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Abstract  
In this paper, I gathered real examples of language that may literally express praise but is 
actually “mounting”. Utilizing ideas from Leech’s politeness principle (1983) and Culpeper’s 
impoliteness strategy (1996) to analyze the situations and choice of language used in the 
examples, I determined that “mounting” has the following characteristics: 1. Person B is told 
something they do not want to hear 2.Polite verbal behavior is avoided where expected 3. 
Praise is ambiguous or uses vocabulary with negative connotations 4. Speech disguised as 
explaining common knowledge expresses dominance or person A praises gives unnecessary 
positive evaluation to themselves 
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Abstract  

The study examined background factors that influence attention behaviors and recognition (the degree of 

annoyance) of social annoyance in both first and second language situations by implementing a questionnaire 

on the four languages used in Japan (J), Korea (K), China (C) and Malaysia (M), and targeting Japanese 

language learners who are native speakers of these languages. Cluster analysis and one-way ANOVA and 

decision trees analysis found that differences were seen in attention behaviors and recognition of disruptive 

behaviors among J, K, C and M, which suggests differing social agreements due to social and cultural 

differences. Furthermore, Japanese language learning experience showed consistent influence in K, partial 

influence in C, and no influence in M. The occurrence of retrograde metastasis from second language to first 

language in relation to social and cultural norms was clearly found among Koreans. Yet, the influence of 

experience learning the Japanese language cannot be considered as a strong factor in determining degree of 

annoyance. 
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3  

3.1 J K C M  

2 18 M SD

18 J M=4.01, SD=0.99 M M=3.88, SD=1.12 C M=3.77, 

SD=1.14 K M=2.47, SD=1.35 18

J=M=C>K  

M M=41.7 , SD=25.02% C M=40.3 , SD=26.70% J M=22.3 , 

SD=20.52% K M=14.4 , SD=13.06%

M=C>J>K

 

 

 
 

3.2  

70 30

M=3.16 M=4.33

% % % %

1 4.41 0.74 2.44% 3.36 1.61 18.00% 4.08 1.02 6.12% 4.14 0.97 20.00%
2 4.10 1.16 0.00% 2.08 1.29 4.00% 4.41 0.67 20.41% 4.06 0.89 36.00%
3 4.66 0.66 36.59% 3.52 1.30 52.00% 4.47 0.87 73.47% 4.58 0.61 80.00%
4 4.02 0.88 19.51% 2.50 1.36 18.00% 4.12 0.90 34.69% 3.86 1.09 38.00%
5 4.61 0.59 68.29% 2.42 1.28 32.00% 3.86 0.94 89.80% 3.90 1.15 64.00%
6 3.78 1.13 14.63% 2.64 1.26 10.00% 3.06 1.07 14.29% 3.18 1.29 12.00%
7 3.98 1.04 26.83% 1.84 1.30 2.00% 3.90 1.10 71.43% 4.00 0.90 58.00%
8 4.15 0.88 24.39% 2.06 1.49 12.00% 4.16 0.80 40.82% 3.94 0.99 44.90%
9 4.49 0.75 36.59% 2.96 1.34 36.00% 4.65 0.72 61.22% 4.52 0.79 54.00%
10 4.10 0.77 4.88% 2.44 1.20 6.00% 3.59 1.08 8.16% 3.78 1.06 30.00%
11 4.39 0.70 65.85% 2.58 1.46 12.00% 3.98 1.11 70.83% 4.82 0.60 92.00%
12 3.76 0.94 7.32% 2.36 1.22 8.00% 3.59 1.15 50.00% 3.68 1.02 40.00%
13 4.32 0.76 41.46% 2.08 1.21 10.00% 3.65 0.98 69.39% 3.96 0.88 74.00%
14 3.66 0.85 17.07% 2.24 1.15 6.00% 3.63 1.15 26.53% 3.72 1.14 40.00%
15 3.56 0.92 2.44% 2.36 1.21 8.00% 3.43 1.10 8.16% 3.26 1.21 8.00%
16 3.39 1.07 14.63% 2.24 1.24 8.00% 3.45 1.28 34.69% 3.50 1.22 4.00%
17 3.76 1.09 7.32% 2.20 1.07 4.00% 2.92 1.12 32.65% 3.10 1.33 18.00%
18 3.03 1.12 10.00% 2.56 1.21 14.00% 2.84 1.23 14.29% 3.92 1.10 38.00%

4.01 0.99 22.25% 2.47 1.35 14.44% 3.77 1.14 40.34% 3.88 1.12 41.71%
a 1 18

2. 
a J)  n=41 K) n=50 C) n=49 M) n=50
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J M C K J M C

K J M C

8 12 14  

 

 

3.3  

J K C M

25

 

3

KJ CJ MJ 3

K KJ J 2 C CJ J 3

M MJ J 4  

3.3.1  

K KJ J 2

J KJ K

F (1, 3413)=678.55,  p< .001

J

M=3.84
SD=1.03
n=573
%=16.8

KC M

F(3,569)=37.194,  p<.001

M=3.51
SD=1.15
n=1049
%=30.7

M=3.51
SD=1.32
n=3415
%=100.0

F(2,2389)=443.567,  p<.001

M=3.16
SD=1.33
n=2392
%=70.0

M=4.49
SD=0.73
n=79
%=2.3

M=4.04
SD=0.94
n=238
%=7.0

M=3.61
SD=0.98
n=185
%=5.4

M=3.03
SD=1.04
n=71
%=2.1

M=4.13
SD=0.92
n=222
%=6.5

M=3.60
SD=0.99
n=171
%=5.0

M=3.36
SD=1.19
n=278
%=8.1

M=3.01
SD=1.16
n=287
%=8.4

M=3.86
SD=0.98
n=91
%=2.7

1; 3; 5 2; 4; 7; 8; 9: 10; 11; 13 6; 12; 14; 15; 17 16; 18 1; 2; 3; 9 7; 8 4; 10; 13 5; 11; 14; 15; 16 6; 12; 17; 18

F(4,1044)=37.516,  p<.001

1; 2; 3; 4; 9; 11;18 

F(2,1020)=48.787, 

M=4.33
SD=0.86
n=1023
%=30.0

M=4.59
SD=0.71
n=463
%=13.6

M=4.64
SD=0.66
n=386
%=11.3

M=3.77
SD=1.04
n=200
%=5.9

M=4.34
SD=0.85
n=77
%=2.3

M=4.15
SD=0.91
n=134
%=3.9

M=4.04
SD=0.97
n=408
%=11.9

5; 6; 7; 10; 13; 15; 16; 178; 12; 14 

J C M K C KJ M

F(1,461)=12.282,  p<.01 F(2,405)=21.363,  p<.001

M=4.67
SD=0.55
n=74
%=2.2

M=4.32
SD=0.72
n=152
%=4.5

M=2.17
SD=1.19
n=770
%=22.5
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J>KJ>K J M=4.61 KJ M=4.42

K M=4.23 J M=3.84 KJ M=3.42 K M=2.17

J KJ K

 J K KJ

 

 
2.  

 

3.3.2  

C CJ J 3

J C CJ J CJ C

CJ C J

2015

 

3.3.3  

M MJ J 4

J M MJ J M MJ J M MJ

J M J M MJ

 

F (1, 2373)=485.667,  p< .001

J KKJ

F(3,569)=37.194,  p<.001

M=3.42
SD=1.20
n=538
%=22.7

M=3.33
SD=1.38
n=2375
%=100.0

F(2,1878)=390.243,  p<.001

M=3.04
SD=1.36
n=1881
%=79.2

M=4.49
SD=0.73
n=79
%=3.3

M=4.04
SD=0.94
n=238
%=10.0

M=3.61
SD=0.98
n=185
%=7.8

M=3.03
SD=1.04
n=71
%=3.0

M=4.30
SD=0.89
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%=2.9

M=3.16
SD=1.12
n=249
%=10.5

M=2.78
SD=1.35
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%=3.0

M=3.76
SD=1.05
n=147
%=6.2

1; 3; 5
2; 4; 7; 8; 9; 10; 11; 13

6; 12; 14; 15; 17 16; 18 1; 3; 9 4; 5; 6; 8; 10
2; 11; 12; 13;14; 

15; 17; 18 7; 16

F(3,534)=31.873,  p<.001

F(2,491)=10.678, p<.001

M=4.43
SD=0.71
n=494
%=20.8

M=4.61
SD=0.55
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%=6.9

M=4.64
SD=0.52
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%=5.1
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SD=0.86
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%=3.4

M=4.23
SD=0.82
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%=5.5
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F(1,198)=32.437,  p<.001
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SD=0.73
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%=8.4

M=2.17
SD=1.19
n=770
%=32.4

M=3.84
SD=1.03
n=573
%=24.1

J KJ K

2; 3; 4; 6; 8; 9; 10; 11; 16
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<Abstract> 

This paper focuses on the directive and commissive speech acts proposed by Searle (1975). These acts 

demonstrate the “world-to-words” direction of fit, so they need another following act to get the world to 

match the words. Although there are abundant studies regarding speech act, most of them emphasize on 

conditions of success. In contrast, it has not been fully discussed when the following acts should occur. This 

paper shows that Japanese sentence-final particles yo and ne function as markers to indicate that the following 

acts should occur immediately after those speech acts. Based on the examples, those of which following acts 

occur immediately are proposed to be a sub-category of directive and commissive speech acts, which is not 

limited to Japanese. 

