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12A18 (XHkEH)

J—45<3v7  (9:00~10:40)

A=y D—9vavF1 [ 02-81-02 ]

BBCLFICRONDEAERH = | EGERI CAIlRS
1. BFECRITDIRTEEE [R] DfEAHEEMECDNT S HI UBEAFEAFD
2. BESEICHIMFE—3ER (Fv)Lid Zhc— FE—F REAFERFD
3. NBH) & T&ERa) MNYNTRECSNDEDE —EEEMERD SN —

SHItR CABKFRF )

B T—oavr2 [ 02-B1-01]

Hemingway 1FG a5 < —ai%m. IAm. swAlssarOERaERO T—
F=FH B REBIEMWHESD
IAYTAH—  KEHE ERVIKRE)

1. KRBEBBOEE—Indian Camp’ [CHITDSUAENEED 2 —
WOEE RBFMmANEEBAS)
2. NBESEFOHETAIVID) 1 E50—IENIN<BRIRESIBAYIDIMNE—
BMER (M)
3. #HEEE (BZ) H'S Hemingway YERICBD FE B (GEIEMHERS

C&ifg 7—H2avr3 [ 02-B1-04 ]
SEREATISH S AAEHE/\, BASEHEH OEARIAZA = BIEEE GRS
1. EEFHNRIHRREEFORENYIINIZ 5NCIHES INWURET (BEERAFAF R
2. BAREFEBDONSA b « RAZANSTI—(CRET 22—
A GRILAEAER)
3. AYRRIYPADIZATT—3Y « ASTI—[CDNTH—EZ2
—BANSE COII AT —Y 3 VEMBISEDDIEHIC—
I A V=TT GRALKRERED

D&IE TU—HavF4 [ 02-03-01 ]
DT DD RICEFEIDRKREIRZH< o T | EFEBROS5E2REER2ERC

RS9 SEZEFEDRIRATT = | BENEDR (&S
1. BSEEEOENFERIXICRIY —55 T&Ermic (SEAS)
2. DVUTDRARNSRICESBOERINY/ MEIBIERIROD—5HEE BRIbE ERFERAS

3. BAEBORSERICREI S5 | BB C TEREDREIRNS
B B (GFEHREAFSD



A== (10:50~11:00) [ ASiE 02-B1-02 ]

SRAMEEE11:00~12:100 [ ASHH 02-B1-02 ]

AE WAR— EEEXP
e M ES BRLUFEREXP)

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

come to be produced”

RRAA—3FE (12:15~13:55) [1gEOE—]

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)
BROZBEZERI IDEHUDE—BAGED [€5D] CFREFED [pattal EDXERND'S
Z B8 EBoEAFAFR -1 F (BLERD
MoE=MORZHEIERY [[CE5D)] XU BEIRAOR (BBAILZFRFEAF )
“a-RETo [ [VN @) /N (&5 1 +T91 RRICONT ~ I1FO—E
FNESEREECIT ] [LERS THIZIBEETI I ~ BFPIN (NHK BESHEEAFED
SEEFBOEIATY Tkes-kathun (DFRLEAL CFEREREWESR—BAGEDERNE M2V VS &
DXt Z08 o C— =2 TE EEEAFESD BT & (EDEAS
LUy DEZRS R OIR BoERZE (&EED )
EFFLEIRICHRITD =D CAEER) FEEIC (BEEZRFEAFR
Gender-related variation in the responses to criticisms: A contrastive study of Taiwane
and American speakers TUAN, Huitsen Jeanne (Shu-te University)
YAQO, Hui-mei (National Penghu University)
1+ AERBAECBASBREDSE GFE:0) 1TAICXI DR | §FFE:EE\D1V9E
A—7—5XD BN 1)V VET (ZBHEFAE)
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)
D= E U T proximal—REHERZA Iz DR EPRODHNT—
IBRRE UBBAFAED
BABEPEREICHTD MEH) JR—B LD [13D] 1T8IDLE—
B —M GERAFEAFR
BIVICHRITD T&D] ORH—INI T+ T « NS FRADERIRDNS—
B BF EED - KxEF (KIRKFEAFD
BASEZO ~—~OY—BE . TAIZATZ] WRgF GRREZFAF



WEERE (14:00~16:25)

A&ty [ 02-B1-02 ] ZEERR

@ 14:00-14:35 @ 14:35-15:10 @ 15:15-15:50 @ 15:50-16:25
Chair: KOYAMA, Tetsuharu (Kyoto Notre Dame Univeristy)
1. A Study of Impoliteness in Kang Xi Lai Le from the Perspective of Adaptation Theory
HUANG, Mei Ling (Providence University)
2. 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)

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

B=i% [ 02-B1-01 ] BHAEHRX

@ 14:00-14:35 @ 14:35-15:10 (@ 15:15-15:50 @ 15:50-16:25
= | WTUERIF GO

1. BAEDESEIAESERINBE SRR 2 He FEAFAFD
2. RAEEEICRIT DB USRESTSEDCHIER C%@%EE%B’JT&EH%—IEE%H% EXR
&5 EENKTF (RETILAFAT D)

g% 80—= (REEKP
3. VAXT 1 PORIZET + 2D—RICIRNDEE i‘%ﬁd)mﬁk—%é%ﬁ@?Fﬁn&'lﬂ_fML/f‘ &elt

[C&EBLT— HO8E GIFHRFERFD)
4. PR NEEEICHT DER ARSI 2 DEEsan IR EEINERDFECDUINT : The
Corpus of Historical American English (5BESICE DT hischc (BIERRAE)

C&im [ 02-B1-04 1] HAFEHREX

1 14:00-14:35 @ 14:35-15:10 @ 15:15-15:50 @ 15:50-16:25
9= | [AHSE (IefEAS)
1. ZEERJD sarcasm CIETHE
‘Y ERUFAFGIARS FErINEEAFIERENEN
2. DREEEFBDOSEHBICRE [ (RE8) tnhx] DsorlseFmifzy iEs=ic GURKEAZED

3% : Ay ([@EHEZFAD
3. MR MiRCIESEM—3EEETIC O DEEF \ORRSEIDIRER 2PN —
EB F BUFRAS
4. THEEGDORERDED (Leftand Right Peripheries) | & EERM « EIFERNE ] COBSRIE?
—FESLEEARIC I B INEFFEF (BUFBRAS)



D&i [ 02-03-01 1 HAFERE

1 14:00-14:35 @ 14:35-15:10 @ 15:15-15:50 @ 15:50-16:25
= | BPER (RE LM
1. EENTREIR ) \UDERER | OATED [SEies] Oo— Rt
KRFF (J—BILILBNKE)
2. onthe contrary DETKEXTTIESR P CKRTZEAS

=  BEAE (FRLZFAE)
3. IXDEIDESEPTEK] PD I€o&]) DEFHRITEAE

7 B BHIXESSSPIER
4. 555158 | mean DECKMAREZDERRIE IR 18 GBERAFEARF

E£g [ 02-03-02 ] BAREHERR
@ 14:00-14:35 ® 14:35-15:10 @ 15:15-15:50 @ 15:50-16:25
9= HFLRE (BEERFAS
1. PEHFEBODIER:EIC K DMHIRIRIC DU\ CT—HEEE DL A FRIA T
2 5 (REKREERR BAAMIRER)
2. “be lined with” [ZDU\T FINE KREFERASE)

= | REDOH RREFAS)
3. BARED—ARRED AR EEEDECHER Ay — (REEMIZRS

HEAER (16:30~18:00 [ ASi% 02-B1-02 ]

~ h
CiE= MEEEL CbEEXE)
5%8% : Professor Charles L. Briggs (University of California, Berkeley)
$EEEH : “The Pragmatics of Discourse about Global Circulation”

- /

B[S (18 : 15~20: 00 )
A5 1758 1K BeEas
£ . 3,000H
GIREERDIETT, P—ATEC=EES, )




12A2H (HKEH)

WEREER 9:00~11:25)
A& [ 02-B1-02 ] BAREBRR EERRK
[ 9:00-9:35 @ 9:35-10:10 @ 10:15-10:50 @ 10:50-11:25

1.

Chair: KUBO, Susumu (Matsuyama University)
BAEE2570D INDEFINITENESS DAOVZHIC DU\ T—= 2530 R &5a0)
iR BBEARE)

2. Concession in the academic context: power and expertise factors

LYDA, Andrzej (University of Silesia)

Chair: NISHIYAMA, Yuiji (Meikai University)

3. Subjunctive wh-questions (in German)

MULLER, Sonja (Universitit Bielefeld/Georg-August-Universitat Gottingen)

4. The meaning and use of utterance situation-based comparison in Japanese

SAWADA, Osamu (Mie University)

B&is [ 02-B1-01 ] HEERE (FiI¥) &BAEREKR #F)
[ 9:00-9:35 @ 9:35-10:10 @ 10:15-10:50 @ 10:50-11:25

1.

2.

Chair: SCHOURUP, Lawrence (Osaka Prefecture University)
A quantitative analysis of noncanonical though clauses in naturally occurring discourse
MIZUNO, Yuko (Asahikawa National College of Technology)
The Discourse Marker "So" in American Media: Teleology Marking in Interaction
O'NEAL, George (Niigata University)

= | 8B GhsAE)
John looks happy./l saw John happy. fREICEST D 2 DOXIEFEIENICHIT DERETR

DINFY BILERE GEPMINEEATAEF)
SORIRUIRER SR (DG FRFEDPEIEN - fil53-able 18X C BAGEDREEIBITREEX * =
BYIRERESL DSPH) HGRE FURAS

C=ii [ 02-B1-04 1 BAEHRERK
@ 9:00-9:35 @ 9:35-10:10 @ 10:15-10:50 @ 10:50-11:25

1

2.

