NISHIYAMA, Yuji (Meikai University)
3. Subjunctive wh-questions (in German)
MULLER, Sonja (Universitat Bielefeld/Georg-August-Universitat Géttingen)
4. The meaning and use of utterance situation-based comparison in Japanese
SAWADA, Osamu (Mie University)

B&i& [ 02-B1-01 ] ZE:EERXR H1H) QBRERR (K&F)

@ 9:00-9:35 @ 9:35-10:10 @ 10:15-10:50 @ 10:50-11:25
Chair: SCHOURUP, Lawrence (Osaka Prefecture University)
1. A quantitative analysis of noncanonical though clauses in naturally occurring discourse
MIZUNO, Yuko (Asahikawa National College of Technology)
2. The Discourse Marker "So" in American Media: Teleology Marking in Interaction
O'NEAL, George (Niigata University)

I= | 8B GhsA®
3. John looks happy./l saw John happy. fREICEIT S 2 DOIIREEIESUCRITDEREEHE

DI BUEESE GBPMNERBAFAT D
4. FRRIFOAERSRODGNA REBDPEREX - f1253-able 1B E BASEDREIBITREREX « 28]
BYTIRERESZ DSEH) HERE GURAE

C=i [ 02-B1-04 1 HAEHRX

[ 9:00-9:35 @ 9:35-10:10 @ 10:15-10:50 @ 10:50-11:25
g% | thEs5NE88 EEIFEAE)
1. EBBEONSE UDREEDH—BENELNHEE /DSBS DA U EF AR RtE—
IVRRB R (REPAFARFEDR, BAFMHRESISHIAZRE)
2. FEINSHRRCHRITDAYISESTE » BNRER « BRGNS CRET DXL DiEEE
BItRE FFED

= WOBEE GEPRHINEEAS
3. DO—-YVIBRICHRITDIRT—Y v T | BASBSFECHIT D CHRDBR
#R T (@A
4. TEEESTUNVTIEESN T\ DB EEEDFIEiEN
BERE (UmEEAFESENRS)



D&tm [ 02-03-01 ] BAFERZE

@ 9:00-9:35 @ 9:35-10:10 @ 10:15-10:50 @ 10:50-11:25
= K B (KIS
1. Semantic Extension of Verb SHIMAU-From a Garmmaticalization Point of View-
ok NE (READ
2. SCRD&5TTHRINDIRES « SIARIR ATEER (BOEAS)

= [ WEIEF CKEERAS)
3. [T A) & T /N —BRESEREXICRITD /S DEFRERIEE
slE27 (KIRAFEAFD
4. FEECRITD K13 DOHEE—XIEEIRACHEERACEE LT
AARIERF (REFLLRFAFD

E&ig [ 02-03-02 ] HAREHRRX

@ 9:00-9:35 @ 9:35-10:10 @ 10:15-10:50 @ 10:50-11:25

=& ## EEFONEEAS
1. IR R T F (ERBUKRE)
2. NoREBOBPSERAT | MEZPIMNC 2 BRE (RBOEAEAFR

= | BIERE RILKS
3. [&®YJ ICXI DERAEBFEEDNS —BNEFMEDRICBDRF2ENE L T—
WAHE (SREIMRNFAT)
4. DY PABAREBEFBENHGREICTID THID ] DR STI—ZERIDIER
I25—I707 VU7 (BtEXF)

#% (11:30~12:00) [ ALi5 02-B1-02 ]
IR | UAE— (EHEEE)

1. SRIEE T B8 BUERAS

2. SRS h+=BE GEEAS

3. IREEESIRS WOEE GEPHINEEAS)
4. SHEBRIS WAR— (EHEBER

BEEE  (13:00~14:140) [ AL 02-B1-02 ]

~

= R B GEED
$8)8E . Professor Michael Rundell (Editor-in-Chief, Macmillan dictionaries)

$8ERE8 | “Corpora, dictionaries and pragmatics: challenges and opportunities in

K the age of e-lexicograph” /




DURDYL (14:50~16:50) [ A& 02-B1-02 ]
J—¥ . “Corpus Linguistics and Pragmatics”

5860 - INAIEE (RESTREITASETAS) “Corpus-driven Contextual Processing”
$#50 B INE—BR (P AZR) “Interface of corpus linguistics and pragmatics”
1BEssRE [ IBL & (RaES

1EREsTsRa - Professor Michael Rundell (Editor-in-Chief, Macmillan dictionaries)

= AR & FUKE

FA&=X (16:50~17:00) [ A5 02-B1-02 ]

FISDIRES RRx B BECAS
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Aty 7—o2avF1 [ 02-B1-02 ]

EEZ LI RN AFEARORER Fle B BRI GEBORT)

KT —7 a7 TlE HEICE RO AAGERBIO )G, 1) IgEE, 2) WX 755 3)
TERB~Y 2D 3 REAMY B, ZOEJIRZRITT 5, Aaased. FEdFito otz
T5Z &V, F ZITITEEIMEFOFERRIIBLES O D Z & 20, BHEH LW SEEEA
T OIE, BUTEENZ00 L) D1 Tl <. BHFORBIIZT TlIR L Enewn idy 23R7
7eHOThHEEZZ LN, BlIZIE, THFETIIRTT 47 « RIA RRAERADBRTT 47 « RI7A K
ARAEM~EBL2D0H L LN fEHH Y | BHEFAOFEERILUZ b ZNN RS TWD, £
7oy PR EITERRDIRERFGLOMHIC, R ERSEMP R S WD a0 b, KU —7
Ta v T, ZOL D RFFICOWTEEHRRIIZRELENBE R, Hama i) D5 a Tk L7z,
ZEICER . (1) R - B RS - FTHEZSE - AEF - BALERR. 2000, [BIfEE Z L1300
it] . (2) Brown, Penelope and Stephen Levinson. 1987. Politeness: Some Universals in
Language Usage. CUP.

1. BFERBICRT 53 A48GE (R OEREHEICOWT BB (URERTRTED
AL, BARA)R5510 CORERRRAIEEGE b, FIA L BUAD TSR L L THHEST Hitd A (2012)
DA AHfGEMeo politeness style) [2] #HY EIF, ZHETHEfEIND Z ED7noiz T2 Off
FEgIC oW C,  [EFEERGEN O] (wording) OBLED, EO X5 B R SE L- L
HATE D00y, EORREMZIRET H2HOTH S, BAEMICIE, RAWGEE (A ZREEIRI > OFEHR
HIZIET 2 RN LT, SrBBala o < JifE T & 2@ /1 DR EFEIZRB VT,

[ (1) TESEERZM < FPET28800MR (2) TEGERZM) P 20203720 (3)
I < CTRAS S TR U T D NHEZRET T2 e D “BOERE O3EEY W78 T
T2 HEE S - BT T2 ZfEH L TG, LW Z &L 5,

ZEIGR . (1) 2. 2012, TRAWGE T2 OERmIERE] [ RASTEFRW 144 RE T
4. 300-305.  (2) MMEEEIA. 2002. TSEEEEHEICRT 28OS Y HI2oWT) TEIIRFA
SCFEREEE] 36, 43-49. (3) Jacob L. May. (1993) Pragmatics: An Introduction. Blackwell.

2. FASHETRITOMFE BT (Frf) - BH—F KR F )

EREE LW O BEE SHEO—HICIRT DIEEEOANHHE L LT, KY 35O X 9 RIAFEEe, BE
FOREFEERAT2EBNEL Abid, ZHHDORBUTIL, BRDBFMEZT T, FEEEF
DOFEFL ORI L HHE A S EWVORPE L SD, Eo, ZIBIITRIADEITLO = X FAE
TZORARIRREL L 720 | SO LW I L 2B LT 720N b 56 b H D, FHOR
IR S I, £ OFHNE C 5N Tl A mD, EHOIMNIR L TIPS 42 52 5, €
LT, ZDERADO—-BTHDHZ Lamd v T3] LW HEHEE LB 2 5D, SEATHIFETIE,
N HORIIW RIS Lo TR 67, BRI S HE W BE SN TR Vel
AFEETIE, ZO &) R HEECIER ZMGEEOREHERABEIE L L TE b A, AP L S56aE
& DORRC, HRREM O B 2| il % OREHIBI B4 %,



FHERE (1) AURCREE 2008, [KY XAAGE —o—~<FREREN2 BT OO0 . Ht KfiE
fEEIE. (2) PEAEHIERB 2. 2008, [ aEEil 2008] . HAt: TWJ. (3) ATHFIL. 2005. IR
FTA RRADS RDEH Z EIXORE—FEO KT v VX AGEOOHT 2B L T [BEARFEREE
VA ISR 14 25-37.

3. [EM) & TH®I 0 F TR SNAEEOE —REMEER) b Do —
THAER (REOREERET)
I, EHEZ2HC Y 2 7% b—) . a2 A a—) ERETHHPENEDLD
(272> TETD, FREDOBI I DR TIER <, ML H0OBE®ER>Z LN <mbTun
% (EPr 1980, 4RH 1998, JEfE - Hilfx 2006, FIA2008) , &2 TAFETIL, Y,/ 7% h—]
E T/ A a—) LIZESEY T, BEETRLLIND ORI X I FRGLINDHZ ETHELS
BEROE NI OW CBBEMEG OB DA Z AR D, [EY,/ 7T X b—] ([Z2oW\W T REDEFE
M) WHEESFRIX D FTELTDHIEICL ST, HARIIRBITS R X NOBRE N b &
B2, FOZERHH T REOBBH B CH D Z L AT D, TE/ A a—) 12D
WCIE TFEBMEOBIR] BWEXRICH X TR ilrd S8, — Tt TIZEns Mgl = <
rDOE I ITHEOOL 2 & EfEfET S,
ZEHR - (D) VB IE1980. [HEEMEED = & 13— - S3C—8dh—) . [S3549%] .343.46-52 .(2)
EATd & 72011, [BEEMEERG—FEGEIRT T L L3RRl RE— . TEAGES:] .30.14.106-114.

Bty 7—0avr2 [ 02-B1-01 ]

Hemingway {Ef % A< —s&Mam, UG, RASTEEOBERE RO T—
Al RA R U C=SkET)
TRATA L — KEHEE (B b~ AKT)
KU —2 3 v 7 CliL, Ernest Hemingway OffEm%z 1> (e Lik2-2) v EiF, 77 X
7200 2 T 0 12 Hemingway OSURIZIE D, 7082175 OIL, fEfRR. SUAGR. BEISREFE O
FA TR A BHIATE TV D S ANDREE TH D, ko T OBt DR DR FE DTN
DS Hemingway 1EShZ 04T d 52 & T, —f&KIZ I)—REKRA LK) EEAEIND
Hemingway OSUADFERZH SN L TN ZENTEIUTEE X TS, 3 NOFRFREIT, ©T
“Indian Camp”ZH(Y _EIF. Z OFEFHOURZ“Hills like White Elephants”72\ > LiZ“Cat in the
Rain” & il L2 B2 N2 5, Wi s Hemingway OEMwEZ AR TH/ELTHY, 77 A K
T ETHRAMRT D0DGETH D, 3 ANDREFZITIT., BEYGE - B E ORI b1
H L THIZEZAT-> CE TWAIRERRERE IS bbb TWWE & | Eaali s 8 Tun <, BRARIC
ONTEHE XY, T X FOGHIHEEN BRI OWNT bigin L TWO< & Licuy,

1. FH L EBOBX—Tndian Camp"iZIiT 23K L YRED /2 F—
IR P TANERERT)

Hemingway OSUARIX,  HMzE < 2y BLEIZ HlZ2ED 7oy ICEUE Lo, FERICHEER e X
HANTHDLEEDND, ARKRIT, £T| (FRLIEEZA) FIRIZHFFEDOH LIMERS 2N
BRI SURO—H %, FREFBUTER LN BB LT 5, L0 BT, 35D OOz
% e+ OEEZIY B, BRREROFENED X 5 R BR A2 EATHDDHvRL
720,

WIZ, ZOEMIZE L TUEAEE T L I BT o Sz oOfE—ME= v 7 1Zx3 514 =
T—a VYOS, BEOROBEDREIONT, SUKDRHE & WiREOREEZBhE- S CRARLZ
RRD, ZDOSTODREITK L, WREEROGREL & i ~OE B ROU D FED HIEHR L, 1B

10



RO T 7 A N EINT TN —EDREZTER LTV, BB SUR L VRO A & 23 BEh#E LD
Rz & b2 biutuIsanth b,

£Z 30k (1) Horn, Laurence R. 1984. Toward a new taxonomy for pragmatic inference: Q-based
and R-based implicature. GURT'1984, 11-42. @)ILHVAE 2008. [FTFERDOL T LT B 71 A
A b=V —0iEY 7] [E:8] 371, 6671

2. UFRLEFEFOPFE NIV TY = A Tt RNE < SR & B3\ D.L3E—
BT (AR
SURFROBLES Hemingway {EROAFRIZIE D, Widdowson (1975)DEIRIZHES T, A%

SRR & SUFPEE & OIS EATEST, VRN & SURDBHEMEIZ WG LTS, /~— RARA L
R EFREALH Hemingway ORI, FEAVEI TR S 6 DI T 21T 9 Z & 7 < Wk % i
SHD, Lonl, 77 A RORB— D> DICHEE L battED TIT< & B AO.LOBHD
HEDOIFEIZR S, AFEETIE “Indian Camp” 2BV B, Z0EEENIEH L, 1B A TiAaED 72
Do, B NDOCBRRIEA & E23 b5, S HIGEE “Hills Like White Elephants” & Frifgs U7
DD, CFMETHERLE 72> TNDANI U T T oA D/N— RIRA L RAZ AL LD D% L TR
SR Z U, Ficemi O EEE 2T 5, £ LT, U T Thiv CE A RSAFIRORTEIZ S
WCHY B, SURGOHTZ L72 s & —E DR Z 375,
2 ik . Widdowson, Henry G. 1975. Stylistics and the Teaching of Literature. London:
Longman.