 

 

Austin (1962)  (performative) 

Searle (1975, 1979) Austin 

(the direction of fit) 
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1  (Vanderveken (1994) ) 
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 (conditions of success) 

Searle (1969) 

9 Searle and Vanderveken 
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Ballmer and Brennenstuhl (1981) 
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Searle Ballmer and 
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 { * }  

b. {*Hadi/* imdi/*Hemen/Yar n}  biz   gid-ece -iz. 

{*int/*now/*immediately/tomorrow}  1PL  go-FUT-1PL 

 {* * * } (  2018: 310) 
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<Abstract> 
Recently, in television programs or social media such as SNS, we sometimes see the Japanese adnominal 
modification ‘X mondai,’ which has some features different from ordinary adnominal modifications. 
Although many kinds of research on adnominal modifications, Internet slang, and slang among young 
people have been conducted, there is no literature on this particular expression. The purpose of this paper is 
to show the features of this expression, focusing on the differences from ordinary adnominal modifications. 
This paper, for example, demonstrates that (1) this expression is different from the ordinary ones in terms of 
prosody, (2) tends to co-occur with the Japanese verb-derived word sugiru, which means ‘exceed’ or ‘too 
much,’ and (3) has frequent particle dropouts. This paper also discusses the motivation for using the 
expression in terms of subjectivity and intersubjectivity presented by Traugott (1995, 2003). 
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SNS

2
 

(2010) twitter
 (2014) 

 

SNS
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3  
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メディアなどで見られる拡張的な連体修飾表現の分析：主観性と間主観性の観点から
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 d. 

 
 

1
3.2

 
 
4. 

2

Traugott
1995 2003  (subjectification) 

 (intersubjectification) 
 

 
4.1 

Traugott (1995) 

Traugott (1995) 
 

 
…‘subjectification’ refers to a pragmatic-semantic 
process whereby ‘meanings become increasingly 
based in the speaker’s subjective 
belief-state/attitude toward the proposition,’ in 
other words, towards what the speaker is talking 
about…                  (Traugott 1995: 31) 

(9a)  (9b) 
while (9a) while

Mary read. Bill sang. 2
(9b) while

Mary liked oysters. Bill hated them[oysters].
2

(9b)  
(subjective)  
 
(9) a. Mary read while Bill sang.  
 b. Mary liked oysters while Bill hated them. 

(Traugott 1995: 31)  
 

Traugott Langacker
subjectification

Traugott
Langacker

Langacker (1991) 

 
 
Subjectification is a semantic shift or extension in 
which an entity originally construed objectively 
comes to receive a more subjective construal.  

(Langacker 1991: 215) 
 

(10) across
(10a) 

the child
the child

(10b) (10a) 
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(10) a. The child hurried across the street.  
 b. Last night there was a fire across the street.  

(Langacker 1999: 301) 
 

Traugott
 

 
4.2 

Traugott (2003) 

Traugott (2003) 
 

 
…intersubjectification is the semasiological 
process whereby meanings come over time to 
encode or externalise implicatures regarding 
SP/W’s attention to the ‘self’ of AD/R in both an 
epistemic and social sense.  (Traugott 2003: 129) 
 
Traugott (2003) (11) Actually

Actually

 
 
(11) Actually, I will drive you to the dentist.  

(ibid.:129) 
 

 (2008) 

Traugott (2003) 
nonsubjective > 

subjective > intersubjective
 

 
4.3 

4.1 4.2 Traugott

 

 
 
1. 

 
2. 

 
3. 

 
4. 

 
 

 
(12) (12a) 

 (12b) 
 

 
(12) a. 

e
18

2016 11 19  
 b. 

2016
11 19 NEWS24  
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(13) 
(12) 

 
 
(13) a.  
 b.  
 
(14) 

 
 
(14) a.  
 b.  
 

(15) 

 
 
(15) a.  
 b.  
 

 

(16) 

 
 
(16) a. 2019 3

21  
 b. 

15 !? 
2019 3 24 Full-Count  

 

 (13) 

3.1

 
(14) 4.1 4.2

Traugott

 

1
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1

 

 

 

 

   

   

   

 
twitter

twitter

 

 
 
5  

SNS

 
 
1. SNS

 
2. 

 
3. 

 
4.  
5.  
6. 

 
 

Traugott

twitter
twitter

 

 

 
 

1. 
2012 3

twitter

 
2. twitter

 
3. 2019 3
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4. 

 
5. 

 
6. Yahoo!Japan twitter Facebook

 
 

21
 (KLC)

 
 

. 2008.

.  
. 2006.

 
35(3)

60-67. 
. 2017.

36 41-56.  
Langacker, R. W. 1991. Foundations of Cognitive 

Grammar, Vol.2: Descriptive Application. 
Stanford: Stanford University Press. 

Langacker, R. W. 2010. Grammar and 
Conceptualization. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.  

. 2006.
25(10) 25-35  

 2018.

20
323-326. 

. 2014.
Twitter ( ) 8 ×

(https://www.slideshare.net/takumitagawa/1410
31ling-nlpTwitter-upload)  

. 1975.  
1 4 71-119.  
. 1977a.

 2 5 29-78. 
. 1977b.

 3 6 1-35. 
Traugott, E. C. 1995. “Subjectification in 

Grammaticalization.” In: D. Stein and S. 
Wright (eds.) Subjectivity and Subjectivisation 
Linguistic Perspectives, 31-54. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Traugott, E. C. 2003. "From Subjectification to 
Intersubjectification." In: Raymond Hickey 
(ed.) Motives for Language Change, 124-139. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

. 2010. 2

7 219-236. 
. 1996.

. 
. 1998.
. 

メディアなどで見られる拡張的な連体修飾表現の分析：主観性と間主観性の観点から

－32－



第21回大会発表論文集　第14号

－33－



糖尿病にみる多様な想定に対応した臨床での説明 ―関連性理論の観点 から―

－34－



第21回大会発表論文集　第14号

－35－



糖尿病にみる多様な想定に対応した臨床での説明 ―関連性理論の観点 から―

－36－



第21回大会発表論文集　第14号

－37－



糖尿病にみる多様な想定に対応した臨床での説明 ―関連性理論の観点 から―

－38－



第21回大会発表論文集　第14号

－39－



Thoughts and Utterances

Relevance: Communication and Cognition

糖尿病にみる多様な想定に対応した臨床での説明 ―関連性理論の観点 から―

－40－



第21回大会発表論文集　第14号

－41－



バラエティ番組の出演者のイメージ構築を図る表現行動の研究 ―沢尻エリカ氏は本当にいい人になったのか―

－42－



第21回大会発表論文集　第14号

－43－



バラエティ番組の出演者のイメージ構築を図る表現行動の研究 ―沢尻エリカ氏は本当にいい人になったのか―

－44－



第21回大会発表論文集　第14号

－45－



バラエティ番組の出演者のイメージ構築を図る表現行動の研究 ―沢尻エリカ氏は本当にいい人になったのか―

－46－



第21回大会発表論文集　第14号

－47－



バラエティ番組の出演者のイメージ構築を図る表現行動の研究 ―沢尻エリカ氏は本当にいい人になったのか―

－48－



 
Abstract  

The aim of this paper was to distinguish a part of the difference between the Japanese and 
Chinese cognitive mechanism, as well as to try to investigate the refusal speech collected through the 
discourse completion test. The analysis of language structure and linguistic expressions was conducted 
from the point of the cognitive action of the construal. It was concluded that one of the reasons why 
there existed a difference in speech refusal between Japanese and Chinese was that the cognitive gap 
was connected to the gap in the language structure and linguistic expressions. 

1  

Brown Levinson 1987 Face Threatening Act: FTA

1

Discourse Completion Test: DCT 2

3 
 

1 JJJ2 4 

2 CCM10  

 

3 JJJ6  

4 CCM4  

 

1 JJJ2
2 CCM10
3 JJJ6

4 CCM4 JJJ6
5 CCM4

 

Langacker 2008
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2011a 2011b

 

2  
Beebe 1990 DCT Brown and Levinson 1987

6

 1994  2003  2010  2016

2008

B L 1987  
1980

Langacker 2008
specificity construal 7 One 

dimension of construal is the level of precision and detail at which a situation is characterized

Langacker 2008 55 2011 71 Schemas and 
elaborative relationships are essential in every aspect of language structure 8

Langacker 
2008 57 2011 73  

2011a 52
construal subjective construal

objective construal
2011b 318

 

 
1  
2

 

3  
2015 5 8 A

JJJ20 5 15 20.3 B
CCM20 7 13 21.7 DCT

9  
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4  
4.1  

1996
10

 1999 185  2008 138  2010 17
 

 

5 6 JJJ
CCM

 

5 JJJ2 1  

 6 CCM10

2  

 

As representation of conventional patterns, schemas 
provide the basis for assessing linguistic well-formedness

Langacker 
2008 57 2011 73

 
 
4.2  

2007 95

DCT
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2  
 JJJ  CCM  

 10 2 
 10 18 

 
2 JJJ CCM

JJJ 10 CCM 2
CCM 18 JJJ 10

 
 

JJJ  

7 JJJ5  

8 … … JJJ7  

9 JJJ9  

CCM  

10 CCM2  

 

11 CCM4 2  

 

12 CCM17  

 
 

JJJ CCM
inter state

FTA
 

CCM JJJ

CCM
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4.3  
JJJ CCM

3  

3 JJJ 11 CCM 4
CCM 9 JJJ 2

JJJ CCM 2
 

13 CCM10

2  

14 CCM20  

13 14

CCM
 

15 16
 

15  

16  
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 2010 3

 2010 2

 

 
DCT
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1 2007 2010 2011 2007

1995 2007
 

2 3  
3

 
4 JJJ CCM

 
5

 
6 Beebe et al. 1990

 
7 The corresponding labels I will use, for broad classes of construal phenomena, are specificity, focusing, 
prominence, and perspective ( specificity

focusing prominence perspective ) Langacker 2008
55 2011 71  
8 By schematization ,I mean the process of extracting the commonality in multiple experiences to arrive at 
a conception representing a higher level of abstraction

Langacker 2008 17 2011
21 elaboration instantiation  
9 JJJ DCT CCM

DCT  
10

1996 9,  
 
 

 
1994 ( 1 A)

45(1) 43-54  
Beebe Leslie M., T. Takahashi and R. Uliss-Weltz 1990  “Pragmatic transfer in ESL Refusals.”In R. 

