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1. JFU®IC

AFETix, Kesckes (2013) Intercultural Pragmatics (OUP), Kesckes (2008; 2010;
2017), Kecskes and Zhang (2009) 7 & 2#o\C, Istvan Kesckes M4 % Socio-
cognitive Approach (to pragmatics) (LLF. SCA) ([ZDOWTHEBIL . HERDIBMNY 225k
M (Grice, (Fr) 774 A%k, BEVERRG, FRSAT AR, K74 P A AHGH R L)
LIXEZ LM A R T 2 & 35, Intercultural pragmatics O #— A¥ T 5 Istvan
Kecskes 2%, kO L CHIERELZ L TWbDld, HORFEITH7: 5 2 b
aIaz=fr—2ar GEHEG) oW, 5. DU, Kecskes (2010) O HEOFEIZR M
ENBEIRAI 2= —va Bl bb7:0ThHb,

Communication is not as smooth a process as current pragmatic theories depict
it. In Rapaport’s words “We almost always fail [...]. Yet we almost always nearly

succeed: This is the paradox of communication” (Rapaport 2003: 402).

Wid, THOAL—=ZATIERVA, 20TV ORE, RPYEICEIrRLII 2=/ —Y 3
YOEDY % bumpy road (TZIE2Z@) EFRML, I3 22— 3077 X0
EXAFAOMEZFHS 5 2 EAEEZE FikT 5,

Kesckes 1%, iEHix. e (cooperation), B4 (relevance) & 5o 7z JEBEMY 7

* Istvan Kesckes [ 1%, intercultural pragmatics o # [ % T, F%E %) 4 13 Socio-cognitive Ap-
proach to Pragmatics, Interculturality, Formulaic language in L1 and L2, Second language ac-
quisition and bi- and multilingualism 7 &, Bif£, New York 37 k%%, Albany ¥ D #d#% (Distin-
guished Professor o5 % 5.2 51T %), American Pragmatics Association (AMPRA) £,
Chinese as a Second Language Research (CASLAR) Association &£,
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CLBERY - SRR - TWER) W72 Tida <, ToYToR THROBIZAE LT 2 He
L (ecocentrism) & 5 o 72l AxHE A OMITH S ZREIC AN LEDNH S L EikT 5,
KEE AL Vo 72V DIFEA 2 R AZT TR D oD TlE A KL AATSERR (trial-
and-error), ATHRFT (try-and-try-again) Z@ L C. §E LT LM & T2 X 2 L FEMHEE
(co-construction) (X > THY 2B DTHY), ZOEKRTIE, SELFELEHMEFRAD
ZNZENDPLOMBEZPY ALREZLT S,

Kecskes |2 X UiE, #EROGEMRCTRBINZHMBERNW 2T I 2 =r—va VBIR
Mo 72 OIRFEFE 7 L5, KIYFEISE PN L 7T a X ZOFBIRET 2 RICE->TLE >
THEYH, (&) =11 (breakdown), #&f# (misunderstanding), (XWfFEHF D) ¢ X4H
Vo (struggle) &, XA FAOMEICHHZMIFIRETHLET S, TDEHIZ, 2
3227 =Y avolllEE kLT, BADPRAL-RALIRFHEEATVITZDIE, T332
=4 —3 3 yHI RN (non-summative) (ZR5DOBANISARTIIZL W &) TARIFN
(emergent) ZMEZFH., TNSHFEEMORLY L VOB TERINTNL72DTH
LEFREINTVS, 72720, BROZLELELT, WHilltkL Vo727 7 ZOMIH % 45
5H0TIER L, WAL BOHOE OB IS OEEZ T 5NE 720 ) OH
DY TH %o

2. EEUFOREEL EHEFOREES

ko 2754 ARED) BRI 5 LTFIEHE Fo#EME (comprehension)
Wiy 9 &£ O % pE (production) 2479, F72K F2E MEFICHP-oTHH25E9)
SEEAETILILEVITI 2= =T 3 YBIPKERTH o7z, @ LFIE. HEFTHA
> (audience design) %179 Z ESMRAZE XN TBY, METOAFIFLToOENZ
AL, AT LI LTHILEINTVD, FHKIC, BEEIHGRTL. B FEEOM
’E%%LTU\%%\ il LEP T bR OEM - g% B & FOHHEET 5 L E 25D,
WMOEELRLTWh, 774 AROGG LFHEM, HEEHGHOME FEHOENITH
M ABEENDMEo T THInbo T ThH, 2b2 (13F0) BEHZOL O, &
LF MEFLOHE - BPFAFLE VI VIHEND (MK, FLFPEEENEZIZ- &) &