3. #HEEL (Rz) %6 Hemingway {ERIZES RE B L= T
Hemingway O SUAZ RN SHET « b EMGROBEN LN T 5, RBESHETClE. Sieedilc
S5 FARMECTBIE, I =BIESEEAFSTERED 1 2 L 225 T 5, FEIZ, Langacker (2008)
(X, AR BARA 72 B (R AR 23RBS b D 2 & Fi2, 2oy Ia b
—3 g a2 LR BB TIREL 72> CND Z L ZTFEL TV &V ) S THRICET 5,
ZNRIELTIUR, FERRSEERIICE OBERIUIER L TUAERE T L T 2 & T, &
BNPORE D PO, BHANO Lz (BRWLIER) MR EEmA i ZENTE D L
B, A%FE T “Indian Camp”’Z 700N, “Hills like White Elephants”72\ L3 “Cat in the
Rain”DO3AR L S L2235 H RSB A KT come X0 this, ahead <5007 R BRI,
HOEITAE S IR L, VD SO 2 K LT SEERI Ch O EMat L2 b, 1
b HEAENN TN,
ZZ K Langacker, Ronald W. 2008. Cognitive Grammar: A Basic Introduction. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

C&H 7—-2ayr3 [ 02-B1-04 ]

BRI D BASEER ~, HASEEE b Disfambisi~
RFEHE AIEFRE GRS
FIEEE), BAGEREERESESRCAOND TR B3GR W TSR ERICER
L7-REFRGEOE R AT, wi T RSN, AAGES S L RRERE DTN THOMERR LT=25
BHEPNIRT A FRA « A NTT OB S USRI OWTOIT L, FERRIT 7 a—F
WA a=lr—va VEBICH LA E 72 D IOV Tl D, BRI = BIETE D, A v KRV T
sty (INS) S HAGEREEEE INS) L oSGEHIcasha MEED 72Ol L Tnd a3
a=r—va s ARTTU— (CS) IZOWTEEEIT, BAGEFE OUMIOBRMEN G2 2=
—1ay s ALNTTUOHEDORMEEZDLRETHD L) BRNIMEREITH, Tk, 7uaT
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&L HITHREIRORET 21TV, BB DO ARGl 5 & L BIZ, HAGEHBEWITE) b eE i
FEDYES HAETRT D,

1. BHEFIVRTIUR - BE FOREBMHTIMZ bNGE NIRRT B ERFR TP
AFFRIL, BETFOREN IS TS FPEERIOWT, B - SCRIEUCEH Li25E
B EITH L EENE T D, RahT — X 00T LThER, K& < 2 DOMERAZLIZ, 1 D
L, FELTFORGEEZ= T C IHETFORMA) PEEE L GEonTWhWbs o, 2 SHIE,  TEEL
FORGEOHRIL ) DWEHE L TRRLEN WA D THD, Fiz, 2 DICHE L TA LI
L, BELTOT AT 4 T E2IED LR BEAENINEN T2 & Th D, BT, 2 DORE,
LT E RIHERORBRNH D E VO BN DEZR LT, [HEToORME] 2WEdhe LGR
RONTWAHHEEE, WEORBRN O HGAITEX 2RI LY, 5L FORICEROLNE
LW, OGS TFOIRIUCEMEZ R U720, fTFE2RE LW ERYXFELEAL VD

Z Dot

SR - (D) BH1-. 2001 TE55ICR0 2 EEI5EE) TRAGE & BAGEZE ] 30 51-60. B
JEFRBRFE AAGE - HAEHEE L ¥ —. (2) &G 2012, [BE T TEIOMS SEFNS
22 - BBV KT A& FOMENT - | THARL FRFHESCFR] 61 57-68. HAL K-

2. BREFEEORIA MRR « R NTFT VT H—BE MG (RALR R PR
FEEFEOEFHA DNAFEEATINCOWTHFIKT 2T 47 - RI7A bR+ ANTT
U—OBLE OREERRE E R LT L T A, BRI, v 7 aieiik (He O WHEBET S T2
—/UZIF RO S ) PRERR TH D Z Livbhrote, BARICIE, (1) 89 Lico?
S oTed? ) TR, [EH L T~?2) =05, (2) FHdEE 5 O,S56R0 COIHTE
WG 200 LTy, (3) MRS LeEE OB ( DL L TWD ) %) BE—rW
THRESND, @) HFED THA,BLrob] LW IREIT U EADOFIERR L 5T A T, 72
EDORTOMENHE CTH D, FHEORTT 47« 7 = A AT DO DR, Z OERDMEFICZ
noMba a=br—a AIAFEINATON D, BFORFRPIEREHZ AT, ~ 7 v 2 G TA 272
PRZERMET 52 & 62 <, FIHFREREE L TREISE T LERD D,
B3 - (D #2011, THE T/ S—=V G« 7 U U —IZBb DG T—B AN - iHE
A - MEANNGEEE OREZBEL T [FUERTFHEEY ¥ —BAGESEWE] 26, HERT
A +Y o % —. 1-17. (2) Hayashi, Takuo. 1996. “Politeness in conflict management: A
conversation analysis of dispreferred message from a cognitive perspective” Journal of
Pragmatics 25. 227-255. (3) FAEEFPIr. 2006 [FAEEIIEIISIT D m— Vot & 7 m— L5y
troEsl [SEERFIITERE 13 BARASFEMT~ OBt 0T 7n—F] | 5426 F
DI () FANERER PR AU EIERL 21 iid COE 7'n /5 o [S5EREMN 2 g L 7
D E BT . 229-243.

8. AVERRITADaAIasr— gy« ARNTFTIO—ZONTH—EE
—BEE DI 2 — g U EMBITED AT HI—

T A A =T VYT G
AHEFTIE, A2 R TiEEE (INS) S HAGEREEGSE NS) & ORFEHICEEE VI
EOAHEDIMFERHL WA asa=hr— g« ART770— (CS) ZHALNITAZ EAEHAE
T %, 44D INS & INS OfxctiFHEilEm O B MGt 80 w M UOEEH ‘RO 7+ —T v 7« A
vHE2— (FUI) OF—%% _DOBLE0 08T Lz, INS O HAGERRNIIHHEE 244 & Bk
24 ThDH, TOFEER, FFhcas o= — g URENME U2V K D ICS BV OREE A2 Tk
T5 CS &, HHFL DRI BWREAEST 5720124772 H CS EMBIZER Sz, INS 1ZDHV 3
b, @EE~—h—, QUHGE @OFOEHO 4% L TCS 217 LT, LLEOFEED
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5, HAGEREIDIAT5CH CS 2R T A Z LIc k- T, &% ) T8 52 L
NTE, AAGEFEOYHADEMEMND CS HBEDREMEEZ HRETHD EWVZ D,

SR - (D BEANA 2011, TESUEEEETEORFET RO D DAOIRBEEAERSRE = A 0 AGES:
BHEDaIa=r—ar s AT TO—FF0NT—] [FEBRERERFS T AAFEAACE] 7.
106-79 (rxxvii) . (2) KHEK. 2004. [SEEIRBIT25HWSHOMERE « BEhRPI =2 HV
OHIZEHL T [THAEHE] 120. 53-62

D&tm T—oavF4 [ 02-03-01 ]
AT 7 R FH b RICEFRADOBWRRE <o T BBk O3 5 E5R LGRS B 35E

DX RIS w2 HEOERT (RESHREE)
1. AZGEOBMFEFISUIEEY 555 fERrae (ZHERT)

Halliday (1967-68)i%. open ZED\ \ioid 5 FI AR K& O march ZE D% 03B 2 Bl O,
I bz, T HI5EE - HAGEEOSINEROFHECET 2 0 24252 L, AJEFK TlL, Halliday
DOHHTHBBIZ LoD, HIGEIRT HEEFRE(motion event) 2 2% 3 BhF & UMD SINESE OREM:
[ZOWTHELET D,
(DT HEGEOZRIL, 23%lhE o B A GERE 213 - FERBR AR DA IR TERT 5 =
&% GETRID —YodFEMT (PR 200004 5547, Ayano (2005) 236V VTl U7,
(1) a. John walked in/to the park.
b. KEBOMAGR T2 ~HR T,
(1a)? walk %, BFERZRTIGITAEIET 256, IS TH L3, BR800 &6 555
BT TH D, —J7. AAGEITIIFRRERE D <) LAMEELZRW DT, RlER a3 5rh)
SR FRETH 5,
IHI, @F, FGED walk PMEEALTHZ AR LTINS,
(2)  John walked his dog in the neighborhood.
AFEFR T, DL EOBWEEREAO KBS K OIGHE 92 STNER OFFEIZ DUV TG 5,

ZZ K : (1) Ayano, S. 2005. “Talmy's Lexical-Semantic Typology and Three Types of.
Directional PPs in Japanese.” BLS 31. (2) Halliday, M. A. K. 1967-68. “Notes on Transitivity
and Theme in English.” Journal of Linguistics. (3)77{R3z—. 2000. [ZEfZH OFRERm : HE
WEROXNNZHASL T a—F—) | [ZEfFRELE gL .

2. AT I A Mh b RICRFEOREIMEBIRFER 0—RE BREE (BT

BERIAAEERE S 7E(Systemic Functional Linguistics) 238\ T FBROIRIFERHRICIE B L=k
T HiELEhergative) HTIE, 174y & RIZUTHER LichEhi(transitive) 54T & AR BIRICH 5,
Halliday (1967-8) Tld, #FETIT4% BT HHIC 3 DD X A TZ[EE L, 1T4IMTAELSNOFEY
(B 7 effective, 1T40MTAHBLIINMT KIE7a\ descriptive. (i ORHEZ 4 L7- nuclear DL
TN L 22200 %, Bl X A F12L D e L,

ARETIL, 2o 3 XA TOEMIRET 7 A2 N OBSLHIZEb 2 itk (foregrounding) & 5 5L
(backgrounding DBLENHIEX 5, FTVEL. 727 A hELEWIMEIR 58T L, kT HHiZ A 7 &
DD BIFIROBEMME 25T 2, RIT, ZOFEHEFEDO 2T 7 A M TCE LSz iz A 7L
LR U, FEROZECSMEZ RS 5. BLEIC RV | EERIAMEIR ST OMFRIZIZ= T 7 2 S OB
WETHD Z & Zigimd Do
ZPRSCHER : (1) Halliday, M. A. K. 1967-8. 'Notes on transitivity and theme in English, Part 1-3', Journal of
Linguistics, 3-4. (2) Halliday, M.A.K. 1994. An Introduction to Functional Grammar2nd ed. London: Arnold.
(L% - REER. 2001, [HRESOEE— ) 7 —BEa~OE\ -] HU. < A LR
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3. BASEORMREEICET 2 —B4 | BRMEN L TEEEDOBBRN L
R B (RIS

AT, BRULRIERES B (SFL) ORI L > T, BAGE & SGEOEE 2 Wiz &
WAL L TotrL, EBEOT 7 2 hOHRTEDL S ITHERET D0k, a7 7 A M EDORFRN LT
%o FRT, BESEONFIAHAET D & ST\ 5, Aet&EE & FH T S FEOBGEN R 9 10FE (process)
RIS TS %, Halliday (1967-8) 13, SREDREAREN 2 MOS 525 L Hte L Ttk

(transitivity) OFFAA THRRINZHT LT DA, HAGEOBEIARRILAMARE A EH T, LV
HEZLRRMZ 2L TS EERD (I, 1996) . AR Tld, AAGESGT L HEEFRITAE LR
LW RetEaEx T, TEEDBE<) X TBEEZH<) o TR ) 7 EORBIOMRErER 4
ITT %, ZHBD, FEIRIZ K 2ETE LRWAAGEIZBNT, FOXo7rarT7 7 A MoELE
LT D07, 1l & G ORRD D L 5,
ZHESTHER - (D) Halliday, M. A. K. 1967-8. Notes on transitivity and theme in English, Part 1-3', Jowrnal of
Linguistics, 3-4. (2) Halliday, M. A. K., & Matthiessen, C. M. I. M. 2004. An Introduction to Functional
Grammar (3rd ed.). London: Arnold. (3) 2[LIAER. 1996. [EhaEikis : SeELidmopis] . B <AL
oK.

SRR (11:00~12:10) [ A% 02-81-02 ]
Conceptualization as the sign’s effect: how polite utterances come to be produced

Professor Takuo Hayashi
Momoyamagakuin University (St. Andrew’s University)

Haberland and Mey (1977:5), in formulating what linguistic pragmatics is, state that “the
pragmatic question par excellence is [...] not: What does an utterance mean? but: How did this
utterance come to be produced?’. The present talk will pursue this question with focus on the
effect of signs.

One of the important notions underlying current pragmatic theories is that meaning of
language resides in its effect. We can trace back this notion to Charles Peirce (1902)’s proposal of
the triadic sign relation of sign, interpretant and object, where interpretant is defined as the sign’s
effect on the mind. Charles Morris (1946) developed Peirce's account of the interpretant by
incorporating George Mead’s social behaviorist notion that meaning involves a stimulus-response
type process. This view of semiosis is also grounded in Grice’s formulation of non-natural meaning
(meaningnn) and Sperber and Wilson (2002)’s account of inferential meaning. The notion of effect
1s not confined to ideational or propositional aspects of meaning; it applies as well to the
performative aspect of language (e.g. Austin (1962)’s ‘llocutionary acts’ and ‘felicity conditions),
and even to the constitutive aspect of language (e.g. Fairclough (1989)’s notion of ‘synthetic
personalization’).