Scarcella, E. Anderson and S. Krashen(eds.) Developing communicative competence in a second 
language, 55-73 New York Newbury House  

Brown P and Levinson S 1987 Politeness  Some Universals in Language Usage. Cambridge   
Cambridge University Press  

1995
87 79-90  

1996
5 5-17  

2011a
5 49-67  
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2011b
26(4) 317-322  

2007
3 84-62  

2003
15 19-41.  

Langacker, Ronald. W 2008 Cognitive grammar: A basic introduction. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  
2011  

1999 11
181-186  

2010
22 1-28.  

2007 17 93-112  
2016

62 82-99  
2010 Language issues 16(1) 1-12  
2011

20 57-73  
2008  

2008
38 133-140  

2010
WEB 1-10  
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Abstract  

  The current study compares negative evaluation on the behaviors which considered as a  

deviation from norm, rule, or common ideas between Chinese and Japanese native speakers.  

Chinese native speakers are inclined to use semantic formulas as cuss/abuse, joke/irony/sarcasm, 

pronouns of address, plural form of the first-person pronoun, while Japanese prefers using 

criticism, confirmation/allusion, preface. As such, Chinese speakers tend to opt positive 

politeness strategies as suggested by prior works, while Japanese speakers are assumed to rely 

on on-record strategies instead, from their preference on using criticism. Finally, the usage of 

joke/irony/sarcasm by Chinese speakers implies that one speech act may contains multiple  

politeness strategies. 

1.

/

/ /

 2014

Brown & Levinson

1987

 2002

Discourse Completion Test :DCT

JNS CNS

 

 

2.  

Brown & Levinson 1987

Brown & Levinson 1987 face Goffman 1967

2

Face Threatening Act
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FTA

FTA

2014 2015

2014:63

DCT

 1996 2012 2013

2014

 

 

3.  

3.1.  

2

2

/

2017 5 30

21.4 5.09 30 6 24 28.6

4.84 2-way mixed ANOVA

F 3,150 =58.815, p<.001, 

G.eta^2=.297 : F 1,58 =0.275, p=.602

:F 3,150 =5.790, p=.002, G.eta^2=.040, 

F 1 58 7.278 p=.009
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G.eta^2=.112

 

2017 5 8

JNS CNS 40 JNS 20.45

1.69 40 20 20

CNS 23 2.11 40

20 20

 

3.2  

 1996  2013 Shea 2003  2012  2015

1  

a f 6  
 

a  

2

JNS   

/

 

JNS   
 

b / 3  

 
 

CNS   
 

c 4  

 
 

JNS  
 

d 5  
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JNS   
 

/  
 

JNS   
JNS   

 
 

 
JNS  

 
 

 
CNS   

 
e / / /  

/ /  
 

? CNS   
 

f. /

 
 

JNS   
 

4  
 

a

 
 

CNS   
 

b. 6

CNS  

c. 7

CNS JNS  

d.

JNS   

1

2
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4  

CNS JNS

1  

1 CNS JNS  

/  CNS JNS 

 -6.8 6.8 

/  2.4 -2.4 

 1.3 -1.3 

 .4 -.4 

/ /  6.6 -6.6 

/  -3.9 3.9 

 1.3 -1.3 

 2.3 -2.3 

-2.1 2.1 

3.8 -3.8 

²=121.616 df=9 p<.001 

²=121.616 df=9 p<.001 8

1

JNS /

CNS / / /

 

JNS CNS

1

1 JNS  

2

2 JNS

 

/

3 ? JNS   
 

4 5

第21回大会発表論文集　第14号

－61－



 
 

4  

JNS   

5  

JNS   
 

2002

CNS JNS

 

/ /

 
 

6 ? CNS   

7 CNS   

8 /  

CNS   

9 6  

CNS   

 
6 8 /

9 6

7

9 6  

Sperber & Wilson 1986

/

/
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CNS / /

Brown & Levison 

1987 328

Brown & Levinson 1987:144

 2002  

JNS

²=32.276

df=8 p<.001 CNS

²=19.583 df=9 p=.021

JNS

/ / / ²=53.320

df=8 p<.001 CNS JNS

²=37.292 df=9 p<.001

FTA

D / P / Brown & Levison 1987

FTA

/ / /

FTA  

 

5  

JNS /

 2002

20

CNS /

/ /

 2002

/ /
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implicature Sperber &Wilson 1995 221

1

2 2013 148

2013 148
3 2015 7

4

1996 130
a.

 
5
6 2006 9

7 1999 2002 2006  
8

1.96
 

21 30 12 1
 

 
 

Brown, P.,  and Levinson, S.  C. 1987. Politeness: some universals in language usage . Cambridge: 
Cambridge Univ.  Press.   
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Goffman,E.1967. Interaction ri tual :  essays on face to face behavior .Garden City, New York 

2002  
Shea,  H.2003.  Japanese Complaining in English: A study of  Interlanguage Pragmatics .  

Columbia University 
Sperber,  D. & Wilson,  D. 1995. Relevance: communication and cognition  
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23 pp.142-153 

.2015.
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.2014.
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.1996.
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<Abstract> 
This paper describes the language management of Japanese native speakers who are 

linguistic hosts in contact situations. The data used came from triad conversations in which 
two participants were Japanese native speakers and the third was a non-native speaker. 
Focusing on the co-construction of utterances in task-oriented conversation, the author 
analyzed the data both quantitatively and qualitatively. The study’s results showed that native 
speakers co-constructed utterances in parts of conversation related to ‘story making’ and ‘work 
management’ to establish cooperation as linguistic hosts and express shared perspectives on 
their work. Conversely, linguistic hosts were more likely to support a non-native speaker in 
‘story making’ through utterance co-construction with less overlaps and latching.  

 
 

 
 

(linguistic host)

 
Fan(1994) 
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2
(  2000, p.44)

(1988)

( 2000) ( 2002)
(  2016)  

Hayashi(2003)
(2002) 1 (2004)

 
 

( )2
( )1 12

8
1  

 
1  

       

1 15 48  
NNM11 

 
23  

JLPT N2 NM12 21  NM13 22 

2 8 32  
NNF21 

  
21  

JLPT N1 NNF22 20  NNF23 20 

3 14 26  
NNM31 

 
21  

JLPT N1 NM32 20  NM33 20 

4 15 00  
NNF41 

 
23  

JLPT N1 NF42 21  NF43 21 

5 14 32  
NNF51 

 
20  

JLPT N1 NF52 24  NF53 23 

6 9 52  
NNF61 

 
23  

JLPT N2 NF62 20  NF63 20 

7 10 45  
NNF71 

 
20  

JLPT N3 NF72 21  NF73 20 

8 06 09  
NNF81 

 
23  

JLPT N3 NF82 22  NF83 23 
NM(Native Male) ; NF(Native Female) ; 
NNM(Non-native Male) ; NNF(Non-native Female)  
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3  
 

 

2  

3  

 
 

(t=3.106, d=15, p<.01)
(m=2.44) (m=5.88)

 
 

(t=4.137, d=15, p<.01)

6 5.3
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
t  

 
 

 
t  

         

 
  2.81 13 0 

n.s. 
1.44 5 0 

p<.01 
 1.81 6 0 0.31 5 0 
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(F(2,21)=4.67, p<.05)

( 3)

(r=-.852, p<.01)
( 4)  

 
3  

 
 
   

  

         

 3.38 10 1 
p<.05 

1.00 4 0 
n.s.  4.75 10 0 1.75 6 0 

 1 2 0 0.75 2 0 

 
4  

  
 

 
  

1 72 0 

p<.01 

2 15 2 
3 55 1 
4 35 1 
5 27 1 
6 91 0 
7 53 0 
8 38 1 

 

 

 
1 NF82 NF83

 
NF82 NF83 119 NF83

NF82 (118 ) ::
NF82 NF83 ::

NF83 NF83 (123
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 like  
 
 

 
<Abstract> 
This is a content analysis of American English discourse. By listening to conversations, the 
researcher found that speakers of American English tend to use like as a discourse marker. 
This is a unique way to speak, observed especially in colloquial American English. The 
researcher tries to figure out how speakers of American English use like in conversations by 
analyzing corpus data, Mister O Corpus, in which they gave a common topic to groups of two 
female native speakers of American English. Some utterance samples and statistical data of 
like used in the conversations are shown in the article.  

like 

 
 

( )
like

like

like
 

 
(1)  And then we would do llike, almost like electives and America you will have like music 

or something like, or the arts. We will take an extra class like based on Chinese culture. 
 