DR (At 5 A% MU (agreeable) ZREEAMA I I 22— a YO
LESNTRAELRVOLFE L LHIZ, HEHUE (egocentrism) b, —fEaERTOHCOH
DERASATE RS2V, HERFE TR, HOPOWREBELIZ, BHOER, 20 IEHS
HY 28—l EZHZLES ), Kesckes 2B 5MIT9H % “egotistic” L W) BWTHLEXFL T
Wb, ZZTF? egocentrism &k, LT - W& TS, MEMMRCHARBRID D, HOAHEOD
Ak, DRTOBRBICIVIKELTII a2y —YaraiEnsd (RICHER) 558K ThHs
(Kecskes 2013: 33),
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TRV EbHH0Y) . &F (implicature) b FD72RAEMBIRIC L - T, LT %
BZ LI LBoTVEONIE, FHLFIE (WHIZFEFEOBRMIZ) AR, 77+ I
FObDTHDEN)DH, ERPOLHMHE SN TVEND 5,

SCATIZ, 29 LA LFLHEFENFAREORANIERZ OB ML, &
LFOHCHIMEN S I I 2=/ —3 a3 070 AR FHEL TV, ZOREIZIE,
W LFEHEFIE. BOBOORMMMEN Mz &) #2238z - Eaz o & w
)T L), HurokEE, W UR - ZBZMEHT5ICLTH, TR OMAREER» R %
2Ll B, WHIEIHNEEE LTORAERBIGSL LBbND, TFELFIXHS
DFEFEVERICS N2 WE A5 & (BIRTEOE/NGHE) . ZORRITKEVER S
TWb GEaExhH o\ A EHf) , (Keysar and Henly 2002) & Kecskes (2013: 33) 235 |H
LTWwb0bh, FFEMHMTOFLFOACHTLELZEHT L2056 TH), HLF HEF
&b, FEEREN & BB OB T, MEARRE AL, ACHMRE R RRICEA LT
Xt & D TV A D B & kA RIFREOEBRE R, SEE L Tw5 (Bar
and Keysar 2005 %2 £).> 95 LTk, HOO (&) #B S ORE% - BIERIN (%
REEEH) 7 L. WEFoMRoMl G &5 LFoMH LER~oMEFHY

2 Keysar 725 0B TId (UTOEBR%2B1), T ROMIRREM & WL HEL. B
BHICIZRATOTHIREIIERZ LR OEARDEA ST WHICRATOLET 215 (fit
DREARPLCEIBA> TV BEHETIH D) Z2Ty I{RED T—FTOMAKRE ) ¥ TOT O
B, LIRS L L, HEEE. BREPOSIERZZVESG D> TV EEAKRTH, HE
k2 T, TORAKRIC I B2 WERZIT) 2 ERLVESNL, 20K, BIEL
T IELWY (MR Z %) MAKRDOFICFEDITL E VI FERICE > Tnd, BT HCHHEN 2
ik (privileged knowledge) DA% ) (HCEHOHEOMM) . HRE & HERE VA S b L8
Hl#% (common knowledge) ~DBIENRTINDE L W) biFTHs GLmIEofil &) . L
ToEBREZEO Z L, (Keysar 725 0 HEHGYEICBI T 5 k4 2 BRSO MBI 3 2 34
3. Rubio-Fernidez (2008) 1Z2£ L \Y,)

B
1 3
-

Matcher’s View Director’s View

The display of objects from the participant’s perspective (i.e. the matcher’s) and the confederate’s
perspective (i.e. the director’s). The critical instructions were “Put the bottom block below the
apple” (from Keysar et al., 1998: 49).
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DRSO DFIBIZ L 5 & ZTAHDPKE WV, dith, BEYE, BRI H 23
501, LT HETFoAaCHOENNE (B2 \WIEETIE) Shizdh e TrIhb Lw
)T Wb, HOH OB & % EERIYIZEE L 72 Keysar % Barr 725 02 T h
X MEAGE GhEiki) 2PFHINL0E. =7 —oRME BEBRICBVWTTHS L
ENTw5b (Bar and Keysar 2005),

72720, MHEMHED A VIiZIEEE (common ground) @7 7'V 4 U PiE, Z&ICH
EENDLHDTIEAR L, Kesckes and Zhang (2009) ¢ core common ground ( (75 L F
EHEFAHCITHFET 5 L L) BEdf k., 777 4 ) Z0M30R) & emer-
gent common ground (FFEMYICAIZE$ 5 (post factum emergence) XfaEF#E R CTHA I
50V —=A) B L CTHFEEROTRNAREER T 5 L E 2L TwWh,