As these and other studies have shown, linguistic signs convey effects of multiple kinds that
are often interrelated (e.g. ideational, affective (or interpersonal), textual, sociocultural,
intentional, and ideological.) In this talk I will focus on effects of the affective kind. My primary
purpose is to give an account of how polite utterances come to be produced, with focus on the
manipulation of forms, which corresponds to the second phase of Mead’s human action. For this, I
will present an analytic model of politeness which explicates the mechanism of how politeness
effects are created. The basis of the model is the premise that linguistic meaning is essentially
constructed by conceptualization which is motivated by the speaker’s pragmatic goal. I propose
that polite expressions involve conceptualization of reality, which is motivated by the speaker’s
reflective perceiving of other person’s ‘face’ for self-interest. The primary component of
conceptualization is what is called ‘construal’ or “our manifest ability to conceive and portray the
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same situation in alternate ways" (Langacker,2008:43). I argue that politeness effects of both
negative and positive kinds can be defined as a function of manipulative conceptualization via
construing of conceptual content. I will demonstrate, using English and Japanese examples, that
politeness effects can be generated from several construal operations such as specifying, focusing,
giving prominence, and taking a different perspective, and briefly touch on how other related
effects may subsequently be generated.

References

Grice, H.P. (1968). Utterer's meaning, sentence meaning and word meaning. Foundations of
Language 4: 225-242.

Haberland, H. and J. L. Mey (1977). Editorial: Pragmatics and linguistics. Journal of Pragmatics
1:1, 1-16.

Langacker, R.W. (2008). Cognitive Grammar: A Basic Introduction. New York: Oxford University
Press.

Morris W. C. (1946). Signs, Language and Behavior. New York: Prentice-Hall.

RARA—FHFT (12:15~13:55) [1REOE—]

1. Cross-Cultural and Interlanguage Research on the Speech Act of Disagreement Responses
YU, Ming-chung (National Chengchi University)

This paper investigated the interlanguage behavior of adult Chinese learners of American
English, focusing on the ways in which they performed the speech act of ‘disagreement responses’
in a second language (L2). The results showed that the disagreement responses for Chinese
speakers were more likely to be embedded with concessions, compromises, and/or even change of
activity, while those for Americans were more likely to be embedded with explicit communication
codes and/or statement of regret. In addition, contrary to what seems to be suggested in scholarly
literature regarding L2 learners in naturalistic settings, this tendency was also obviously shown
in the L2 of the Chinese ESL speakers. That is, the performance of these learners could be seen to
reflect L1 communicative styles and transfer L1 sociocultural strategies in L2 behavior. The
findings had practical implications for L2 teaching and learning.

2. BEDOZEERIEFADEWRME—BATED (655 LEEFED lpattal & OXIHNL—
#Z M (BEERTED) YL @R

AAGEOESERBLD [~TET V) LEZOHGEE [~T A 25X 7] 1ITO0TR, ZatEnsgungg
(ZHEDND & D FERE(RES: 20028, IF 20117238 1 | SUERIERICA LA TN Z LAvgS
IWCWD, AT, B (~7E7 v CAHEE F£7 7] & OB CRERGmIERD A A
bNLHSRE, I~TET m (=77 XS 2EREO NERY +pattal  [patta) & OXHHR

Il U TEET D, BT, TEEERE+ ) 85 &S mlihEhsa LD 0 AGE T3
IR, HERECIIAETH D, —T5. f{%u %ﬁ%n REERHENE) & D REEE LB S A S E]
FECITEERE, AAGECITAIETH D25, FCRWT S [EEEEAL FREEr + Bl TR0 5
BB b5, DA @Jﬁ@ﬁﬁ% (*%H)J) i) FKT HENLOZE L3RS T
DAITENHOZIEE D & B OITENZERZELS EWV OB LVEEEZ 8IS T 5 L5 2 5,
ZE R - (D) BT 1% ﬁﬁ@f&b‘%% (ZRT 5 MTWZ<JIZoNT— T~V LTHH 9 |
WESCOBSRERY TN D—)  [70 AFRAAERCSCE TR — H AGERFZEOHRFE—] Bifh+1.(2) Kuteva, Tania.
2004. Auxiliation: An Enquiry into the Nature of Grammaticalization. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.
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3. MEZAZOEZMEER [TbH 5] X BERRFIE (B Fn e - RSP
gl [Ch 69 U, 358 L HEOT T A0ZEAFRT, LirL., a2
TH [HFSAIBATHLL Y| EEH, FATHETIEINER T A SR ADBS Cali OF T 40605
7EEFBL TS, ARFRTIE, R HEZRER L COLHEITEFED T T AOZE THLHHHE,
FELSHELESSEORFNORT, T LUTIEZRC [THH o) 250, FHea A CHLW
(AR 2% BAGEREE DS, B OB MF RN U OB Z HAAILET 5 2 LT, hE oz
EROIMBTHD W) FEHONNIT 5,

ZE (1) W EFE (2006) [FEEORGT. « AASEORGE (2 LI30EH O L< &) NHK
HE (2) &k @IUCAAGENIES (1999/2002) [t Z &1F - Bdhtml | TRt Z &% -
Tsm) (o)al HEmd 2011453 H 12 H~4 H 20 H

4, =a2—AHETO [ [VN @LFH) /N &) ] +TF) RHIZOWT ~ [/ Fr—&EFRN
ERBE T LM TH-REE T ~ I (NHK B sSU bArZERT)
o —AWERHOTHEAR LT, o, A Fo—RFNERRE T RS THi-cihx
TY REDLEHIZ, VN @) FEN &) ) 2, T 2z, XEHD< D%
B, LIXUIIEOND L 512> TnD, ZORBUTIK, Fi-pEiz, g N7 e e b
VHERT S Z LT, ETFORLES X DT L) ET2ROVRH D LIS, ARETIH, =
DOICH, Tsgl)  CCRANED T EEN) OA4FRGELTHHZ LITERA L, ZoERIAN LT
HTA L7 ROHFRITHOWTHBNCT D, THNEEGR) 1, BEhREE S CoEaThbaE s C k<
ROENDIEIEN, 2 2 ClILFHRGELOT THEE L TR Y . ZNNVEX ORI A2 /R R~ & 7R
> TND, ETZFRROFRILN, R HD HHEOIEEOHFIZ S BN D Z & %, FATiiEx b LR L,
HAHAAEERD D30 LT 5,
SAEHR (1) HEMT- 1994 [EMAEE) S R BRSO EORA  [HEINERERT B AGEFF
F] 15 (2) WIEHET 2005 [SCEEEEEOBS] < ALBHIR (3) #AREE 2010 ==
—ZAghEIZBT S [ {#ERE (VN) 45 (N) | +TF) UTHOWT [THRIMNERERSEE T E
AAGEY > & —iate] 36

5. FREFEOEMATY Tkes-kathun] DORILTEAL L FEFIRREVILIR —RAGEOESPE [HI\\R) &D
XA @ T T— BN (AR UL B AR
AMFFETIE, IFEEEOA 2 —F v MERZ T 2NZBWTEIER SN D X 9127~ - 8REREDE

KJE Tkes'kathun] DREIETALE | ZAUTLE D FEFHRRAOBEREILIR A RT- T L 0 1o 7854, AR

FED (i el (Fujii 2006) & Oxtbba i@ U C, flx OFRICEA B EH N2, [

) & BEIEE] OXBIDEGRE CTh HEERECIHW T, BEEH) 226 TEIEE] ~Olisi v )

SUEERROERDODIN RO S Z LITERITIET 5,

HEERE Tkes-kathun| OFILEHEIL, AROERIZAER LOWIEE [kes-kathta] &> [HER:

Mgadh ) &V SUEREROBEEEE, FoA o F—y bOT 7%l LIEHEEZSELWI Uy

UIVOBRENR NS, TOKIE, BAGE [ ORIBEAEL, £HEANC keskathun| &

[FERROIRD BN ZT 278, FhELSHETHWOIL, BIHE~OMREIGELY L Ce, B, MSEET
NEARTEOREIETAL] &) Ml RA-o0h | FEHFRAREMRILRORRE DR/ & 9 xtbb 8l

g3z,

2Z 3R - (1) Fujii, Seiko. 2006. “Quoted Thought and Speech Using the Mitai-na be-like’” In:

Suzuki, Satoko (ed.), Emotive Communication in Japanese. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 53-95.

6. LNy iy JR TTR] (B RCEED)
AFERIL, G LFNREZE T ONE NI BRI, 2 a=0—a LBl bRIAL

LI LTHbDTHD, WEROZHDOHIZEL, SHEEECIUIRE OBFR, &l LFORRR LI

2%, BIZIX Iz THEx bz HHbEh) %, WETHEEZS THDHZ L, X
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IRIZ K> TIFBINESFE LFORIE RIS 2 & G LFON5 LR L OBIRZR bR 5%,
Tl SUIRIC &> TR D %3 5 ik LFAME 5 BRIy, ZOmIZHONT, 2 a=r—v
DI EIXV N w7 OF D KIEDGHREADERU IS D58 LT OWEZE~ L, & LFOEX
PHE FADBENT & ED XD ITEENH LN EEET D, FZZ LTV M) vy 7oT7Ru X7 &
WO EE LT OB (B7E - 43l - #ioR - BE) AH B EDENSUR GRS LFOEX &%
HOERORREELET 5 L ) RIMIONTHEET D,

ZEH W — 199 2. [Bihaa=r—3iar] AEMHEE

7. EEPFMENRIC T D h—2 v L ARTE M R (BEZERY)
AMF7E1E Du Bois (200112 &L 5 *faGHiEqm(dialogic syntax)! _ﬁé/)?:? S B E WIS,
T e b (resonance) IZFHART 5, kEfHaEamIL. B AEEE « MARRIC K24 T T T
(diagraph)|Z 33 & 5ol - 9479 %43, Du Bois (2001) 1L, BFED h— 7 VINERE BN T L VIR K
NDZ LT, ZINDENRFET 2 rREMZTER L T D, ORI DN T, ABFZE IR 5
FExtah 21—/ S A(SBCSAE) ) RSO HF A L, 44 7 77 71 LAt aE Lz ¢, h—2
 DBUSINS N ZAT D 2 & ik D, R, BEO FAAPE T 5 EE N (frame  resonance)
e a—/RAPBIE L, FEHEND b—27 AATHOWTHERERE « NRGE « MLl DBLE D EE A N2

Do
ZE R
Du Bois, J. 2001. “Towards a Dialogic Syntax”. University of California, Santa Barbara
[manuscript].
Tannen, D. 1989. Talking Voices: Repetition, Dialogue, and Imagery in Conversational
Discourse. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

IR PR« [EASHESL. 2010, [SREEHD XA F I XA A-RHREHGRO T 7'v—F1  #f%ett.

8. Gender-related variation in the responses to criticisms: A contrastive study of Taiwane
and American speakers TUAN, Huitsen Jeanne (Shu-teUniversity)
YAO, Hui-mei (National Penghu University)
The purpose of this research project is to examine the effect that gender has on responding
techniques to the act of criticisms in Chinese and English corpus. The empirical analysis is
based on data obtained through IDCT (Interactive Discourse Completion Task) scenarios,
responded to by Taiwanese Chinese and American English speakers. Sociocultural variables
built into the data are, first and foremost, gender (both speaker- and addressee-gender), as well as
the relative power status between speaker and addressee. Significant results are found in three
dimensions. First of all, with regards to sex differences, there appears not to be significant
difference between men and women in their responding utterances to previous criticisms.
Secondly, there is strong evidence that the addressee’s gender has a significant impact on the
formulation of responding to the previous criticisms. Thirdly, there are different distributions of
responding strategies seen to be subject to cross-cultural and power variation.
References: (1) Holmes, J. (2006). Gendered Talk at work: Constructing Gender Identity
through Workplace Discourse. Malden, MA: Blackwell. (2) Muntigl, P., & Turnbull, W. (1998).
Conversational structure and facework in arguing. Journal of Pragmatics, 29, 225-256.

9. 4 XU REFERFE L HATESFEDSTE - IS TAICK 2HIg—REREFE ~D
AVEEa—FT—FL)— R 4 VY Y (R TRT)
AHF T, DFECALND 4 SOEGE - HESFETA (FERE, R, NG &/ahE, MviRL)

\ZBIT 258 OFEX A BRIZ I HNIT D120 ThiA V2 B a—DfERE2RET 5,
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PR IIFBRI IS SN ST O TH BV, ENENDERE - S TR E ENT-SFEIC
KD AL FERRTH o7, ZIVHLDOREREZ A XU AN E HARANORK CHIEHGET 5 &
T, A XY RTET D AARADN AARITET AARN & e D RARZ IR XTND Z LI ThHim L
Do Flo, BEREN AR NEIBRARDERTED IR UBEH L TOVRBUCHER L, A XU AANERAR
NOYERE FENEGHED DEII K E LT AEESRCEEED HINZ DWW T H BT 5,

TR A a— D TEGNR D LBEZONDLN, DR EITIBCA v Ea—L )
FHEEZRD AND ZEBARETHDH 2 EZREEL TN,

ZZ R« Bell, J. (1999). Doing Your Research Project, Milton Keynes: Open University Press.
Kasper, G. (2000). Data Collection in Pragmatics Research, in Spencer-Oatey, H (ed.) Culturally
Speaking, Managing Rapport through Talk across Culture, London: Continuum, 316-341.

10, Reconsidering future tense markers in Indonesian =~ MIYAKE, Yoshimi (Akita University)

Indonesian has no inflectional means of marking future tense; instead, there are four independent words
which carry future tense meaning and which occur with high frequency. Akan, hendak, ingin, and mau, are
syntactically of a familiar type, being auxiliary verbs that immediately precede the main verbs.

Among those auxiliary verbs, akanhas been considered the most generally used future tense marker, as
shown in (1).

1) besok akan  twrun  huan

tomorrow akan  fall rain
“Tomorrow it will rain.
The other three auxiliary verbs are considered to denote desire and willingness. Ofthem matuzis the most
often used, as in (2) and (3) below.

