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D—2->3v 71 /Workshop 1 (10:00~11:40) B&15 [2 B& A201]
@ REET—VETBIXRYIIT7—HEDAEERK

A—=HFAY— 2K 15 (CEERKT) / 9% : 8 A6 (BEAE)
Ky —=rvay iRk, LT —FLT22877—WRIZOVT, 2T —2 DINE

TEPBREET P OM ARG Z R4 2 LT, ZOFEICHT 2 BELZSMNE L ERITFED S
CELEHNET S, £lE. O HENWTEANLRIEHOO EOTH D, DFED 2D T,
AZ T 7=—WEDLIBREZICEDL I BIFT, MoldifibiiszDd, 2L InZ
TORXY 7 7 —HEOHRLE EIERO T o200 %28 LIk, SHBDOXY 77—
TOFRIZE S TREBEEZROEA I, F-RHETRERFET — Y OIEETIE, B %%
FETITFERE D MIGH I i%x&77 DELED & Z DM AAT AN 2@ & 2R 25 A, =
FETEIYMEAY 7 7 —HEwROBEPORFICBITE XY 7 7 —BROB E 12§ 5 E%,
HIRETIE TTH ) OIS RGBT 2E2 offiff] Liho SR - IEEENE
Bl & oMFirEIc > THET 3,

SET Y DRERE
AR 15 (LEEEKE)
AFERTIE, 2FEORY LY 2T —% L LCHHABRICT 3 k%, EHHZZALTHEMN
?50E%%Ku\Wﬁ%M%&@%ﬁ@%b&b&ﬁnhﬁL@%ﬁ EFAHR TR
<A 7, IC L a—¥—EFIEHEM OFEE, IERIORE &R, IEGTO ¥ % 1%
UL LERONERDOMED T, /XY a v 2o 75kl - 8% 7 — &@@@ﬁ$\ﬁﬁ&
FI2 YAV (XTFALERD OERGEEHHAT2Y 7 b7 2 7 ORI, KRS
EEFEZFARICROEBORFET — Y OBEZTI T LB TESLY 7 7 =7 TELAN
DB O W THENT S

2. X577 —DREEEBETHR
2R 15 (LEEBRKF)

KDY LD DHHDT, HBIFEPE I T RIZ. Z DIEGEDOM EAT R EOALE K&
OTHA v (BR) Ik->T, RFEOSLEERITICE > THFEAREZR DD L&D | GldHA
HERD, REEINMTDINED 5, Drew & Holt (1998)1%, EAMN 2 CEEH (Figurative
Expression) 122V T, EifiRaiz 7T —7% & LT@%&L@@E%%F@ IBIEL. PEY IR
fTOME, PTHIEY 70FLdDy -y THELP T, Py 702 EL LWL
IMESTR EOEZ IR L Twa 2 EzWonic L Twa, FHRIC, REFICET 2 A5
7 7 —D¥GEEE FOMEZBIE T2 LT, XY 7 7 —DOMHATANZZE E 25 S 22
BHEEZOND, RFEELTIR, REEFTOFIEICHY . 2NE & RICHEOMER T — 4
EXFEMBERZBE L NS, X ¥ 7 7 =BRGP TR LT AT AN 8
RO TV a2 2 EERNITRT,

2% ik © Drew, P. and E. Holt. 1998. “Figures of Speech: Figurative Expressions and the
Management of Topic Transition in Conversation.” Language in Society 27, 495-522.

3. BOERMEXY T 7 —FEH—BHXY T 7 —EROERD 5—
PEF fEF (RABRARZKEFERR)
AFERTETVO =B TOLKEEOLD &Y @M E L, Fi0EHT 2Tl N
% A% 7 7 —FBIUZOWT Lakoff and Johnson (1980)% XU & & T 2& X ¥ 7 7 —HH#HD



BRHPOBEL, KTV ZWMOEI 2 IckoT, X7 7 —=MED SN 284
%z LS 2B ENTELZLERT,

WA Y 7 7 —HETIE, HEOWA DBEDORIEET 2 X5 7 7 —235FH S 11553,
REEOPCHIEICHEEINDE A Y 7 7 — 1213 Z OERBREZHFICAZ 2 LN TE D, &
7o, —HEROHHICELbNE XY 7 7 —REOHMBITIZ, KFHEOTTHEI NS RD
HflcHbE, EDBEEZETIAC 7 L —ANAGRESZ I FITkdons 2L, E561
FEEDPN ENICBITEAY 77 —DEE L LT, §ELHFORKIEONEZZ T Fo3H
JREL T2 2R PRERD ZEZIEMT 2,

2 Wk (1) Lakoff, G., & M. Johnson. (1980) Metaphors we live by. Chicago: The University of

Chicago. (2) Grady, J. (1997) Foundations of meaning: Primary Metaphors and Primary Scenes.
PhD dissertation, Berkeley, University of California.

4. 125, zhHIT2HE
£B Bt (KREBEKRD), # B (BEEAS)

RIEICBOTHEHELFEPEZZHVRLE, LILIE T2H) off iz (B T2 3
LEoAEBRANI ) i, BIRMMERWEL 72400), 7208, T29 ) B2 THl,
LT OFGE - JEFEENRBLICOHEME L THve oz, QEIEZPHBRZMET2H50
Q& HERNEORHHLZESD ., QFIH, OUENHEREZHE T 2556, ©F / < b X,
®AFL—bFTHOEHERR, QA L —MCAZZEHERE, chsofErs. 729
F. BELFERA L - PR EHBEBICK > TERT LWL D 2 FHEZME L >D0H S
TEREFERL, #EICH 5N 5 RO SURMEAAEISER 21T 2 X 9. B E T2 98
RO LEbns, AR TIE, T2TH ) OBE2HIMRE LT, 2FFICBI 2E 2 offf
B ED X ) I D FEEN - IESFENRB O Lk L T 202E 2 5,
ZZ SCHR: J. Streeck (2009) Gesturecraft: The manu-facture of meaning. John Benjamins.

D—9>3wv 72/ Workshop 2 (10:00~11:40) C &i5 [2 & A202]
@ WEREREERBICERZOHS>T I VILFE—II -1VF3530Y3VD%
ABITHE

A—HFrA4¥— / A= :EH RF (ZEXR)
HHEOXHEEEICB VT, HERME (common ground : CG) Bk (V7o v T4 v 7
grounding) &\ I WERIE, BRE - EFSEMTHOIFIELGHTH VTV EEINS,
B Z X, MIBRBLER 2 EOFHEERCKEHRRIEH LA TIE—EDHRIH S
nan, FEEEPRSLFE—FN - A VI 77 a vy TRELTOLERER, P2 AF
Y= EOIEZIETENED X ) ITHEEHEMICEH L TV 20 o nTIFELHRHI N
TVRWI EDRS O, R —27 Y ay 7Tk, 5HDHERED., RGN, AT,
DIFEYE, S OUN2 6 LEGO ¥ A 7 LN 2 5@ D < )L 7€ — &)V iiEE
BRGEET — 212D &, S LIESHEITHNE D L 5 IO THREBLE RIS R X 4,
FH AP PRI A T T O Z2FIGEL . WEEICE T 2 BB D X A =X
LR & A IR T O EZ A S,

1. FEERNEBCHITDERARBZZEOERIEREY T RF v —DREH
BN & (REABHZBKRFR)
AFEFTIE, LEGO ¥ A 7 (Clark and Krych, 2004) % F\ > 72 H A N SE5E22 5 & A -+ o 32



AR RIS, P2 AF v — DN ED L) ICRBIWEKICEHES T 200259 %,
Pz AFr—DFICIE, BEFPFELFLMML 2 2R TR T TR L HHE -
HEMNITHE L TEHCOMBRIEFIN TS I L2 R THEENRD 2 LRI TWwS
(Kimbara, 2006), L2 L., 3EGEAHFRLORBN ED X H IR T 2 D IEH 6 0Tl
B\, ORGSR, MEESINH X, WY ARBORRK, BEZRT 7 4 7 —(umm), W%
Ex2F77NVDOFDPH ELT, LEGO 70 v 7 DIEL WALEZ P S 7 O IH ALY, 1nlF T
Y 2 AF ¥ —2REMIICAB S, HAHRBIEL TWE I EHW L, ZnE, 5
R ORBAL D LI TR BT AVHET 2 &) HESNEERY = X F v —
ZAAIEZEFT R 5,

ZHSCHR @ (1) Clark, H. H. and Krych, M. A. (2004). “Speaking while Monitoring Addressees for
Understanding.” Journal of Memory and Language, 50(1), 62-81. (2) Kimbara, 1. (2006). “On
Gestural Mimicry.” Gesture, 6(1), 39-61.

2. FEERNGFBOERZXIRT D5E - HFSHEBROZEE@M,
A ML (LPEEKEF)

ARFERTIE, 1 EHE LEGO ¥ A7 OHEERNFEDOBLE D 6 . HBENMERICE T 25
HEOLEORAMEE, 29 LELSEOBEEG 2L T—o0 TEFGE), (joint activity)
ELTHED EFonTw 22 @UNcilid % € 7T IVERELZIT I, Clark(1996) 13 5 55 H 23
LIFLITEBDO LA Y= 6 S5 THFE T2 (joint action)D—FETH D, Z DiEK
WCHERBEPBHHEATH 2 2 EE2EHL 0D, KY A7 THOHEREOGHIi 2 X > bI/ESE
FHOBMRELRIEEE & Z OWE DR ROMAF ML T0 20, BIREDY = AT v —
b E R HEOFFEER 2T H O mME & EES OB 2 S 2 3 15 1m0 1 o gl a2
Fio, BBt II2 29 LS - EEEOLHEBMEZEYNCHEZ 2729, Clark D4t
TG BN B & IR - RARQ2010)DFGEHREE TV R EES L Fic 2l - AT AT T VR
s L7z,

ZESCHR ¢ IR 1 - RIAAESE. (2010). TEEEEMA DS A + S AL —RAGEMGwRO 7 7’1 —
Fa, HEG PR HRR.