20
like like

um ah
like

like
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2.  
like

(  2015:59)

Underhill(1988:234) like
Fuller(2003)

like like

 
like

valley speak

2013
like

Underhill
(1)

2012
like  

 
3.  

1 2004 2014

( )  

2004

11
20

unfamiliar
E English T

teacher S student  

 
  

unit speaker age birthplace unit speaker age birthplace 

E01 
ES2 21 Pennsylvania 

E13 
ES14 21 Tennessee 

ET1 30 Hawaii ET7 27 Washington 

アメリカ英語の談話における like の出現
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E03 
ES4 20 Oregon 

E15 
ES16 21 Virginia 

ET2 30 Florida ET8 63 Oregon 

E05 
ES6 20 Wisconsin 

E17 
ES18 unknown Pennsylvania 

ET3 54 Wisconsin ET9 30 Iowa 

E07 
ES7 unknown New York 

E19 
ES20 21 Virginia 

ET4 27 Massachusetts ET10 30 Washington 

E09 
ES10 23 California 

E21 
ES22 20 Connecticut 

ET5 27 Washington ET11 37 California 

E11 
ES12 21 Idaho     
ET6 30 California     

 
4.  
4.1 like  

 
 like  

like
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ES10ET6 ET11ET1 ES4 ET8 ET5 ET7 ET10ES12ET9 ES14 ES6 ET3 ET2 ES16ES20 ES2 ES18 ES7 ET4 ES22

%

age group rate 

in their early 20's 2.16% 

in their late 20's 1.33% 

around 30 1.75% 

over the mid 30's 0.58% 
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like ES10
ET6 ( 6.76% 3.88% ) valley speak

ET10 0.14
ET8 0.29%

ES18 ES22 ( 3.96%
3.07% ) ET11

like
 

 
4.2 like  

 like  

    

( ) 83  11 
 41  9 
 19 ( ) 7 

( ) 19  5 
( ) 16  2 

 14  2 

 
like (2002)

like ( ( ) like )

 

 
4.2.1  

 
(2) ES16: Yeah, it's funny to be reminded of llike, America 
(3) ES18: I think, maybe because I have like(..) a really good host family too 
(4) ET11: It wasn't just our family, but it was actually quite a religious community, so(..) I mean 

there was like a grocery store, and so I(.) I wasn't exposed to that(.) much secular lifestyle 
(5) ES18: Because, um, we, um(.) I go to school in Washington, so it's a city, but kind of like a 

strange city and everybody leaves on the weekends 

アメリカ英語の談話における like の出現
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(2) (3) (4)

(5) kind of
(3) like

(5) a city
Underhill  

 
4.2.2  

like  

 
(6) ES12: First we came(.) we(.) we came out in Meidigokokuji Temple, and then we walked 

down here, and then, “Oh, it’s the wrong direction”, so we went back and asked at the koban, 
and we were llike “Where’s(.) where’s, you know, XX University?”, he’s like “Oh go that way”, 
so we went part of the way and we were like “I don’ know”, so we asked somebody else, and 
she was like “No, no that way!”, so we went that way 

(7) ET1: It was kind of like “Wow … everyone’s kind of large, and loud” 
(8) ET4: And I was like, “Mesaya just saw me pee!” {laugh} 

 
(6)

like (7)

like kind of (8)

{laugh}
( ) I 

said I thought like
Was were be

 

 
4.2.3  

(2015:61) like
(approximately)
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(9) ET9: And some people really think of it as llike fo(.) a third world country or something 
(10) ET6: I remember that when I was going for my teaching credential, we had to write like 

five or six essays on all different topics 
 

(9) fourth third
(10) or

like  

 
4.2.4 like 

like 14
 

 
(11) ES7: Like I mean obviously everyone has funny(.) you now(.) experiences 
(12) ET11: That wasn’t very good English was it? 
    ET11: I wasn’t exposed to very(.) anyway 
    ES22: Like an outside 
    ET11: Yeah, yeah 
 

(11) like well Well

(2015:64) like S V
(11) funny experiences

you know
 

(12) ES22 like ET11
ES22

like (11) ES22
ET11  

 
4.2.5 like 

 
(13) ET3: So, I thought maybe the crows thought the cat had killed the bird, ate the bird or 

something 
ES6: Hmm, yeah, do you think it really ate it? Like have you seen the body? 

 
(13)
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like
like ET3 ES6

ET follow up  

 
5.  

like 30

(ES10) like

 
like 4.2

like
be kind of

like
like

Like  
( ) ( ) like

like
 

 
 

1 Mister O Corpus
15-17

B No.15320054
( 20-21 B

No.20320064 )
23-25 B No.23320090

 

 
 

{laugh}              
(.)        

 

Amiridze, N. and Boyd, H. D. and Maclagan, M. 2010. Fillers, pauses, and placeholders. Philadelphia, PA:  

John Benjamins Publishing Company. 
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Abstract  
The purpose of this paper is clarifying the distinguish of speech effects in selection of Japanese pe
rsonal deixis “anata” & “proper noun” when speaker know hearer’s name. Specifically, each of "an
ata" & “proper noun” in the speech has hearer & identity properties. And especially in "anata", sin
ce formality is strong, it may consider that there is a function of “Make deference / distance”. This
 paper examine these functions make “anata” as an expression of politeness in some cases and as 
complex use. 

 
 
 
1  

( 2012

2016 )

 

 

2  

(definite description)

(1997)
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¹ (

)

(2003)

 

 

  

3  

(1973)

(vocative use) (pronominal use)

(1990) (terms of address) (terms of refe

rence)

 

 

3 1  

( )

 (1959)

発話の中の聞き手指示方法の選択に関する語用論的分析 ―「あなた」と「固有名詞」との選択を中心に―
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(2012) (Epistemic Primacy)

( )

(2016)

(428 ) 6 ( 9 )

 

 

 

33 2  

Shibatani(1990)

(speech level)

(deference)
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Takahara(1992)

(distancing function) (2016)

 

(1959)

²

4

 

 

44  

4 1  

³

(1999)

3 1 (2012) (2016)

Brown&Levinson(1987)  

 

発話の中の聞き手指示方法の選択に関する語用論的分析 ―「あなた」と「固有名詞」との選択を中心に―
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44 2  

4 2 1  

 

 
(1) A( ) B( )  

A ( ) 

 

 

 

2  

 

(2) C( ) D( )  

C  

D  

C  

D  

C  

 

9  

 

(1) (2) (1) A B

(2) D

C D

A C B D

(1) A B

B B

A B

FTA

(2) D D

D

(2) C D D

FTA  

(1) (2)

FTA

B D
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(1)

5 Give deference

(1) (2)

FTA

 

 

44 2 2  

 

 
(3) A( ) B( )  

A  

3  

 

(4) C( ) D( )  

C  

 

10  

 

(3) (4) B D

1 2 Notice, attend to H(his interest, wants, needs, goods) Exaggerate(interest, 

approval, sympathy with H)

A C B D (3) (4)

(marked)
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FTA

FTA

 

 

44 3  

FTA

FTA

(2008)

FTA

FTA

(2015)

 

 

5  
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¹ (1997)  
² (1968)  
³ 2007

5 7  
(1999) (

) ( ) 12
8

 
Brown&Levinson(1987) (Face)

FTA(Face 
Threatening Acts)  
 

 
Brown Penelope and Stephen C. Levinson 1987 Politeness: Some universals in language usage. Cam

bridge University Press  
1990 1 71-77  
2015

27-56  
1999 2 29-41  
1959   

Shibatani Masayoshi 1990 The Languages of Japan Cambridge University Press  
2012 (Epistemic Pri

macy) 22 63-96  
1973  

Takahara Kumiko 1992 Second Person Deixis in Japanese and Power Semantics Intercultural Com
munication Studies 2(1) 117-128  

2003
46 86-75. 

2008  
1997 . 
1968 . 
2016 163 64-78  

 

 
2007 2016 

 

発話の中の聞き手指示方法の選択に関する語用論的分析 ―「あなた」と「固有名詞」との選択を中心に―

－88－



* 
 
 
 

 
 

<Abstract> 
This study deals with the newly-acquired meaning of Japanese tae (“gain credit for class/classes”), unconventional in that 
it does not have typical verbal inflection (tae-ru) or co-occurrence with auxiliaries (ni tae-ru, ga tae-ru). We have three 
claims. (i) Data collected from Twitter indicates that it has first been observed around 2011 with related expressions tae-e 
being observed in 2013 and tae-tae/dae observed in 2015. (ii) According to Japanese native speakers (N=11), it is assumed 
that tan-i tae is mainly used by young adults, not by older generations. (iii) A novel conceptual metaphor TEST IS AN 
RPG-GAME is reflected behind the expression. 
 
 

 
 

 
1.  