92  maumakan apa?
mau eat what
‘What do you want to eat?

(3 aku mau es krem
I¢p mau ice cream
Twant (to eat) ice cream.

As has been discussed(e.g. Bybee 1985), as in many other languages, it is clear that these auxiliary verbs
have developed from verbs denoting desire.  However, I argue that the most frequently used auxiliary verb
mau has started to be used to denote future tense for near future and evidentials, many times losing the
meaning of ‘desire.  Compare the following sentences (4) and (5) with the (1) above:
(4) mau turun hugan.
mau fall rain
Ttis about to rain.’ (It looks like it’s going to rain.)
() tim kami mau kalah.
team 1% p.pl. mau lose
‘Our team is about to lose’

Mauin (4) and (5) functions more as a presumptive.  Speakers of both of (5) and (6) predict the near
future as there is a certain evidence for that based on their previous experiences

This paper reconsiders extended uses of auxiliary verbs to express the future tense, especially mat.
This study also shows how a verb denoting ‘desire’ gradually develops into one denoting simple future’. 1
will show a variety of uses of mau observed in modern Indonesian literature and media.
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11. Comparing self-face and group/family-face with reference to Korean apologies
HAHN, Jee-Won (Pukyong National University)
The purpose of the study is to look at how a person deals with face when it is involved with self
and when it is also involved with group. The comparison was made by examining apology rates
and how apology strategies vary according to face types. An analysis was made to examine first,
the use of apologies and compares the occurrences of apologies in different situations. Secondly,
the content of apologies was analyzed in order to ascertain the types of apology strategies used. It
is possible to put forward two possibilities for apologies. 1) People may apologize less in family
scenarios than self ones because the speaker does not commit the offense and take less
responsibility (shouldn’ this be apologize “less” changed to less 2) People may apologize more in
self scenarios than family ones because the speaker commits the offense and needs to take
responsibility for what happened. The primary question is to test these two assumptions and find
out which one is true or more prevalent. Furthermore, politeness strategies are identified across
the scenarios and then compared in relation with different types of data. This study attempts to
examine apology strategies used for either group face or for self face.
Goffman introduced the notion of face as ‘the positive social value a person effectively claims for
himself (1967:5) face is claimed by an individual during an interaction. Brown and Levinson’s
(1987) face based on Goffman is defined as something as the individual bears and elaborated
through the use of concepts such as a Model Person and the positive and negative face. However,
ethnocentrism from a Western focus on individualism has been pointed out as problematic since
the traditional politeness theory neglected the evidence of group-face that is present in many
other cultures, such as those in Asian and African societies. Research (de Kadt 1998; Gu 1990;
Matsumoto 1988) working on non-Western societies such as African, Chinese, and Japanese
politeness groups such as family, company, or nation demonstrated face as associated with
entities such as family, company, and nation societies.
The data came from the prior and ongoing cross-cultural research on face and apologies. Within
politeness theory, apologizing is to remedy the offensive situation and threatening to the speaker.
Apologizing is an act occurring in response with when someone has committed an offense in order
to reduce face-threatening acts so apologizing is classified as negative politeness strategy (Brown
and Levinson 1987). American data and Korean data was collected for group-face and on-going
study on self face (in preparation with publication). Korean data were included for comparison.
The current study shifted the comparison to the source of face from cross-cultural comparison to
making a comparison between different types of face. Using a discourse completion task, data was
collected in the scenarios other things are under similar condition. In the study of group face, the
speaker (i.e., the apologizer) responding to apology scenarios the one who is a family member of
whom committed the offense. The second data used for self face was collected when the speaker
committed the offense. The scenarios used for group face were modified in order to collect data for
self face.
References
Brown, Penelope & Stephen C. Levinson 1987 Politeness: Some universals in language use.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

de Kadt, Elizabeth. 1998. The concept of face and its applicability to the Zulu language. Journal
of Pragmatics 29(2): 173-191.
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Matsumoto, Yoshiko. 1988. Re-examination of the universality of face: Politeness phenomenon
in Japanese. Journal of Pragmatics 12: 403-426.

12. Understanding Editorial Cartoons via Cognitive Models and Social Interactions
SHU-PEI, Hsiao (National Taiwan University)

The study aims to explore how the role of cognitive models play when understanding editorial
cartoons. How pre-stored images render linkages to editorial cartoons which are displayed
without any compatible parts and how the invisible idealized conceptual models interact with
readers’ perception of the editorial cartoons are the main concerns of the study. Gestalt and
Ildealized Cognitive Models are important strategies which underpin human's perception in
linking correlations between visible and invisible images and facilitate authors' opinions to be
readable and acceptable by readers.
References: (1) Lakoff, George. 1987. Idealized Cognitive Models. In Women, Fire, and Dangerous
Things. Chicago/London: The University of Chicago Press. (2) Teng, N. Y. 2009. Image alignment
in multimodal metaphor. In Charles Forceville & Eduardo Urios-Aparisi (eds.), Multimodal
Metaphor. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

13. KFEOHER L LTD ‘proximal’ —REHEZ AW 2R LT ROIH—
PHAT (mE R R
PER TR, TROBWRITZENZN [+proximall, [-proximall &Rl S CE 7z, ZOFtdNHIE=
R T RPKIFEZ RO Z LB TRISND DS, FERT =R E T ROMB I IR @N@é e
[-proximall DFEEMEY, FEEITITHET DRIGUIFEERVDITKI L, =R ATREZe#PEANA <,
FEENDIEOMRE BIEL D D, AFRIE, ZOIRFREIIIHE OFHRED T m%ﬁé&%zéo
RITEEE 2 — N, MROREERAHEICH DS Z L &9 ‘DEM’ (Enfield 2009) &9 i
DIHEFFODIZHR L, 7RIT DEM’ (/% [-proximall Z=— NbL, *GROZEMEINIEZ L
BT D, THMEITEND D 2R ET R, RO RIEZTERN S 5, RE EORIRAE5 HE O
L, EMDSTRVEE OWZHEE T 5 (Levmson 2000), - T [+proximal] %, ZROERTIZ
72K, THEREORLRLREIY, TROHEZLVECLREHEL EEA LD,
ZZ 30K - (DEnfield, N. J. (2009) The anatomy of meaning: Speech, gesture, and composite
utterances. Language, culture and cognition 8 Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. (2)
Levinson, S. C. (2000) Presumptive meanings' The theory of generalized conversational
implicature. Cambridge and London: MIT Press.

14. AAGELREREICBITS 13®] RE —H E~0 N3] 1TEIOHE—

i — M (BIRKRFERERD)
ARFFETIE, B RFAEZTRENSE I, FENRE ETHLEDSE. NEH] 2B E L%
FEEFLALTH B, ZTORBFESCEHIEUTHOWT, oW BERE 72 o 72, £, BAGEL HE
FEOFELUS EFRER A BN L, ZOREIMZ ERT 2 DINIHOWTELET 5, (FO/TENE, 8
TR UTTE T, MR AT A - DI B S T8 CTh 5, L L, Thix L
DEINTEH L, [BRHNIEE. A, UL - TRRS, AAGETIL. 13DDRE, TOREEN
NEZH| THDHZ LT & VT EENRMEGEZ AV DR GH5 77, ¢lafi REIED S
DNy, HDHWNE NI OEMEP 7B e EA2 Sk L, BOoORRSCBARETE L <l HRBIZ
ZEEHLMNCT S,
ZEIER: (D) NAF— « A - BORFE. 1996, [FRRERILE LToEY] . [BAGES] 15 5, 13-22.
(2) 4 Pk 2012, THAZELWEEEED NID) (BT 2RBEHIE] . O UL

20



15. ANTBITD (8] OMT—FRIT 47 + RTA FRRAOBLENO—
BT (CERY) REET OIRRKFERFRD
ARFZEE, AT ATBWTERIEIKT 2 D) NED K HITEN, YIRS DO—HDORFEDOH
TEDLH 7262‘{1%%71 EDLDNZDNTHITEAT I DO TH D,
(| IR RRIZHULSIVIZD, ST ORGSR, AN O SEZEREIT S 2120E > TEOMHE
¢H:F%bja»ﬁ%mUT®;9 LT Z e oot
1. & - JmmA iR
2. ITENCRET H»EHR
3. Nk - EHEAVESR
Brown and Levinson(198DI2 kb &, D] EWHRTT 7« N7 A brAIL, FTA ~Offi
BATAIIIL =570 E ENTEY  FTA EAEWVDOREL VAR EOHIETERTAHA T T U—
ERET D ENTERY, LoTHMIZRTT 47 - RTA MRAD—ARNTTU—L LTHRZ D
AVTE T, AW CIIARIBHRITIN U TEDOHENEL L WO BmABE SN &0 2. 5,
ZE 3k
Brown, P. & Levinson, S. C. (1987). Politeness. Some universals in language usage. Cambridge:
Cambridge university press.

16. AAGEAF) b— b o—BE . TAIXAZ] A (RE AR
HAGED MEF 72 ) CHEED Business is business & VW o 7=4450] b— b o—Zid, R L [
TEMZSRERE] DD Z T TITHER STV e, LinL, 20 ERNZERE] 2B TTH
L0 Elo, ERMINLE T DN HOW IR Ch o 70, ARERTIE, MOSUTIEDIAEND
e BMTAERT D IAIZAT] OF—2BIEITESNT, TAIXATR] IZa—NMeEhg
BRI EZ52T 5, LT TAIXATL] 1T, ZHUCL > TSN DIEDS, FaERE R OGS LA
SADFENTIFIET D, B A ODF U BET 2E S A L, ZNEHERT D L0 I ns =
EEFLRT DML THD LWV I BIEAIRET D, 2D X 9 7255E K13, Blakemore (1987)(Z - THz
EINT-Fhixn)a— MbE WIS, FEEL VLT Tl S L~VUZBWTHENLT D
ZEEEL TV,
220k : (1) Blakemore, Diane. 1987. Semantic Constrains on Relevance. Blackwell. (2) A% -,
1996. “Tautology in Discourse.” [ Rl a7H « RIFHEZ MBI R Rl aGm U] 127-136. HIXA AL

e HRE (14:00~16:25)

A&ty [ 02-B1-02 1 &EHE

1. A Study of Impoliteness in Kang Xi Lai Le from the Perspective of Adaptation Theory
HUANG, Mei Ling (Providence University)

This research aims to help understand how impoliteness works and investigates the
phenomenon of impoliteness in a popular talk show program - Kan Xi Lai Le — in Taiwan. The
data were collected from a selected channel FKEHR Ca7TVin Taiwan from June 1st to 14th in
2012. This research adopts Bousfield’s (2008) impoliteness classification to approach impoliteness
from the perspective of Verchueren’s (1999) Adaptation Theory to explain the phenomenon of the
1impoliteness.

The analysis shows that impoliteness is found to be very common in the talk shows. There are
two possible reasons to explain why hosts deliberately use impoliteness strategies: (1) the hosts
try to manufacture the subject of a talk; (2) hosts tend to reinforce audience's impression with the
guests.
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References: (1) Bousfield, D. (2008). Impoliteness in interaction. Amsterdam: John Benjamins
Pub. (2) Verschueren, J. (1999). Understanding pragmatics. London: Arnold.

2. A Presupposition Study on News Anchors Language: A Case Study of Next TV
WANG , Cong Wei (Providence University)
This research investigates the presupposition triggers in news anchors’ language from a
pragmatic perspective. 100 news videos were collected from a selected channel SEHANEXT TV
in Taiwan from two sources including TV news and internet news from March to June in 2012.
Two analyses were conducted. First, the presupposition triggers in news anchors’ language were
analyzed. Second, implicatures in news anchor’s language were analyzed. In order to examine the
use of presupposition triggers in news anchors’ language, Levinson’s (1983) classifications of
presupposition triggers were adopted in this study. The results indicate that presupposition is a
common phenomenon in news anchors’ language. The employment of presupposition brings
about three main effects: 1) presupposition makes news anchors’ language more direct; 2)
presupposition increases the entertainment effects and news information; (3) presupposition
enhances duplicity and inductivity of news program.
References: (1) Huang, Y. (2007). Pragmatics. Oxford: Oxford University Press. (2) Leech,
G. N. (1981). Semantics: The Study of Meaning 2nd ed.). Harmondsworth: Penguin.
(3) Levinson, S. C. (1983). Pragmatics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

3. A Comparative Study of the Corpora for General and Specific Purposes for a Pragmatic Study
SUZUKI, Toshihiko (Waseda University)

This study attempts to investigate what can be provided by a corpora specifically designed for a
pragmatic study, the presenter’s speech acts corpora (SAC), and that by existing large-scale
English corpora for general purposes — the BNC (British National Corpus) in this study — in the
studies of English speech acts and politeness.

In this particular case study, the two English speech acts “Inviting” and “Suggesting” were used
to make a comparison between the SAC and the BNC with regard to linguistic strategies along
with the contexts in which these two speech acts occur.

The presenter’s findings are to address how to keep a good balance between the two types of
corpora, i.e. the corpora for general purposes and those for specific purposes, in pursuit of more
efficient and elaborate pragmatic study. They are also assumed to be useful in considering how to
design more advanced corpora for such specific purposes.