3. BB T 51 I U HROKTENILE
B #A (PRAXTAY)
bR AR T B BRIC, I R S L O BE R R R LIEHIT 2 0 5

EDDEFEFAOMAETMEIN TS (WAEN 774 2 v 7%I%, Pickering and Ferreira,
2008) . BGEDWIRTIEC DX %774 S v 7D, SRR LER DR DO A% 6 T,
FEERREEICB W THE I 5 2 EDFEHI N TS (e.g., Branigan et al., 2000) , AFEFR Tlk
FEEEORBEENGE T — F ICEEDE | WEEMEZ MM L7 77 4 2 v 78R3, HIRRES
DELBGITEBIGEZ TV 20020 %2, ZORE, WEhElT O T, kM
NOW2 774 SV ITRIRBA VY 77 avicBEEZEZT05 I ERRAMBINL,
9 LicHflzmat L, DESHEEDET VE v VT E—FIVRENGCH T 2 63012 3
kY 5,

ZHASCHR ¢ (1) Branigan, H.P., Pickering, M.J. and Cleland, A.A. (2000). “Syntactic Coordination in
Dialogue.” Cognition, 75, B13-B25. (2) Pickering M.J. and Ferreira, V. (2008) “Structural Priming:
A Critical Review.” Psychological Bulletin, 134, 427-459.

)



4. EBREFERICENWTHBRFRIRZIRE : HERUHSDER
WO iEE (@FPHAEBEKZF)

AFFZ, TEMAL, (Clark 1996) @O 7’mt ZICEH L, WEERMEEE (NES) & HAA
S EE (JEL) OFVEZRTNGE 4 iz ohr L. TR A2 wEMA (invisible: IV) & KL
2 % 5 (visible: VYIZE T 2 HEEHE DEICHE L Z M TS, OWOME, wInd 3 kg
7 (reference-denotation) Z A3 & 9% 2%, X 5 IR (indexical) 72 HEAE O HEEDRIH S 1
7oo FRIZ, Z A7V OEE . NES IC & 2366 (OK) PREAf X 8 F656(“Excellent”)
DEHAS, —H., YAZD IV O, JEL I X % #%aEE% (OK”) R s,
B FER B (“this“ S that” 7% £)DERAEER L 22w, 29 L 72T (joint attention)

(Enfield 2006) 233EAVTZR DI R 7 ¢ U@ EE 2 BIEE L . 2 5-F M O A1 72 Btk
PEDHEHHE DB ICED X ) IR L T2 D0 2W 50027 5,
ZISCHR ¢ (1) Clark, H. (1996). Using Language. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. (2)
Enfield, N. (2006). “Social Consequences of Common Ground.” In N. J. Enfield, & S. C. Levinson
(eds.) Roots of Human Sociality, Oxford: Berg.

0—9>3v 73 /Workshop 3 (10:00~11:40) E=15 [2 f& A204]
@® Multimodal Metaphors in Taiwanese Culture: Historical Cartoons,

Typography, Picture Books, and Coffee Cupping
F—HAFra4Y— / 8K : SAITO, Hayato (National Taiwan University)

Over the past decade, the burgeoning study of multimodal metaphors involving cross-modal

interaction between different modes or senses has broadened the potential of pragmatics research.
Multimodal metaphors not only manifest the profundity of linguistic meaning in miscellaneous
contexts, but also reflect the sophistication of cross-modal message transference. As contemporary
researches tend to put more emphasis upon the value kindled off by cultural interplay, our workshop
endeavors to contribute new perspectives to the realm of pragmatics and to reflect kaleidoscopic
dimensions of the global culture by studying Taiwanese historical cartoons, typography, picture
books, and coffee cupping from the standpoint of multimodal metaphors.

References: (1) Forceville, C. & Urios-Aparisi, E. (Eds.). 2009. Multimodal metaphor. Berlin. (2)
Lakoff, George and Mark Johnson. 1980. Metaphors We Live By. Chicago.

1. The cultural context of metaphor in historical cartoons and anthropological
perspectives

SAITO, Hayato (National Taiwan University)
This research examines multimodal metaphors related to size, gender, and family through the study

of historical cartoons in Taiwan under Japanese rule, and investigates their cultural contexts based on
previous Japanese and Taiwanese anthropological studies. The importance of the cultural context as
a factor of metaphorical conceptualization was emphasized by Kovecses (2015) and it is especially
significant when people construe historical objects. For example, in terms of size, Japan and Taiwan
as nations were often personified and descriptions of “small/big” were used by the cartoonist to
denote their characteristics and identities. This study demonstrates that this phenomenon could be
accounted for by previous ethnographic and anthropological studies working on meanings of
smallness in Japanese tradition. Moreover, it further shows how such cultural knowledge based on
these studies can be extended to explain the phenomenon in relation to gender and family as well.
References: (1) Kovecses, Zoltan. 2015. Where Metaphors Come From. Reconsidering Context in
Metaphor. Oxford. (2) Kunio, Yanagida. 2013. Momotaro no Tanjo. Tokyo.



2. The Multimodal Investigation of Typography and Colors in Movie Posters in
Taiwan

HSU, lju (National Taiwan University)
The research of multimodal metaphor has been extended to various kinds of topic, one of them being

graphic design and text. Typography is essential to this line of research since it relates to both
writing and visual elements. Previous studies demonstrated that fonts/typeface have specific
“personality”. Though Hanzi is an unique research target for its logographicality and aesthetics, there
is scant literature dealing with the typography of Hanzi and their personality. This study aims to
bridge this gap through a comprehensive study of typography of Hanzi by analyzing 258 movie
posters published in 2016 in Taiwan. The findings show that typeface and background colors are
highly related to film genre and producing location. In addition, typeface (especially serif/sans-serif)
is the most consistent element cross-culturally. This study further provides theoretical explanations
and implications in relation to the above findings, and thus contributes to the theories of multimodal
metaphor and typography.

References: Brumberger, E. R. (2003). The rhetoric of typography: The persona of typeface and text.
Technical communication, 50(2), 206-223. (2) Caldwell, J. (2013). Japanese typeface personalities:
Are typeface personalities consistent across culture? Paper presented at the IEEE International
Professonal Communication 2013 Conference. (3) Childers, T. L., & Jass, J. (2002). All dressed up
with something to say: Effects of typeface semantic associations on brand perceptions and consumer
memory. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 12(2), 93-106.

3. A Tale of Two Cities: A Multimodal Analysis of the Figurative Expressions about
City in Picture Books
HUANG, Wen-Yi (National Taiwan University)

Based on the multimodal illustration about city in Taiwanese picture books, this research probes into
the multimodal metaphors frequently utilized in sketching diversified urban imageries. From the
assaying of the Taiwanese picture-book writer Jimmy Liao’s works characterized by the artistic
fusion of plentiful Taiwanese and global cityscapes, it is discovered that city could be cognized via
multifarious kinds of concepts such as VIRTUAL WORLD, CONFINED SPACE, COMPLEX
LINEAR SYSTEM, etc. On the strength of this peculiar phenomenon, the research evinces that the
images of city seem to result from the union of human beings’ physical and psychological
interpretations, which tend to depend on simple and complex multimodal metaphors. Furthermore,
the individual solitude and interpersonal alienation lurking in the global context are uncovered as
well, providing food for thought with regard to human perception of urban culture in the epoch and
broadening the possibility of multimodal metaphors to a global horizon.

References: (1) Lakoff, G., & Johnson, M. (1989). The power of poetic metaphors. 1L: The
University of Chicago Press. (2) Forceville, C. (2008). Metaphor in pictures and multimodal
representations. In R. Gibbs, Jr. (Ed.), The Cambridge Handbook of Metaphor and Thought (pp.
462-482). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. (3) Fauconnier, G. & M. Turner. (1998).
Conceptual integration network. Cognitive Science, 22, 133-187.

4. The Complexity of Coffee: A Cognitive Linguistic Perspective on Expressing
Flavor in Mandarin Chinese
CHANG, Yi-Hsuan (National Taiwan University)
This study aims to explore how flavor is conceptualized cross-modally in perceptions via analyzing
the Mandarin Chinese data collected from coffee cupping. Although coffee cupping involves
abundant cross-modal expressions, previous studies are scarcely addressed on coffee but wine



tasting. To bridge this research gap, this study conducts a corpus-based investigation on cupping data
involving 27043 words from a 10-hour recording. Based on previous flavor researches (e.g. Paradis,
2013), the study put emphasis on the following three aspects, property-driven, event-driven, and
scenario-driven expressions. Besides, we discovered that property-driven expressions are actually
synesthetic metonymization, event-driven expressions are synesthetic metaphors and cross-modal
analogy, and scenario-driven expressions are synesthetic similes. More importantly, different from
hypotheses of the previous researches, the study proposes a novel directionality of perceptual
transferring in cross-modal interaction. By analyzing flavor expressions in coffee cupping, the study
turns over a new leaf in analyzing the relation between language, cognition and perception.
References: (1) Williams, Joseph M. 1976. “Synaesthetic adjectives: A possible law of semantic
change.” Language. (2) Yu, Ning. 2003. “Synesthetic metaphor: A cognitive perspective.” Journal of
literary semantics. (3) Paradis, Carita, & Eeg-Olofsson, Mats. 2013. “Describing sensory
experience: The genre of wine reviews.” Metaphor and Symbol.

IRR Y —F3F& 1 / Poster Presentations 1 (11:50~12:50)
MY —HFFR% [1 k& A103]
Al. 1T 4 ALBXDEBABIBHRICOVWT —INVDEDVRBRWE Z—HllcLT—
OH, YoungMin (B8 AZEKZFER)
ARFEERDOHWIE, £ T 4 A LW ZHES (Croft and Cruse 2004, Fillmore et al. 1988)D & H i1y
BHREBZEDEI B ODLEDOD%E HAED 'NO LDV RWHEX ) (LIT, O &2HX)
ZWD LW, BT 2L ThD, HEMiciz, BIRHAEEEZ SESE 3 — R
(BCCWI-NT) 2> 5 UL S 37z O & DD B 648 1% & - TIRA (2001) ., #55 (2003) .
FEH (2005) & Vo TR TIRZ AL T 5, /o, O & DX OWRIER O K7
Ik, WX eEoiEMGRNERELOMRZ R 2w E2HL2IT 5,
£ (W ¢ (1) Kay, P. and Fillmore, C. J. 1999. Grammatical constructions and linguistic
generalizations: The What's X doing Y? Construction. Language, 75, 1-33. (2) #5506, 2003.
Mo O b Do 0y I 2V T — AT 51 5 HESCCEBI%ED il & LT—, T
s CESE R 4 MRS TR |, 83-92.