3. XREREAVE—TVER

Carston (2002: 49) 559 X 912, BIEMBEGCIE TEREMICT — MES 7z R,
ZNDFEBT 5 BEAEZ 5241230 E L v (¢ linguistically encoded meaning
never fully determines the intended proposition expressed”) ; L\ TFiEMNEFEHRILEAN
+43#: (linguistic underdeterminacy) ; 23FEATF—¥ L I, SHETF—71XTXC, S
R S 51 (BREW) SURTEHRA © Z Ol 2 8 L CTHLFE (enrich) &b &35,
B BIRR C 5 9 £ (explicature) OffEEIL, (1) BEBEERZ: (disambiguation), (ii) fig
Mt (saturation), (iii) 7 F - & v Z#2Hk (ad hoc concept construction), (iv) HE
58 (free enrichment) O—#fd 2\ &, WINA» &R LTEMEINL, Thb Dl
2 (WHIRRERL L) LTV 2013300k (F#H) &89 2 &ilk b, XIRFFHKIC
2L, e, BHOREFROENIID S I2EL, URE VD SHEIE, ERPLOIRILL &
Lrbh, i RBOMPITHEL G 2500455, Sifl. kg, WM, #a2MT
HrH e, EARIDODTHEHEINLLEENT WD, PIZIE, driEwdsdbresrL, £
DFEFED EDFRI T EA TIHMAL T 2 2133k D GRVIUREFR TR T D) e
W) Z LIl b, BEMEE T2 O MALICHEGR 0% E 2 K& (RO, BRIVEICZIE,
BRVICIR EFDSTEIRT 5 &9 &y SURZZHVEZEN & % 5 D TlE % < IR & 5
#v § b B IREREY (context-driven) OFEMGRAGHIK (LILEE) Hixd#lz R &%E
ZTWh, BlZIE, IR TIE, BREBOBREDOLDOPRELR LR >TVHDT
E7% <, L ETHMRHZLHEBAE LR 2V EHIREFR SNV E V) THHES,
ZZid, BEMNEEROBRR ERANOT ¥ F T — LR TN S,

TR L, Ay b—YVEREDF DV, TIE, dine (X v b—THbVILEERICH
AL E N 2RO AIEE (creator) & ¥z, Kesckes (X Gumperz (1982) @
PRI ZNHSTZEOXRENEL T GEAT) Wah, Hd0wid, UREz&EHT2
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(“utterances somehow carry with them their own context or project that context.”) ; &
WI)BELFIHLTIOA Yy =Y FEFEZFT 5, 21X, License and registration,
please. “Let me tell you something. ”What can I do for you? ~How is it going? ® X 9
EEEL. EI) VIR IRTHRE LN L 20T G0 5560% v, it 4D
REBRASRD B LAEL AU L) ZRRICE > THEMISERKEINTB Y, 2RI L
KA OSHE AP FERICHEL TW5-0TH b, 7272L. Gumpers # FEHli L T\ 3
Levinson (2003) &, &9 LA vV —FFKE X v =T F ) —TFKiT. PSS
FToNBdDTIERVELTWAS,

SRarE M & I, TOIRIC X B EYE CUIREFR) s & TICIRA S ML L 7 BLHIE
(X L=V ER ) PLTERL TS BIF RO IR Z (selective) ; B & 12H
FDSED I, URITEERES ZNANEML T 2 R 2 BIRT 2 2 L ICHET 5, BETIE,
SR THERC 72 (constitutive) , & & LTBY ., BRERZOLONL ) VI k%
KR 2 h0REIcE ST 5, Kesckes 1229 L7230k T (double-sidedness) |
AWM AnsE L. SCA s LTwa,

Kesckes 1&, MRFFL A v v — TV ERO MR MG I ITEE L2 5 25, Kes-
ckes (2013) 455 =Tl %% % B34 5 formulaic language (EMSiE) 2 —onik
EL, BEWCERZEVWUSZW-oTwh, 2612, EREHED TN I 2=
r—3 3~ (intracultural communication) ; & T b2 I 2 =4 —3 3 ~ (intercul-
tural communication) ; % X592 REHNFTH Y. XIRAER S FHEOMB) & 12 EZE 2 5H
BRITLIEML T b Kesckes (2013: 118) Ao\ F 2 @EADORFEAEL (7 X)) A D
KFED) FHEROWMB ORI U2 RoOB 2 W THh LI,

(1) LEE: Could you sign this document for me, please?
CLERK: Come again ...?