4. Characteristics of descriptive texts produced by intermediate and upper-intermediate learners
of English YAMADA, Yoko (Kansai Gaidai University)
To organize information, we select information, decide the order in which the information is
organized and choose expressions to linearize the information. Previous studies within the
quaestio framework (Stutterheim and Klein 1989) have investigated characteristics of L2
learners’ organizing information mainly based on advanced learners’ descriptions. However,
analyzing advanced learners’ descriptions is not enough to capture the whole picture of the
developmental process of L2 learners’ organizing information. This study is part of my project
which explores characteristics of L2 learners’ organizing information, and specifically examines
the influence of learners’ proficiency level, focusing on descriptions produced by less proficient
learners.
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B&im [ 02-B1-01 ] BAXRFEHRE

1. BAREDRFEESEFIOMHK L BNk S FAE (PR
AWTEL, DE-NTD) o 158o4ES) | [5I-0IK) DX RVIOEZIeE AR ons i
EEEGER] Z2x58e3 2, ZNoOEAEENL.  [<7ET7SURRMIE] > R 1FENA A—
V) ERFO, LIRS TS (EELI92, il 1993, Akita 2011), AEFIEIE, T ORRIRFHEA (LS
TAEGERAN > [SURIENR) & L, RS EPESEROERZ DURRIER] & SEERER
LT TEZR D BT, IREHPESEROEWEAMKL OFEERIZOWT, LT Z & 2H H0NNT
%, D) ABEEREAEEILIZ A RNT 7 v arThh, 2ORRILVIQV2 ]V (VIQ=VIDIEEEE)
ENIAF—THR D Z LN TE, MRERITRITTEAR TURAER 1XVIQvz ] vEns 2
F—ITHISLTELOHETH D, 2) [SURIEIR] OIFRIE. VIORFEES(LOE S « EHE A
71 =& I\(Maekawa &Kikuchi)» SEWERHT 2 = 3 C& 5, 3) [FZEME] OEIL, VIOEKD
b & K& S BhET %,
ZE R (VAT 1992, [BUR A AGEORERERIIFE—ai 1T DAL Eik—]
(2) M. 1993, MEATH IR DIEFRFA L BIARE [7 ] Te v] F2Rr oL OTHHENRHS
DT EINRFESE] 18: 62-68. (3) Maekawa, K. &H.Kikuchi. 2005. Corpus-based analysis of
vowel devoicing in spontaneous Japanese. in Voicing in Japanese. pp. 205-228

2. BIREGBICRT 255 L S3E L EE SEDUENZRICET 5 s/ oot — 554 NE & S B
e & T GBS
AR TITEE LS EL EESSLEICRT 2 UENERD—OTH S Al . L0biF, [TEEAIE
DEDILINTAETTNDDNE N RJEIZOWT, 2—3X2 % W T EiEAR, 35555, spoken/written
English JIlCT —# —% 08T L, FEEAMEIVE U DAL Bk L REHRmOBLE bRk 5, &
FEEIRICRE ST AIRF-L LR, v b, 2T F A b, Speech Level %5, k4 72 BER 532 < O
AL VIR SN TV D, ARETIE, ZNOHOERITNZ T T#EEED SO, FEEEIED AT,
RAZRET D ENDH D] LFRET D, & <IZHRBEENER L, 28 aREET CEISEE D m
D>, 72 Disten to, ook at TIFEWEDRY ROENRO OO ORFEIIRE 252 5, T, 3588
% & fixed expressions & DRIV IZHONWT HELT D,
2k« (1) Carter, R. & M. McCarthy (2006). Cambridge Grammar of English. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

8. YARXT 4 T DREET 4 X 32— RITHN S BUEFRILDTH — BRI OAEEME ML U 7Rl o
HLT— P EIERFRFPL)
AHEKIT, Y AAT 4T 2B U RPN RARREARET 57 4 Aa—AZBEL, T4 Aa—A L
(BN DB N RFE ORRRIEEMIR Z & ORE, 2 ED X9 R3A I = XN K> TER S
DONERTT D, BAEDGRAHN2RE b2 —ADUEDE LT, T4 Aa—A LD 20F1F
ENLL OB OFLEMEZ T2 2 S IR D b OB 5, AWFIETIZZ 5 Lo HdEfE ISR L
7RINHBLLT D 2 JUZHD fTe, £, FRMISEEFIRBLE O (F) Zim U5, Lakoff & Nunez
D EEFHWE S D54 Mathematical ideas analysis| OS5, EfEFOFEM 2 7655% T 256
IZHDBNDA A=V AF—<ZRET D, HEVT, 2 DEIITZNLL EOEEF O ZED RAG 2T
DRI AT, T 4 A T—ADEPERD, Z ORI 1% @D D 12D WD T 4 A — )
T AE I HNTT D,
2Z 3R« (1) Lakoff, G. & R. Nufiez. 2000. Where Mathematics Comes From: How the Embodied
Mind Brings Mathematics into Being. New York: Basic Books. (2) Perelman, C. 1997. L'empire
rhétorique, Rhétorique et argumentation. Paris: VRIN.
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4. 7 AV ATGRITRIT oA 2 O SRR BRI OER DRI ONT
The Corpus of Historical American English DI FS T HR G (BT
AFEROBIIL, TERFHNTIEZ DT ETBIGEL . e 8T 2872 7L LTHER 72
BL, TOENCOEMGIZRTZ & ThHDH, ErnaftaieilEi e LTz, eIk T580
EAE LTZE, FOZAUHBEADBEE X D72, B0 Z K 2 — S 2B1) H &
7228 b & LTOrT 208D o 5, /T Tl EEERIEIR BRI D look & & DFFEE seem |23\
T, BRI EREORER, TERERIZRZE b & BERO RN U QD Z L &7~ 9, The Corpus of
Historical American English DI 5 ., EIXH R as iflas though/likel il OWC, &b EE
RE L LT B 72D OAER 7 gt g & L CTAE U TE L OR, IREBIZEIONE B R2GE L FOFE
LW D AEIZZ B L, ZORENKEIZEIN L CE 22 b E 7o T2,
230k - Whitt, Richard. 2010. Evidentiality and Perception Verbs in English and German.
Oxford: Peter Lang.

C=i [ 02-B1-04 1 HAFEHREX

1. ZLEERD sarcasm & 1&REM:
HIE) W (REZFRFEEAIEE, BPMERE R FIE R ERHAT)

AFEROBINL, SRR IO TS EER & FHIND . BEEOREE b OREMSTE T
W, ARG SURIBEN L HEROERHEZ 72 G THRILE 72 V155028 90, BLONVEDFES
REFEIZIE T e sarcasm & OFHAZNRIZOWTELETH 2 & ThD, EFRMEOREDFEENE sarcasm D
FREORINL, TNENELRDRF B, FEEOEZX~OWIFRE, FEE ORHRME~DREE) 128V
HfE S D72, FHEEBMRITFERIZIZRN E V2D, Lol sarcasm & & 72 O T HEMESOFEE
REEEDNRD HNDIZE, XD MFdERD D] LW AROERE END & T 2, ZOTH|
% BT D 3EEF ORI T 1 ' RO T, Sperber and Wilson (1986, 1995) D BHEM-HIEG OO0
HELT D,
ZZ R (1) Walton, D. N. 1988. ‘Question-Asking Fallacies’, in Question and Questioning. M.
Meyer (ed.), New York: de Gruyter, 195-221. (2) Wilson, Deirdre and Sperber, Dan. 2012.
Meaning and Relevance. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

2. AVGEEEOERMEL [ (REB) MBI DOFRAFEFHRAIE
VAl (RLIRRFRF )

ARFTIIHIFEOMDUIOWT,  WEEOT ) O X5 ZRSGEMS HAGE CIXHEHINT AW D
NDDIZH LT, HGETIEE 9 TRV DR a3 S5E Ot 288 L TR (2006) ZHHEL L .
FOMEESRTT 2 Z LI E S TAI =R L EHLMNTT 5, BARIZIZFAT (2004, 200912183 <
NDWIEETH 5 A IFEOMWE 2 @My ik, BTt VOB DIEZ 5 Z & TCZoREIZAY .
TR« TR IS GERRRI RSN D BT H Z L2l LT, AREROTIENH02451ME
BETDH LBk,
ZEICR (1) FRA. 2006, 3 >OMBL] [SaEbse)] 129:135-160. HARSEEFR. (2) FATS
I 2004, [REAISCHERR L] KIEREESS. (3) HASA/A 2009. [ERIE— ROKHRE [ TN & T4
DEFEF] 353-393, BAFALL.

3. Bim. SUIR & i3 GR A 1T 5 M & P~ DRRBEI DG & T —
FEH 75 (IR
FEETIE, 5h LFOUEEIC & 58 & BRI RT 556, @pl, this NEIRSND, L
L. ROBITIE FELFTHLAR—LRIAFDOFORICH LF W% that THRL TV D,

24



(1) Look at that!” He held out his hand. On the palm were three little pyramids of black,
doughy clay. (Arthur Conan Doyle, The Adventure of the Three Students.)
Kaplan (1989) %, ERRIOESITEIGE L FICEESND & L7223, T4, Schlenker (2003)
1. T EATEEO— NFMAGADEEEE O DIALSINIZ BN G, BTG50~ OGS R A 5T
FTELZ, L, 1) O&572MEFA~OEABEZ RIS 7 FOBGITER Sh TV
VY, ARFREOFEE R REAOT — 21X, FEER OBk U O e A BTN T 5 O TH
D
%% ik + (1) Kaplan, David. 1989. Demonstratives: An Essay on the Semantics, Logic.
Metaphysics, and Epistemology of Demonstratives and Other Indexicals. In: Joseph Almog, John
Perry, and Howard Wettstein (eds.) 7Themes from Kaplan. 481-563. Oxford: Oxford university
Press. (2) Schlenker, Philippe. 2003. A Plea for Monsters. Linguistics and Philosophy. 26: 29-120.

4, [/ - EOJEDE (Left and Right Peripheries) | & 8% - MFEME & OBHRIZ? —BSE
BRI ABE /NEFSFEF (BB
[JEE) (periphery) 13, FEaEOMmHZEE L, [FEEEOE ] H01% [EEDEIIER) (left periphery;
LP) . B&EER 1 1345 D05 right periphery; RP) & FE 3% (Beeching and Detges  forthcoming)
JERDERIE, Balt, WHEDAE - 728 LUMESTZ23, 1990 0B H 245 5 30 b, ZHufE-TC
BnasZ g TEEik) - TMEEL)  (Traugott 2003) | F7-ikiFEk ORI PEER & L
HRESFIRL, BlfE, BFEETHEN HED HILTND,

AFERTIL TS (M/E=@IHE) — B (LP & RP) | OxfisaB 2 I2ps, Kok
FETCHM E LTEXBND TLP— @i, RP—ME@IE L) kb & 138700 . BAGETIX [LP -
RP W5 CHEWE - ME@i:) 2RV ok aiegl, e —Eu) oxtinsy, #E
FERTCELET 5,
23K - (1) Beeching, Kate and Ulrich Detges (eds.). forthcoming. The Role of the Left and Right
Peripehry in Semantic Change. Studies in Pragmatics. Oxford: Elsevier. (2) Traugott, Elizabeth
Closs. 2003. “From subjectification to intersubjectification.” In: Hickey, R. (ed.), Motives for
Language Change. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 124-139.

D&i% [ 02-03-01 ] HAFEHRRX

1. EEHFRRREL Y Y OARUER : BAGED [SEfEEE] oa— ML
KEHET () — MVE DJHILREE)

AAGEIZI L B ATOFREAFEE LTRE, EN &5 L FORFORUESHRR & AT T3 (h) T
B2 s Vo bondhs, —file LT 200 BT, B o AAGEFEEORLR
LOREA|ZE L TEOAERIBIRETED .~ ORS8N DEEE DTN % A S B b
EOTHBINIT B Z L AAEROANE T2, A bOFEOEE (Z2ir) ~OEHICELES
DA, Qa FREOHKGE (FFRIFY) ~. S HIZ@b i &l & DHHEA~DIERIZ KN, ZNAIKEIZGL
ATOFRECHETEBIS, S DICDEHNELS TR E O—H~ L FH AT - BETHIERROLN
7oo OIXFARIFRRORBICTH DD, PEFIEE L FOBEERRERORIL (FFE 1953) ~EHELTH
., Fto. OPOLDITEET HEK bR HND, Bl DIZFAIFBIITEEAY & &2 5
A, FARPIFREL A AFE AR R T 5 S EAEO MR DT Hivd Z L 2B 5N LT,
SRR - (DREGRGE. 1953, (SBT3 BRI b 0) | [el—Mthans StERiGHE) QK5E
F.1996. [EFE0bZ20HA] 9 5 5. (3)Ujiie, Y. 2012 . “The difference of epistemic contents of
Japanese subjective word yappari and its English equivalents”, 6th Lodz Symposium: New
Developments in Linguistic Pragmatics, Univ. of Lotz, Poland, Book of Abstracts NDLP2012,
149-150.
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2. on the contrary DEL & k7% BIFE CRBZERST)

AFEFKTIE, BREMEERONE) 5 on the contrary (LR, OTC &#E) OEMRIIRNZEROIF(E
R~ — A —Th D L EHER L, Fraser ORI %X %, Fraser (1998, 2009) D F5EIFR D
2RThHD, VDD LD EE SLITEELE WO FHIKIN GV | QDKFEOLA TIEZED X 9 7eifilf)
1372, Q0 TNOgE D, OTC XS] #ffo7cKG:, S2 ZIELWERRE L THRT 5~—U—T,
S22 Lo T S1 #EET Hi¥eA =7, L, @bO@DERITZYS T,

(1) Mary didn’t make a trivial mistake. On the contrary, she made a horrendous error.

(2) A: T suppose the job was boring?  B: On the contrary, it was really exciting.

(3) Unfortunately, he broke a leg. On the contrary, fortunately, he didn’t have to go to war.
ZZ 3k (1) Sperber, D. and D. Wilson. 1986/1995. Relevance: Communication and Cognition.
Blackwell. (2) Fraser, B. 1998. “Contrastive Discourse Markers in English.” In Discourse
Markers: Descriptions and Theory. 301-326. (3) Fraser, B. 2009. “The English Contrastive
Discourse Marker On the Contrary.” In Language in Lifé, and a Lifé in Language- Jacob Mey — A
Festschrift. 87-95.