A2. What Sentence-final Particle Ne Does in Imperatives
IHARA, Shun (Osaka University)
The aim of this work is to explore the relation between imperatives and the Japanese sentence-final
particle (SFP) “ne” in a dynamic pragmatics approach. It is widely known that ne can attach to a
te-imperative. However, it is infelicitous to use ne in pressing or urgent situations:
(1) (Jiro has dropped his pencil under Taro’s desk.)

Taro, empitsu tot-te-#ne!

‘Taro, pick up my pencil (right now) #ne!’
Chen[1] and other scholars argue that ne serves a function of confirmation and weakens the strength
of imperative force. I agree with this view, but the meaning of confirmation in imperatives has not
been specifically described so far and the constraint on the occurrence of ne in imperatives remains
unclear. My proposal is based on the slightly modified version of Portner[2]’s To-Do List (TDL)
model. It shows that ne plays the role of restricting the domain of TDL-updating function of
imperatives.
References: [1] Chen, C.-H. 1987. “Shujoshi -Hanashite to Kikite no Ninshiki no Gyappu wo
Umerutame no Bunsetsuji-.” Nihongogaku 6:10, 93-109. Meiji Shoin. [2] Portner, P. 2007.
“Imperatives and Modals.” Natural Language Semantics 15:4,351-383.



A3. NERIBDOEEN DT DHH

> &is (BMBXRE), Fik RNEX (BRBKXS),
5T B2 (BMBKRZE), AR £ (KRKXZF),
I8 B (EZEZWRER), F 8K (BEREBXF)
A7V — 7Tk, BENZERAMER P RET 220 FiET—% "M T — % %
v by ZRAL, PMRBEICBI2ARMEEZAFICE->Ta—FT 1 v/ L ET, SEN
PEPFHTAHOMH IRV EZE2ERB L, Tz iT-o7, DIORRE, 250w
72 EORESCINGEE, BRERIGCAN M A R & £ ORI, BRERBEOEH, dGEER
MXDEGEHIZOWTIE, BELEZZERIN Lok, —H, TE—FILRHEOEHICHL
TIERE L EDHER I N (x2=7.134, df=2, p=.028) , KT, FEEEXHRICES T 2 F58% & L C,
RN DOHTF ERMNROBEIR 7 7 AICEB W THEAPR S Nz (BHF ¢ x2=25.675, df=6,

p=.000), ANHEHFROEKRY F A 1 x2=20.881, df=10, p=.022),

Ad. Z AMBWIMAIGEDIFEONFEE —ERAECEBLT—

R AR (WMNKFEXRZFER)
AFEOTIREZ, WHOLTEOELHE (BRIADOAL, TIHLTETK, KB
5 TBRIADAT)) DFGENIOERNEZAR L, HABHEICE W TRICHEL
INTV L AN AFRGAOGE 2 HFHOMRHEZEHT 2 2 L Th 5, Hill (2016) 1%
HRAEPHHT 25:060—2L LT, —FHHOWNHFANIFOITREL L THRI 523,
ZHHONRENI AR FE O T EETIE A S XDIH E L TR 2 abERic X b i < BIfRD
o EEML, AMOSHFERE LT, OXEMETL2AVSNT, @AM
FRAFRAZIEBIRIEIL T 5 & BHGIC R 5 2 EDERINICE WS, ONPHZEILT S 2
EIFREEETH D, @InNoiFnINs@HE» TP OLITDOES Y 7 4 OUTHHEICHLZE
N, INSDFERIZONT, HFHHEPA Y P =2 a v EBEMN T RN EET S,
SRR (DHH A, 2016, TREOND> 1) 3D AT RIFR ARG — %56 1 8 1 2 Rk 2 B EE—

S XAt 37.

A5. RZEZNRE UTLBAEBOEHDERRAR
B D0 I)LVY FF (WOKXKFR)
REHICB T 2 1ZDRBHEFE T OV LEDE LT, ELTFPEEFICH L TZDOADRLY)

PVERS, BiRE %2 BRI ISR L 23 & Zicflibii s (Holmes, 1986) L EEAHT 541, %<
B Cmofi P2z OHN, IBE L EbICRRSh TE X,
AMFIGHARARAEICEBIT 21300z, /7 —MEAick 37 —% LEBAKIC X

LREGRAMALIC X > TOMLEHE L D TH S, KiRICEB LTI, HAARZEEDIZDIZ

HEMWICfEbi, HAEBICT bzl LRT L ZIfibnsbon% <, I

TOWFZERREBBL T, Fh, REAEDIEZOOMAGHIZY — 27 Vo ETRIfRICE

WTOMH Z & HIE R N D TOMM DL o7, FHRFEDS CIE, BOOMAIZS

MEED EPBE S 270 TH D EEZ TR, FELESPENOSARD &

THOIHHL T, IWFICB W THHBET 2 X ) REICE#M 2B 2 L v BR1S

o,

2 CHR ¢ (1) Holmes, Janet. 1986. “Compliments and Compliment Responses.” Anthropological

Linguistics 28. 485-508. (2) Tsuda, Sanae. 1992. “Contrasting Attitudes in Compliments: Humility



in Japanese and Hyperbole in English.” [Intercultural Communication Studies 2 (1). 137-146.

AB. RSA KRR - ARSTI—ICHEIIFD TREVWSLI DNEDFICETZIAE :
BPHBORRINS
ik B (FERZEKRZEP)

HAGERRESE X, HEAFICB T LR LIRS T Py t8vwkba X ("7
BLILX) 29, FlziX, "2’ ME 529 TTIHE) (A)I12009)% ETH S,
Lo L. HAGEREESZ ICHM T 2 SHEERZHA TR WHEANHARGEESEICE 5T,
P PEVE LX) 2@EYICHHT20RKNETH 2,

ANHIBE R AW E & OBED & 2FESME O S EENALE %2 5223 2 M £ T, Brown
& Levinson(1987) 342/ L 72 R 74 b F 2AEiwm03d 5, AWEIE. X 74 b 2 AH@mTL )
D P -REBZHELLGBHETTY Y 7y — 2TV, 7 FEVI L BPRIA P RA - A
F 7T Y—TOMEDTIINT 2 HPOREAEREZH L2 ICT 5,

Z2E 3R * (1) Brown, P., & Levinson, S. C. (1987). Politeness: Some universals in language usage.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. (2) FJI[{#(2009). TEWX L XDWf%Es ,{ AL
B

A7. thEDRFEZIBMRT 5 & DERZNMEEZZR UICHAEERET ILORE
2H =t (REKP)
fERDFEN MR I, HE T2 L FTORGE2HET 2 2 L OEKOFEIZHY & A

ZINTVERDICHN LT, AERTIE, FHGEHBE2EES T L% 2 FHROBRENTOERIT
BO—DOThsEEZD, XOILHIZRAERANEND o OGNS 21T, BAEMICIE
T3k B 2MbO TR A OBIEWRZIRZ R EDS, A ORFREICOLTOEHRE
BRT2IL2ELT, BEIXOOLTOEREBEENICESL, BEOTEICHHET %,
L), MbFoZEMORM, (EEL 2010) EWIBHRICEHTA2ZEICk->T, SHLTD
M ETEIEMT 2 2 LR, BETFARIC L > CORBIEIG | o4 RBAElifE &
WIHIBREZEAL, 2O S, BIEEIG (AL _V& 7 ALY Vv 1999) 28T 5,
TR F L FRARIRE &) 2 DOREZILHAINICTMET§2 2 L 2@ U T, AERBENICH#
R HERIRE T .

SEYHR (1) ZARVL,D. & VALY v, D.(1999) TREHMEFE G {53 & 3801 (5 2 k) 4
(NHE Al (BR), #FEii), ) Ealvtho10) T4 > % 97> a vics T 2 aMH
L, ARRKIG - PR - @Rl (3) T4 v 9 77> a v olEf L i, 1
%L, 39-68.

HHFeF 3 1/ Oral Presentations 1 (13:20~15:15) B£i% [2 F& A201]

1. ®HEF ! RYACEIFRMEFICRSNDIGHREBOIENE

Vv VA= - OVY—YavY (ZIEXZ)

W Z: 2 EIXDNEEN E SNDHEFEEEA TS Z LD %)Y (Hasegawa 2010), Z D
MEEHEDE D JFIZ D W TR SR IZICE », KIFETIE, V/ﬁwn—AX%@mL
3% AhE DT 2GR T 2 %0 H B RBLIC EE?% Lickbh, W ZRZ &
B2 EEET 5, #AEICHLD, NEHNEZ & i%ﬁ %ﬁ%ﬁmb
HEICHEIT TR 2D X > THEEIT- 72, THITORER, V\JEE’J&_ FITBVLTHH 50
R— k1F&wvﬁﬁfﬁnﬁﬁﬁmﬁﬁéz&ﬁ%%ﬁ%to%@5%\%2ﬂ1®




HECHEBEUNADMF ST b DK D% . KHDY Short & Leech (2007) DELL
7o RIS I RTES  (suspended interaction) ICHHMT2HDTH S, #2238, IhELWLEIZ
WA, NENZZ LRI N2 RRHAP TR TURICTOHFZZTTHIN TS D
DTIERVIEDRINTED, WHINA Z LIFICH SN2 W EEE% BT 2 DI T
EEZHND,

2R ¢ (1) Hasegawa, Yoko. 2010. “The sentence final particles ne and yo in soliloquial
Japanese.” International Pragmatics Association 20. 71-89. (2) Short, Michael, & Geoffrey Leech.