= : $hSsNER (BEFURSD

SEHEON 5% UDHEDN—BENBABE SRRSO ERReR—
IVRREA (RERFAF T BAAMIRESISEIFRS)
BENSKIRICHIT DAY SFESIE « BORRER « LB SORIRICRET XL DRSEM
BitRE RED

= WOBEE GEPHmINEEAS
DO0—-IVTBBICHITDIRS—Y v T | BASBRGECHIT DN EHRRDBR
T (BULUAS
TSPV I8 b SN T\ DB EFEDZFI#iE
BERE (IEEATEENNS)



D&i [ 02-03-01 1 HAFERE

@ 9:00-9:35 @ 9:35-10:10 @ 10:15-10:50 @ 10:50-11:25
=K 8 CKIRKE
1. Semantic Extension of Verb SHIMAU-From a Garmmaticalization Point of View-
ok XE (READ
2. RO THINDIRES « SIARIR APUER (BOEAS)

= [ #EEF CRBRERAS
3. 4N & T+ /0] —BFRESEREXICRIT D/ 5 DEFmRIT%AE
827 (KIRAFEAFRD
4. FFECRITD [K1a) DOHEE—XIFEIRACHEEIRACEE LT
AARNERF (REFTLLAFAED

Exig [ 02-03-02 ] HAFERZX

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

=R EEIFOENEES
1. RS B’ T F ERBUAE)
2. NoREBOBPSIERAS - MEZPIMNC 2 BE RoEAEAFER

= BlIEEE RILK
3. [&®Y] ICXI DERAEBFEEDNS —BNEFMEDRICEDRFZZ2ERE L T—
WA (SERIMREAS)
4. DY PABAREBEFEBENGREICXTID THID ] DR ST I—EEIRIDIER
TS5—I07 NP (BEEXF

s (11:30~12:00) [ A8 02-B1-02 ]
T2 UAE— EHED

1. ZRIEE Mt BE BHUERAS

2. BTiRS h+=EE GEEAS

3. REEESRG WOeE GEPHINEFEAS)
4. BFBERRG WAZE— (EHBER

FBEEEE  (13:00~14:400 [ ALIE 02-B1-02 ]

~

a)

= BR B EEAE
83 | Professor Michael Rundell (Editor-in-Chief, Macmillan dictionaries)

$88RER | “Corpora, dictionaries and pragmatics: challenges and opportunities in

K the age of e-lexicograph” /




DURDY L (14:50~16:500 [ A& 02-B1-02 ]
J—¥ . “Corpus Linguistics and Pragmatics”

RN - MBS (RESRMATS A “ Corpus-driven Contextual Processing”
EEM - O)INE—BB (@PAS) “Interface of corpus linguistics and pragmatics”
IEEitRS | BT B (BoERS

FEREEUERS © Professor Michael Rundell (Editor-in-Chief, Macmillan dictionaries)

g= AR & BUAS

A& (16:50~17:00) [ A8 02-B1-02 ]
BRSODIRLS BH B EE5AS)
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12A18 (1KER)

J)—45<3v7 (9:00~10:40)

ALl J9—5<avF 1 [ 02-B1-02 ]

BEZ LIRCA DN A TR Fle BAER] (EBOT)

KU —7 a7 TlE, HEICE RO AAGERBIOF)N G, 1) IKGEE, 2) WX T5E 3)
TERBl~ A0 3 8EWY HF, ZOHEFIIEEFENT 5, GH 58T PEEROH0H 2%
J5Z BBV, F ZITITEEMEFOFERRIBLES O D Z & 20, BHEH LW EEEEA
AT OIE, BUTIERTZE &9 i Tidda< . BEFOFRIIZT TIIR L ENR2 My 2R
72O THDHEEZLND, B2, THETIIRTT AT « RT7A FRAERDBRTT 47 « K7 A b
AAEFMNEBL20HLH NI fEiLH Y | BHEFHOMBERIU b ZNDRR S TWD, £
7oy PR LT DRERFKFELOME I, R ERREMIR SN WD SE b H D, AV —2
Ta v T, ZOL D RFEFICOWTEERRIRELENBE R, dama i) D5 a R L7z,
SR (1) YR - R - ATEZESE - R - BILEYE. 2000, [BIRAEE Z L1300
vitd . (2) Brown, Penelope and Stephen Levinson. 1987. Politeness: Some Universals in
Language Usage. CUP.

1. HFERBIRT X AWEE (R OEAEHECOWT 5O/ (URER TR
s, B350 COREHRRAIMRE [, BIR L SUROPRREEAL L TILESIT B DA (2012)
DOFAHGEneo politeness style) [ A ZHD EIF, ZHETHEMINDZ Dotz TR Off
HESICOWT,  [E5EEREEN OS] (wording) OBLEND, EO X5 7RBER)EE L= L
HHTELD0, TOMREEEZRERT 2O TH D, BARRNTIE, XAWGEE [X) ZReEr)~OfEH:
HIZTER T 2 RAICK LT, Sz,  JiE © & 24 aE ) OO EERIZ IV T,

[ () TEGFEEZHD < TPET DRE10MR (2) TEGEAZ M) FPET 203720 (3)
S EDNE < CTRAS S TR U T D5 WVEEREUT T2V E VD “AOENE OFE) L7228 T
T 22 B - BT T2 ) 2L TG, Lo Z &L 5,

ZEk (1) BERY. 2012, [RAWGEE TR OEFGRIOEEE] [BARSIEYSE 144 KT
4. 300-305.  (2) MEEEIR. 2002. TSEEEMEICRT 28OS Y HIZOWT) [EILIREEA
SCFEREEE] 836, 43-49. (3) Jacob L. May. (1993) Pragmatics: An Introduction. Blackwell.

2. BESECRITOIGEE EHeE (e i) - BH—F GRS BD)

MERGE] &V EESEO—IZBIT DIEGEEOIARIRHR E LT, KY FEO L 5 RBETHEC, BE
FOEELAFIIT HFHNELL AOND, ZHHDOEBRITIT. HALREMIES T T 3BT
OFEFE L OFEIC L 2HA S LW ORI 5D, o, INHIETFEHOETO T A RAEN
TR KRB 720 | [BEHESWVOLWW I EZ2 b T 572D Wb e b5 5, FHOAR
B XL, ZOFEBNNE U SEMN TR E e, L OSMI U QI ISR %2 52 5, %
LT, ZOEHDO—BTHDHZ La2nT v 75T LW IHHHEEL S X Hd, S THFgE Tl
NS ORI PO Lo TR LT, BERAEEGE D H E D BE SN TR o Tz,
AFETIE, 2D LX) 2 HENESCEIR A MSGEOREFRRISIE L LT b x., AL AhkEE
& DEMRSC, HEREMIOM EAERZ ., (E4 OB ST 5,



FESEG (1) AU 2008, [KY HAGE -1 —~FIGEEN LTI T2 0] . Bt K&
fEENE. (2) PeaaEhlERE S, 2008,  [ReAREAEL 2008] . #int TWJ. (3) ATHFML. 2005, [
TA MRADS RDFEH Z EIXOBRE—BERRFT ¥ L XRFEO T & L T—)  [REARFER®
VAR 141 25-37.

3. (WM & & 30 & FREINDEEDE —BHEHEER D S DOHT—
HHAR (EERFERT D)
W, EE W Y 2 7% b—) . a2 A a—) ERETHHPENDLD
(272> CEZMN, FitEOER TR DR TII R L L SDOEREFF>Z LN L mbhTn
% (7 1980, 42H 1998, JEZ - HilfA 2006, FIA 2008) . &2 CAZE TIEL, Y,/ 7% h—]
E T/ A a—) LIZESEY T, BEETRLLSND ORI Z T ERILEINDZ ETELD
EROENZHOWC R E G OBLS N DA 25 D, HlY 7% h—] 2o\ TE REOEFE
PE) DEETFRAZADTRLT D LICL ST, BATICBITS IR A SOl 2NEE 5L
B2, EOZENHF T REOBB B CH D Z L AT D, TRE/ A a—) 2o
WCIE TEBMEOBR] DNEXRICH X TR lrd S8, — Tt P> TIZEns i =a &
F BT ITHEODL Z & AR D,
SR - D) TEHRE1980. TEEMEED = 13— - 30 —3dh—) . [S:3840E] .343.46-52 .(2)
i & 12011, [BEHEMEG—IEGAEIRT T L L3RRl — . TEAGESA] .30.14.106-114.

B 7—Vavr2 [ 028101 1]

Hemingway B % HtF< —sEMem. SUiSh. BRASTEFEDBERE RO T—
Al RA R Gl LSRR

TRATA L — KEHEEE (B b~ AKF)
AT —27 27 TlE, Erest Hemingway OFfR{EiLE 12 (W ULIZ2-0) T HiF, 727 A
N2 ZFH20 12 Hemingway OSURIZIE D, 7982479 O, 3BHER. SUARR. S RE 7O
FHA TR A IR TE TV D S ANDREE TH D, Lo T OGO RO H e DR FE N
OIS Hemingway 1EfZ 08922 & T, —&IZ Ih—FRRA VK] LIEESND
Hemingway O SURDZEMZIA SN LTV ZENTEIUTEEZEZTWD, 3 ADOREEIL. 4T
“Indian Camp”ZH Y _EIF, Z OIEFGOUARZ“Hills like White Elephants”72l ) LiZ“Cat in the
Rain” & g L7223 BEtE Nz 5, Wi h Hemingway OEMREZFRTHELRTHY . 77 A K
P CEZETHRAMRT DD GETH D, 3 ANDREFRBZIT., B < EfmE ORI b1
H L THIZEZAT-> CE TWAIEERRERE IS B> TR & | Eaaali s 8T, BRARIC

ONTEH E LY, 77 A MOGITHEZNBRIZOW T higm L TGRS Licuy,

1. FH LB OEX—"Tndian Camp"iZI3i} 530k L YiRED 2 F—
IR (T MERERT)

Hemingway OSUARIE,  MazE)< Ay BLEIZ HiaED ey (ZEUE LTz, FERICHER e A
BANTEDEEDID, AHKRIL T, (—RLEEDZA) BT DFHEZDH LIRS
BRI SR DO — %, FaREBUTER LN BT 5, L0 BAEITIE, 3B OOz ET
% DERs+4] OEEZRY B, EBREEROEENE D X 9 KRB RA LA THDDAVRL
7=,

WIZ, ZOVEBCE L CUAFSE T LY BT bd ST oORE— D=y 713 514 =
T— 3 VYOS, BLOKDOBEEDRF—TONT, SUERDRHS L WREOREE 2 BRI TR
WD, ZDSODIREITHK L, WRERER O & G ~OE R rOT FED HIEH L, 1R

10



FERO =2 T 7 A N TN EDRIEZ R LTV, ZERZ SR L AR OFA & B LT
Rz & b2 biuIsanCth b,

£Z300k (1) Horn, Laurence R. 1984. Toward a new taxonomy for pragmatic inference: Q-based
and R-based implicature. GURT'1984, 11-42. (QILIGZ 2008. NFEREOT T LT I &A
A b=V —miE0 ) [E7E] 371, 66-71.