3. [XDIFH>NRboLPEL] FD Thol| OFEMRIEE & 8 I LESEHR)

YIZP72&) LWHFERTH LT, [P Y<X] OREATLaA1E (XDEI03P 72X
CIET DG E IXDIFHIN G- PEL) CIRETHLARD S, AiEOFRIT [P Y<X]
DR MNRIRABR D T EMTEDL T LD, HEHIBITA2%EORBLOMER (Tbok ) OBf
B (3RO CRERRZ: (MIE@In972) BREEE- LT D & T2 2 E APk D, #GEHCRT
% [E#A] - Je2E] BN [T - #38]) (ok o MRS O I 2 0AE LR, X DiE)
Bhol PR % [XDIFH NP 2L ITHARTTEEDORNKEL L [ &I TEEOR
WRHLE R THEMNFET D Z ENA LN o7, ZOFEEZKT, XOFINb- L PEL)
R Tho b 1aid [BEEVEGRERE] & (B OBLGREKE] @ 2 SOERH D, EH 5D
MEREICEHE DNEDMND N E T, [bo k| PEEERT AREELDO THENEDD Z L AT 5.
ZE (D) PAIEA 2010, TEE () 8k, [EE L SR MERE - SHbhE1 -
AR, 424-442, BAtRtL, HRL. (2) Verhagen, Arie 2007. “Construal and Perspectivization,”
In D. Geeraerts and H. Cuyckens (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Cognitive Linguistics. Oxford:
Oxford University Press. pp. 48-81.

4. KGR I mean DFEIRASE L £ OffFE AR B (RO )
AaEiE I mean (Z-OUNT ZALE THf SN-FEHIFRIIREI GDRRI7Z2 b O3 % <. b2 T
H Imean 2MEIEE LTHWOIND DA | ZOMHFEICEI DaGEm 372 Sz -7z, ITmean O
FERNBEROSNRKENZ LIETHITE DA (Schiffrin (1987)) . OB THE-ST) < 4]
R 7R EORRDFEMGAVE (Brinton (2008)) &% Z & &% OFFRIIEROSD LI 5
T EITEE L, ARETIE, BEEOAHE (Grice (1989)) . AT A h A (Brown and Levinson
(1987)) . BLUBMNEFEFOMIEINE (Verhagen (2005, 2007) D@55, 7 LTI mean %
HWoEEE LT, 774 ADONBROGML, FHFO7 =4 AMFE, 5 LT LH & FOREDOFHE),
ZOMERAFEICES G L TWD Z 2L NIT 5,
£Z 30k« (1) Brown, Penelope and Stephen C Levinson. (1987) Politeness. Some Universal in
Language Usage, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. (2) Grice, Paul H. (1989) Studies in
the Way of Words, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA. (3) Verhagen, Arie (2005)
Constructions of intersubjectivity: Discourse, syntax, and cognition, Oxford University Press,
Oxford.
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Extm [ 02-03-02 ] BAFEHR=*

1. PEEOHTGIC X HRFFRBUCOVNT — FGEL DLEZFRIAT
B G IRF P AAT A IRI)

ZIVE T, HEREOF RN L DRI BT 2 M8 Z > 7RI E 72RO N2, 20720,
AR CIIEEE & DR A Fia T, PEREDIERIEATIC L DM DWW TER A To T, EORER,
LITDZ ENRHLINNIIR T,

£, PEREOIEREAFIC L ORI LTI, T2 « SYERNCHEL SIVFE TR U &
2 RN T TV =D MIAT TV —OFE TR TUTR LR &) 2 5O 5, Lo
L. DdGEIEHER CRITIUTR S0 &0 S filfIDs vy,

WIZ, PEREOINEATINC L AR THEIX, BE0EO L) ROHEIZO N 1348
LD, OSSR ITHV bRy FErRAFIOSEAE BIFRR

IHIT, FETRRATIC L 2FrOEE, PERETIE< h—7 v — % A 7' > ORULBIRIC L D#Frsk
BADSERAL L2\ e, BEIEOTE 4G TIREE ) 1 THWST, HEIEOIE R AT TN D&
Hooinsg,
£Z 300k : (1) Bowdle, Brian F. y Ward, Gregory L. 1995. “Generic Demonstratives, General
Session and Parasession on Grammaticalization”, BLS21. Pp.32-43. (2) Prince, E.F. 1992. “The
ZPG letter: subjects, definiteness, and information-status”. Discourse description’ diverse
analyses of a fund raising text. Philadelphia: John Benjamins. Pp.295-325.

2. On “be lined with” e O/NE M ONE Ty NE S
AFELETITHGED belinedwith &\ DAJD, FEOFERO I 65 1T LR RO Z OV T a—X
AW TEIZE L, ZOREHGRIEDNGIZONTEET 5, BRIOIZIILL RO 2 8% FET %,
B, ZOEWTHOWON L8] line 1TZENSCTHWHILD Z & DSEEBIUZ AT D MNNIZ N, £
LTH T, “NPLislined with NP2” 3£ & ThHHH, TOLFEMIT NP1 R NP2 OFEE, &5\
SCHORFEEETE (LD DT up) REICE>THES D, LV DITHE _ORD, FEENMRESNDTC
DODOLAFIDGM A N R TN Z &I12T 5,
3Lk« (1) Sinclair, John M. 1991, Corpus, Concordance, Collocation.Oxford: Oxford UP. (2) Goldberg,
Adele E. 1995. Constructions. Chicago: The U. of Chicago P.

3. HAGEO— AFRED \FEH L IEEE OHCFHL FEHYE— (FBIMNRT)

AFETIL, RS CTONIEHROSENEERSAOFRIZ T % = L2 L. 27 aiEfim
WU CEEINS~ 7 2/ of BE (2012) o—flzrd, THREROL, FOEAT]] Lo
TALBESA DI E DR T L D1, AAGEDO— AREI LIS ED X A MLV TAFRERA R Z L, 4%
DR EEFB S T HANEFRT, 10 2011) 1L, FELFPAAEZEROFLETHEREE, GELF
& & FOXFEZER &2 b & T D ERRECX T 508, 2 OFED AR I HE ORFS AT LT
%o ZONVERENEE BIEE, SEOINE CEE SN EMAEWTEAANCH OEREZ b2 57
HLOIZROND, EPFEENRT L BB OERNCEE S ATEI S U, SRAICIHE 2 F532 L= RO
Rz BN E LiATEh 3T 216 (1984) Otz L, FIREO AP IEEIC L 5 H =8I
ST B, BIEEBICHY ORI A RESE D LU T B E2f o2 L i U D,
ZZ3k (1) WERESE 2011 [EiEmntr~otEs ) [REAGIE] 55 18 5. pp.32-37. (2) (LG
2 (2011) [3EEE OXR ) 2SS W) NICO THRSEAGES  Z SIZ0RESEZmMD 15 %] |
pp.205-220. X ¢/ 7 ERE, (3) [LIFIEM (1984) [ZFH0 W MEATZROHAL  IHEHSDEF] |
FRo /AR
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EL A (16:30~18:000 [ A<tE 02-B1-02 ]

The Pragmatics of Discourse about Global Circulation
Professor Charles L. Briggs (University of California, Berkeley)

Recent work has focused on language and globalization, on the way that language ideologies,
linguistic practices, and communicative technologies move through space. My focus is different
here: rather than examining the circulation of pragmatics, I examine the pragmatics of
circulation.

The corpus consists of scholarly studies of globalization, as drawn from several social science
disciplines. These works purport to track the global circulation of capital, people, technologies,
cultural forms, epistemologies, and more. Here pragmatics provides me with a means of
examining how these cartographies rely upon discourse features that construct the very objects
that they seem to be mapping. I am particularly interested here in subjects, subject-positions,
and subjectivities; agency; spatial and temporal projections; forms of objectification, materiality,
and embodiment; scales and forms of commensurability; modes of objectification; and assessment
of affect and ethics.

If we take, for example, David Harvey’s famous expression, “...progress entails the conquest of
space, the tearing down of all spatial barriers, and the ultimate ‘annihilation of space thru time”
(1990, p. 205), what is the pragmatic work undertaken in his text to make this statement
comprehensible and to lead readers to take it for a model of contemporary social life?

Here I hope to contribute to recent research on language and neoliberalism (Duchéne and
Heller 2012) and on language and globalization (Blommaert 2010) by pointing out how
pragmatics can provide a critical perspective on ways that scholars construct the contemporary
world and then attempt to transform their models into what seem to be transparent reflections of
(and guides to) their objects.

References

Blommaert, Jan. 2010. The Sociolinguistics of Globalization. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Duchéne, Alexandre, and Monica Heller, eds. 2012. Language in Late Capitalism- Pride and
Profit. New York: Routledge.

Harvey, David. 1990. The Condition of Postmodernism: An Enquiry into the Origins of
Cultural Change. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.
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Asig [ 02-B1-02 ]

1. B A5E4 Fa]D INDEFINITENESS D735z HIiZ oW T—R4 5] & B4 &)
PHSESR (IR
AFEFRTIL, (in)definiteness &4 FAIZBEO 2 SR B E S L HE 2 7o BT, HAGEIZRBIT 54
TER7e NP 23445 (plain NP) & UCHO%ET 2, fiEC e LTRSS A=’ 2 730 [Ais Bl
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7275, (In)definiteness ZR& FNEINT 52077 A M ERET D Z SIEBINCEHERT 50089

MEUVD RTEICEID oL & L“C?EZ\ HAGEDFAFA)IIAER7S indefiniteness-oriented DFENE

T OV T o 5 FIRetE 2w

’%%3‘(@( (1) PIHEE.2000. rﬁ?ﬁﬂ®1‘ —BREMPEROUEND — ] [SREMEICIT HiEeE
—ab Lt —1 . #L (2) Declerck, Renaat 1986. “Two notes on the theory of definiteness.”

Journa] of Linguistics 22. 25-39. (3) VEILHA=]. 2003. [ H AGEAF/R) O F— fE A4 g

m) L IR — ] L O

2. Concession in the academic context: power and expertise factors
LYDA, Andrzej (University of Silesia)

In the area spoken academic communication there has been relatively little attention given to
the analysis of discourse-pragmatic relations, the study of which might contribute to our
understanding of such practices of scholarly communication as exchanging views and arguing
one's position. One of such relation is Concession understood here after Couper-Kuhlen and
Thompson's (1999) and Barth-Weingarten (2003), both serving here as a point of reference, as a
tripartite relation involving agreement/acknowledgement and disagreement with a previous
claim, a fundamental one in the academia. This study focused on the realisation of the
agreement/acknowledgement move in English spoken academic discourse and more specifically
on contextual determinants of the move. The analysis was performed with the use of data from
the interactive speech event component of MICASE corpus. Our study revealed that Concession is
sensitive to contextual factors and a factor determining the realisation of Concession is the
factor of power and expertise of the speakers' correlated with the factor of age.
References: (1) Barth-Weingarten, D. (2003): Concession in Spoken English. On the Realisation of
a Discourse-Pragmatic Relation. Tiibingen: Narr. (2) Couper-Kuhlen, E. and S. A. Thompson
(1999): “On the Concessive Relation in Conversational English”. In F. W. Neumann and S.
Schuelting (eds.): Anglistentag 1998 Erfurt. Wissenschaftlicher Verlag.

3. Subjunctive wh-questions (in German)
MULLER, Sonja (Universitét Bielefeld/Georg-August-Universitéit Gottingen)
My aim is to suggest an analysis of (un)acceptable wh-questions in the present subjunctive.
Previous accounts argue that the present subjunctive is incompatible with the interrogative
sentence mood. Lohnstein (2000) offers a semantic account based on conversational backgrounds
and partition semantics. For English wh-complement clauses, Chiba (2009) argues for an
incompatibility on the level of sentence types. She thus anchors the restriction between syntax
and pragmatics. As a web-based corpus study quarries fully acceptable examples, I'd like to offer a
pragmatic account (based on classical speech act theory [cf. Searle 1969, 1979]) which traces
(un)acceptable present subjunctive interrogatives back to an incompatibility on the level of the
llocutions being simultaneously performed. The account makes it possible to explain the
unacceptable cases as well as the acceptable ones. The latter make it necessary to be able to speak

about concrete discourse participants involved in actual contextual situations, particular
distributions of knowledge between the discourse participants as well as the precise illocutionary
acts performed in the actual context.

References: (1) Chiba, S. 2009. “Combinations of Different Sentence Types: The Case of
Imperatives and Questions.” The Tsuda Review 54. 1-23. (2) Lohnstein, H. 2000. Satzmodus
kompositionell. Zur Parametrisierung der Modusphrase im Deutschen. Berlin. (3) Searle, J. R.
1969. Speech Acts. An Essay in the Philosophy of Language. New York. (4) Searle, J. R. 1979. “A
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Taxonomy of Illocutionary Acts”. In: Searle, J. R. (ed.). Expression and Meaning: Studies in the
Theory of Speech Acts. Cambridge. 1-19.

4. The meaning and use of utterance situation-based comparison in Japanese
SAWADA, Osamu (Mie University)

It has been claimed in the literature that the Japanese degree adverb motto has two kinds of
uses: the ,degree” use and the ,negative use (Watanabe 1986; Sano 2004). In the literature the
degree mottas analyzedasan intensified comparativemorpheme,while thenegative mottois
analyzed as a kind of contrastive negative markerthat conveys thatthe opposite of the at-issue
gradable predicate is true nowwith respect to the subject. In this paper I argue that the negative
mottois also a comparative morpheme, but unlike degree motto it compares the same individual
based on different situations, an expected situation and the utterance situation.
This paper shows that there is a semantic parallelism between an intensifier and an expressive
and that the phenomenon supports the multidimensional approach to meaning,wherebyat-issue
meaning and conventional implicatureareviewed as compositional but dimensionally
independentfrom one another(Potts 2005).