2007. Style in Fiction: A Linguistic Introduction to English Fictional Prose. Harlow, UK: Pearson
Education Limited.

2. IS EHKCOD  HRE/FHOIFZIIa2 27— JBJE’JEI(D PRIRBVIRES
B =0 (EiIEEEWZRH)
AWHFER, THER) LWHEN DS Z A TOREED, S5EIC <‘:0’C (IR I Z 3 BT I

EoTh) MR TH 2, & LTHBWREZD I AED, L) 2Ll omf@ﬁ%ﬁ&é.
INETORFEDOWMRICE VT, LRl L) BREICH Tk F 2 MRNAGEEIE, X2
%95 L TORELT— &kLTF(%m%hT%k.L#L&#%,% RO EDODY
A 7LD, BAOHMBPHEZ b > IEHTH S EER, ZOIGEEE L TOMMBRENZ
BRELLMAIIL BRI TwRw», AR TR, MaRke L THGEARR 225D, £
L) BRIC k> THERR E L TERFIREIC 2 > T 5 D, ZERRINICKE §2. 207k
O, ME»OHIHERENEZ D > AFEANLEBIT T 2HBICE T2 70 22007 5.
HUCMER D 2 SN T2 HROIN 2§ 5 L 0, Mk, HENRE, 2L TZoROBT
ﬁ%ﬂwﬁuﬁvukf,%m@%ﬁ%ﬁﬁb%?bk%i%h%k@?%%.
ZZ WK ¢ (1) Drew, P. & Heritage, J. 1992. Talk at Work: Interaction in Institutional Settings.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. (2) FHIFIR, FHHHEBEF. 2015 THERDEY @ FiEMEL» S
OFF Y H 0o UFEE. (3) iR 2012, THEROREE SN F < A L BHIR,

3. BRBIEBIFDTL—RMILY Ton, : MEEKEFOER
ﬁ%&?(ﬁE%E%kﬁﬁL%ﬁJ%%(%E%E%K?ﬁh*#@ﬁ(%ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁi
25
WAE<T L — 2RIV ¥ >0 5 RN DV A T H % (Hayashi and Yoon 2006, Amiridze and
Maclagan 2010), HAGETIXZ THir, I 7L —AB NV YEEERH D . SEETHTOE S S HF
75 3 T & 7z (Hayashi 2003), A Tld, STl FoiciEmsnTuia bl o 8
ZERL THAREGELSE -2 B EDT—F 2 LIThIRT 5, [FE 1] #HRiETH
gy LV —RAFNY Thig 3, <dRNR, BTk, - REREEO MM, SEH LD
fd>7e i CHAE A EHERPBIE I NS FRICHERMICBEL TR, 7L —ZXF L5 TH
mJ#@E’%ﬁbfi&%%gfﬁék%iéh%oﬁﬁ@]%ﬁﬁ%?ﬁ\dﬂﬁﬁ%
Iz 5 RN E 72 I 2RI LT 2 FBR>E LT L —AF VBRI 5T
50thjg<ﬁikﬂk?%%&>&m5ﬁiﬁﬁm2T\<ﬂA‘@ﬁ%%%ﬁ5ﬁ%
>ELT7V—ARNVEREHSING 2 &L 2T 5,
ZZ WK ¢ (1) Amiridze, D. and Maclagan, M. (eds.) 2010. Fillers, Pauses and Placeholders.
Amsterdam. (2) Hayashi, M. 2003. Joint Utterance Construction in Japanese Conversation.
Amsterdam. (3) Hayashi, M. and Yoon, K. 2006. “A Cross-linguistic Exploration of Demonstratives
in Interaction.” Studies in Language 30. 485-540.



B FE 2/ Oral Presentations 2 (13:20~15:15) C£15 [2 & A202]
1. HEBERE (L) & () DR B

HA EF (@R/IKXP)
RAGER B S NI NEO —EICmERRNEBEZ & A, BMRXEE L L BNz E
Y3 LRl E D, AFRIGMEREZEIT 2 (LEL) & (k) DB,
TTFEFE DRI (772 L /12 123658) DR~ DHIK 2 39 & v 9 WG EE o 35 i 2 £2
Y 5, BEOFEKGMIZ, (772U 7l FEGE) DATHREEICNIES 2 20T 4 7 a5 -
ARVIETHHIERERT2EKZET S, Thzflld "%, (wning) HHEL X O
AG 7% tuning indicator & X .55, XRICEWE LT, P, XL 772 Q.1 DAF—<IZEWV
T, (L) oz, P & Q HFRMEDHFBTH S, —J7. (7)) FHEREFFHR AL
ME L O <, RBRICBEEEMFEROBKRICEK VT, (L) OREKIEBZN - 2R
Tdh b, WHIIC, (7272 B&R2ELT. BROLTHZIERT 284 v ¥ —NE%KZ
G695 L0MT 5,
ZZ WK ¢ (1) Corrine Iten. 2005. Linguistic Meaning, Truth Conditions and Relevance: The Case
of Concessives. Palgrave, Macmilan. (2) Wilson, D. 2011. Modality and Conceptual-Procedural
Distinction. RGBT~ - L (i) THEEE XDESY Y T4 ANEPIEOREL S5 #f
FNRFERELEE 1.1-20. HE: 02 UHE,

2. 3 TAEE) BURBRINBRZFERNZRLS2DHN? —XKRBADEWTFB LT
T ¥F (BEEKXRD)
WHD L — PR 7 FOFEBE TAZ ) (ZEERIER & HRZA L v ) SR 2 5K
BIET 5, AEIIEEL S (FF S ISEHL, HARERERH 60 %ISR 2 BEEL
Fhgx Bz, IR OSCREMDHE E FOFRFERPRIC» 0 20 a 2 F 2B L Tw» 5
ZEZEHo»IC L, BRIICiE, TR oFHELEHRHIE2OTHY, TV LA
LA EREE, THRROGAIZERZAEMRINIMENICHZ Z b oz, §EL
BEIZBVT, TAE) BRICHEREZAT2HECHEAIR TV, HHRIZESETYH
FHAPA SN, ZOHEICE ERFAMNEIFEING EEZoNS, 2, BRMIC EHH
ZHVE LT, MEFHY CHEAVCHEFRELZHRT 2 2 LDMRBICR 2720 TH %,
FHPFHRENERZFFOLWIEZEZEM T2 LIk ), HENEAKEEREZ —>D
ERDMEH 2 & b HATIRE E 2 5,
X0 0 (1) AERE2003. T2 OPIIEERE & IRENEERE,. TAREEYEr v
& —fiEy, 6, 3-26. —~MERFHE ALYy —. BLAL2003. T4 v P x—>a v, LEE
B () TeAB HAGEGEE 3 &5 - &iHa. 109-131, HL @ §IEFH)E.

3. RFCHIFD ) OXEKRAYRR—YIVOEREFTEDHRIEN
FIER HHD (BERLZFREKRERR)
AFEROHMWIE, BURSHRICB T 2% T, off ez v b r—varoilsz
ITHIET, EPEDLIAERZEZ > TaIar—varviiToTnsDh%
BrZLThHhst, A v bx—arvyoliofilix, H290Y 7 b Praat THHII L 72321
FOE, FITKE (2013) P (1994) #2EZIC L UTo 72, REESMEDFGLELE 21
I BA Y b 2= a v 28T 52 LT, REGNICB 2BEORTEENZEET
3, 7. EHIIEBND B IR A VbR aryERBugr s T, Ml
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Balazh—sarvEXoTwadEwn)mzH»IIT 5,

SEHR (1) KET 4 74 v FEM.2013. THAFEICEBIT 24 v 2= a VR L&

BEEEDMIBIIC DTy, TEIBRBHFIATE 7 + — 7 Loy 43, 47-62. (2) R T-.1994, T
B - MBI - K&BhE Th - i) A4 v b R—va v-REETEOBb Y 5., TH
FEHUH D 83, 96-107.

g F 3R 3/ Oral Presentations 3 (13:20~15:15) D £i§ [2 k& A203]

1. A Critical Discourse Analysis on radio programs during the occupation period of
Japan: The link between their discourse structures and GHQ's occupational
ideologies

OTA, Nanako (The University of Tokyo Graduate School of Arts and Sciences)

The present study analyzes historical primary sources, which have been paid little attention in

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) as data, and aims to elucidate how language and ideology are
mutually constitutive. Specifically, this study explores the discourse structures of radio programs
broadcast right after WWII — Shinsou ha Kouda and Shitsumon Bako — made under GHQ’s orders
and instructions. I conclude that the change of discourse structures from the former program to the
latter echoes GHQ’s occupation policy change from the inculcation of anti-militarism to the
dissemination of democracy. This study may suggest the potential of CDA on historical primary
sources to reveal how ideology at the time imbued discourse and in turn to investigate what ideology
existed through analyzing discourse.

References: (1) Wodak, R. 2001. The discourse-historical approach. in Wodak, R. & Meyer, M.
(Eds.). Methods of Critical Discourse Analysis. pp. 95-120. London: Sage. (2) Z4IEFEIA. 2015. FFf
TEME ORI 2 5lE 2 Al FOMAINEEE T — F Ey 7 - M8 - MG 2 L
REEIA (fa). THAGEREMG 7 +—7 4 10 02 UHE.

2. TED Talks [CH1F2 wmEDRKRE, & FBLFOER) OBRBUBRHAR
BE B (BELFARAEE)

AW, HARGEREEGGA & VENGEREE DT ) 87 v 7 « A¥—F (TED Talks) (C
BWT, Ab=—FohLins THE) BEDL) 7 v ATHEHIPNTV 2D, £,
MMEEZBRZBICED &) BFEERVPHOONTL 22BN T2 2 LIcko T,
HIEFEZNZNDAE—FICEIT % HaE»H ) &EH, 2Ho»ICT25DTHS, 36
2, ZOMEOERICHZERE LT, AV—FI27T 2 THELFORK, »xfbic k-
THL 2 2 L 2E5T 5, HEEDOXFEMESPRBOME L, XEERPw X e EESE
¥z 7= Lo NHL Y vy 70RO BCiEfi s ., #EEbick>T T
BEDONRY—v ) BELBZEPTRIN TS (Kaplan 1966, A4 1989), AL TlE. &%
LEETHZ A7)y 7 - AC—FOHICH NS 2 L IXDOMM 2 3EAERINBLR > & 77T
L. R TE) oL zR2 2 8Ick> T, HEFEDORAE—F DI 2 E%HT 5,

ZESCHR ¢+ (1) AAEAT. 1989, THARGEDSUA L HGED M | TEEE HAGEE & HARGEH
B . 5% WHIBFERL (2) Kaplan, Robert. 1966. “Cultural Thought Patterns in Intercultural
Education.” Language Learning 16: 14. 1-20.