\1

2. JCRLEFBFOPRITNI VT Y = A Rl e—REHE IR & BB\ D L —
BT (R
SUASEROBLS D Hemingway 1ESEOFFIRIZIE S, Widdowson (1975)DFHRIZHES T, A%

SRR & SUTPEE & OIS EATEST, VRMRIR & SURDBHEMEIZ DWW G LTS, /~y— RARA L
R EMEAD Hemingway OSUARIL,  HESHIENCTRCY SE D, DEMEE AT 5 Z & 72 < WRE % R
SHD, L, 77 A RORBL 2> DIZHE LD bttt TIT< & B A LOBIHD
HESEOAEICR DL, AFEFRTIE “Indian Camp”ZEY HiF, FEBECER L, (B Z SidatEd 72
Do, B NDOCERIRAEA & LB 5, S HIGEE “Hills Like White Elephants” & Frifgs L7
NG, SCFAE TR E 725> TNDNI U T T A D= RIRA )L RAZ A L LD b DIT% LTI
REFEELZ U, 7ot D TReE A3 5, £ LT, SUFIIE CIThiL C X T ESER ORELC >
WTHERD B, SURGHTE L7eis & —EDfRZ 775,
2% ik : Widdowson, Henry G. 1975. Stylistics and the Teaching of Literature. London:
Longman.

il

3. fEEL (Rx) 7D Hemingway fEfIZIES wH A U LSHERT)
Hemingway O SR BN SHET « sbEMGEGOBSN DM T 5, FHINSHETFClE. SiEBlc
S5 FARMECTBIE, I =EIESEEATRED 12 L 7225 T 5, FRZ, Langacker (2008)
E, EARMEORIED BT 70 B AR AR AT TR RO b D Z b, Flo, 2oyl
— 3 U EN LU EROBERNATRE L 725> CND 2 E E TR L TND &0 ) S CHERICIET D,
ZHRIELTIUR, FRRSEERECE OBERIUCER L TUAERE T L T 2 & T, &
P NoRE D) FORE, BHENHD (B2 CROUIRER) 00 E i Z LR T&E 5 &
Bbibd, A%£ETIL, “Indian Camp’ZH0NZ, “Hills like White Elephants”72l» LiX“Cat in the
Rain”d3UR L SR LR35, BRI EM A KT come X0 this, ahead “5DZEWBRFTCH,
PFIRAE S IR L, ZIVDASEOBEECHR &2 W LT SEERIL Ch DMt L2 b, 1
i 2 eI TUN S,
ZER - Langacker, Ronald W. 2008. Cognitive Grammar: A Basic Introduction. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

CRilp 7—-2avr3 [ 02-B1-04 1]

FEFIRRAISEAN D BASEEE ~, BATEEE > LIEMmbE~
fraet 2B (RALRR)
EPH RIS, AAHRERESRCRONS ) ROV TSR EIK S H
UIRBIRIB AT 5, 0 T BLED, AT B LR O TN AR L2
EFBNTHRT A DRA 2 D 5T D DB B W LRIV T L, FBRIT 7 n—
N sl g VBT LR E R B IC VTS, BICH S RIIER, (2 R T
FEEE (INS) A AAGEREESE (ONS) Lo EMcED 57 bl LT D = 3
astr—var s ARTTFV— (C9) 1COWTEREIT, BATEFEOTOBE S = 2=
—ay s A NTT O HEORNEERHE TS LD BENMEREITD, 0%, 707

11



& & BITHEHIFRRRS 21TV, FERRRIIZEDO A A GRS 2 & & BT, HAGEABNITE) Ol i
Fe~DIES 2R D,

1. HEFIVRITIER - BEFORMEMNTMZ G546 /NI (B RIRTFRTRD)
AFEFNT, & TFORGEMIINES 2 [HEY APEEHEI OV, Bk - SCRIERICE B LT-RE
B RAITH) TR HNET 5, ST — X 20T LT-RER, KREL 2 DOWERALNTZ, 1 D
1L, BELTFORGEEZ=TC IHEFORMA) PEGEE L GREenTns s o, 2 2HIE,  EEL
FOFFEOHBL ] NEHE L THRENTWAEHEDTH D, £z, 2 DIZHEEm L TH LIV
1L, BELTOT AT 4 TERIEN LN OB S TN Z ETh D, FIZ, 2 DORH%%E,
LT & FIHOERA D 55 L VI BENLEE L, X FORE) SRELE L TR
RONTWDHEES, WEORBRN O HGAITEX 2RI LD, 5L TFORISCEO KN ZH
BL T, DA TFORPUCEMEZ R LY, HTFE2RE LW EESYKEBRIAL WD

Z Dot

S5 R - (1) HH1- 2001 [2EERCRT DILREGRIATGE [HAGEE BAGEHE ] 30 51-60. B
JEFERRT: BAGE - BAUEHE G #—. (2) fEBFEE T 2012, [Ri& FTEIOHESFEFNIE
22 - FEV KT A& FOME T - ) THARL FRFAESCFHR] 61 57-68. HAL K-

2. BAGEFBEDORIA PRR « A NFT VT 5 —BE N R NG NG 2 )
FHEBOSFIIA LN OIEEITINIOWTHFITH T DX AT 47 « RTA FRA « AT T
D—OBLE DREERRS LR LT L T A, BRI, v 7 aieiik (He O WEERET D T2
—/MZAF RO S H) ) BPARRRKTH D Z LavbinoTe, BARRITIE, 1) TES L7em?
Do oT=D? ) TIFRL, TEH LT~ &302, (2) FHEEE D, SRR COMLEER 2
WA 200 LA TR, () HFICKT 5EE OREE ( L TWaD ] %) ¥ —rW
T REND, @ HFED 154, 6xrob] LW IREITK UEAOFIERR X &AL, 70
ED R TOMENIE CTH D, FHTFORTT 4T+ 7 A AIDD¥O D REELE Z ORI TIE
ROND A a=r—ra ATRAENIATON D, FBROMERCERE T, ~ 7 v 22 A 78
Rz 5 2 62 <, FIHFRERIEE L TRESE TV LER D D,
SESE - (D) #2011, [TRAE T/ =G0 « 7 U R U —|ZBD D50 HT—B AN - 55E
A - MEANRGEEE OMEZ B L T—) [FUERFETEY 2 — AAGERGwE] 26, FURKT
M4+t v #—. 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) FHEEFDIx. 2006 [FEEEIZEIIST D m—A Vot & 7'a—r UL sy
oz [SFERAIITERE 13 BRSE T~ OSiEa0By )T 7 n—F ) | F5EE
DI (fF) FOANERER RS EAZEERL 21 4l COE 7'm 27T A IS5FEEM A L
D E R HTLR] . 229-243.

8. AVRRITADAIa=lr—vay « A RTTI—ITONTH—ELER
—BHRE DI I 2= — g U ERIRICHED B2 —

T A B =T VYT 4 GACKRFEREED
AHETI, A2 RRIUTREREE (INS) 2 HAGEREEGS (INS) L O&SFEHIcasEaMIFIc
HEDAEDIEH L CWAaIa=hr—Tg ARNTTIU— (CS) ZHLNITAZ A HAE
T 5, 4D INS & JNS Ok mO A Bkt 80 NAUEREED 7 +a—T v 7« A
YA Ea— (FUI) OF—%% _DOBLED BT L=, INS O HAGERE NI 244 & ks
24T D, FOFRER, &EFIca a=r— a VRFEME U0 L D IS B WREE A2 TR
9% CS &, HFLDRIFZEMRERES T H7-0I120772 5 CS LaMEER SN, INS 1ZDH\ -3
b, @EE~—h—, QOUEGEE @OFOEHO4-S%HH L TCS 217 LT, DL EOFEED
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B, HATERENIDATTEH CS ZMRMNHEHTHZ Ik -C, 2550 F<H#TSEH 2 &
NTX, AAGEFEOYHIDOEMEND CS BHEDRMEEZ HRETHLHEVZ D,

B3R - (D) BRANE 2011, [ESUYEEEETHOSEE TR HILH DA ERSRE —#E N 0 AGEY:
BEOaAIa=r—ar  ANTTIO—%HNI—] [ RFERE G AAGERASCE] 7.
10679 (ixxvii) . (2) KHEK 2004. [EFHIBT 5 HVSHOMERE | FEERTIFT7=N5 HW
SHICEBR LT [HAREHEE] 120.53-62

D& I—-avF4 [ 02-03-01 ]
LTI R M RIBRD BRI LD <> C R OS 5 ER & i 5 B

5 SR A2 HEOER (RIS
1. HIGEEOBEBIFSUIEE 5 —5% TERFaGRl (ZEHR)

Halliday (1967-68)i%. open ZED\ Void 5 FHIATEE SR K& O march ZED %03 B30 2 Bl ORI,
Iblz, T HEEE - HRGESEOSINER ORI BT 2 0224 LTz, A% TIL, Halliday
DI HBBIZ LoD, HIGEZRIT 2BEHRE(motion event) % 7§ BljFil & UMD SCNELSE OFRFHE
[ZONWTELRET D,

()R HRGEOZERIT, 3% B MAR(ERME I IFERHE - FERERS 2R DA MR35 =
&%, BT " REESHTR 200002 52, Ayano (2005)123 T Uiz,

(1) a. John walked in/to the park.
b. KERAMARE T2/~
(12D walk 1%, BERAZRTGITAEIET 2856, IEMETH L, B orh & 358
AR TH D, —J7, BAGEIZIIIERERD <) LVGHELRWOT, BlEER 2R I50]
LITIEEARWRETH D,
EHIZ, @iF FEED walk DMERALT D Z L AR LTV,
(2)  John walked his dog in the neighborhood.

AFER T, DL EOBWEBERERIO KIS K O3 2 STNER OFFEIZ DUV TG 5,

SZ 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)71{R3z—. 2000. [Z2fiZ&HOF e : HE
ORI A 77 e —F—) | [ZEEBLE SAE] .

2. AUT I R ’hb R FFEOEBHIMMBRIFIRDO—RZR BREE (ERPiy)

BEPRIACRIERE S5 7(Systemic Functional Linguistics)| 233\ T RERODIREEIRITIE R Lz obTis
T HitEhit)(ergative) HTIE, 174 & XIBUTHEH LB (transitive) 74T & FHHHAOZ2BIRIZH 5,
Halliday (1967-8) Tl, #E Tl 144 BH2EIC 3 SO X A TZ[EE L, 11445 LS OFY
(BT effective, 1T2NDMTABLIINI KT\ descriptive, & ORHEZ A L7- nuclear DL
TIPIEREL 72500, B2 A 728D E L,

ARFTIL, 2D 3 XA TOEMREZT 7 A b OB HIC b S hiEA(foregrounding) & 1554t
(backgrounding) DB DIEZ D, TV, 77 A M EEEWIMMEN 8T L, kT pHi% A 7 &
DI DFFROBIRMEZFRT 5, RIZ, ZOREFRED 2T 7 2 N CHERILSHiZ A 7 &
R U, RO AT D, DA R R | EERMEIR AT OMIRICIZ = T 7 X S OBM#EDS
VT D Z & widkamd Do
ZHESCER < (1) Halliday, M. A. K. 1967-8. Notes on transitivity and theme in English, Part 1-3', Jowrnal of
Linguistics, 3-4. (2) Halliday, M.AK. 1994. An Introduction to Functional Grammar 2nd ed. London: Arnold.
(L% - RESIER. 2001, THERESCEEER— ) 7 —Ha~0ik\ =] #L.< A LIBHIR
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3. BAGEORERERFICET 2 —B% | RSN L TEEEDOERND
R & (RREHRERT)

AR TIX, BIRILRIERES RE (SFL) ONSHAZ L - T, BAGE & SGEOHE 2 W fid &
WAL L TotrL, EBEOT 7 X NOHRTED L ITKIET 0%, a7 7 A ORI Giamd
Do FRT, ASEEDOROTIAHET D & SNTWD, et&iElEe & FF I HFEOENR) 29182 (process)
XA TS %, Halliday (1967-8) 13, SFEOREAKGENR A DS G858 Lt h L Tk

(transitivity) OFFAA THSRENZHHT LT DA, HAGEOBREIARILAMAE 4 EH T, L #
HEZRRMZ 2L TS EER D (I, 1996) . AGaTld, AAGESGT L bEEFEITAE 2R
LW e W) Kt afex T, TBEDSBRS ) R0 TBEZBA< ) o TBREBHL | 78 EORBIORENZER 4
T %, TBA, FEIEIC K DETRE LBRWEAGEICIRWT, EDXH7arT7 7 A FoZEE
BLLTCWD D%, ek & S OBIHED L U b,
SR « (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., & Matthiessen, C. M. I. M. 2004. An Introduction to Functional
Grammar(3rd ed.). London: Arnold. (3) #(LIKER. 1996. [EealEtkas : Sis@mosEa) . st <AL
Bl

SRFEEE11:00~12:10) [ 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
is 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.