(1) 
Twitter  

 
(1)           (2017/09/07) 
 
(1) 

 (2013) 
 2012

cf.  2015

 2018  2017
 

2 3
Twitter

4
 << RPG1 >> 5  

 
2.  

 
 (construction)  (Construction Grammar)

 (form-meaning pairing)
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: 1; cf. Goldberg 1995: 1
kick the bucket  (cf. Taylor 2002: 285)

kick, the, bucket
 (constructionalization)

 (cf. Trougott and Trousdale 2013: 11)  
4

<<A B>> A  IS  B A B
Lakoff 

and Johnson 1980; Fillmore 1982; 2003;  2011, 2016  
 
(2) A B

    2011: 96  
 
3.  

NINJAL-LWP for BCCWJ
 (BCCWJ) 1 2018/11/28

Twitter  (2015) 
Twitter

 
 
3.1 3  

 
 

1
1  

 
(3) a. drop gone  

(2014/02/05) 
b 60 GPA

                   (2018/03/19) 
 
(3a) 

(3b) 

60 4 GPA

インターネットスラングにおける意味変化 ―新規表現「耐え」を中心に―
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(3b) 

 
 

 
 
(4) a. 6                  (2018/09/11) 

b. 20               (2018/03/18) 
c. 128  

134        (2018/03/12) 
d. (((o(* *)o)))  

70       
 

1                  (2018/02/25) 
e. 4 1

95% 2 1
                     (2018/03/19) 

 
(4abc) 6 20 1

(4de) 
4

 
 

   
 
(5) a. !! 

12  
20 !! 

!! 
60 !!                 (2016/09/11)

b.  
     (2018/03/12) 

 
(5a) (5b) (5ab) 

3.2  
2018 3 4

11 20 30
0 2018 7 1
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2011
 

 
 
(6) 

                        (2018/03/13) 
 
(6) 

 (3) 
(6) 

Twitter
 

 
3.2  

3.1
Twitter 2

 
 (i) (ii)  

 
(7) a.         (2010/01/18) 

b. 
                  (2010/01/25) 

c. !! ( ) (// //)          (2010/09/26) 
d. w                     (2011/03/24) 

 
 (7a) 

: 1238
(7b) (7a) 2

(7c) (7d) 
2011  

(iii) (vi)  
 
(8) a.  

                 (2011/02/16) 
b.          (2013/06/25) 
c.              (2013/07/19) 
d.                     (2015/01/18) 

 
(8a)  (7a) (8b) 
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(8c) 
(8b) (8d) 

2013 2015  
Twitter

3 3

(i) (ii) 
(iii) 

2017 … 2005
cf. Goldberg 1995, 2006,  2011

 
 
4.  

 << RPG >> <<
>>  2016 << >> (Lakoff and Johnson 1980) 

 << >> 

<< >>  <<
>> RPG  <<
RPG >>  

<< RPG >> GOOD IS UP; BAD IS DOWN (Lakoff and Johnson 1980)
 << >>  2016

RPG
1  

 
1 << RPG >>  

 
 

 
(9) a. 100 4  

                       (2018/9/18) 
b. (  -   )    (2018/10/22) 
c. 1 HP …           (2018/11/18) 
d. ( 1 )

 (2018/02/10) 
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e.         (2018/07/19) 
f.             (2016/09/19) 
g. 0  

(2018/10/24) 
 
(9) 3

(9bce) 

(9a) 
(9b) 

RPG HP
4 RPG

(9c)  (9b) 

HP (9d)  (9c) HP
HP

(9e) 

5 HP

HP
RPG (9f) 

1 RPG
(9g) 0

RPG HP
 

RPG

RPG  
RPG

RPG

RPG

RPG
RPG

 
SNS6
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SNS Twitter
 (2015)  

 
5.  

2 (i) 2011
2013 2015 (ii)  << RPG

>> 
 

(i) 7 8 (ii) 
(iii)  
 
* 21 : 

3
3.2 4  

 
 

1. RPG  (role-playing game)

3 : 2720  
2. https://twitter.com/search-advanced/ 2018/07/29  
3. 5 : 2637

2004 :  
(i) 

 
 2005: 299  

4. HP 0 HP
 

5. 
 

6. SNS Social Networking Service
Web

http://www.soumu.go.jp/main_sosiki/joho_tsusin/security/basic/service/07.html 2018/11/28  
7. 

http://college.nikkei.co.jp/article/98575615.html; 2018/11/29  
8. defeat  << RPG >> 

 (ii) (iii) instagrammable, facebookable, tweetable
[SNS -able] SNS

 (iv)  
(ii) my professor looked at my test then at me and he’s like ur not even gonna try on the extra credit and all i could 
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tell him is that i was admitting defeat and that i had no hope          (2018/03/08) 
(iii) Extra credit assignment for my English class: play my professor in scrabble via iPhone. Defeat her and you will 

receive extra credit.                   (2013/01/24) 
(iv) The ring is more of a pride thing for a man. He needs it to be Facebookable, Tweetable, and Instagrammable. 

(2015/12/22) 
 

 
Fillmore, C. 1982. “Frame Semantics.” In the Linguistic Society of Korea (eds.) Linguistics in the Morning Calm, 111-

137. Seoul: Hanshin Publishing. 
Goldberg, A. E. 1995. Constructions: A Construction Grammar Approach to Argument Structure. Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press. 2001. : 
:  

Goldberg, A. E. 2006. Constructions at Work: The Nature of Generalization in Language. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 

. 2012. 14
7 41 48. 

 . 2005. 1945 2005 : . 
Lakoff, G. and M. Johnson. 1980. Metaphors We Live By. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

1986. :  
. 2011. : . 
. 2016. : . 

. 2017. : Twitter
23 19 38. 

. 2018.
20 13 323 326. 

. 2011. [ + ] 7 2 1
16. 

. 2013.
13 310 322. 

. 2003. : . 
Taylor, J. R. 2002. Cognitive Grammar. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Traugott, E. C. and G. Trousdale. 2013. Constructionalization and Constructional Changes. Oxford: Oxford University 

Press. 
. 2015. Twitter 123 106 94. 

 
 

KOTONOHA (BCCWJ)  (http://www.kotonoha.gr.jp/shonagon/) 
2006. : . 

2006. 3 : . 
1998. 5 : . 

Lago NINJAL-LWP for TWC (http://nlt.tsukuba.lagoinst.info/) 
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<Abstract> 
 Previous studies have paid little attention to the use of the rhetorical strategy of allegory in 
conversational talk-exchange.  Given this, this study focuses on conversational scenes in films and novels 
as data from a discourse analytic perspective.  It thus reveals that allegory can be used in two different 
ways in such talk-exchange, and argues that each of them is rooted in a certain aspect of the discourse.  The 
specific analysis and discussion also serves to demonstrate how productively the analytical heuristics of 
discourse analysis can contribute to the study of rhetoric in general. 

 
 
 

 (i)  (allegory) 
(ii) 

Wales, 2011: 368-370
, 1998: 7

Gee, 2011: 8-10 Johnstone, 2000:126-127 Paltridge, 2006: 19-20
 

2
3

4
5  

 

: 1992[1981]: 197  (1992[1981]: 200) 
 

 
(1)  

  
 

 
Gulliver’s Travels  The Pilgrim’s Progress 

Ritchie, 2017: ch.4 Sloane, 2001: 18-20 Stockwell, 1992 Wales, 
2011: 14 1726

, 2006: 8-9  The 
City of Destruction  The Celestial City 

Crisp, 2001: 11 Semino, 2008: 65-66 1
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 (1992[1981]: 204) 

, 2015

 

 (1992[1981])  (2015) 

Argument by/from Analogy Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1969: 371-389 Ribeiro ed., 2014
Walton et al., 2008: ch.2

 
 

 
 

2  
(2)  Mission: Impossible III  Ethan 

 Davian Davian Ethan  
Musgrave Musgrave  Davian Musgrave 

Ethan  
 

(2) MUSGRAVE:  I thought you could get her back.  But I wasn’t gonna let Brassel, of all people, 
undo the work I’d done.  I took action, Ethan, on behalf of the working families of our 
country.  The Armed Forces, the White House.  I’d had enough of Brassel and his 
sanctimony.  IMF Executive Director.  He’s an affirmative action poster boy.  (a)You grab 
Davian like he wanted, then what?  (b)Davian’s a weed.  (c)You cut him out, two or more 
spring up just like him the next day.  (d)Arrest him?  Then what?  You use him.  
Collaborate with him.  And it’s Christmas. 

 
Musgrave Davian  (2a)  (copulative 
metaphor)  “a weed”  (2b)

Davian  weed  (2c) “two or more” “the next day” 
Davian 

 (2d)
Musgrave 

Davian  
, 2015: 77-79

3 Davian  Ethan 
Musgrave 

 
(2b) 

会話で諷喩を使う二つの方法 ―相手を巻き込むか，自ら語るか―
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 (3)  Swordfish  Reisman  
Gabriel  FBI 

Reisman  Gabriel 
Reisman  Kaplan 

 
 

(3) REISMAN:  Son.  (a)Let’s just say you’ve got a 200-pound Rottweiler.  (b)Now he loves you.  It’s 
his job to protect you.  (c)But if he ever bites you, even once, you gotta put him down.  
(d)You can never tell who he might bite next.  You understand? 