3. NEZERIAEE Jap(s) DEORE IR
BA K (BEERZEAZMR)
PEED Jap(s) £\ ) EEIR. BETHBUANWICAEY) 235 TH % & —RIVICER S LT
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%, RO HWIZ, KD Jap D Z 5T 52 LIk >T, 2D &) HBilikz L2
5%%&@@#%%%?%’&*%6 Hedger (2013) (&, AEYETR OB VE I E 1Y
HRICEk2b0TH D, FEMHGROMETIE R S BHROMETH 5 LIBRT WS, LA L, Jap
ﬁ&%hmwwwﬁwhkbfﬁmémfmt V) FHIIHEH ICET 5, Hedger (2013)
DI TIE, FEDOAKDERIZE T Jap DEENICEKIEE BRT 2 DICR L, EkoHE
fLick>T, PMREFELZLEFBIND L) I ho7DIE R, L) I LZ2FHTER
VW, RFERTIE, RO2RICEHTZ, 0E2E, Ya 7V ViROGFNEERE L 70
FOBR. b —HIEHARANZIERT 2 72O D EHEOWBRHNE: & 55 I HER O 2 F 1 e.g.
the Japanese, Japanese people, Jap) TdH 5,
%% k(1) Hedger, J. A. 2013. “Meaning and racial slurs: Derogatory epithets and the

semantics/pragmatics interface.” Language & Communication, 33:3, 205-213. (2) Fussell, P. 1989.
Wartime: understanding and behavior in the Second World War. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

HFEFF 4/ Oral Presentations 4 (13:20~15:15) E&I5 [2 fE A204)
1. ARFERREES mAYRIL & BIR(SR) DFAH
TElg & (BMKP), 7ElF —K (BINKE)

— I THEREEE ) SIPIEN SR04 EIZ, RBASTHEAOREATERbN S 2 LD
720> 123, Lakoff (1987), Brugman (198 ) MAREIZENMED 641, Z DBEHD T TlE, §Eic 7
UF%4Eﬁ»&¢©%%%ﬁL\@®%%u\%®¢uﬁ#6®ﬁ$ﬁkbf\%%%
L (Wittgenstein 1953) % JGIZ semantic network Z 5T % EFHHI NS 2 £ 3%\, Lo
L. 20&9) R3OS3 OERZ &L,

AFERTIE, BREDPINETTOMETK-TE L as &, FALU LI BEEZRFO, AiliE
il with 21X U ® & T 2O HTEFS. and % & O, 2 LT s gL, 205

SlEAilcB VT, KGEWELPZFRETE R VEHEZIER L2 LT, GEOHAAAD
ED X9 T, BRGNS, ZBICED LI LS TV EINIIDOVWTELET S,
(1)Brugman,C.(1981) Story of Over. master thesis, Berkeley, California. (2) Lakoff, G. (1987)
Women, Fire and Dangerous Things: What Categories Reveal about the Mind. University of
Chicago Press. (3) Wittgenstein, R. (1953) Philosophical Investigations. Blackwell.

2. MEBNERRRZDEI DROFEDER EBEEY I RF v —OBRFRM
MR KEB (RERFKRFMR)
ARHFZETIE, THOA—T v O D E @J:“)f;-f’i BIBIRR BN Y = 2 F v — &> T

%%?h%ﬁ\iﬁﬁhwgm#/ix%v kot k) cKlsnspziiEL
7o, TNET, WMEENWEIREE 2 S o 2BoE %m%ﬁ B9 2 WL I3 AATE L 7223,
RNVFESY T 4 OB SMEHNBEREROZ W o TRIFEI N Tukw», 2
T, AR TIIFGEICY = AF v — 21 ThtEEE 2 L S ¢ 238z 2 /0 HA
AR E SN LT T o 70, SHAEDRIR. BEEMIGIC B\ TR O L8R & 72 2 4E 0
VIAFr—ELTHND I EDRE D5 —)iT, HEOMNWIETF &Y 2 AF v —HfTD
574 VMBI R, BRTAEMEZIBA L) LT 2R b BRI N, TDOFEHE
I, MRERIBEIRIEZ ME L & 9 & T 2R DOFEE DR DE S i, SRR
GO EMSEMEICEDCGE LD LI LEZRRL TS
%%Xﬁwnfﬁﬁﬂ2m6rﬁﬁmﬁlkﬁgiwﬁm»%i?ﬁ&ybwﬁmfﬁmj
FERAIBIY 1 13: 3. 428-442. (2) Steen, Francis, and Mark B Turner. 2013. Multimodal Construction
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Grammar. In Borkent, Michael, Barbara Dancygier, and Jennifer Hinnell (eds.), Language and the
Creative Mind. : 255-274. Stanford and CA: CSLI Publications/ University of Chicago Press.

3. &EDETE "By DD EITIRRICEAT D0
s BEF (UBEXFEKRFER)

AFEERTIE, TH ) OFHICE T 25BN IE DA (preference) IC D W TEZ T 5, il 2
X TR S IB WD 5075 9 20,1 Tld, FFEOMISEBE W ELH 2 01T Tld ke { . EERICHE
EINTOLEDE, TRENEWZ EbH 2 ICHBT 2 REaXRXEHE, THE, 2F D,
B ECTEGEENZ LD 2T Twioicn L, A EREAC T PBET L E0wIH A
THIEE AU T3, Iz fathic X 2RO B L DD D 2 6EET 5, M
(2006:9)TlE, SEEIFNBEOFE, HIKHED L H (immediacy principle)Z 35 & INTED
XEWOPEDEIIL, BROAEEMEZERK T 5, /o, BET 2 MEICBER R HE
IR TE 256, BMEFOREZKS7O, OB b DNEFI NPT\, AT,
BRI 28 T 25001, IEHICERT 2 IR L AHEED -2 L %2 %, Do 3 sz
I EH 2 BREET %,
SESCR © (1) HWZE. 2006, THAGEO WG & BEREHIG, . #ut: 0> UEHE. (2) MEEE)A.
2006. THRGEVE D PG, IR EE M) TS EEER ORI To, 1225, K AA
WF. (3) BHIET - R 1995, TED TR T, D7 4+ —HRERT—T7" ), &I DH)
THAGED 356 L D 32Ty, 175-207, HEL: < A L BHR.

HZEF K 5/ Oral Presentations 5 (13:20~15:15) F £#% [2 B A205]
1. respecting DXEbE (B) 8L : BLEBEARO 7 JO—F
BB (BARZMIRES/REKE)
ARFFDEHRIZ, Oxford English Dictionary @ 7 — % 12 & 1) Bl JRAEBTE respecting D
BIWEZE %2 fT\> . Z Ok st 7 e e 22/ L, () 8L (Traugott 2011) 23A 5
NLEHFZLERMTAEIAICH D, 18 ALK, FHi - DFfiO FES L v, W
H W 2 BRI F N I BEIDIENI T 203, 2 2 TIX respecting H3E < 43l O N X 5EH D]
WizanmLTkhH, EBBASNS, 2O, I 5 ICELBER, BROEAMDE E
TR, DEBRE o FRIPHEIND LI IC%n b, 2 TIEEELF O EBUN A WX
BRIty MEBIINEALEEZONS, ZOMEIGHELOBAICH D . HiE
FLDPMEATZ DD EEZ 5N DD, 1971 FrBicBlgIni ks, BETH L DIL,
respecting \2 BT % ([H) FEHLD v X 213GEBICES L W) fkiTh b,
SEH (1) BoudHia. 2014, T SR e A4 74 A ofks Q) FIEE T 2009. TR
SRR R BRI A TNy DAL, FEARERM - 5 - 1M W) TTRL & T4E
DERBY 1 55-97. (3) Traugott, E.C. 2011. T3 b & () F#UL, , SHELT - HEAER -
NP (F)  TESEEEAGROAM c#@Ekoa s o=y —vav2Bnds 2 LI
R 59-70. AL

2. BRIBABKMASKEYEA 91, EIETYIYPIL —XKFEY - /F EOBEFREEL
‘t_

BB &% (RBRXFKFER)

JUNIAEFBDONEF G EHCf M S 2 f&BE T2 4 13, WEFETRE8 L2487 5T

MY LERZR D, AFERTIE, KIIE] T4, 25 FEETIEZ A &~ F A4 (M IZHERD)



) L) 2 20T L THHINTWwAEZ 2L, ZLTZNSDHWATITIC
. TR T A X TR EINBEREEL FRE Il LI ETF Y v lb
322 aTRT B, BARMNICIZ, BBFY A2 THRET 2 XOBEHEPFEL FOEMLICL >
THEONEZDIDTH L) EVIHIZET VI Y 2R L, P AL, TEH T 2 XOEHREE
LTFOEMTICISTIHEONLLDTHD ) EVIHIZET VY L2ERT, £/, HEE
DY ) FESERE T A4, LoFR» S, HEED  FICH Ty v L
D5 EEREMT L, AFBEREZ, ERIIFHOIE Ty v VINREEREZIER L. S
OO N LAY, EEDSY -V FHRICHERTELZ I LZ2RTHDTH S,
FESESCR: (1) H B 2006, TES Y 740, IKEE () TS D30Es 137-178. H:
BWGENE. (2) PPN 1995, TR /75 OAZANGEA S 4« N A O FEIRFLd, TIu
MR F REAIZE =W 16: 75-104.

3. "BV O Ty OHEE — "B|BU\D Toy EDHRZEHT
AW BBF (LBEKRT)

Baehd "L, 3 INET TR LWL, Bwlwl, vk, ok)IcEXT
WFNZ IR B FIESBIELTH > 7223, i, G&EZHLIC THwy ) O X9 BitEHiD
ATHED DA TOMHBE S NS, 24 o O3ENTHIKIOZLEERGmEERE 1B b %
bDERTHNT %, FRMBULED o) ERTEY ., #HIFIBRICH 2 #BIEE "> Ty
ZHEEL, SNOPRGEDBIRICED X ) BIIRZ O 76 LT BDH, #REEGED
AHBE ZEET L, MEE, SELFIR "oy, THATHBEIED TWE 23, WFloAsk
OREDP S, WENZMOBINDL R HHE 2 E 525, BRIZEEZ FOHEMICENRSIFELFD
RN E b EZoND, T/, T & ToT) ik TRELFoE LORBE LR T
ik OWBEE R, S b TG B EIMATES, Tv) & ToTy 3L LR
BHLDTHoTVBEVEAOHP TR ZRT LR EEFEZIONS,
ZEHR T (DMEEIL 2014, THARGEOFEM R L X OB, kS M ) THA
RSO S oW AT (2) FJITEZ.2009. FTE W& L3 Offf%Es Bi5E(3) Evans, Nichols
2007 “Insubordination and its uses” Irena Nikolaeva (ed.) Finiteness: Theoretical and empirical
foundation, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 366-431