RRAA—3FE (12:15~13:55) [1gEOE—]

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 1.1 sociocultural strategies in L2 behavior. The
findings had practical implications for .2 teaching and learning.

2. BEOZEERIFADOEKRME—BAFED (65 5] LEERED [pattal & OxIG—
7 (GERTED) - L B GHERT

AAGEDIRSZRBLD [~TET 0| LZOHGEE [~7TA XX 7] 1[ZOWTE Mg
([l s & FEREREH: 2002a, FI201D23% Y | SUAIEMICZY b X T Z LV s
IWCWD, ABFSEE, B [~7E7 v CAHEE F£7 7] & O CREHRmIERD M EH A
DNDBISE, [~7TET77] 77 Lxhid 2ERED LEME +pattal [pattal & OxHR
U CELET 5, AR, TEEGERE+ () BhE &5 MBIEEAI LD HAGE Tl
B, SMERECITARE TH D, 7, HEEELGRER B &\ ) AR/ BhEa U R S E]
FECIIIEE, HAGECIIAECH LN, BAGEICHWTCY NEEEE GlRRa+EE ) e 272 D
Grahdn, £O%E, THEEMAE+ () ®Fl) 28T MHEILOZR L8 eD BT
DATZPOOZIE LV S HSOITENCERAES LW LVHEREZ ST 5 525,
S0k (D FRISE T [ZASEOZRNWERIZBIT 5 [T 120 T— T~IZV LTHH 9|
FESCORERER AT H—) [70 FERAERCHER-Eil— H ASEFE OHY—] BiFEE.(2) Kuteva, Tania.
2004. Auxiliation: An Enquiry into the Nature of Grammaticalization. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.
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3. MFEZIEOFZEBIER [THH 5] X BERRFIA, (RN - RS RT)
FEphEE [CH 5o X 55E (R BEOT 7 A0 EEFT, L, mFEZHRITOW
TH [HFSAMIBATHLL Y| EE), FATHETIXINER T A SR ADES TRl OF 148
TEEMBL D, ARETIL, Rl HMEZHEE L CHORITFFED T T ADZH THLH L HE,
FELSHE L BESEORMINGRT, FLUTUEZRIC [THH 9 2650k, FiEZH L
(AR 2 HAGERRE DS, H OB A TR U OS2 ALK 5 = LT, hE oz
EHOIMBTHD EWVIFEHONNIT 5,
ZE . (1) wEFE (2006) [FEEORGT - BASEORGE (2 LIX0EHR O L< &) NHK
HE (2) &k : @BUCAAGENZES (1999/2002) [tk = &1F - Bkl / [THRED = 21F -
Ttm] ()l B 2011453 H 12 H~4 A 20 H

4. =2 —RHETO [ [VN @& /N &) ] +TF) REUTHOWT ~ [ Fr—EFR
BEBETT [REER THREIEX T ~ H AP (NHK fos S VAfgERT)
Za— AWERHOBHER LT, o, A Fo—EFNERBECT)  [REREE T eEhx
TY) Lok olz, VN @&F) 2N &) | 1o, 1T 2z, XEhREHL < HFR
B, LI UIREDND L) 127e>TnD, ZOFRBUTIE, Fiic/adslise, oA 37 bt
VHERT D Z LT, BIETORLESIEDT LD LT ROWVRH D EEDIDSN, ARETIEL, 2
DI, THNEEGR | CCaeEnEd T EEN) OAFIGELTHH Z LIER L, ZORENRHT-
HTA L7 RO HOWTHBNCT D, TR 1E, BEhReE e a i C k<
RONDIIEN, 2 2 TIIAFRRRECOF TISIEL TRV . ZNVEE R 2 R~ =~ o7
S TWD, FEERROEREN, FI=H0 HEORGEORIZH oD Z &% FiTiiez b SR,
HHAAEERD FHN0 L35,
SEHER (1) BRI 1994 [EURRE) D I ECUMEORA  [HEAMNERERS: B AGE SR
Fl 15 (2) WIFEHET 2005 [SCEEFGEEOEES] < ALBHR (3) 8% 2010 ==
—AHEIZET S [ {#4F (VN) 4 (N) | +T3 ) SUTOWT [REMNERER R
AAGEY 2 —inte] 36

5. WEREOBUAT Tkes-kathun] DREIEFAL L FBARRIHLRE —BAGEOEGBTE (Bl LD
Xt EECT— B SHE (GHERTRTPD I ' BEERT)
AT TIL, IHFEHEOA 2 —% v FEHZ T v 2NCBWTBIER SN D L ) 127 o T ifERE O

A1 Tkes-kathun| OREIEALE | ZAUTHE D FEHIERIBEREILE 2 R L 2 1o 12884, HAR

RED [H72e) (Fujii 2008) & OXfHAE U T, Hx OFRICEA7ZRFHEE I HNCT 5, [

W) & TRAEZ) ORISR Ch HMIERHZBW T, BEERE) 5 TRILE] ~0lisfil )

SUERROERODNB R OND Z LITEEIET 5,

PEERE [kes-kathun| ORIFERTAIR, AROEEEHIER UL Tkes-kathta] & [HE)

Mgigh | &\ SQEEROEGEE, EloA v F—Ry b7 R T EHLE LTEEESELVWHI Uy

VIVOIREN R SIND, TONKME, BAGE (7272 ORKIEREL, FEZ Tkes-kathun) &

FEROIRDERNET 2705, G LSEETHW O, SR~ OEREIEL LT, B, MSEE T
NEAIEORKIEAL] &0 ) HallEx oo b, FEFHRRAREWIERORRE DR/ N & S ki) @]

gEhiz,

&k« (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. VNI vr iy J5U TR (BoE RS CEE))
AHFIT, FELFPREZHY TRETONE VDG, ala=r—Ta WAL

EHETHLDOTHD, WEROZEOMIET, STFEEESSURE ORISR, & LTFOM LIz H

725, BlziE TEIn-) TH5zxohiz) by el%, QECIHEESS THH L, X
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ARIE &> TS L FORIE bEIT D 2 & 5E LTFONY; &l & OBIfRR E bR 2,
Tl SUIRIC &> TR E D 53 5 ik LFAME 5 BRIy, ZORIZHONT, 2 a=r—
ayimDZ IV R v OF D KEDGHHOTEGU ST D55 LT OMEEZEM L, &5 LFOFEX
WM& FADBENT & EDIDITREENH LN EBEET 5, FIZZ LTV M) vy 707 Ru X7 &
WORELITOHME (EE « /ol « #l9R - ) 200 b, ZHDBUHUIRDBRE L FOEX &%
FOEHORRAEBLZET 5 LW ) RIMI DN THET D,

ZEH W — 1992, [Bdaaa=r—iar] AEMEE

7. BRI IIT D h—2 v L AR R (BESRERT)
AMF5EE Du Bois (200D1Z L D xfGHaEmm(dialogic syntax)|ZHD & | GEE % £ 720 SEILIEAE,
e B (resonance) IZHER T 5, KEGHaEmmIL, B A EEE - HARRIC K24 T 7T T
(diagraph)|ZFAD EFkR « 53479543, Du Bois (2001, FFED h—7 L VEIBIZINTL VIRS
DT LT, EITNOIEDAPET DR AFER L T\ D, ZORITOWT, AR RHI 5
FEXFRE T —/SA(SBCSAE) M HEMBORFI 2 L, 44 7 77 7ic L btk zhiL7- LT, h—7
Y OBUENOINTEAT D T LR A D, FRZ, BRSO TN/ TH 18R (frame  resonance)
Zea—rZANBIE L, HHEND b—27 ATHOUWTHEREE « INAGE « Wl OBLENOEEZINZ
D

23R

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 - « [EASHES. 2010, [SREER DX A F I R L-BHERERGROT 7 u—F 1 #fgett.

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 XV RIGERFE L HATESREDERE + SR TR DHIG—RIEREREE ~D
AVEE2—T—FLV— ST 4V /Y (AR
AFERTIL, KERICAOND 4 SO - HEaBTR R, . AHINEER & ihE, #vikL)

(21T DEEE DOFEK LA ANEZA BN D 72OIAToNI A 2 B a— DR REWiET 2,
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PR IR IS SNERFE O TH DU, BN ENOEGE - i TRAVE EATE56
KBS A L FERRTH o7, ZIVLHLOREREZ A XU AN E BARANDH CHIEHGEET 5 &
2, A XV RITHFET 2 AARAD HARICHEL AARN & B2 5 R Z R TN D Z 2220 Thim U
Bo Flo, BERENR AL FEBRRDEITRY K UAFEH L TQOV=RBUCHER L, A FUAANEHAR
NDOPIRE NG HED DERIKEIE L O DESOSZED HIIZOW T H BT 5,

TR B Ea—DHFTEGNR DD EBZONDN, RFEINEITHOBRIA VX Ea—E )
TAEETD AND Z EBFRETHH Z EEEE LT,

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
shownin (1).
D besok akan  twun  huan
tomorrow  akan  fall rain
“Tomorrow it will rain.
The other three auxiliary verbs are considered to denote desire and willingness. Of them matzis the most
often used, as in (2) and (3) below.

@  mau makan apa?
mau eat what
‘What do you want to eat?

©®  aku mau  eskrem
1¢p mau  icecream
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:

@  mau turun  hwan.

mau fall rain

Tt is about to rain.’ (It looks like it’s going to rain.)
6 um kami  mau kalah.

team 1#ppl. 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 auxihary verbs to express the future tense, especially mau. This
study also shows how a verb denoting ‘desire’ gradually develops into one denoting simple future’. I will
show a variety of uses of mauobserved 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’t 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.

Goffman, Erving. 1967. Interaction ritual: Essays on face-to-face behavior. New York:
Pantheon.

Gu, Yuego. 1990. Politeness phenomena in modern Chinese. Journal of Pragmatics 14: 237-257.
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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
Idealized 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.