KAPLAN:  Yes, I do understand, Senator. 
REISMAN:  I think we got a team of the West Coast.  Uh, Fort MacArthur.  Maybe they should 

pay our friend a visit. 
 
Reisman  Kaplan  (3a)4

 (3b) “But”
 (3c) “even 

once” “you gotta”
 (3d)  

Gabriel 
Reisman  Gabriel 

 Gabriel 
Reisman  Kaplan 

Reisman (2) 

 
 (4)  Red Lights  Tom 

 Margaret  
Sally  
 

(4) SALLY:  So why do you do this? 
TOM:  Do what? 
SALLY:  Investigate fake paranormal stuff.  Don’t you think it’s a bit weird? 
TOM:  I just try to help Margaret. 
SALLY:  I mean, what for?  (a)If someone claims to have powers and actually don’t, who cares?  

Why bother? 
TOM:  (b)Why bother?  (c)If your mom was one of those people who went to see a psychic 

because, um, her stomach was bothering her and (d)the psychic told her that it was nothing, 
that it was just a, a touch of gastritis.  (e)But then later on, you find out it was stomach 
cancer and it’s too late to treat.  (f)Do you think then you’d say “Why bother?” 

SALLY:  Did, did that happen to you? 
 

cf. “someome” “who cares?”  Sally  (4a) Tom 
 (4b) Sally 

 (4c)  (4d) 
“But”  (4e)

Tom  Sally  (4f)  
Tom  Sally 
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 Sally 

 (3)  Reisman  

 (narrative) 
Labov, 1972: ch.9

 
 

— —  
 (5)  Shallow Hal  Hal 

 Rosemary 
 Hal  

Mauricio Hal Rosemary Hal  
 

(5) HAL:  You screwed me, man!  I had a beautiful, caring, funny, intelligent woman, and you made 
her disappear! 

MAURICIO:  Oh, no, I didn’t.  I just made Rosemary appear.  There’s a difference.  It’s called 
reality. 

HAL:  Hey, (a)if you can see something and hear it and smell it, what keeps it from being real? 
MAURICIO:  (b)Third-party perspective.  Other people agreeing that it’s real. 
HAL:  (c)OK, let me ask you a question.  (d)Who’s the all-time love of your life? 
MAURICIO:  (e)Wonder Woman. 
HAL:  (f)OK.  Let’s say Wonder Woman falls in love with you, right?  (g)Would it bother you if 

the rest of the world didn’t find her attractive? 
MAURICIO:  (h)Not at all.  Cos I know they’d be wrong. 
HAL:  (i)That’s what I had with Rosemary!  I saw a knockout!  I don’t care what anybody else 

saw! 
MAURICIO:  Jeez, I never thought about it that way.  Hey, I guess I really did screw you, huh? 

 
 Hal (5a) Mauricio  (5b)

Hal  (5c) cf. Schegloff, 1980 Mauricio 
 (5e) Hal  Wonder Woman  Mauricio  

(5f)  (5g)  Mauricio 
 (5h) Hal 

 Rosemary  (5i)  
Hal  Rosemary Mauricio  Wonder Woman 

 Mauricio 
(5d), (5g)

 
 (6) Dan Brown  Angels and Demons 

 Chartrand 
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(6)  Chartrand took a deep breath.  “I don’t understand this omnipotent-benevolent thing.” 
 The camerlengo smiled.  “You’ve been reading Scripture.” 
 “I try.” 
 “You are confused because the Bible describes God as an omnipotent and benevolent 
deity.” 
 “Exactly.” 
 “Omnipotent-benevolent simply means that God is all-powerful and well-meaning.” 
 “I understand the concept.  It’s just…there seems to be a contradiction.” 
 “Yes.  The contradiction is pain.  Man’s starvation, war, sickness…” 
 “Exactly!”  Chartrand knew the camerlengo would understand.  “Terrible things happen in 
this world.  Human tragedy seems like proof that God could not possibly be both all-powerful 
and well-meaning.  (a)If He loves us and has the Power to change our situation, He would prevent 
our pain, wouldn’t He?” 
 The camerlengo frowned.  (b)“Would He?” 
 Chartrand felt uneasy.  Had he overstepped his bounds?  Was this one of those religious 
questions you just didn’t ask?  (c)“Well…if God loves us, and He can protect us, He would have 
to.  It seems He is either omnipotent and uncaring, or benevolent and powerless to help.” 
 (d)“Do you have children, Lieutenant?” 
 Chartrand flushed.  (e)“No, signore.” 
 (f)“Imagine you had an eight-year-old son… would you love him?” 
 (g)“Of course.” 
 (h)“Would you do everything in your power to prevent pain in his life?” 
 (i)“Of course.” 
 (j)“Would you let him skateboard?” 
 Chartrand did a double take.  The camerlengo always seemed oddly “in touch” for a 
clergyman.  (k)“Yeah, I guess,” Chartrand said.  “Sure, I’d let him skateboard, but I’d tell him to 
be careful.” 
 (l)“So as this child’s father, you would give him some basic, good advice and then let him 
go off and make his own mistakes?” 
 (m)“I wouldn’t run behind him and mollycoddle him if that’s what you mean.” 
 (n)“But what if he fell and skinned his knee?” 
 (o)“He would learn to be more careful.” 
 The camerlengo smiled. (p)“So although you have the power to interfere and prevent your 
child’s pain, you would choose to show your love by letting him learn his own lessons?” 
 (q)“Of course.  Pain is part of growing up.  It’s how we learn.” 
 The camerlengo nodded. “Exactly.” 

 
Chartrand  (6a, c) “love” “power” “pain”  
(6b)  (6d-e) Chartrand 

 (6f-i)
 (6j-m)  “pain”  (6n) Chartrand 

 “pain”  (6o)  
Chartrand  (6p)  “pain”  “power”  
“love” Chartrand 

“pain” (6q)  

 Chartrand cf. (6f)
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Chartrand  (6f, h, j, n) 
 (6l, p) Chartrand 

(6) 
 

Levinson, 1983: 303

 
 

 

 
 

(a) cf. Johnstone, 2008: 157
(b) Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974

 (a) 
5  (b) 

 

 
 

 

6

 

, 1998, 2002 , 2000
 (figure of speech) , 1992[1978]: 47-50 , 

1992: 250  (topos) 
Gill & Whedbee, 1997 Walton, 1995 , 2016

cf. 2

会話で諷喩を使う二つの方法 ―相手を巻き込むか，自ら語るか―
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cf. 3

 

, 1992[1981]: 203

e.g., , 2014 , 
2015 , 2017 Cameron, 2008, 2010, 2011 Semino, 2008

extended metaphor Stockwell, 
1992

 
 
 

1 

 (2015)  
2 cf. (2-5)  “you” 

Mazeland (2013) Schegloff (1996)
 (2005a, 2005b)  

3 
Cuenca, 2015 Dancygier & Sweetser, 2014: sec.6.5.3  

4 90 110
https://www.britannica.com/animal/Rottweiler, 2018/12/19 200

 
5 

 (parable)  (fable) , 2015
 

6 
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.  1992[1981].    : . 
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 3-18.  : . 
.  2014.    

16 297-301. 
.  2015.    

17 73-80. 
.  2017.  

  19 255-270. 
.  1992.    ( )  235-264.  : 
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( )  2006.     : . 

.  2005a.    ( )  
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Abstract  
     This study aims to present a pragmatic analysis of inchoative/causative alternation in 
Japanese as an alternative to a lexical-semantic analysis. The Cooperative Principle, especially, 
the maxims of quantity and quality (Grice 1989) give us a more unified and economical account 
than Lexical Rule employed by lexical semantic theories. The alternation is accounted for by 
how speakers describe the situations and the two maxims as constraints. In the following 
discussion, I refer to Kageyama (1996) as a representative of lexical semantic theories, point 
out their problems, and argue for the pragmatic approach.  
 

 
 
 
1.  
 

 
 
(1) a.  

b.  
 

(2) a.  
b. *  

 
(1a) (1b)

(2a) (1a) (2b)
(2b)

(1b) (1a)
1 

lexical semantics

2

 
 
2.  
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Lexical Conceptual Structure, 
LCS

 
 
(3) The assumption that the syntactic behavior of verbs is semantically determined gives rise 

to a powerful technique for investigating verb meaning that can be exploited in the 
development of a theory of lexical knowledge. (Levin 1993: 14)  

 
LCS

Lexical Rule LCS
LCS LCS

 
 
2.1. 1996  

1996 2 decausativization
anticausativization 2

-ar- -e-  
 
(4)  

-ar-
 1996: 184  

 
-ar- x CONTROL [y BECOME [y BE AT-z]] 
 
   
       (  1996: 188) 

 
LCS

y
 

 
(5) a. atsum-ar-u  

b. sim-ar-u  
(  1996: 185) 

 
(4)

 
 
(6) a. *  

b. *  

日本語の自他交替：協調の原理の観点から

－106－



c. *  (  1996: 185) 
 

LCS
 

 
 
(7)  

-e-  
1996: 184  
 
-e-  [x CONTROL [y BECOME [y BE AT-z]]] 
   [x=y CONTROL [y BECOME [y BE AT-z]]] 

(  1996: 145) 
 

LCS x y
y

 
 
(8) a. hazur-e-ru  

b. yabur-e-ta  
c. mekur-e-ru  

 
(4) (7)

 
 
(9) a. * tuma-ar-u  

b. * uw-ar-u  
c. * kak-ar-u  (  1996: 189) 

 

LCS
 

 
2.2. 1996  

1996
-ar- -e-

 2000; Matsumoto 2000  
 
(10) a. tum-ar-u  

b. husag-ar-u  
 
(11) a. tok-e-ru  
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b. tok-e-ru  
 

-ar-
(10)

-e-

(11)
2  

2

situation
 

 
2.3.  