Y YMRI DA [/ Symposium (15:25~17:55) ARIS [1 B A101]
@ RNANEBRELEABEIXILEZEDLSICRZA DD ? /How do
pragmatics and cognitive linguistics approach

Chair: KITANO, Hiroaki (Aichi University of Education)
Discussant: SENFT, Gunter (Max Planck Institute for Psycholinguistics)

€ How culture affects children's use of social and pragmatic cue in their inference
of word meanings
IMAI, Mutsumi (Keio University)
€ Conversation analysis and cross-linguistic/cross-cultural comparison
HAYASHI, Makoto (Nagoya University)
€ Guard our hearts with love: The study of Chinese characters with the "heart"
radical and its cultural implications
CHIANG, Wen-yu (National Taiwan University)
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g F 3R 6/ Oral Presentations 6 (9:30~11:25) B£i§ [2 B A201]
1. RE1TAD "2 LI ZEED — 8895, '8ET, 'EEHNT) DL
URHFDLERESE(C

e w0 (REHFIFTSLEGHERR), 8 8 F (RMBXE)
FEE T AR (Austin 1962, Searle 1969)23HAZ5 % VTR L 72 & L X T8RRI T Ao Bhal
DERDFIBICT E RV &0 I HCHINFAE T 223, KFZEIE, RN RINEM T % FE56T
i (TB&ET %) T8ET) %) ol LofilfyzE% T 52 Lick>T, KHFHOR
& FEET A DBALENE DB T L B L B L 2R T, FafTADRIIEMEE ST
W5 HDIE, HHZ NS HELCZIESE ORI T 2 HEETAE ORISR T 2 HTH
%, —Hi FEEAT R O EOBIFIC I T RIS 2 RBIUEH#E OFHliICBI$ 2 b D
bEET S, TNoDOFEME - HRIIEL DBEEIC L > T LT ORLRD | FHEETHDHLH
& BB OGO LD FGAT R OBMRICKRESHEZ LA T 3 AREZ RRT 5,
AR IC, FRETAZBALGEIC L > TERHT2 L0 770 —FORYNZ LR T 50D
ThHD, FHHAOHIZFET 21CH > TE, MEHA~NOTFZOWEEERL 72,
ZISCHR: (1)Austin, J. 1962. How to do things with words. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

(2)Searle, J. 1969. Speech acts: an essay in the philosophy of language. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

2. "¥iD) DRASTY-BRUBHAR —SEREETHRULEDRE—F - PO L%
M —
mE BF CEBAFEKRER)

Ao HWIE, HARA2HE (US) LWCRAZHE (ES) &0 L) 7% Wi, DA
NI TV —%MHT 2D %, Brown & Levinson DR 7 4 b % AHE (1987) %> T, 4
Fri. Bl EMERZHSO»ICTE2ETHD, T, EVRR-aia=F—vav
ISR BE R R A (SF) Z TS L. #EEN O SF B 2 i BT 2 920 L 72,
EH S N7z SF 25 TWi D, ORRERZHED . 205 IcHND ARBIR ED X ) %58
2L 250OWGEEZ T >, ZORE, TWiID, DAE—F - 77 Ml3—EDr—7 1V
AWH DL, FHEFEOMRER L > — 7 v Z2I213 IS « ES DENICHIE S L RS 235 5 2
ERHS I ok, HERIZ, EPRA 2 a2 — a VIt 3 ERLEAD
HTdh 2 EFFFIC, MERROE Y P EDBFERZ LT ERTE 5,
ZZ W ¢ (1)Beebe at el. (1990) Pragmatic Transfer in ESL Refusals. Developing Communicative
Competence in Second Language, MA: Newbury House Publishers (2) Brown & Levinson (1987)

HP i FER TR 4 P 2 A—SHEMHICEB T 2, H2EEER— FHul: pF7etk
Friction and communication gaps often arise at multinational work places. The aim of my research is
comparison and analysis of the speech acts of Japanese speakers (JS) and English speakers (ES) that
occur at multinational companies in Japan. To clarify how they avoid friction in establishing
favorable relations and how communication gaps arise is a key to solving these issues. I set up a new
Semantic Formula focused on business communication referring to Beebe et al. (1990) and Meng
(2010). Data of speech acts are quantitatively analyzed based on frequency of SF used, clarifying the
fact that there is a certain sequence in refusal discourse. There are, however, differences of elements
and sequence between JS and ES. These differences may be thought to be causes of friction and
communication gaps. They also provide us with hints for reducing problems in business
communication.
References: (1) Beebe at el. (1990) Pragmatic Transfer in ESL Refusals. Developing Communicative



Competence in Second Language, MA: Newbury House Publishers. (2) Brown, P & S. C. Levinson
(1987) Politeness, Some Universals in Language Usage. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

3. 'YVKs BOMIUIMT — T TARD—=DEAV/IRSA RRADBERINS—

KR £F (KERIEKXRZ)
AHFZEIR, bW T2k BITHEBICE Z > 72 Giic 81727 24 27— %,
ALY/ B4 P RADBEDPOERZTLHDTHDL, K74 bR AMNAIIMER, TR 74 b
LI EOERICH EFoNE LI TFIAEI 2=y —v 2y, ZiRE LTfibh
T&E7, LOLAPATIE, SNETRBIINNLTH- LG L TFOHCD 7 = 4 AR
Wk EVIBAIC K D, LS DNTHIRICE T MRS %2 ., REIW2EBL TELT
5, INZBLT, WbWw3 TRIA PR AT 7Y — ) 2DPHCORFICBSHE L Cff
AENTOEIEEZHSPICL, BEMNICINETORT A bR AFEDORAZM S 2 &
Z AT,
Z2Z 3R © (1) Brown, P. and Levinson, S. C. 1987. Politeness: Some Universals in Language Usage.
Cambridge University Press. (2) Goffman, E. 1967. “Interaction Ritual.” Pantheon. (3) K&K
2014.T KR EFEICEB T2 HA 7 =2 A ZHEA L 779 — (A NAIFA P 2 ADERDS .
St XEH g . Vol. 23, 31-43.

tfge%sk 7/ Oral Presentations 7 (9:30~11:25) C £i8 [2 f& A202]
1. How the Japanese -te aru maps out its event construal
KIM,Yong-Taek (Indiana University of Pennsylvania),
IZUTSU, Katsunobu (Hokkaido University of Education)

This study provides an extended semantic map model of major senses of the Japanese V-te aru

construction, thereby proposing a useful analytical tool for elucidating the interrelation between
event construal and its linguistic representation in general. The prototypical meaning of the
construction is ‘THE SITUATION AT THE REFERENCE SCENE HAS BEEN INFLUENCED BY
A PREVIOUS ACTIVITY’; the major senses differ in the event construal that underlies each sense.
Event construal comprises two major facets of attention: “focus” and “windowing” of attention;
these are used to define the X/Y-axes of our semantic map. A survey of KOTONOHA corpus shows
that the construction with a nominative-marked theme NP is more likely used when the speaker does
not know or want to specify the agent of the previous activity, whereas the construction with an
accusative-marked theme NP is, when the speaker is the agent or does know who it is.

References: (1) Masuoka, T. 1987. Meidai no Bunpo — Nihongo Bunpoo Zyosetu [Propositional
Grammar — A Preface to Japanese Grammar]. Tokyo: Kurosio Publishers. (2) Teramura, H. 1984.
Nihongo No Syntakusu to Imi. [The Syntax and Semantics of Japanese]. Tokyo: Kurosio Syuppan.
(3) Kim, Y. 2009. Event construal and its linguistic encoding: Towards an extended semantic map
model. Ph.D. dissertation. University of Oregon.

3. have it that X H KV have it PP that BXDRELGEN DT
% 8 (REKRFFFEE)
KRFELIX, WFED have it that H5XE X O have it PP that #3C (PP : HiEf)) ZWRE
L T, BADGE (Langacker 2009) D@L D> & BKGMNY - EHGRIVZE R DGR - FiBH %2 A
2HDTH 5, 2 WL BREIERICED 2FHLUER E W2 22, ORI E L TEE
LI N2 45 ORES, G L FOBEHRICHT 2 A8 v 20— iutEmNICE] U CBHfE R
BEBRAGND, AFEERTIX, BACGEICE T 2 S AEECIEATRD it O HTIcEOE, 2
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MXoZH MGz e oamME 2o 2ic L BT, EEloMXHOARITE T
5 BRI BAMNIG D 5 o ThH 5 2 L 2T,
(1) Langacker, Ronald W. 2009. Investigations in Cognitive Grammar. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

iz F K 8/ Oral Presentations 8 (9:30~10:45) D £15 [2 f& A203]
1. ™) OBEF(EDOVT —BRIBHRNBKENSDER—
RBR F (BRTEXRFKREMR)

FXT23H 100% 72 H->T, ¥+ bbb ) TORIKFERFAT Y - 7Y LA
D&% T - Ll 1F, TV OB AR AHEOEBERRARRO 1 ERlI T
BO, ERIZIE, T~5 L) T~oiF v ICESHEATHRRT 2 2 L TE 3 RS
MR TH 2, AFERTIE, T 13, BERWICIEA 7Y —DORBICH L Tfibi, £
2045 % THFEBEY OEM, T TZoiEro M IN S HREFHMERK, &L TH
AFIHERIE = —L LTl EF R, FEHZ2EET 2, 2 LT, T - A5 1T,
DA T IV —DHEIK L Tfiv, Z20h 73 —OHBRN LR E B LI ¢ 2 5 4 7,
@A T3V —WNHDOEEICHL TV, ATLA54 72ESLTE2594 7DD L%
FET 2, £, LA HEROHRNEROEFEICL>TE, QDY A FITBWT, AT
) —HDOWNRNDFEHNPERINDL 2 L 2T 5,
2 3CHR: (1) BHILPEA Y. 2010. TEBHEFIYEREL . LAY IEBfhfE. TRR R0 S 3R a5 1 9, 1-37.
O UEE. 2) MILEA. 2016. TAT LA & A 7OBAE Ky . ILFLIEA bR, TRRAIS S
FEmHE g 13, 71-105. 00> U FFE. (3) Taylor, John R. 1989/1995. Linguistic Categorization:
Prototypes in Linguistic Theory. Oxford: Clarendon. it3gFAhER. 2008. TERAIZEE A D7D D 14
Ty R AR EE.