18. SEEOHER L LT ‘proximal’ —REHEZRAVZaRETROGHT—
PHAZE (EmER PR

PR TR, TROBERITZENZI [Hproximall, [-proximall &Fol S CTE 7z, ZOFtdNHIE=
R & TR Z RO Z E TSNS, FEEI=RE T ROMHIC ié‘lfiﬁ’ﬂiz’fi&)é EA
[-proximal] OFEERMY, FEEIIHET HRGUIFERRO ORI L, 2RI TREZRFEFHNA <
AP DIEDORIRE BIEL 9 D, ARRIL, OISR IIE O HED 2T EHEE?“ZD EEZ D,
TRIFEEEEE 2 — BT, R RERAEICH S Z & &) ‘DEM’ (Enfield 2009) &\ 95 &
DOIHEFFODIZHRIL, 7%RiT DEM’ (2% [proximall #=— L L, *EROZEMEINIEE I
T %, FHEIGENRDH DR ETRIY, FEFRHEO REZTERT 5, RE EOBRIGHOEE O
ERIE, BEMASRVEE OWi ZHEE T 5 (Levmson 2000), - [+proximall 1%, ZZROEKRTIX
72<, HHEDRR DM, TROMECLVAEL L NEREE EE 2 DD,
ZZ 3R - (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. BASEEHERRICRITS NEH] RH —H E~0 IEH| {TBIOH#B—
¥ —hR (BRKFERFEDD)

AWFZE T, B RFAEZRAEEE I, HHTERH ETHAEDLE,. 13D 2R E L%
FEEFEALTH B, ZOERIFESCEIIEUTHONT, O BELE21T72 -7, £1-. BAGEL TE
RO EAESEA LN L, ZOREMMIZERT 200NN TEET 5, 1TDITENL, 1
FACEHODD 2T UL TE T, FE7eBRERE T A T DI S 378 @T&é L, Fhvael
DEIIEHR L, 250N FEE. 2, YUc k> TR 5, HAFET 1 ZD DR, FDIEEEN
NFD| THDHIZ Ex2ITH- X VR EENHMIEEE D) 3@5*?3 EPIE TiE, BEIFEH5
DD, HHWNT NFD] OEMRRZ R E A2 Sk L, BOOERSORARARE L R EHNRZL
ZEEABNNTT S,
ZAETGR: (1) JIAFE— - A - O 1996, [FRERILE Lo . [THAES] 155, 13-22.
(2) & B 2012. THAGELREERED NTD) ([T BT . O UEE.
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15. B3UTRITD [E/D] OGH—RTT 4T - RTA MRADBLRD H—
& BT CEERY) KRBT ORBORTRY PR
AWFEUL, B2 ATBWTEMEITH T2 (2] BN ED L HITHRI, AIxtiED D DO—HEOEFEOH
TED LS B T- EDDONIDNTHNTEIT) DO TH D,
8D | | IRFHREMITHR SIS T ORR. AT B 2FEITT D106 > TEDOMEE,
FRZ T80 ORZRBLUT DI AL THL ZEBbhoTs,
1. P& - IRmrEEss
2. 1TENCRET 23
3. NI - BHEAVER
Brown and Levinson(198DIC L5 &, D] EWHIRTT 47 « RTA hRAIL, FTA ~Off
BATAIZITY D70 E ENTEY FTA EEWOREL VAR EOFETEIRT A A N T 7 U—
ERET DI ENTERY, LoTHMIZARTT 47 « RTA MRAD—ARNTTU—E LTHRZD
AVTETH, AR CTIEAMBIRITIE U TEOHENE L O GRPBE SN LW Z D,
ZE R
Brown, P. & Levinson, S. C. (1987). Politeness. Some universals in language usage. Cambridge:
Cambridge university press.

16. HAFELAF b—buo—FE . TAIXAE] AR T REZ TR
AAGED MIER I EET2 ) OHEED Business is business & U o 7=4 i) b— b o P—( L, B & [
TERSRERE) 3% Z SITT TR SN Tz, L, 20 IHERREERE] 2SI TH
L0 Eo, ERMUNBET DN HOWTIARIRR CTh o 7c, AFETIL, MOSUTHDIAEND
&< BMTAERT D IAIXAT] OF—2BIERIZESNT, TAIZATL] IZa—NMeEhicE
M aEE2T 5, £ LT, TAIRATL] 1E ZAUCK > TBRESNATEED, FaaEm D5 LA
SADFENTIFIET D, 5B A ODFTBRICBET 2IE S FE L, ZNEHERT D L) IS nND 2
EERERT DL THD E WV EERIRET D, 2D L) 7200, Blakemore (1987)12 L » T
REINTTRENT— ML WIS, FEREL-ILVIZT Tl | S L-VUZBWTHRRLT S
ZEEEL TV,
220k : (1) Blakemore, Diane. 1987. Semantic Constrains on Relevance. Blackwell. (2) 3455 +-.
1996. “Tautology in Discourse.” [JRIRI&F « KiAHEZ MBI R B LRl 127-136. HIEX A Att.

WEERE (14:00~16:25)

A&ty [ 02-B1-02 ] ZHEERR

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 K& Ctr7Vin 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
impoliteness.

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 SEHNEXT 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, 1.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 1.2 learners’ organizing information. This study is part of my project
which explores characteristics of 1.2 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&if [ 02-B1-01 ] BAAREHRE

1. BASEOREERESEROEN L EHRER HFRAE (PR PR
AWFEE. BT %) o 15805 ] « 151201 DX RVIOHGIEEN R 6D g
BPESCER]) x5l 125, ZNOOEAERENEL. <77 SRE] <2 [aol3nAa A—
V) B, SRS TS (#1992, &l 1993, Akita 2011), ANEFZEIL. Z OB RHM AR {H
ﬂ‘%’ﬁ/\@ﬁ%?ﬁo URRIER) &L, REEEEAEROERLY SURIEE] & [92ERER
253 TE 25 B0, REEEESERIDOEWIEM OFFERIZ OV T, LR Z & 26N
%o 1) EEEESERIIa VA N T 7 a0 THY . TORAILIVIQV2 1V (VIQ=VIDfEE{E)
EWVN) AF—7THZAH Z LN TE, MEERITRET TE R IURRYERR) 1X[VIQU2 ] VEWH R
F— IS L TELLWE TH D, 2) [SURIER] ORUE. VIORREERLOE T « HiAA
71 =& In(Maekawa &Kikuchi)2» SEERHT 2 Z L3 T& 5, 3) [FENEW OL. VIOEKD
b & K& < BhET %,
HEHk (L) 7RI, 1992 TEL A ASEORERSRAINIZE—3EIC 31T B L Ek—
(2) BB, 1993, MEAFEICRIT DIEE A L #8AR: [7 v ] Tt v ] FaR oL ORI
ONTY [FNKRFESCIZE] 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. BIRIGEICRT 558 L S L EEXSEOIUENERICEET FEE g —5540E L KB
SREMNE T OB Pr)
AFXTITFE LER L ESFRICBIT 2GEERO—OTH S [l | EVbiY, [EEEEK
DEDI AT TNDLDN LD RIEIZ OV T, 2—XZAZ HWT, @Jﬁ%u F5E5I, spoken/written
English BIlcT—%—% 54T L, EREEWED VA U DA% Bk FROBENOEERT D, E
FEEMEIC RS AL LR, Yy b, 2T F X b, Speech Level SRR 7R EERNZ < O
FEIZL VIR STV D, AFERTIE, TRHOERNTNMZ T [HEEEDOLON, FEEAIKOR],
RA[ZARET HZ DD LTET D, & ITHREEFENCER U, 2R B CERSAEE D E
Dh>, 72 listen to, look at TIFAMER Y WONRWD)ORFEICIRE 252 %, HFET, H5F
% & fixed expressions & DRV IZHOWNWTHELET D,
ZZ 30k : (1) Carter, R. & M. McCarthy (2006). Cambridge Grammar of English. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

8. TAAT 4 T DRFET 4 22— RITEN DEAERBL DT — AR OB B U 7-3RiE &
BHLT— HA e EEERTRT )
AFERIL, YAAT AT &l U TR PR AGREARIE S DT 4 Aa—A&BE L, T4 Aa—A L
(ZBUN D EAEDNRFE DR ERI R A ©ORE, TN ED K 9 7058 A I = X AT K- THEfiE S
DONERET Do BAED GRS IRE SO —ADDEDE LT, T4 Aa—R LD 2 2FX
ZLL EOBAEROMEN AR5 2 LK D b O D D, ABFFETI i: 5 L7 Bl ISR L
7RINHBLLT D 2 jUZHD fTe, £, FSEETHIRBLED O (F) Zim U5, Lakoff & Nufez
D TS D 7301 Mathemat1ca1 ideas analysis| DL, %(ﬁﬁanﬁ@i‘ﬁj_ e He
IZHBNDHA A=V A=< ZHET D, FiWVT, 2 DEITENLL EOBERDOZED WAFIZEET
DMENZHR Y 1R, T 4 A= ZADEFERD, Z Ot IN 12 @D 5T DIZHWD T Aa— |
A HNTT 5,
ZZ30Hk « (1) Lakoff, G. & R. Nuifiez. 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 UFFETRT DETEREE A O SR BRI O DR OV T
The Corpus of Historical American English DFREIZES\NT HASChE (BT
AHEEDOBRNE, TERBIITHIEZ BV TEBIRGGEZ ., e IZBT 2B A EE L TER 7R
BL., ZOZBCDERGZRT Z L ThD, Srbattaiieiigiy s UTHER, Re BT 550
EIE LTS, EOBUIMENDERRAEEZ D728, BRI Z K2 — SR8 5 &
M7 ke LT 2085038 %, oA Tk, st EER oD look & % 0O¥AFEE seem (ZF50
T, BRI EREORE R, TR b & B ORIV E U T Z L &7~d, The Corpus of
Historical American English DI, EIH R as if/as though/likelfilcOWT, b &b EE
R & T D T2 O DORABR e ekt G & L TAE U TE T2 0N, ERICEIONE AR GE LFO Ik
LTEWNBIZZR DA L L. ZORERTREITEML TE e 2 AL E IR oTz,
ZEHK - Whitt, Richard. 2010. Evidentiality and Perception Verbs in English and German.
Oxford: Peter Lang.