1
 

 
(12) a. husag-ar-u  

b.  
 

(13) a. tor-e-ru  
b.  

 
(12) (13) -ar- -e-

 
 
(14) a. 1 x  CONTROL [y BECOME [y BE AT-z]]  

b. 2 x=y CONTROL [y BECOME [y BE AT-z]]  
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(15)  

3 
 
(16)  

 
 

 
 
3.1.  

1 1

2

2
 

 
 
(17)  
 

(17)

 
 
(18)  

1. Make your contribution as informative as is required (for the current purposes of the 
exchange). 

2. Do not make your contribution more informative than is required. 
(Grice 1989: 26) 

 

(17)  
 

 
(19)  
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(19) (17)

4 (17)
 

 
 
(20)  
 

(20) (17)
5

 
1

 
 
(21)  

Try to make your contribution one that is true 
1. Do not say what you believe to be false 
2. Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence. (Grice 1989: 27) 

 

(21)-2
(20)

(15)
1

6 
 
3.2.  

2

2

 
 

 
(22) a.  

b.  
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(18)-1

(21)
(16)

1
(22a)

7

 
 
4.  
 

2

3

8

 
3

1

 
 

 
 
1 lexical causative -(s)ase-

productive causative Shibatani 1976  
 
(i) a.  

b.  
 

(ii) a. * *  
b.  
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2  
3

the maxim of manner

 
 
(iii)  

Be perspicuous. 
1. Avoid obscurity of expression. 
2. Avoid ambiguity. 
3. Be brief. 
4. Be orderly.     (Grice 1989: 27) 

 
4

 
5 Rappaport (2014) default cause

 
6

 
7

(18)-1  
8

 
 

 
 
Grice, H.P. 1989. Studies in the Way of Words. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press. 

. 1996. . 

. 2000.
33-70  : . 

Levin, B. 1993. English Verb Classes and Alternations: A Preliminary Investigation. Chicago: 
The University of Chicago Press. 

Matsumoto, Y. 2000. “Causative Alternation in English and Japanese: A Closer Look (Taro, 
Kageyama, Dooshi Imiron: Gengo to Ninchi no Setten [Verb Semantics: The Interface of 
Language and Cognition]).” English Linguistics, 17 (1), 160-192. 
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1 
 

 
 

<Abstract> 
While Japanese sentences ending with kedo (kedo-sentences) have various meanings 
and usages such as contrast, introduction, and sentence-final particle usage, the 
structure of their ambiguity remains to be clarified. This paper proposes the hypothesis 
that the meanings and usages of kedo-sentences are distributed in a continuum with 
two polar elements, which are ‘contrast’(X) and ‘presentation of relevant information’ 
(Y). The paper established the hypothesis by applying it to example sentences in 
previous work and corpus data. 
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3 
 

 
4.  
4.1  
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4 
 

X

 
 

4.2  

ID  
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5 
 

第21回大会発表論文集　第14号

－117－



 

6 
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7 
 

 

 

 

5.  
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8 
 

 
6.  

 

 
Aijmer, K. 2002. English Discourse Particles: Evidence from a Corpus. (Studies in Corpus 

Linguistics 10). John Benjamins Publishing Company.  

Lenk, U. 1998. Making Discourse Coherence: Functions of Discourse Markers in Spoken 
English. Gunter Narr Verlag Tübingen.  

http://pj.ninjal.ac.jp/corpus_center/bccwj/
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<Abstract> 

     This paper investigates nonrestrictive modification with English demonstratives this/that (these/those) 

in their exophoric, anaphoric and recognitional uses (Diessel 1999). It has been noted in previous studies that 

this and that modifying proper names or generic nouns nonrestrictively are typically evaluative or emotional 

(Lakoff 1974, Bowdle & Ward 1995, Potts & Schwarz 2010). Past discussions of English demonstratives co-

occurring with proper names have generally focused on recognitional demonstratives. It will be demonstrated 

that this generalization also holds true for exophoric demonstratives. Anaphoric demonstratives, on the other 

hand, are not required to be emotional or evaluative when one of the interlocutors (the speaker or the hearer) 

does not recognize the referent.  

 

 

 

1.  

 (restrictive)  (non-restrictive) 

beautiful  (1) (2) 

 

 

(1) the beautiful girl 

(2) beautiful Mary 
 

(1) beautiful  (restrictive modifier) 

beautiful  (property) girl  (

) (2) beautiful

Mary beautiful 1

 (non-restrictive modifier) 

 (Givón 2001: 10-11)  

 this that (these those) 

 (Lakoff 1974, Bowdle & Ward 1995, Potts & Schwarz 2010 )  

(3)  (exophoric) (4, 5)  (anaphoric) (6)  (recognitional) 

 (Diessel 1999 )  

 

(3) [in front of a computer] This IBM ThinkPad is amazing! (Bowdle & Ward 1995: 33)2 

(4) Robert says when they get overseas there won’t be any more Yankees and Southerners, just Americans. 
[…] He’s watching out the window and reciting a poem to himself. He’s a great one for poems, this Robert. 

He has poems for running and poems for drill and poems for going to sleep, and poems for when the 

第21回大会発表論文集　第14号

－121－



 
 

corn-pones start getting him down. 

(Corpus of Contemporary American English ( COCA ), 

 Harper’s Magazine, 1992 (Dec), vol. 285) 

(5) The idea of Gramercy Tavern […] was to re-create an American tavern on a grand scale. A year into its 

operation, he [=Danny] was still not satisfied with it. […] His relationship with one of his partners was 

faltering and, on top of that, Danny was still trying to be in two places at once. He was racing between 

USC and Gramercy Tavern […] and running himself into the ground as well. Danny, the perfectionist. 

Danny, the stickler for detail. Danny, the quintessential host. That Danny was showing wear and tear for 

the first time. “Gramercy Tavern did not feel like enlightened hospitality’ to me, so I became depressed, ” 

he says. (COCA, Town and Country, 1998 (Nov), vol. 152) 

(6) That Henry Kissinger sure knows his way around Hollywood! (Lakoff 1974: 352) 

 

Diessel (1999) 

 (3-6)  (non-

restrictive demonstrative)  (7) 

 

 
(7)

 (Martin 2014: 383 ) 

 

 this that (these those) 

 

 

2.  

 (this that) 

 (Lakoff 

1974: 353, Bowdle & Ward 1995: 33-34, Potts & Schwarz 2010: 5-7, Wolter 2006: 82 )  

(6) that  (8) this

 (Henry Kissinger)  (9) 

 

 

(8) I see there’s going to be peace in the mideast. 

This Henry Kissing really is something! (Lakoff 1974: 347) 

(9) *That Henry Kissinger is 5 8  tall. (ibid.: 353) 

 

 (affective use)

 (affective demonstrative) 
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 (9) 

 (Henry Kissinger) 

 

 (6) (8) 

 (Wolter 2006: 83) (10) A John Smith

that

 (Potts & Schwarz 2010: 4)  (6) (8) 

 

 

(10) A: Who is John Smith? 

B: *That John Smith is a really great guy! (Wolter 2006: 83) 

 

 3.1  

Bowdle & Ward (1995) (11) those

 (kind)  ((3) (11) ) Bowdle & Ward 

(1995)  (generic demonstrative)  

 

(11) A: My cousin just returned from Canada with an adorable Labrador retriever puppy.  

B: Those Labradors are extremely loyal, you know. (Bowdle & Ward 1995: 34) 

 

 (6) (8) 

Bowdle & Ward (1995: 33) 

 ((12) )

 

 

(12) A: My cousin just returned from Canada with an adorable Labrador retriever puppy. 
B: #Those Labradors were first bred in Newfoundland, you know. (Bowdle & Ward 1995: 34) 

 

 (13) 

 (Dr. Shepherd) 

this
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(13) George: […], Mr. and Mrs. Hayes. […] I’m gonna bring Dr. Shepherd to see you, […]. He’s the 

brain specialist.  

 Mrs. Hayes: Doctor? Is he good, this Dr. Shepherd? 
(Grey’s Anatomy: Season 1 Episode 7: The Self-Destruct Button) 

 

 1 1 2

 

 

1.  

   

 (3)  

 (4)(5)(11) (13) 

 (6)(8)  

 

3.  

 1  3 

this that (these those)  3 

 2 this that

 (this) 3.1

3.2 3.3  

 

3.1  

this that

this that

( ) 

 (8) 

 (14)  (Henry Kissinger) 

 

 

(14) (seeing Henry Kissinger, the speaker says to his friend) 

{This/That} Henry Kissinger really is something!  (Lakoff 1974: 347 ) 

 

(14)  (Henry Kissinger) 
4

 ((6) (8) ) (14) 
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3 

 

this that (these those) 

Bowdle & Ward (1995) 

 (15) this IBM 
ThinkPad IBM ThinkPad

this (16) these IBM ThinkPads

that/those  ((17) (18) )  

 

(15) [in front of a computer] This IBM ThinkPad is amazing! (Bowdle & Ward 1995: 33 (3) ) 

(16) [in front of a computer] These IBM ThinkPads are amazing! (ibid.) 