2. EEEERVELSEDOTHICAITZ—ER —PEE0OREEXICRSNDFENBEE

&) Z=Pipc—

A BEF (MWMNKEXRZERR)

AFRIZ, PEEDEXFICRONS TEROA 3 OBERZIML-bDTH 5,
FICEFEAEO T CIX, EMICHESE S, FhoRICICHESIY S Lo FHkTZ
DOXRIZEL ZEWTELELIEM{OLH 2D, ThEZ2DX ) HHABILI 2D, v
IBLICOVTRARL TS, o, BREOIRRED & 3P RGED T < il T
ErINTOELI EBHEINDG I LS, TNoDRMDHL 2 3ENR S AITKS
bOLLERBFWUNGZWTHA), 22T, ENLEBALIZINICHELEELHEZETED
B S0 - EZEEZAALEE, TEAEOESISEORS LML LELSE TS
ZZITT0B I EICMA, I6ICZ2 2ICHNAI NS MEEDIHS D E o, BTOYK
XEOPOHRTED &) S ZE) Ao TEC ) fHIK & OGN 245 D & 237]
BLERDZDPEV)HIZOVTHEET S,
SEICHR ¢ (1) LI -FEARE 2014, Tb W 2 € F Y H U 2 FHFERE Y- EHREFE D
HFEP 7 7a—F ) TRERAEFERE AR R E B R 126,273-276. (2) PHILIHE].2003. TH
AREEA G O G & BRI 4 EA IR ARG — O UEE. 3) Ik
BB.2011. T2 bofid L €7 oFGA) TEEEH 70 =7 PLE 22— 6,17-25.

HgeFE 9/ Oral Presentations 9 (9:30~11:25) E£I8 [2 B A204]
1. &RFDflyting’ (CEE T 2BAMIVIAR — X HRBRIVEBENRIEOHEH EHEE—

17



B BR (BMKZF)

‘Flyting’ & &, fEFNLEFH2H) B LIEHOSEZRTEL T, HEZITBWHA ) & T
2 RN RH DM 2 T CTh 5, RFERIL, fyting’ DI % 555 O SEIENFFEH S
W B, RBEGE o 5 L 2 ECIE oG o5 & L, Fric, 2 ohREL
WEWEHRICEH L THEL T %, Grice (1989) & X ) Brown and Levinson (19872)% £ L .
29 L7#EBEE (litotes) PIE/RGIH (allusion) DM EHREZ W2 2 LT, ERLOD
ERFEBUR AN LA 2 A D TRITH T 4 F61E LD & 9 B % “flyting & BE &
fipF IR D 2 ) LD DIE AR R T DT OMERGERRE 72 LR TE 2 b D LTIk, KEW
FHEDLKBDH N IT ERRP R B3 2 L 2Wonicd 5,
2 WK © (1) Grice, Paul. 1989. Studies in the Way of Words. Cambridge, MA. (2) Brown, Penelope
and Stephen C. Levinson. 19872. Politeness: Some Universals in Language Usage. Cambridge. (3)
Jucker, Andreas H. and Irma Taavitsainen. 2000. ‘Diachronic Speech Act Analysis: Insults from
Flyting to Flaming.” Journal of Historical Pragmatics 1:1. 67-95.

2. Y3—0 DREE L NBEFRIEE OBRERS —KERSYOEBABHNEBLT

KT BB (ERAZEALER)
ARFERTIEY 2 — 7 DFOWENLRRBEDOESVWE, 20V 3 —27 2T ARHL
DRRME DR & DHBIICOWT, KEF 7226 D%RGET —F 2 VLI & 3 5%
ZRRT 2, 0MNRE L7y 3 — 7 13MHAEHI 2 — % 7 (Interactional Humor, Brone 2008)
THhH, TNEBHREZAALZ2RETH 207708, ZOFAHICEL T L FHloEK
MHofs, ZOBRMEOHEZEHE L TOHTELLDTH S, BEMEDOMH) bD2E
ENKEEIE ., BREDOEDLDRVWS D2 Zi L D BEEIMER W EKE L, FHGMH
ICB T 2 NYF L oBIRIED RS £ DB Z - 72,
ZZ WK ¢ (1) Brone, G. 2008.“Hyper- and Misunderstanding in Interactional Humor.” Journal of
Pragmatics 40, 2027-2061.

3. Building rapport and negotiating turns (or not) through backchannels

IKE, Saya (Sugiyama Jogakuen University),

MULDER Jean (University of Melbourne)

Based on lke’s (2016) and lke & Mulder’s (2016) framework for multimodal analysis of
backchannel (BC) behaviour, this paper analyses functional phases in a BC sequence—a
backchannel instance in which the listener’s backchannel is acknowledged by the primary speaker
with another backchannel-like expression. In Japanese English (JE), extended BC sequences are
frequently observed, often displaying three phases: acknowledgement of the BC, mutual rapport
building, and negotiation of turn. In Australian English (AusE), however, BC sequences are less
frequent and often consist of only an acknowledgement phase. Given the differences in BC styles, JE
and AusE speakers may have different expectations of their interlocutor’s BC behaviour. Our
analysis shows that JE and AusE speakers negotiate their differences in BC sequence expectations
using a range of accommodation strategies. This paper provides further insight into the interactional
functions of BC behaviour in intra- and inter-cultural settings.
References: (1) Ike, S. (2016). The Interactional Basis of Backchannel Behaviour in Japanese
English. Journal of Sugiyama Jogakuen University: Humanities (47), 129-138. (2) Ike, S., & Mulder,
J. (2016). Conceptualising Backchannel Behaviour in Japanese English and Australian English. The
18th Annual conference of Pragmatic Society of Japan Proceedings.
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B FE 10/ Oral Presentations 10 (9:30~11:25) F£1% [2 B A205]
1. REEMIEESEE C BABHBEEDVNBEREICHS5ND“Do you know ~?” 1 FFIC
DWTOEETADDM

WA #& (BIOLFKF)

— I, REEEZMRICEA I 270101, KEEOMHTFLH 255HICOW T2 £ D
CBWIRL AC A>T 2 D002 ET 2 0H23H 5, KEESME B H > OHIFRDIRGE
KOWTHaHREREZR > TR LA, Wl L THFOAGREZ AL 205 XEEOR
DT L DS I D,
AR TR, AFOARPREZ RIS ) FREIER Do you know ~?  (BAT., DYK-Q)
DERICEH L. ElZiK%lnEn L YERERIGEGEE DR TIC X 22 (R 18 REf#EI4T)
ZERLE LT, SN - BRSO ik W CGHE%ZT 572, DYK-Q 23H v 6 1541
. E, BXORIEORD & D Z2EHL 26558, SE oM DYK-Q 2w, HE
PHXAUICEA DRI OWTES ) ET2RFPBVIRLBIEI NI, 29 LEHIC
FSE, DYK-Q., ThbbABZED 20D & D2, HATAICEZ 2HEIZO0nT
EET 5,
Z2E 3R ¢ (1) Heritage, John. 2012. “Epistemics in Action: Action Formation and Territories of
Knowledge.” Research on Language and Social Interaction 45(1), 1-29. (2) Wk#E%E - HERES -
mAvet. 2015, TREAERICE T 2 TxbEhy OMEE AT a6l THi->T2% 7,
D . TERAIRIE S 22(1). 69-83.

2. RERIR indeed DIBE & ke

WA AR (RE&KRF)
L BEICEBWTNEEORGEZZ T BRI 6 N 3 EEEDOMHERIIPIRERBIC O W
T, non-lexical 2R BID> 6 lexical e KB F T4 R RIIEADHY LYo T& 7k, Lhe
L6 BT TIERD EFonT I o BHL AR, hTh, KBV
TRERBE L THOSEND indeed 12DV TIE, Z DREKPFERICHE S Z Y TRifRIZ S
NETRFTIITONTE ST, REMN% ESL/EFL HOFEICE W TS Z Dadibicid A% )
BOOoND, i, EBEETHLREREL L TR b nZ E23% <, # 2 1F Biber et.
al. (1999) Tlidi b HAME D E LEEE (stance) Z/ATHIFID 1 D & LT indeed % %51F T
W3HDD, BERBE LTOMEICBERL TRV, oLk LERZEEA, K%
KTIE, FELSETIHBERBL L THVS0S indeed 12D\ THI - - FFEPIEEHE DR
BB 72 ¢, 2 —/,%Z L L T WordbanksOnline % F\>, % DFEE & BEAE % Tolins and
Tree (2014)IZ X % proactive backchannelling theory I3 > T § %,
ZZ Wk ¢ (1) Biber, D., S. Johansson, G.Blundell, S. Conrad, and E. Finegan. 1999. Longman
Grammer of Spoken and Written English. Essex: Pearson Education Limited. (2) Tolins, J. and J. E. F.

Tree. 2014. “Addressee Backchannels Steer Narrative Development.” Journal of Pragmatics, 70,
152-164.

3. DM so DEEREATEKEEIC DWW T
)l EBx (BEXE)
BRNEDBEITHNEDOFER (Fi) THhar I LZ2RTHDICHV5S DM so 13, &5

DHIRPHE T FREOEBP R, SOG4 &, a0 PR 2 FIE T 5 KAEE b K
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STW3 (B 2016), L2LADS, 20X IHHAINE DMso DA, s L T L H
EFOMI S L DOEEEEBEILL T35 X ) RIRMTIHFATHA I, AEBHALL
TORWIRTIXFHARETH %,

AFR T, BB BRSO ZFEMIC o T2 2 Lick D, FHEREZH
9 DM so &, ®BHtT 2 HENAECHMTAZEATLICH>T, SiL FLHEEZFOMIC
AT RSB T 2 o D DEBPEAETLIEEZRT, £, 2D X % DM so DEHD
BERICHIET 2 2S5 5MO AR E W) RIE, FFED so Il 5k S N7 GEREINE
BRICKE BT 2 2 L 2L ICT 5,

RR Y —%H3k 2/ Poster Presentations 2 (11:30~12:30)
MY —HFFR% [1 k& A103]
B1. A pilot study of an enhanced Rhetorical Structure Theory based on an analysis
of a discourse particle ‘actually’ used in interpersonal settings
MIZUTA, Yoko (International Christian University)
This paper aims to incorporate the insights of corpus-based studies into RST (Rhetorical Structure
Theory), taking ‘actually’ as an example. I aim to analyze how the functions of ‘actually’ can be

reflected in the RS tree. Specifically, I propose enhancing RST in the following ways: 1) it can
accommodate dialogues, besides simple texts, 2) it includes two new relations with which to
accommodate several functions of ‘actually’, and 3) it can illustrate interpersonal relations signaled
by ‘actually’, besides rhetorical/logical relations. I provide some sample analyses. For the point 1)
above, | propose numbering the elements of analysis adding the speaker ID. For the point 2), I
introduce ‘p-Antithesis’ (‘presupposition Antithesis’), and ‘FTD avoidance’ relations. For the point
3), I mark interpersonal relations with dotted lines.