C&im [ 02-B1-04 1] HAFEHREK

1. ZEEM D sarcasm & EFHE
%Ik ) Y (BB FRPAELIEE  BIVEINERER I ERam)

AFEROBBIL, SHRVERE AW CEEEM & FHIN D, B ORHEE b OB I
WTC, AHEGRRDSRAE NS HE M OERHEZ 72 O IHRILE 72 V155028 9 D, BL DR
REFEICIE T e sarcasm & DFHAEZNRICHOWTBLE T 52 L Tho, [EFEEORREDFEF & sarcasm D
BREOTMIL, TNENE2L/TF HIG, FEEOEZ~OYF, G ORHEMmE~OREE) (2L
HlEl S H 7=, FHEEBMRITEGRIZITN E V2D, Lol sarcasm & & 72 BT AHEMESDFEE
REFESTRSD DALDITE, BEfSCD MEHRERD D | L) AROBEEENTEND & FllT 5, ZOTHl
B HEAHT DIEEEIOZEIN T 1 A 2O T, Sperber and Wilson (1986, 1995) DES s FEHOAR S0
HELET D,
ZE 3Gk - (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. BEGESREOSETRL [ (KGB) HrR3C DORARERRIZE
e Y Ly NE SN )

AHRFTITRIZEOMBLIIONCT, MEEOITF) DX 5 RKEEMSS BAZE XA FEIICHNS
NDDITH LT, FEETIEE 5 TIIARVW DI BN a8 S8 OIS 218 LT (2006) ZHHELL .
ZOEEFET D Z LI Lo TAI =R LEZHENTT 5, BARRIZITHR (2004, 200912183 X
DML ThH D HIGEOME %2 FEIMEENE, MEEMEE WO REBIEZ 5 Z & CZORBEIZIAY
T—/XR « TR TFESWGERRIRENDEERT 5 2 L 2l LT, ARKOTIEN 024t
EHTDHIEEmARD,
ZEIK - (1) AR 2006. [3 >0 [SREMZE] 129: 135-160. AASFE RS, (2) HAHF
I 2004, [REAICSCHERR L] KEREENL. (3) HRIA/A 2009. [FRIIE— ROKHEE T T & 144
DEEY] 353-393, Bt

3. . SUIRE el — SRR A & FDESBEIDIEE HlN—
HEH V% (FILFBERT)
JEETIL, 58 L TPOIEREIC H 2 F W a2 E R R T 2855, 1@, this 2S8R S5, L
L. ROFITIE, FELFTHDLHH—LRTIHEOFOHRIZHHE W% that TH/RL T\ 5,
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(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) &, #IERRIOHEAITFIZGE L RICEESND & L7223, T4, Schlenker (2003)
I3 7 LT EEO— NRAFAD BB O OIALSINIZEIN T A, E 5~ OB E 25T
Tl LL, (1) OX9RHEF~ORLABENZ RIS 7 FOBISITER STV
VY, AWIEOSEE RO T — 2 1%, FEERIOFERRITIECRE U T 2R E I NT 5 6 O Th
Do
%% 3wk« (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. TE - EOFEDE (Left and Right Peripheries) | & =@k - B8 & DRBRIZ? —BEYR
FERRRICRIT 5B /NEFSRILY- (RSB
[JE0#) (periphery) (3, FEaEDOMmZEIE L, [FEEEDOE I H0 & 22D (left peripherys;

LP) . [FGE ] 1345 DJE 5 (right periphery; RP) & FFEi1% (Beeching and Detges  forthcoming) ,

JERIERE, Bt WFZEDMAEE > 728 LUMEESTZ23, 1990 FER B H 24890 2 30 b, EhUffE-T

o Z enz 1@l - THESE]  (Traugott 2003) | F7-ikEHEk DI LR & &

HRESBHRL, BIE, &5 CBIENED HILT 5,

AFEFRTIL (S taE (MBI —EZE (LP & RP) | Oxiia®E 2 7BR, Wok
ORI E LTER OGNS [LP—FEIE, RP—F8IM & oxfih & 138720 . AAGETIE TLP -
RP W5 CH@E - MEBIME) 2RT LV ORPeaER L., a8 oxtist, Be
FEHICEET 5,
23K - (1) Beeching, Kate and Ulrich Detges (eds.). forthcoming. 7he 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=5 [ 02-03-01 ] BARFERX

1. EEHRESREY Y OARERE : BAGED [SEEEE oa— ML
RFLET () — DVE LIELKRF)

AAGEZ L B ATOFREA TR LT, A s L FRORFORLIES MR & i O T3 (A)) TF
B2 GG WO b0ondb5, —filé LT Y ZE0 BT, EBRO BAGEREEOR
SO A %8 L CEOAERGERATRY . Z ORI DIEEORMNGE BYSEIIIZE B] b
GO THLNCT D Z L AAEZEO AN LT 5, A >OHEOREE e ~OEAICR L
DR, @a FREDMKGE (KFERY) ~ S HIZ@b B &t DHEE~DERIZKY, ENDKEIZGLL
AIOFRECHEEBLE, S DICDBHNESLTIEE O—F~E BB RDAT - BETH IO LN
72 OIFEMRFREORIICTH D03, YEFEIZRE L FOBEENREGROFBL (FFE 1953) ~EHELTEH
. ¥, OPLDITHET 2 ERLIRD HND, Bl SIXEAMFBUIIEERSZEE X2 5
A, FRAIEFRBL A S FE AR T D I\ EEE OB AR Hivd 2 L A BN LI,
SR - (DREGIGD. 1953, [SFBCRIT 2 BRI b 0) | Tl fee: SteRime] QRKs0E
F-.1996. TSk omE] 35 5 9. (3)Uiie, 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 DERK & %7 EHF% BIEE ORI TERT)

AFEFRTIL, BEMBIRRON7)> 5 on the contrary (AT, OTC &) OEMRIZRHIEHROTFE
R~ — A —Th D Z L EHEZR L, Fraser ORI %X %, Fraser (1998, 2009) D F5EIFR D
2RThD, ODD LD PG SUITAELE WO KNG Y | QDXFEOYA TIXZD X 5 72l
1372, Q0 TNOE%E S, OTC XS] Ao 7o KG, S2 ZIELWERE L THRRT 5 ~v——T,
S212& -~ TS1 ZEIET 2R /=3, LinL, Q0bOQDI RIS TRy,

(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.
ZE 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 Life, and a Life in Language: Jacob Mey — A
Festschrift. 87-95.

3. IXDIEIWRboLPHEL] D Tbol | OFEAASE & H ((EHTESEENER)

YIZP7ZL) LWHFERTRI LT, [P Y<X] OkafT 2558 XOIES5RP7E L
CIVET DG L XDIFHNbo & PIEX] LINETAEAR DD, AiEORII [P Y<X]
DS N R/ <IBR DI EMTELZ LD, FREHCHBIT HBEORBLIOMH ( ok DOEF
B) 23 CGERFaRY7e (HIF8I7) ZRDEIE- L TnWD &I 2 2 L HkD, #EEICHT
% [E#E] - JedE] RO BT - #38]) (S5 o MRS OB E 2 A LR, X DIiEo
Nhok PEL] % [XOIFH NP 2L ITHATTEEON I L A3 4EM & i TEEOR
WEILE R THENIMHET D Z LB LN o7, ZOFEEZC, [XOIZHINL - PREL)
Hoo THo b ) 1 BEREGREERE] & [ ol mGREEE] © 2 >ORERH Y, EHHM
FEREICE I DEDONDMNICE ST, (ol BHHTAHGECD TSENEDD 2 L Zfmild 5,
2B (1) PRIFA 2010, TEE e () =8, [aE L S3em] iERs - SHbh s+ -
AL, 424-442, BAtRtE, BAL. (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. FREEE I mean DEIRASE & £ Dfif AR B (RO )
ARaEIEA I mean (Z-OUVNT ZALE T SN-GEHRRIISRIEI GDRRI7Z2 b O3 Z <, 6% h 172
H Imean 2MEIEE L THWONZL D7y | TORHIFFIZRE i 72 Shigl->7-, ITmean ©
FHERIEROMINRKE N EIXTHITTE DY (Schiffrin (1987)) . ZOFEBLN TEEHST) < [
R 7R EDE HFENFRIVEE (Brinton (2008)) ZHUND 2 & & DOFFRAEIKROHNOHIT 5
T EITEE L, AR T, SEEOAEE (Grice (1989)) . AT A R AHEH (Brown and Levinson
(1987) . BILUSEASZEFOMEEIE (Verhagen (2005, 2007) OELSM D, 765 LTA I mean %
W28 LT, 7 T4 ZAONEDOB, HHFDOT = A AMZE, 56 LT LHE FOREOFHIE),
ZOERFEICES BG LTS Z A LNTT D,
£Z 3k : (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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Exig [ 02-03-02 ] HAFERZX

1. TERBOHRFIC L DRHRBUTONT — FEEE DHEZIRIT
2B GLER IR AAF A IRILE)

ZIVE T, PEREOIERFNC L DM MEBUCEST DA > TR T E RO, Z D79,
Afa ClIsEEh & Ok ZFeia T, PEREOIRIEARTIC L DN DWW TERE T T2, T ORGSR,
AT Z EDHBENNZ 2T,

£ PEREOIEREAFTIC L ORI L TiE, [t « SYERINCHE L SIVFH Tl iude o
e R T T =D M7 Y —OFE TR TUIR LR LD 2206 InEH 5, Lo
L. [REEEEHER G iudze 5720 S0 S filfa37euy,

W, FERBOF RGN X DFraRIEHAIL. #BE0ED TILE ) KOEEIZO AN 1368
LR, RO ITHAV G FERRAFDEE BIRRR

IbIZ, A L 205, FERETIE< h—27 U —Z A 7> ORISEIRIC L DR
BADSEAL L7p\W e, BEIE O~ AGT TIE ) [ IHWST, BEIEORE R A TN D&
Hnoinsg,
2%k« (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” BENZ (KRBT
AFEFTITIGED belinedwith &\ 5 HJD, FROTEIRO 22> I TN LER MRER AN DN Ta—3
2 WTEIZL L, ZOERRIIMEDN T HOWTELZT 5, BAAIZIILL T O 2 SaFET 5,
F—lZ, ZOEWTHOWONLEE line 1IZBICTHWOILD Z & DREEISUZLEAITHMIZ Y, £
LT IZ, “NPLislined with NP2” |33 ThHA, ZO%FEMIL NPL ° NP2 OFERE, HHU N
HOREZESE (L0 DI up) REICE>THRESND, LV DITHE _ORD, FEERNMRESNDTC
DOAFVRIDOFMZ PN TN Z L1235,
ZEICHR « (1) Sinclair, John M. 1991, Corpus, Concordance, Collocation.Oxford: Oxford UP. (2) Goldberg,
Adele E. 1995. Constructions. Chicago:The U. of Chicago P.

8. HAGEDO— AFRED A\FREM L IEEE OB CFHL FEEYE— (FBIMNLRS)

AFERTIE, NS CONFREREOSUEINHERFOIFAZ KT 5 Z L2 L. <7 aiEHim
WU TCHEEEN I~ 7 viEgfin f E 2012) o—flard, THROL, FAOEATI] o
TALBESA DI E DV RT L D1, AAGEDO— ANREI LIS HED X A MLV TCAFRERA R Z L, 4%
DR EEIB S T HANEFRT, 10 (201D 13, FELPAAFE ROTLETHEREE, FELT
& & FOXFRZER &2l & T D ERREIC X T 508, 2 ORED NFSHA % ORSZFIF LT
Be ZDNHHEHANEE X DI, BEOINE TCELRSNAENDNEWVERNCHEER]E L7267
HLOIZRHND, FPFEERT L B OERINCEE S T8 S U, i & 75352 L= o
Fea B E LiATEN 3T 2 1ILIRr (1984) ORiAERH L, FIREO AR IEEC L 5 A ESE8IC
ST B, SIEEBICHY ORI A FESED LU T B a2 o2 L & U D,
SBT3k (D REESE 201D [S5Eor~otEs ) [REMwIIT) 5513 5, pp.32-37. 2) 1A
2 (2011) [3EEE ORI 2SS $R) NICO THRSAAGES : Z SIX0RESZmD 15 %] |
pp.205-220. I L7 ERE. (3) (LK EM (1984) [ZFbH0 N\ MEATZROFA  HEHEDEE] |
HRo /AR
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HEFEE (16:30~18:000 [ A<ty 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. 7The 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.