References: (1) Potts, Christopher. 2005. The Logic of Conventional Implicatures. Oxford
University Press. (2) Sano, Yukiko. 2004. “Mottono hiteiteki youhou ni tuite.” Nihongo
kagaku 15. (3) Watanabe, Minoru.1985. “Hikaku no fukushi: ‘motto’ o
tyuushinni.” Bulletin of the Language Institute of Gakushuin University8.

B [ 02-B1-01 ] HERER A4 & BHARFEHRR &P

1. A quantitative analysis of noncanonical though clauses in naturally occurring discourse
MIZUNO, Yuko (Asahikawa National College of Technology)

Though clauses sometimes have unusual word order in which a certain constituent appears
in the position immediately before though (e.g. Unfair though it might be, Cecilia couldn't forgive
him). My aim is to examine what kinds of constituents occur before though in natural texts and
how frequently each type occurs, and to clarify the commonalities and differences between
noncanonical and canonical though clauses (e.g. Though it might be unfair, Cecilia couldn't
forgive him). Based on a survey of 338 tokens of noncanonical though clauses taken from
fictional stories, I will argue the following points. First, while five categories, 1.e., a noun, an
adjective, a verb, an adverb, and a prepositional phrase, occur before though, they differ greatly in
frequency. Second, canonical and noncanonical though clauses are different in their positioning
patterns and the kinds of usages. Third, canonical and noncanonical though clauses are similar
1n their most frequent usage.

References: (1) Culicover, P. 1982. Though-Attraction. Indiana University Linguistics Club.
(2) Mizuno, Y. 2010. “A Quantitative Analysis of A/though and Though Clauses: Their
Commonalities and Differences.” Studies in English Literature Regional Branches Combined
Issue Vol 111 47-66.

2. The Discourse Marker "So" in American Media: Teleology Marking in Interaction
O'NEAL, George (Niigata University)
The discourse marker “so” is commonly described as a topic transition signal of some sort: Some
English textbook authors have gone as far as to claim that the discourse marker "so" explicitly
marks the transition from one topic to another (McCarthy, McCartin, & Sandiford 2006). Some
scholars essentially agree and claim that the discourse marker "so" displays an orientation to a
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new topic in institutional talk or even just ordinary conversations (Rendel-Short 2000;
Ruhlemann 2007). Other scholars claim that the discourse marker "so" is deployed when the
speaker begins to implement "incipient action"; that is, the speaker prefaces their first pair part
utterances with the discourse marker "so" when the action they are out to initiate represents an
action that is not directly coordinated with immediately prior talk (Bolden 2006, 2008).

Using Conversation Analytic sequential analysis, this presentation builds upon this prior
research and argues for the following: 1) the discourse marker “so” is a topic transition signal, but
it marks a very specific type of transition; 2) the discourse marker “so” marks the transition to the
teleological pivot of the interaction itself. In other words, the discourse marker “so” is not used to
transition between any and every topic in conversation, but rather the discourse marker “so” is
used sparingly and strategically to transition to the topic that represents the main purpose of the
interaction from the perspective of the speaker. This presentation argues that the discourse
marker “so” displays the teleological orientation of the interaction itself.

This presentation utilizes evidence from American media, such as scripted media such as TV
shows and unscripted media such as Podcast interviews, to demonstrate the teleological

3 2l

manifestations of the discourse marker “so” in interactions.

3. John looks happy. /I saw John happy. HFRICEET 5 2 >OMTEEEHESNZISIT 2 HREHHED
ING FELELSE (A TAMNERER TR TP
AFERTIE, T EELFERY a b OFERETFE R L0 ) BOFREERTRED 2 DM

REREICO H B, B TIIEGRARAT & E3D Isee John happy.is. Z NFRGHEY) « /58 1R 24

7%, the only time~<>when fi> k2 5 72—l 7o RiEZ RG-S 5 —ED a7 7 A N FCIEE <

RRSINLHFEZ T, Fo, MHSUIBWT, [ CHEBICHT 2 5RO/ 2 o OFE 3, Fe

LT m e AEETET D 2 L AWGNNCT D, BARENTIL, ERPNNLFREEIRZ D T saw

John happy | IR OESERIEIZT N7 0 7 7 A )V SIS « BIMEOESWERBLITH Y . FARN

R & U CERREOHRIT AV IAATE John looks happy. i34 S5 M RN LHIR O 1t AR K%

T Ty ANV LB« FEMER LD EWERETH L Z LA, SR, R e A ERED

A, ITEMARERR L OBLE DR T,

(1)Carlson, Gregory. 1980. Reference to Kinds in English. New York: Garland. (Q)A<Z%7%. 2005. [T

T g ADRINERG « ERRDEE) S B SGERS] B RS, (3)Langacker, R.W.

2008. Cognitive Grammar: A Basic Introduction. New York: OUP.

DB N—3(2005) [FREBESORE T UIZEET 3SR FIsE] 30 . O UER.

4. FAHBONERERORS: FFEDOFHEWESL - fBhFEi-able #3C & A ASEOREBIHY FTRERE ST « ZEIHYF]
BefESLDHH HIEHE (FLIRR)
AFER TITRIBOR A GR O & LT, RFEO S - hihzr-able #%3C(His handwriting is
readable.) & H AFEOREBIY FTAERESU(Z OIEIFARD RV, ) « ZEIRTHERE SU(Z OEITWIR TH b
F£7 )(cf. ST 1982)D 4 HESLZ HA(2009 %) DRdkE— R(I - D “E— R) & Langacker (1999 %) D8N
SO, BRCEERoT(Actual Plane, AP) & ARV ST(Virtual Plane, VP) DRGNS A & 2 212 THFEWE
(intersubjectivity) | OBLRZAED T Z D TN, BARIZITEER LD | =— 225 D £ — R~
IMfED A B2 T 7 v a ORI LR OB DG ERES D APNVP DOXFIA N, & ZIZEE
LF & HE FOREBMEN SN D Z & TREFERO LA RIS, £ 2062 4 UTE
BRODIEZS3 1T (ecology) A5~ & W 9 BURERI MG DL D Z & 218583 5,
FHERZR: (1)Langacker, Ronald W. 1999. “Virtual Reality.” Studies in the Linguistic Sciences
29.2. 77-103. (QHFIJ5/A. 2009. [FEAIE— ROHFE] PEAFEH - FHAM 7 - FulEGE) [ T
& ) oFFET] 353-393. HURU Bt 3)SFRS R 1982, [HAGED Y 4 7 A L Ek 1] BT
<A LBHIIR
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Cxtm [ 02-B1-04 ] BAFERZE

1. BEEHEODBAE U AFEED J—ITEH BN & 72 5358 OSOEN R URE st —
AR R R RTFRE « BARTARELRERIIZER)

AFEROBEIL, SHEFEQ, FROBFICRED HIERERBRAFERROBLE OO L, HHEHEEN
NH ED X D IEFH RN U DN B3 B30, FERRRIISRIFC DWW TEB R 28725 2L T
Hb, HOHSEEWODENEE & 72555 0OFRMEE LT, IROL Db ONEZ LD, (i) HUDEC
K DIEEAREEOMER, (i) WEICHW D NSEEEZ R YLIChER T 5 2 &, (i) BRIEDO AR
(BT DB DMRESNRNZ by RAT 4 TIRMEFHIRIVEC D K9 42t L T 2k
T, FHERNCR DT ¢ T IMERH IR U D REDRR S D, ARERTIE, BT S BRI
DOFAEZ T 5 2 &2l LT, MBI D88 B 6N T 5 2 L 2 BEE T,
ZZ 3R - (1) Austin, John L. 1962. How to Do Things with Words. London: Oxford University
Press. (2) Guiraud, Pierre. 1979/1976. [S3ElFON] #AT AL AR,

2. FGEINERBUCRIT 5 A X SFEEIE - BHRKEE - IH 5RO ORI EE T2 X L O M
AIAE GRFERT)
AR TIIIGEILNERIUCBIT 2 AV OMRIEOIFAELE T 5, INEITZ5E0 FOFREATESE 4P
(Product, Price, Place, Promotion) ™ 9 %, Promotion (Zf#j& 2> 5, HWFOIATESE 4C
(Consumer value, Cost, Communication, Convenience) @ 9 %, Communication (Zi%%47 5, /A
BT E TR S, == AR A Y B L S, BRA T D, IEMD LDINERHO—ERIZIL,
Horn (1985, 1989) THAST 417z A X SEBERIEEDAMN, BEWROME, HHHRD O OMBIEDL R Y »
TN, FZIZAVOEHENRS D, XU L DRHNEOEFIZZRT, HHHL-~UL, FEEL
b, YL RV, IEEEER L UL &0 D BB AR D,
ZZ30Hk © (1) Barthes, R. 1985. Le message publicitaire. LAveenture Séiologiquie. Edition du
Seull. (fE#EYt GR) 1988. [IRED A vE—) [FLEFOEMR] A9 7555, pp.69-77.) (2) Horn,
Laurence R. 1989. A Natural History of Negation, Chicago, The University of Chicago Press. (3)
HF - AN GF) 1991, (CRHESC B3y [EuaSOFL | 3O fEi.

8. 7 u—VUTPEIIRTD I ATy S 1 BARERFRTIIT DR & SRR
HERoE 1 (1 LIR)
AHETIE T Y LIZEE OFGFEEDOH TED L IRV R Y 2 — v 7 7l & L THERE
FTLDDNIOWTHLNITLHZ L2 ARE T D, ABETIE. [Oo< Y LIZEE &) kel
OHT, FHZZ v —V U ZIEREEE . VAT =y IO LR T Y LIZEE] OfHE
RFCHEEZ Y . BUEDBIROFE~DIER & LT L TV Z L2, £72, ZORWEE-T08R
UL COSFESIIEORY &0 OFEFRICHIER L, R0 & SEES I R R D RO B 2D
THETT 2, SHIT, RONEBL T, U AT =y 7L SFESNE O NHIBMROFERINES, AATES
B & U A=y TORE LDV ITONTELET 2,
ZE 3k« (1) Sacks, Harvey. 1974. An analysis of the course of a joke’s telling in conversation. In
Richard Bauman and Joel Sherzer, (eds.), Explorations in the ethnomethodology of speaking;
337-353. Cambridge. (2)Yamada, Haru. 1997. Different games, different rules: Why Americans
and Japanese misunderstand each other. Oxford.

4. FFEAFRIDBEFEMAL STV S ARFEDIE AT MFERER. (LA R BTER)
AHETIE Ab)@L)D L S, EHEALS TV L ETR LR OBERNFELDOFFEL LT
A LTS RSGROA TSI, BI& FEROZ A 7 L5 LFOEE TR S D 2 A 70
o ZLamT Ll bil, MEFERDY A TDHGENTRIZTHRESL . (a)Qa)D & 9 BT DFE
NEOSCASTAREN THRI= T HEREDIE V2, Levinson (200000 M #EE & THEEIZEE DUV TRl 4%,
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(1) a. That shameless fellow beat his wife again.

b. That shameless fellow;, hei beat his wife again. -k 1978:78)
2 a. HOWIHLTHREGOEEET72< T,
b. HORHIOLT i, SV NEGDOEE E2< 5T, OF E 1978:78)

HBIRDOA T 7 AIHREHZL DD THD, )

Rodman (1970 DAL, LA CEETT 5856, TE CORMEALEETH2 L
PEGHESND & LT D, ARELETIE, TOHBEZRLIZVY,

ZZ 3k - (1) Levinson, S. 2000. Presumptive Meanings: The Theory of Generalized
Conversational Implicature. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press (A - HA-EIEEER [EROHEE]
ffFget, BAL, 2007) (2) Carlson, L. H. 1982. “Dialogue Games: An Approach to Discourse
Analysis.” Doctoral Dissertation, MIT.

D&i% [ 02-03-01 ] HAFEHRRX

1. Semantic Extension of Verb SHIMAU-From a Garmmaticalization Point of View-
iR XEE (RUEBRE)
SUE R, BTG b & 3T, ARRCEIRIRVEHED 72 < 720 | FITEAERE A R
RIRDHT B ATHD, ZO7 A, Y CEREMH 2R OATh 5, AAGEOMBhER —
LEI IF ZOTREBEREZRTGET >OT A MYBEKERT L 102 0E LTRLND
(Ono 1992) , L7 L, REFEAERR & SUEATERR & OFEMESEGHE T, 1D/ Tc LITE 2720,
ZOX DT, ARETIE, BAGEEERE (1359 ) OSUHMUIZA O BMEMEEZ G0N T 5 Z &4 B
2T D, ARRDEZZBL T, [—LEH] ORTT AT MUEHIT, <KEREi>-><FEBI>-><IN
—7 27 F>EVII N TCIBRICIHES N TE 722 EBIE SN, £, SEFEEMR <K T >,
S EDIEE D ITY T DB LT T AT NEBRE DR TH D Z E RPN -T2,
SEIR
KgAK (2002).  [RRENSHEEY] . AURFEHRE, HO.
KIEFFHR (2005) . [ HAGEDSTHE ISR T > T — i & BRaRURINE) . THASEOE] . 19),
1-16.
Ono, Tsuyoshi. 1992. The grammaticiztion of the Japanese verb oku and shimau, Cognitive linguistics,
3.4, 367-390.
Hopper, Paul and Elizabeth Closs Traugott 2003. Grammaticalization. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Hopper, Paul and Elizabeth Closs Traugott 1993. Grammaticalization. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. (HEF&AGR. 2003, [SUE] JuMNREEHRRSS. )
=5F5L(2005) . [ AAGEIZIUT & 30— NAGE L HRERE O O <> T—) . [HAGE
wsel . 13), 61-76.
WALER (1995).  [FFstEml] . U2 UERE, 30
FIIL(2009). 7o~ UM BEWREILE) . [HASEOZE] 501, 15 - 29.