LEE: Why should I come again? I am here now.

oL, HEEAOFA4 A Come again O &M, £H (formula) (T3 9 —F (E-7TK
ZE3W) ) LELFIT, LFMENIZ (TFkv) Lol ZANLRLBMOBITDH
%, Kesckes (2013: 109-110) 1%, FFifihi# L IREEmAMOR LI I 2=/ - 3
v GEAG) Tl () S0 k)% TEREE OBHIpeE A, (1) @RI R EEK
RGBT L. Tobb TLBEMERL L (psychological saliency) ; 13ET 51213, HIZZ
DRINOHE BEETOFEMZITIZES T, ORI SN L5558 O R T OGS
BREDEEPLETH S EFRL TS,

CZTHUAMEIX, 2, TERkv) TIERL, THH)—B, Lwv) EERDY TLHEY
B RFEODONET )T L TH b,
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4. "HIZFTH 4 > (recipient design) ; & TfEIL 5 (salience) |

PEROFERGRTIE GG LTORENEHE FORBOBICA LS TRl H50iE "Xy v
71 GELTEE) LTHETFOLNGHLD0E ) BE) 12k LT, Grice DR 5
B, 754 AROKkA A, BEMEOFI, HIETAHRTOMBHZ L, FFLTEH
EFICHMT B HEH2MOE L Tize T2 TETIE. &50#41% H. H. Clark 725 0%
BRERGmPOO THEFRTA V) ZRETHIET, ZOEZHMDIHILELTWVES, i
LEOMDSIE THEFTYA v pMMrbh, MEFoMP» S, FELFEIEE L, EAT
L7z THEFRETHA V0 ICAED XIS, HLFOBERPEMINL LTAH5THD, il
Fid, MHFCURIEFINLD DL LT, (BRIZMNES7) Bl ERL, TOITH%ER
B3 57-012, @Y st @2 URNTH DS L sh b,

—7Ji. SCA Tit, G L FOSEEN LM & FORFEMIE, FHRBIRPEHREROBE
@ TEEALH (salience) ) ICX » THBZZITLLE L TWh, KOBIZRTAHAL I,

(2) Situation: A policewoman in uniform is driving the car, and the man sitting be-

side her is staring at her.

PW: What?

M: 1 was trying to picture you without your clothes on.

PW: Excuse me?

M: Oh no, I did not mean like that. I am trying to picture you without your
uniform.

PW: Okkay?

M: I mean, on your day off, you know, in regular clothes.

(mej Angel Eyes X ) (Kecskes 2013: 58))

LT L EFORBMIILRE) DI THE00, BRPEREREL TS, £0
S TEL L) U TTHRRED L WVIIHERT 2203, WhIEE LT (W& F) ITHESh
TWVWEEIANRREV, 2) I EY) ZTENBITH 205, &A% 5 uniform & % \»
ix regular clothes 2 S2IFREZI)%dbD%, clothes E SoTLFo/b ZANHEL
LR TH D, — DI OHUP LM EE L LT LA LANTH 0N A2 LzTh
L bhholzZ &, X 5121%, Kesckes 28 TE# T ToORES . H (subconscious sali-
ence) | LA TWS X H12, Fik T T2 0T clothes ( FfzE) |2 uniform (TF{7EE)
RS E, BIbEG5 AT LI/ 80 BROKERE > Twh, TOFITIE, K
HEEPRELITOPORVE)THLH, BIEZMA LI &2, HEOMELHS
NDLYERZ

29 L7z "B E ) ofE. BEEOMEHOBE L WE SN D, WLTFNb oL b
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THOH.ODMW R E=FICADRTWHSTH L, TOBIC, SiLTFLHEFT T, BILb
WZEMET 2D, Jid o THROFBESL RO MO & 0452 TR (attention) ; % 5.
ZBPICEDEEND, Kesckes (2010) 13, HEFEZ G2 H2REBEUBIE, TFELTFLME
%ﬂﬁ®ﬂ%ﬁ%hr%®%®ﬁm:%¢éﬂ%®@ﬁ@ﬁﬂﬁbrﬂ%%@b@%%k
(FEEZTCGERSNS) HHOAMAM, KXo TREZEL, DT L) IZHBRTY
%o

Because of their different knowledge bases, the frequency/rituality of their
knowledge in the situation, and the attendant attentional resources available to
them for processing the salient items, the interlocutors’ knowledge has different
levels of salience; as a result, they conduct the attentional processing of communi-

cation in an egocentric manner.

5. #&bHUIC

BER DI %2 ik im & Kesckes F 9 SCA (#MERHM 7 70 —F) OEVE, £
NENEZWNT DEEDPLFTLDDLERD L) I,

EAR R EH ] SCA
PR ) 5 San - T G ==& | AR S i ]
W LP & FofE E3ESOR i LR H AL (GERE O p1 B )
EREDH N HRIED A FPOE & RN
SCHR RV FGOIIRE R DA REFE A v -V EHD
A
[T = IS L 3 LI i Rk HEHWDH - B2 S

D& HIZ, SCABHER, FEFOHI M7 Ltk TT adolzk SN D
Al LT, BT, RKAMWEZH) S TEL L) LT Tu—FLEF) I EPTE
bo 29 LGBl SaABY. KON, SGERRES SRS L o R ERN LS
i & 72 Traugott 725 OSCHAL - HEALOME R E L e —I2T 5L 2H DB 0E
Bbhz (8K -2 - 8 Gi) (2017) o&EmE2SHOZ L),

SEW
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