12A2H (AER)

HZese®  (9:00~11:25)

A=iE [ 02-B1-02 ]

1. H A5E4 #/a)> INDEFINITENESS D377 B2\ Y T—84 Fith) & SGih4 Fava)
e (BRERT)
AFEFRClL, (in)definiteness %4 #/AlZ B0 5 S @) el S HE 2 72 BT AAGEICKIT A
BRI NP 2 3%4450] (plain NP) & U C%ET 5, f5EXE LTRSS HEa 2 7 3L [Als B]
ETAIEB7EZDWT, BOALEIZ L DA GEERIY) D)= BB 3%, He is a student
of this universty / the president of this companyl. & HIX[Z ODRZEDZEA | Z OSAEOE]E) %
T % & HEETIEL B OAEIZE « ANEDWSH< 25, BAFETIIWT IS AER R R4

28



7%, (In)definiteness ZH& FONEIRT 227 7 A MERET 5 Z LITHEBWICERT 500 L9
&S RTEICEID oL L LTTEK HAGEOFA A IAERZ? indefiniteness-oriented DR

Z RO BT 2 lRetE & 3m

;‘%%j(ﬁk (1) PYHEZ.2000. ﬁfEﬂOﬁ —BREMHEROBEN D — ] [ERBMITEICIST DHkEEE

Fe—we bifima—J . 30X (2 Declerck, Renaat 1986. “T'wo notes on the theory of definiteness.”

Journal of Linguistics 22. 25-39. (3) WE|LHfiw]. 2003. [HAGEAFIOE N R N 022

&R ER—] . AOR

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 (Universitit Bielefeld/Georg-August-Universitét 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
illocutions 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 Ilocutionary 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 mottois analyzedasan intensified comparativemorpheme,while thenegative mottos
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&if [ 02-B1-01 ] HFERR A4 & BERERR &P

1. A quantitative analysis of noncanonical zhough 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, i.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
n their most frequent usage.

References: (1) Culicover, P. 1982. Though-Attraction. Indiana University Linguistics Club.
(2) Mizuno, Y. 2010. “A Quantitative Analysis of Although and Though Clauses: Their
Commonalities and Differences.” Studies in English Literature Regional Branches Combined
Issue Vol. I1I. 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

13 99

manifestations of the discourse marker “so” in interactions.

3. John looks happy. /I saw John happy. FEICEET 5 2 >OMTEBEEHESUZISNT 2 HHETHED
Ay A fELEESE (A TANERE R R0
AFRTIE, £T EELFNY a L ORI LRI &0 ) IBOFREE LK FRED 2 DO

WENFSCOD H B, HKRTIIRREAR A & SivD [see John happy.s, — NFRGHE) - i Z5/5¢ T IR 2 4

7, the only time~<° when fi> X 9 72 —Rg) 7R REEA RG-S 5 —ED a7 7 A b FCIERE <

RSN AHFEREZ R, £z, Iﬁ%ﬁ( ZRWT, A UHRBICRT D FHRBHR D/ Z U OiE s, B
LT 0w A SEE NZT 5, BRI, EERDPHNNLHREEIEZ D T saw

John happy. i%ﬂﬁ@%ffk}%ﬁﬁ IRT 0T 7 A ST « FARPEORWRBLTH Y . FARN

R & U CHREOHIZ AV IAATZ John looks happy. |34 5FE MRS O 7 v AR KE

T 7y AN UEBIGHE « FEMN LD SWRBLTH S Z LA, HRGL. iR a A RN

A, M ERR OB BT,

(1)Carlson, Gregory. 1980. Reference to Kinds in English. New York: Garland. Q)AZ7%. 2005. [ 7

T A AOFHERG - AERB OB D R SOEBIS] BOR  BURHRS. (3)Langacker, R.W.

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

(D 1—3(2005) [FHREAEEOFLICBT 238%nS s HIIE] 30K . OO LET.

FHBCRIEER ORI FFEDFFIESC - fEhE-able H3C & HAGEDREBIHIFIRERE ST < ZERYR]
‘éﬁ%ﬂ(@%ﬁ] HIEHE LR
AFERTITR %Dﬂir*ﬁﬁ ERORAE LT, 555 @EPﬁEﬁ%jC fthBh5l-able #3C(His handwriting is
readable.) & H AFEDREBNT FTRERE SC(Z DIBIFARD 2V, ) « SZEIATRERESU(Z D2 iWHET%ﬁ%h

F97 )(cf. ST 1982) D 4 HESTA HAH(2009 %) DR — R(I + D &— R) & Langacker (1999 ) Didk
SO, FRIELIEROT(Actual Plane, AP) & AESt(Virtual Plane, VP) DEERGHINSHA & 2 Z 1T TF'EJEEE
(intersubjectivity) | OBLEEAED T2 ED TN, BEARIZITEER L0 1 B K5 D E— Iw\@%%’;
IHZPES A v B2 50 3 a v ORI O LD A &ML@ APNP DX ZHI, % ZIZ5
LF L E FOMEBMENEEIND Z & TSRO AN IS, 2 206 Y54 4 HSUTE
BRDAEA531F (ecology) Al d™ & W O FOMSER MG DD 2 & 42581 2,

FHEREZR: (1)Langacker, Ronald W. 1999. “Virtual Reality.” Studies in the Linguistic Sciences
29.2. 77-103. (QHFII5/A. 2009.  [REAEIE— ROHKFE] FEAFERT - FHAN 7 - FnrEEE) [ T
& b oFFET) 363-393. MU Bt B)SFR SR 1982, [HAGED T 4 7 A L Ek 1] H T
<A LBHI.
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C&im [ 02-B1-04 1 HAFEHREK

1. SEFUN DA U DFEFEDTIBTEDSBNEE & 72 2556 O SUE R USE RIS —
IR GrREBRFRTRE -« AARFIRELE R 8

AFROBBIL, SHEFEQ, FROBEIZRED D ERERBRAFERRROBLE LT L, HHEHEEN
DB ED I TRAERHIRD A U 22N 5 3GER, FEHFRIVRIHIOWTBR A B I RH> 2L T
b5, bDHSEEFEODBNE L AL E 0L LT, ROXIHIRHOREZ BN, () HLUVEIC
K DIECERGEREOMEH, (i) EICHO O EMEA RN YITHIR LT 5 2 &, (i) BRIEDARE
(BT DERAME SR D & RUT 4 TIMERHIRNE LD X0 Iedb 2 mntr LT 2 &
T, IR DT 4 TIMER IR E U DR HDVRE SD, AFERTIX, BARF1)-5 5%
DFHEZ T D Z L2l LT, BN IIHWNEEIC R DR A B o T 5 Z L 2 BT
ZE 3Gk« (1) Austin, John L. 1962. How to Do Things with Words. London: Oxford University
Press. (2) Guiraud, Pierre. 1979/1976. [S3EFON] BT AAKLL A5 TER.

2. WREIRERBUCRIT DA Z SFEERE - BHRNE - G HED O ORI BI T2 XL Ok
AAE GRERT)
AFEFR CITRFEILERBUCRT 2 XL OBRBHEOTFEELZ a5, [REITE 0 FOFRATHE 4P
(Product, Price, Place, Promotion) @ 9 %, Promotion (& T2, BWFOHATESR 4C
(Consumer value, Cost, Communication, Convenience) @ 9 %, Communication (Zi%%47 5, /A
BT E TR S, == AR A Y AL S, BEA T D, FEMD LDINERBO—ERIZIL,
Horn (1985, 1989) TR/ S #1712 A 2 SEERIEEDAN, EIRORA, A HR D OEGIFEDL Y v
TINRABI, FZIZAVOBHENRS D, AL DMRMINEOEFIZZET, SHEL-~VL, FEEL
UL, UYL BGELUL, EEERR L UL &S B A fERT T D,
£Z 3k« (1) Barthes, R. 1985. Le message publicitaire. LAveenture Séiologiquie. Edition du
Seuil. (fEfidt: G 1988. NAHDA vE—v) [REFOEM] %3485 pp.69-77.) (2) Horn,
Laurence R. 1989. A Natural History of Negation, Chicago, The University of Chicago Press. (3)
HA - UFH A G&) 1991, (CRHESC B3y [DEuasOBL] | 3O @i

3. 7=V TPEIRTDH ) Ry BAGERFRCINT 25 L IEREDER
e (LT

AFETIE T Y LT OFGHEEDOHT TED X H IR A F—» FfTEE L CTHERE
FTLDDNIOWTHLNITHZ L2 AE T D, ABETIE. [Oo< Y LIZEE &) ket
DT, FHZZ v —D U R EEE, VAT =y IR T Y LIZEE] DS
RFCREZ Y, BUED DIROFGE~OERERE UTHIEL TS 2 L 2R, E£72, ZORWEEoT-8R
UL COSFESIEORD &0 OFFHMCHIER L, R ESEESIIE TR LD R D RO B DU
TIETT 5, SHIZ, RWEEL T, A T— v 7P EEEESIIE O NHBHROMEBIMNES, HAGES
Fh e U A=y TOREIR DRV ITONTHELET D,
ZZ 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, difterent rules: Why Americans
and Japanese misunderstand each other. Oxford.

4. FEEZFRBEFENAL ST\ 5 BIEEEDE BT WERE CLmfE R PR EER)

AFETIE, Ab)@L)D X H 1, EHNALENTWAEE & [A—FROERENTXOTFEE LT
AL LT D BISGEDE FHANAESCIZE, BE FEROX A 7 L L TFORE THHSND XA 71
bHZLhRT L Ebiz, METENOY A THHEENTRZITHEIEL . (1a)(©2a)D X 9 72 IEEDRE
JED SCNREEN CTHRIZIHEBEDE V42, Levinson (20000 M #EE & T HEE AW CiiAd 5,
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(1) a. That shameless fellow beat his wife again.

b. That shameless fellow;, hei beat his wife again. (FE 1978:78)
@ a. HOHIMLTHRANOELFE/2 ST,
b. HORFILT i, DUV PNEGDOELETR o7 OF L 1978:78)

RBITh DA Ty 7 ATREECL DD THD, )

Rodman (197450 /A TIITEIE, AN SCE T 2856, ZNE COFEELERTHZ &
PEGESND & LTS, ABLRTIE, TOBHZRLZVY,

ZZ K « (1) Levinson, S. 2000. Presumptive Meanings: The Theory of Generalized
Conversational Implicature. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press  (HFFJEERA « FiHRIEEEER [EROHEE]
ek, B, 2007) (2) Carlson, L. H. 1982. “Dialogue Games: An Approach to Discourse
Analysis.” Doctoral Dissertation, MIT.