2. SCRBMGF TR DS - 5IAFREL RIGERE G BERFAIER)
FAOFETIL, 1) RFUEL R E 0T, 45 TKO L IINE < BlE s 5,
(1D HRLUFCLD E, ZOL X D PIE, ILFRERMNDDIER 2355 &0 il AR
#i,  (2012-8-9 MSN FERR)
() ZDIENTHEEDOASRADFTENT N2 LTWDEERE,  (2012-7-25 #5787
INHDE ST, AFANSCRICH D &9 AR A TR SL Y A T3S Th D, AHRITZO
Bgw 1712 OFEHOFEBRORNITHL LB, 72 DEURWBIRE WIS BUEND, 45 TKD
HEBBLO [72) OWRRICEE 2D, Hfnd 558, MEF BHREOSFEOITO [72) ot
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DIRINDAT I ZTORER, FHRIAZFRKT [~E DL MELRS 272200 0Uud 172) oA ER
ThoIE, Eiz, HATOBMAHIZRMEFA~ORE L VIR TIITER [T PN ERD L
MERTERL, 72 OZEREMEO Az ST 5,

ZER: 1) A4 FT—F K+ RT 2008, [vLF Vv ovigkEhiml . 3L <A LBHIR 2)
FAME 2011, TASHESC : AAGES O X SREF~OHERR  [ENEREIEIRED 10 53-75.

8. A & 40 —BAGESERREIUIRIT 5 /7 X OFEFimitse
LA RSB
AAGEDOGEREC UAF 5] ) ThD [FA ) &, FHUS ) ZEFEALE 4 /) H]
IZHEH L, BHREUIBWT ) AR ED X 9 7B SEE 2 FF O i 2, 9. /v 74—~
VN F v 7 OFRERNG, THA ) IFEEmHEE EHE LIS W E AT,
(1) a. FERECTENITZZDBLETH, fENEHNTERATLEN? <TFTA >
b. FERHCTRINTIZEN LET, s HT 2oz TEN? <FAh>
c. *MERH CRNTI AN LETA, #ENEENT R0 TEN? <FA/H>
I A 2 ) B, BEFFEICHT 56 LT AL T A G 0880 & 5, oF
. Q)TIE 54 7 B DD THNT o7z E WO EEFEFHEIKHTH A T AL, TN
EWVV) HEMMIAH AT A 720N/ b B2 D, T—SARHEOER LT TR RL, [
AT ERENAA T ADFERDOE 2 FiET 5,
SR - (D HEBET-. 1989, [~ ~O)—55 2B 56— THEERE] 97.23-33. (2)
FEFATENE. 1988, [HEkeliiu g TERE] 152 4. 109-123 ¥ HAEE. 1997. [0 (72) @
HaE] . B WBFHEE. 1997, [~ 02, ~7 2, ~B 2?2, ~¢ 2—EHXOKDOE—] =5
R CHEE (R TAAEERFEHOGE (b)) H3GRE] . 210-219. HU

4. BEETRIT B L) OfE —EErRAE L EEERAEICEBR LT
RISFINZS T ORI LR PRt

AFEROBEINL, B (142 OFGEICHIT HMEEZONITHZ L ThD, X4 1FE6L
TR R L, ZTOFGRPHTPLEIEEINDZ L E2RLIED, RLZY T ABICHW LD
Thb, AAFERFEEE O ARSTE 2GR Uz AR AAGERG 2 — XA | ORFIZSHT Uiz
&2 A, SR SIFROA AT ATRED A TSGR T 2 A & . FITFOFEEI KI5 [ B /5y Ofif
Wars UTHFICHER T 2 HEDNZ AL, ST OSNE SN EIE 5 OFRGEE 5k
SHTHOOHATOFEEZML TXE5E WAXANLDLO L, EEOBNE LR T 2DFEEE> T
< THEE] WAZANDLEDOLENHHH k4 1980) . AEOMEETIE, Tkl 3550700 &
DIZBWT LV AFATHWGIL, FHFEOILBEOFFEZR -T2 . BV ORREfERS. A L2ns
HFETA =V —ZHF L2V T HFRCEEREH A TND 2 L2 FRET 5,
ZEHR (1) BREDS. 2000, [HARSERICRT S T3] OFUIEA L RBIFERE) [SiE5 e 28.
17-32. (2 KMET1.1980. MMEREDOIESGE ala=r—Ta ] [SiE4IE] 344.28-36.

E<is [ 02-03-02 ] HAREHRRX

1 “fRud” BB T F GOSEaRT)
R L R X TRRTENE D) & RS9 ) BT A, [HR-nBEx5) & TR
MWEZD] EWHUERRRER, [BRECEEZLTHL Y| & (ROBREZEHT L] &0k
REEEROREIE T Z B 5, Wb 7L & TheTo) L) ARROFEDMRIZALTND 03,
FL) & Tkl DINIT A5 THHICHEDLLT, HEIcL-oT, “Ril” & “WRil” DA
BN Z ENRZITOND, AFRIT G« UK . TSEESINEDSE) | D=2>0f
FEMNDIME OBREA BEE L, ATV 2 O RTReZe B 27075,
ZZ 30k « (1) Schiffrin,D. 1987. Discourse Markers. Cambridge University Press.
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Q1] %2, 2008. “Feit” BE SEAS R HF0E. [TESCHF7E] 8.18-23. (3) & 753, 2010.
MBI BREERC— R VIREEAL SRR, [BGE24>1] 5. 38-50.

2. NiiRBAD B xREIE « 22 fuiie 3 WEE (GEHERYRT )
ABFFEIE, AAGEREEREE (INS) & HERERFEGE (CNS) A XI5 & LT, PEEZ I HE ORI
KRBT DR RD Z L2 AN E T 5, L FLEEFORREY mmdddb oI, KAE
IEREAZREEFEEOHL L S ORIFAED N | IHEHI L, ikaEeaaivéE(Discourse Completion Task: DCT)
., AAGEREES & PERERERGE 4 100 A GBPES0 A& &M 50 N) 1Zxf LT, #itEaiT-
Too ANiRWIOFEEZ [BIAAER+ FEEE A D 3 Fo3To0 T, FEHERICRW T, ANEED L
JUZE T, JNS & CNS ORiRHA § T 7 U—D@ERNER/2 B0 E S 0 EHLINTT D, FT-.
BRARHR & #&FEE 023V T, INS & CNS O EFEFAIC R O D RS Z A HNTT 5,
22k : (1) Holmes, Janet (1995) Women, men and politeness. New York: Longman. (2) Olshtain,
Elite and Liora Weinbach (1987) Complaints: A study of speech act behavior among native and
nonnative speakers of Hebrew. In: Jef Verschueren and Marcella Bertucelli-Papi (eds.) 7he
pragmatic perspective, 195-208. Amsterdam: John. Benjamins.

3. D] x5 BARNIGEFBE DIVE I EEHE DR L B OSFE 'R L LT—
ILiASHE (EHEEANRR )

(B ] LWOIREHTRADRIND &, ZOZTFIL, itk (BB EZHELRYY) L (@D
FITHGEATBEZ 2V OFREWEH Y 2R DINE L, S HIZARETHIUL, EOIE DI FEEH
Z S DT KRB, AMFETIR, AARANSGEFEE OFERIIEE ) OF BB RET 5 2 &
ZHIE L, SEEEENIESNT, ETOEDITHT 2 AR NIGEFEEDOIE & QgD —IEEEH
DFAEEBT OV T LTz, D 1T, (IEEREEGE & DA A &R D L. S0k 572k
DT D00 %S, TORER, LFOMRAESZ, FHEOREE, () <ENWKRED HVIEE
WL & 725 TR Y | QFEEDRING, BOIVEHEHAKHE S L Z LI ThH D, T
FEE COMHEIZSIN LT E, QI EORAIIFBEE TR oW, FEEREEREE WS
T a5 LT, OB A SR SE D L D127 D,
ZEZR: Pomerantz, A. 1978. “Compliment Responses: Notes on the Co-operation of Multiple
Constraints.” In J. Schenkein (ed.) Studies in the Organization of Conversational Interaction,
79-112. New York: Academic

4, v 7 NAAFEFEEMIAIRTS WD) ORX NI 70— % R HER
TI—xy -~ U7 GEEKF)

AFEF T, I T 20 OBEICHIT DA T N P—OBIRE 1 DR A2 22 5,
BARMIZIX, IRk, #haiiERE, BHOEASW, SULEFERSIEOZE, Wi DR 77 U—OFfEH
DESOEREZFE L, WiV DA LT T V—DBPUERE RIETHBIE 27, 2Ok, vy 73
FE U2 LRV AAGERGERRS L AAGERZ S LI Z Lo e T REREEREE D oD I N—
ZHHGOFENEL L, v 7 NHAGEFEZ OLLE L2AIZEBIT DM 2 50N T 5,
ZER (1) TEARSEL 2009, [PEFEREROME] . 2 —>2—xy FU—7. (2) W&l -
TR EEE - HhAyE - S E. 2011, [TEEPHECTHE LIZAR T A FRA « A R T T P—0EA
(2B DEARGHT . [ BASUES ] 47.101-115.
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BEHEE  (13:00~14:400 [ AL 02-B1-02 ]

Corpora, dictionaries and pragmatics: challenges and opportunities in the age of e-lexicograph”
Professor Michael Rundell (Editor-in-Chief, Macmillan dictionaries)

This paper considers the relationship between corpora, dictionaries, and pragmatics. Prior to
the COBUILD project of the 1980s (which gave rise to the first corpus-based description of
English vocabulary), English dictionaries had in general paid little attention to pragmatics,
beyond the simple labelling of some words and phrases as ‘offensive’, ‘appreciative’, ‘derogatory’,
and so on. COBUILD took pragmatics seriously and attempted a more systematic approach,
drawing on its corpus data. Although its success was rather limited, pedagogical dictionaries have
—in the intervening years — made further contributions to the coverage of pragmatics. We have
begun to see a greater focus on connotation and on defining styles geared more towards
explaining illocutionary and discourse-organizing function than to describing simple denotation.
These newer features will be discussed and evaluated. Yet despite all this progress, it remains
true that pragmatics is something of a ‘poor relation’ in learner’s dictionaries. We are now,
however, in the middle of a sea change in the world of reference resources, as dictionaries migrate
from paper to digital media. The consequences of this for the conventions and methodology of
lexicography have been profound, and broadly positive. It can be argued that dictionaries have at
last found their ideal medium. Hyperlinking, the absence of space constraints, multimedia, links
to corpora or to supplementary content (such as blogs), are all features of the digital medium
which may have a part to play. The opportunities which this new paradigm offers are enormous,
and are only just beginning to be grasped. I will try to define what the scope of ‘pragmatics’ might
be in relation to dictionaries. Then, taking some specific areas as case studies, I will consider how
dictionaries might handle them, taking advantage of the wider possibilities provided by digital
media.
References

Atkins, B. T. S. and Rundell, M. 2008. The Oxford Guide to Practical Lexicography. Oxford:
Oxford University Press. 422-427.

Hanks, P. W. 2002. ‘Mapping Meaning onto Use’, in Corréard, M.-H. (Ed.) Lexicography and
Natural Language Processing: A Festschrift in Honour of B. T. S. Atkins. UK: Euralex. 156-198.

Wilson, D. 2003. ‘Relevance and lexical pragmatics’ Rivista di Linguistica, 15.2: 273-291.

DURDYL (14:50~16:50) [ AL 02-B1-02 ]
77— : “Corpus Linguistics and Pragmatics”

Corpus-driven Contextual Processing
Yuji Matsumoto (Nara Institute of Science and Technology)
This talk will overview the current contextual processing research. Especially, I will first talk
about anaphra resolution and predicate argument structure analyses. I will then intoduce
corpus-based relational knowledge extraction, such as textual entailment and causal relation
extraction. The talk will be concluded with future direction of contexual processing of natural
language text.
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RO ST Z DN T 5.

Interface of corpus linguistics and pragmatics
Shin’ichiro Ishikawa (Kobe University)

One of the striking differences between corpus linguistics and pragmatics is that the former
usually depends on quantitative analysis, while the latter on qualitative analysis. However, two
approaches, both of which pay greater attention to language in use rather than to language in
theory, are not necessarily mutually exclusive. Corpus linguistics undoubtedly contributes to
sophistication of description of pragmatic dimensions of language in use. In this sense,
corpus-based pragmatics or CBP seems a promising field of research. In the current talk, using a
balanced corpus of modern Japanese, we attempt to reconsider sentence-final politeness markers
of Japanese, which have been traditionally analyzed in the field of pragmatics, as a case study
exploring the interface of corpus linguistics and pragmatics.

Selected Bibliography

Brown, P., & Levinson, S. (1987). Politeness: Some universals in language usage. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Bunt, J. (2003). Oxford Japanese grammar & verbs. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Ishikawa, S. (2008). Eigo kopasu to gengo kyoiku. Tokyo: Taishukan Shoten. [English corpus and
language education]

Ishikawa, S., Maeda, T., & Yamasaki, M. (Eds.). (2010). Gengo kenkyu no tame no tokei
nyumon. Tokyo: Kuroshio Shuppan. [Introduction to statistics for language studies]

Ishikawa, S. (2012). Beshikku kopasu gengogaku. Tokyo: Hitsuji Shobo. [Basics of corpus
linguistics]

Lee, J., Ishikawa, S., & Sunagawa, Y. (2012). Nihongo kyoiku no tame no kopasu chosa nyumon.
Tokyo: Kuroshio Shuppan. [Introduction to corpus analysis for teaching Japanese]

Masuoka, T. (1991). Modaritei no bumpo. Tokyo: Kuroshio Shuppan. [Grammar of modality]

Takiura, M. (2008). Poraitonesu nyumon. Tokyo: Kenkyusha. [Introduction to politeness]
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