References: (1) Aijmer, K. 2002. English Discourse Particles: Evidence from a Corpus. John
Benjamins. (2) Lenk, U. 1998. Discourse Coherence: Functions of Discourse Markers in Spoken
English. Gunter Narr Verlag. (3) Mann, W. C. & Thompson S. A. 1988. Rhetorical Structure Theory:
Toward a Functional Theory of Text Organization. 7ext 8(3). 243-281.

B2. HEMSRICH (T2 HEREDBPRAR —EBENBREZDOIC—
8 X' (WMNKZKXERR)

A, 77 A MEEZ X Z 2HEN A —HEK L LTEIT o s THEEME) o TRV
Wk 2, 2 ofERMEN LR o L. Hbili S EE o o il & AHE R Z B S 26T
L7=bDTh 2, Fildthdiz otrERHT, Halliday & Hasan (1976) & ith | (1983)% £/ I,
RIS IR TR Z K E KO TH—FEAOREHR ) @ TRIEGEY ORR (a. WG - REGE,
b. EAZEE - TAZEE. o —MEE. d BEMEEE) ) oL, aixfro 7, ZOMRIELTO
WO TH B, (1) EfkofEmeE LT, H & b TR X 25551 kb %o 72,
HE L L THHERERDPRS N Ao 7oh, EREBECIEPEEPIHAGE X Y E\l>Tw
%, (2) "TBREEEAIC X 2A5H M IcowT, HFE bz Te. G5 B AD AL, FHE
mOMFTIRIZIFR e ko, THud, —KEE (b, &, O &%) BEOEKEDIE
WA W LICERTSE%9 EEZ6N S,

ZHOCHR (DM A K. NYTA L VALY - YU EF 5 ZEEREIE»ER (1976) T5 7 A
MIED L) IR I NS D FREOM KM 0> UERE. 2) thLEE (1983) 727 A b
ET 7 ARG TREEOMZE L HE 11 (HABHERESESE 1) B ZEGEVRR
pp.7-42.
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3. BEDBEEZDEE&KM
T B (@PMAEBRZAEMR)
iild, EEGi(fable) S SMahiitiz L 22 L2 L, ZOEEZYS»ICT 5. EFNA
LRYy 2WgEIc kX % &, EEEEEGNZHIRT 555D ThH 5 (Abrams, 1985: 6). T, H
FETCIEEE D ORBTHGNDIR IS L) BIEITED (EIRTH 572208, EEE OEFEICIE
HENDSEE D IS T T 20050, §ED DI THGNN D1 ZAIN50bH5.T 1%, EBEESI
DENICHRRITR DD B S) De.

HEG L EH & 2 L IETHIIR (exemplification) 21T T4 A2 —ATH 5, &) mEEL,
REDRDPTHEVICK > TERZHR T 21781213, HAGTHICEHE ST on—EDT
it EHH % Miiller & Di Luzio, 1995: 141).Z3ucxf L, FE Z LIXRIHAETAZERE L2
W 72, BIRICEEB O IEDTF I NS HEEDO LM, FHEZ LIXTEMR 2 EE S LD
HqHHDE0) ZLEEITeNT VD
ZZ WK ¢ (1) Abrams, M. H. 1985. 4 Glossary of Literary Terms, Tth ed. Fort Worth: Harcourt

Brace. (2) Miiller, F. and A. Di Luzio. 1995. “Stories as examples in everyday argument.” VS, 70/71,
115-145.

B4. BASEBRF(ICHEFS THSHL [CDVWTO—HE —HhSHhHNIAORIGETET
5_

8] FF (WMNKZEKXZERR)
Balasr—rarvotRicBw T, KERALORD 5600 (teasing) y DI
DEM LR THoTH, ZHITHBEL TEVEZRELED, RFS AL v 2= ay

ZHGZD T EICLD, BFOKEEE TS, ELTRAZZIERTEDS L WVIR
Find s, o) BHE2I 227 —Ya icBLTHHLIZETHELRD I S
(Drew 1987) ., Afiff7ild. ZEEOM O FEEZH O THAGESGEICHNTW 20 5 0bit 51l
DRIGDFEZHS T 5 2 L2 HIFT, Fno 7 — 2Bz 6 b 3o KR
DOFFICIE, FIZRDAODY A TR I N, (1) BET S FIEEEL - ETHH
5, (2) MERT, 3) o )MEMFAT S, (4) T2
ZER (1) W - AHEME (2014) "EEOREMAOP Y 25 —7y FELT I
S0y DTy, TR FERARE 34 BIKESFERW L 34-37. (2) Drew, Paul.1987.

“Po-face receipt of teases” Linguistics, 25, 219-253.

B5. (EBEERD TEEIKR, £H< o T BEBAGDBERNS
WR £ (KERKF)
MBI & 1%, FERE198T)IC X - THiZ iR B L L TiRES N2 bDTH S, L X
X, LAY Y EY ZEFOBIAK TH 2 KEBICFERDFF L B o o Rfic, SERICHEN %2
RigZRHT 2000 TIEEh, KEBEIAR =Y ZXk, twuI)boBznichih,
Bk (ZR—v=y) LlE (REZE) ICBNMENZELR D PH 2 - THENRER
DIFIEND D & I 7o, RIEER LB 2 B HUE Bl R 1o 5D < FEAEEE AR (Wilson & Sperber
2012: 5 #ifth) DOEPSHEL, RIREFRMRIC? Fhy 7SR L L), HRKIC
B9 2 ME— D AT TH 2 4% (2007)1%, WikEIKI: (AHED) KT, ATV A8 AL T2IE
KT 2HEm e ELT02b00, HEKIEIELABIERINTVEIRATLAS A7
DD BN (AR—=Y 2V BRPORERAR—Y R UAN) LEZLRETH D, HEHE
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EEEIINE TR AL, BERNTEZ TER» D ELTH L LRVET 2 (e 1987: 108)

PoTH 5,

Z7£3(Jik:(1) Wilson, D. and Sperber, D. 2012. A deflationary account of metaphors. In Meaning

and Relevance, 97-122 CUP. (2) 1EREE72.1987.TL b U v 7 DR FIKEL. (3) #RlfE—. 2007.
CRRNGR « PN - WEBENR ), MERZE () TX % 7 7 —FE ORI |, 159-175, 0> U EE.

B6. M3k, =3I M5B DERELICDNT
5 #Bin (UBEXFEKRZER)

AFEFeI, FEHEOERE R T REMGFIREN X 2R E L, Mg (2009) o TEEHEE, B
FO TRy BT 2 AR L. RERIGRERI S BT 2 TIEHEE, & v ) Ro#ES %
MEtd %, 56 L FIXFEMGFSEMCCHEF2IEHT 2 2 L o HBE~O ST 2L T,
W ESERCC TR T TR 2 b b SRERFREM L TR T D2 L ) MEZ RT3,
Z OfESL, BEREREMSCT TR, 2RI L FoEKe LT, OFEL FI3HE F2 IR
Lo, MEFIC TRERMGFL T4 TIE2EREZRD LI E LT3, OFfFL FI3EER
FSERIX 2 i) S ECHZFICHREZOETA2RMAZ 5252 E0NTES, 2975 L,
METPREL TFORFEIEb-oTL B EIth 2, L FIRMEPHEMAEH TS Z LTk
5T, 3322 —2avRINDERICIVEIELTVS, QOFL FIZMEFic TR
okl RS TEHIIELTVRE EW) 3B TF6Nn5,
SE Sk (1) REFA LD 2011, THARGEM SCOEIK & FHEIR R, SHFHBE. ) EE
JA.2009. "B SCARGR P 3, TAGHEE RS At RHC 3R 128 %5, 195-223. (3) MIEEER)A.2015.
PF&REIN 2230 0 & FERENIN 22 21— A ARGE D BRI A &2 P milic—, THAGEREHGR 7 4 —
7 Ly, 02 UEE. (4) HAGEGA SGEMFE2.2003. THRHAGE L 4 5 8 HES Y 7 141
Fal s A LB 5) BHAES1997. TTo (7)) Dby #Hnl: < A LEBHK

B7. The Use of Apology Strategies in English by Japanese University EFL learners
WILSON, Timothy John (Hiroshima Jogakuin University)

EIR58E / Plenary Lecture (13:00~14:30) A3 [1 B A101]
Chair: HORIE, Kaoru (Nagoya University)

@® Understanding Pragmatics

SENFT, Gunter (Max Planck Institute for Psycholinguistics)
Pragmatics is the discipline within linguistics that deals with actual language use. Language use is
not only dependent on linguistic, that is grammatical and lexical knowledge, but also on cultural,
situative and interpersonal contexts and conventions. One of the central aims of pragmatics is to
research how context and convention — in their broadest sense — contribute to meaning and
understanding. Thus, the social and cultural embedding of meaning is a central prerequisite for
understanding pragmatics. Research in linguistic pragmatics deals with how speakers use their
language(s) in various situations and contexts: what speakers do when they speak and why they do it.
Pragmatics focuses on the actual language users, their communicative behavior, their world and their
point of view. Pragmatics studies language and its meaningful use from the perspective of language
users embedded in their situational, behavioral, cultural, societal and political contexts, using a broad
variety of methodologies and interdisciplinary approaches depending on specific research questions
and interests. Indeed, if we look at core domains of the discipline, we realize that linguistic
pragmatics can be regarded as a transdiscipline that is relevant for, and has its predecessors in, many
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other disciplines such as Philosophy, Psychology, Ethology, Ethnology, Sociology and the Political
Sciences. In this talk I take up this point and discuss a selection of core issues of Pragmatics that
were introduced into the field via these six disciplines.

S RIEFE / Presidential Inaugural Lecture (14:40~15:40)

A=k [1 B A101]
g% W e (RIfKZ

® XMRDOEFE U TDERR
g £l (BABABFAERR - ALBEKXF)