D=5 [ 02-03-01 ] BARERX

1. Semantic Extension of Verb SHIMAU-From a Garmmaticalization Point of View-
i SGE GRS
G, ERROSG b T & T AFRCEFERRHED 2 < 72 0 | FUITSHEAERE S R/ 33
R BT B ATHD, ZOT v AT, d#ifge) CBIE AR Y2 TH D, AAGEOMSEDE] [—
LEI] IR ZOTREREZRT<GET >DO7 AT ME®ART L1225 WAE LTRLND
(Ono 1992) , L7> L, FEEEAVEIE & SUEREMW & OFRANEGHIE L, BN eo7c LITE R 70,
ZOXIIT, ARTIE, AAGESR (1359 | OSUHMUICR BN DBEMEMELZ OGN T 52 &4 B
(ZT D, ARRDEZZBLT, [—LE D] ORTT AT MUEKIL, <HHF>-><FBI>-><R
—7 =7 b> LN PRVCIBRIHBR SN T E /2 2 LB ST, Fio, FEEINER <K T >4
SUECDIEE D ITE T DBEPEAIIEAE LTeT AT MUERE DR Th D Z L DA LN o T2,
ZER
RIFFFR(2002). [RRAISEFEF] . AU, H O
KIRFEF(2005) . [ HAGEDSTEMIZE BT > T —1im & BRRRRE) . [HASEORIZE] . 109),
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&RGR. 2003. [SGEK] TUNIFARES. )
=L (2005) . THIR AAGEIZIIT 2 30— NARE L MRS E O E L O <> T—) . [AAGE
OifgEl , 1), 61-76.
HALERA(1995).  [ExCER] . U2 UERE, JUL
PIIGT(2009). 7~ U EAOEWMREILE . [RASEONITE] 5(1), 15 - 29.

2. SCRBMG TR DHE - 5IARE REERE G ERFAHER)
FOFRE TR 1) SSFUTHEL 2R E 0T, A5 TR IINZ < BiEish5,
(D HERLFECLD E, ZOL X DT, TR DOIER 2752 &) il EAEm) o
#Lh, (2012-8-9 MSN FEf%)
@) ZDIFENTHEID RADTEINT N LTCOAEEERE  (2012-7-25 #toE8R)
INHDEHIT, AFNSCRICH S &0 ) Hl R A BRFIIESC Y A T 1ISETH D, AREITZD
Bigiw 172) OFERHOFEORNITHD EE L, 172 BPEURWEIG LW BLENG, £4F5HTD
HEBBIO [72) ORI E D, fnd, 558, BEF HREOSRERITO [172) oM

33



DIEHITH, ZORR, HFHREEZFRT [~k b e IMEDUIRS 2720t 172) oA AKR
ThnrZ L, T, maiDEAR & FA~DHRE L WO BRIR I TSR [T 2EERDHZ L
REEERL, 172 OZEEEO—umEI BT 5,

HEGR: 1) AAF— R -K- 527 2008. [~LF v vikihn] . B < ALBHEL @) £
HORME 2011, T AMHESC  AAGEF LIS T ~OEER) | [ENERETIRME] 10 53-75.

8. TFAJ1) & A0 —BAGSEREGRESUIRIT 5 / X OFEFimikhEe
IR OB B0
AAGEOGERERTSC CLT I8 ) ThD A h) &, TS ZEFFALE A /7]
IZHEH L, BREUTRN T IR ED L) B IERE 2 FF OG5, £9. A 74—~
Y NTF v OFRERNG, A 7 ) IREEERMEIEE S LI WD L AT,
(1) a FERETENTIZZD LETH, #ENEHNTERATLEDN? <FTA 0>
b. FEAETRMMNTI TGN LETR, fENEENT R TIN? <FH A >
c. *EHHE CTRNTITZEN LETN, fENEHNT R 272D TIN? <A />
T A 2 Hh) B, BEFEICHT D56 LTFO AL T A G 080 & TR, oF
0. AT G 2 A1 B THNT o Tz) VI EEFEIHTH A T AL D)
W) HEMIMTE R DM T B 12072 D B X D, a— SATHROBE LI TR L, [
A H| EEENRA T ADFEORHE ZFEiET 5,
SR - (DHEBET. 1989, [~ ~O)—255ki 26— [BEERE] 97. 23-33. (2)
FHEFATNRE. 1988, [HEEERSUNE ] [ERES] 152 4£.109-123 Q)EFHAERE. 1997. [0 () @
HEE] . R WEFHAEE. 1997, [~/ 02, ~7 2, ~h 2, ~¢ 22— LDOCKEDOI—] =5
R WS (R [TAASEERFHOGE () H3GRE] . 210-219. HUR

4, FEEZRT B [Xia) O —kiEEr Ak e HEEREBICER LT
RIS T- GBI R PR PR

AFFROHIL, KR [XL4) OFERIBIT A ONITHZ & THDH, TLia) 1FEEL
FORBER L, TOFEPHF LG INDLZEERLTZD ., RLTZ D TABRICHW B AT
Thb, AAGEREEEE O BREF 2L LT NI R A AGES S o — 2] ORBIZSH LT-
&2 A, PR ESNTFRS A FTREN M RICHEE T DA L . MHTROREETT D RIESCH 2 Ofif
WaR U CTHEFICHERT 2 HENZ K b, SRR OSIIE N ENEIA 5 OREE & 5Eh
SHTOBHFOFEEML TXE5E] BIAZANDED L BEOBNIE DR T o038 E-> T
< MHFE] FIAZANDEDENSH DA (KA 1980) . A OMEATIE, Xt 1TdEEeen &
DIZBWTE VA THOOI, FBFEOILEOREEZRST-0 . AV OFGEREZ#HEY. I LN 6
HFETA M=V —%MHE L7203 HFRCEE L EE 2 H-> TN D 2 L2 FRET 5,
SER - (1) EETF. 2009, THARESERCRIT S Tax) oM - L0k (S8 anEl 28.
17-32. (2) KMET1.1980. MMEREDOESGLE ala=r—Ta ] [SiEAIE] 344.28-36.

Exig [ 02-03-02 ] HAFEHRE

1 “fRid” Ryl EF UMY
DRt L U X TRRTENE D) & RINE D) ZEWT LM, [ Ex5) & T
MWHEZD] EWIIRENRRER, TOREICEFEEZLTEL )| & (ROBRZEHHT L) SV ok
RGO EIE TH Y Z b D, Wb TR & ThRRTo) &) AROMEDMRIZAL TV D3,
TFL & [&elz) SiT DG THhHICHEDLT, oo T, ‘Wi & “Wi” AN
BRoNDZENRZTOND, ARKT G . UK . ISEEBIE OS] . D=>0Df
FEMNDIME OBREA BEE L, ATV X O RTRe/e B 27075,
ZZ 3k ¢ (1) Schiffrin,D. 1987. Discourse Markers. Cambridge University Press.
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@)x1] ¢, 2008. “Feint” HiE S L H Ak, [TESChE7e) 8.18-23. (3) H 7534, 2010.
M EBEEHBREEbMC— R VIRERAL S A m i, [VHE=2>]] 5. 38-50.

2. RO B S RISE « 2T 5 BEE (BRI
AWFEE, AAGERFERGH (INS) & PEREREEGH (CNS) k5 & LT, MEZ NSl O AN
KINZBIT DR EZ R D Z L2 BN E T 5, RELFLHEEFORMRE NEkIIH L TN ELH, AL
IR OB L S OIRFFAFEO N THEHIL ., #kagseRkEREDiscourse Completion Task: DCT)
AV, BAGERRERES & PERERSERESE A 100 A (BMES0 N &2t 50 N) 12k LT, Ji&E21T-
Too NMRWIOFFEZ [BRAATE+ EEEH KA 0 3T, FEIZIRBW T, ANMEED L
JUZE T, JNS & CNS OANHRIIA N 77 V—O@IRNEIR LN E D NEH LT 5, FTo,
BHARHE & #FEEMZIBUNT, INS & CNS O SRR R OV RHMZ - 50275,
230K : (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. 8] ITXT 2 BARANIFEFEE OIE—IBNEFHEDR T L R OFELEF L LT—
ILIASHE  (BAEEANTR YT

&) LWOIREH TRV RSIND &, ZOZTFIL, itk (BoAFZHELRYY) Ll (@D
FUIZHGEATBER 2V OFREWEY 2N DIRE L, S HIZARETHIUL, EOIE DOIEFhEEH
S DT RSB, AWZETIR, AARNSGEEFEE OFERRAVEE )OI BB A RET D 2 &
ZHEIEL, SEEEEHIEADNWT, EFTOEDITHT D HARNIGEFEEDOIE & Qg A
DREFERCDOWTIRA LT, 20 1T, Q)UGEREEGE & O A ST 0 L. S0 L) &k
WECDO0ERST-, ZORER, LNOAZS-, FEEOREL, ()T <BEWEREHHWITR
WRIIEBR L & e o TR Y . @QFEHFOMNG, B IEHEHAKE ST L 2 LI Th D, 9
FERE COMHEIZSIN L7 #1E, QISEORAITITBEE 22 UT R DAV, SGEREREE DSV
I AL T, ZEO— B A 1R S8 5 K o122 D,
ZER 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. 7 NHAGEFEHEDVMGRICRT 2 MY | ORI TFI—2 IR 5ER
TI—xUy =7 GHEKRF)
AFEFETIT. MK 200 OBEICIBITH A N T b PO—DIERIR 2D 5 i ER & Z 2295,
BARANZIE, JIBfR, AESAREEE, BHHOEAS, UL EFHSIEDZE, Wi A N T7 U—DFEkE
DOHOOEREZFHTE L, W0 DA FT T o—OB I R T T HEE 2R, TOB, o T3R8
FE LI Z LR WHAGERREERE & OAGE 8 L2 L D\ W a U T ERREREEE D DI N—T
TR ORAEL U, v o7 NAAGETFEHBOLLE L2IZBIT HEHm A 50N 5,
SER (1) TEKSEC 2009. [HEEFEEROMER] . AV —=—3x v FNT—7. () WILH -
FRVEHE - =Ry - @5 E. 2011, TTEEHETHELIZART A FRA « A 8T 7 U—0D%ER
(BT DIREARHT) . [ BASHER] 47.101-115.
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BEGEE  (13:00~14:40) [ AL5 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
—1n 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’ Kivista di Linguistica, 15.2: 273-291.

SURDYL (14:50~16:50) [ AKiE 02-B1-02 ]
7 —= : “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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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). Modariter no bumpo. Tokyo: Kuroshio Shuppan. [Grammar of modality]

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