(17) [far away from a computer] That IBM ThinkPad is amazing! 

(18) [far away from a computer] Those IBM ThinkPads are amazing! 

 

Bowdle & Ward (1995: 33) this/these

that/those (17) (18) 

IBM ThinkPad (18) 

those IBM ThinkPads (17) that IBM ThikPad

 

 

3.2  

this that

this that

this that  3.2.1 

3.2.2  

 

3.2.1  

this that

this that
 (19) this Robert  (Robert) 

this that  

 

(19) Robert says when they get overseas there won’t be any more Yankees and Southerners, just Americans. 

[…] He’s watching out the window and reciting a poem to himself. He’s a great one for poems, this 

Robert. (COCA, Harper’s Magazine, 1992 (Dec), vol. 285 (4) ) 

 

that this

(20) that 
Danny  (Danny, he) (21) 

Danny
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showing wear and tear

that this  

 

(20) […] Danny was still trying to be in two places at once. He was racing between USC and Gramercy Tavern 

-only blocks away-and running himself into the ground as well. Danny, the perfectionist. Danny, the 

stickler for detail. Danny, the quintessential host. That Danny was showing wear and tear for the first 

time. (COCA, Town and Country, 1998 (Nov), vol. 152 (5) ) 

(21) That Danny = Danny, who is characterized by the previous context [= Danny was still trying to be in two 
places at once. He was racing between USC and Gramercy Tavern [...] and running himself into the 

ground as well. Danny, the perfectionist. Danny, the stickler for detail. Danny, the quintessential host]. 
 

this that

 

(22) that (23) this  

 

(22) A: My roommate owns an IBM ThinkPad. 

B: That IBM ThinkPad is quite popular. (Bowdle & Ward 1995: 33) 

(23) My roommate owns an IBM ThinkPad. This IBM ThinkPad is quite popular. (ibid. ) 

 

(22) (23) 

 

 

3.2.2  

this that

this

 (24)  (Mrs. Hayes) 

George George Dr. Shepherd

this Mrs. Hayes Dr. Shepherd

 

 

(24) George: […], Mr. and Mrs. Hayes. [...] I’m gonna bring Dr. Shepherd to see you, […] He’s the 

brain specialist.  

 Mrs. Hayes: Doctor? Is he good, this Dr. Shepherd? 
(Grey’s Anatomy: Season 1 Episode 7: The Self-Destruct Button (13) ) 

 

this
 (25) Clair Ming

Clair Ming  (24) 
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this  

 

(25) We hired two new employees this year. One is Miguel Sanchez, who you met yesterday. The other is Clair 

Ming. This Clair Ming is an IT engineer. 

 

this that  

 

3.3  

this that

this that

 (2 (26-27) )  

 

(26) That Henry Kissinger sure knows his way around Hollywood! (Lakoff1974: 352 (6) ) 

(27) This Henry Kissing really is something! (ibid. : 347 (8) ) 

 

this that

(28)  (Japanese people) 

  

 

(28) [without any Japanese people in the room, one foreign student says to another foreign student]  

I have lived in Japan for many years, you know. {Those/These} Japanese people are really hard-working. 

 

 (29) 

 

 

(29) [without any computer in the room] 

a. I have worked in IT for many years, you know. Those IBM ThinkPads are really amazing! 

b. ?I have worked in IT for many years, you know. That IBM ThinkPad is really amazing! 

 

4.  

this that 3

this that these those  3 

 2  3  

2 3  3  (this/these, that/those) 
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2.  

(this, that)  

   

 this: (14)  

 that: (14)  

 this: (19) this: (24)(25) 

 that: (20)  

 this: (27)  

 that: (26)  
 

3.  

(this/these, that/those)  

   

 this/these: (15)(16)  

 that/those: (17)(18)  

 this/these: (23)  

 that/those: (22)  

 this/these: (28)  

 that/those: (28)(29a)  
 

 

1. Mary Mary beautiful beautiful

 (1)  

2.  

3. “… [T]he traditional intuition behind this notion[= (non)restrictivity] is generally clear: a modifier M restrictively 

modifies the head H when the contextual set of objects denoted by the modified head MH is properly included in the 

contextual set of objects denoted by H. On the other hand, M nonrestrictively modifies H if the contextual set of objects 

denoted by H equals the contextual set of objects denoted by MH.” (Martin 2014: 38) 

4. 3 
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‘‘ p, I (don’t) {think/believe}’ I (don’t) {think/believe}  
 

 
 

 
 

Abstract  
The purpose of this paper is to clarify the pragmatic functions of parentheticals such as I 
{think/believe} and I don’t {think/believe} occurred in ‘ p, I (don’t) {think/believe}’. It is argued 
that the former tends to be used to emphasize that p is the speaker’s opinion while the latter 
is likely to be used to mitigate the assertion of  p on the basis of the results of a computer-
aided analysis of large corpora and those of prosodic/phonological analysis of sound data. 

1 2 NR 3 4  5  
 

 
( p) I {think/believe}

I don’t {think/believe} KWIC

 
 

 
2.1.  

 1985: 194
I {think/believe}

 I don’t {think/believe}
 

 
(1) a. He didn’t leave, I think.   b. He didn’t leave, I don’t think.   c. *He left, I don’t think 

( ) 1987: 659  
 

(2) The comment clause may be negative (with I as subject) if the matrix clause is negative: 
    They aren’t at home, I don’t believe. 

Quirk et al. 1985: 1114  
 
(3) English allows a construction in which a sentence contains a parenthetical with a clausal 

gap, as in (i). I will refer to phrases such as I think in (i) as clausal parentheticals. Typically, 
clausal parentheticals cannot be negative, cf. (ii).  
(i) There is beer in the fridge, I think. 
(ii) *There is beer in the fridge, I don’t think. 
It has been noted that when the clausal parenthetical contains a neg-raising predicate, an 
apparent doubling of a negation in the main clause is allowed, as in (iii). 
(iii) There is no beer in the fridge, I (don’t) think. 

(Gajewski 2017) 
 

not
 1980: 544
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 1985: 195

( ) 1992: 986 p
I {think/believe} I don’t {think/believe}

 
 
2.2.  

(p) I {think/believe} I don’t 
{think/believe} (1)(2)(3) I {think/believe}

(4)(5)
 

 
(4) a. I believe that there is a God.  

[‘I assert the belief that there is a God’ or ‘There may be a God.’] 
b. There is a God, I believe. 
 [‘There may be a God.’] 

(Quirk et al. 1986: 1113) 
 
(5) a. I believe that the report is false.  

b. The report is false, I believe. 
(5a)

(5b)  
( ) 1992: 986  

 
(4) epistemic modal may I believe

(5)
 

(6) ( p) p , I {think/believe}  
p, I don’t {think/believe} (7)  
 

(6) The matched negative expresses greater tentativeness that the positive. The verbs that 
commonly allow the negative are believe, expect, suppose, think. 

(Quirk et al. 1986: 1114) 
 

(7) a. There is not a God, I {think/believe}. [‘There may not be a God.’]  
   b. There is not a God, I don’t {think/believe}. [There might not be a God.’] 
 

 
3.1. KWIC  

2.1. I {think/believe} I don’t {think/believe}

KWIC 1  2 I {think/ believe} I don’t 
{think/believe}  
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1 : Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) [Source SPOK] 
p, I think 117 (27.9%) p, I don’t think 303 (72.1%) 

p, I believe 31 (34.8%) p, I don’t believe 58 (65.2 %) 
 

2 : Corpus of CNN Transcripts (2001-2010) [Category INTERVIEW and DEBATE] 
p, I think 53 (29.9%) p, I don’t think 124 (70.1%) 

p, I believe 1 (5.3%) p, I don’t believe 18 (94.7%) 
 

I don’t {think/believe}
I {think/believe}  

 
3.2. I (don’t) {think/believe}  

2.2. I {think/believe} I don’t {think/believe}
tentativeness

 
 (probably, definitely, clearly, 

obviously, certainly ) I {think/believe}

 
 
(8) BROKAW: Gorbachev will never get enough credit, I think, probably, for the man who was 

the catalyst for it.                                   (CNN Larry King Live 2001/02/01) 
 
(9) UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE: He was very, very quiet about a lot of things. He didn’t 

remember a lot of things probably about that time, I think. 
(CNN Larry King Live 2003/07/17) 

 
(10) JOHNSON: He’s definitely not taking a lower profile, I think.    

(CNN On The Story 2004/09/18) 
 
(11) PARKER: I think we’re all responsible for what we say, we’re all responsible for what we 

do, but clearly there’s no constructive end, I think, here.            
 (CNN Reliable Sources 2009/06/07) 

 
(12) MCCAI: … then obviously it will not be, I believe, in keeping with the letter and the spirit 

of the resolution.                                       (CBS Face Nation 2002/11/17) 
 
(13) KOTB: What is that relationship like between you and your mom?  

FISHER: Well, it's certainly not, I believe, typical.              (NBC Today 2012/01/26) 
 

I {think/believe}
 

 
(14) CORBETT: A senior economist over at Wachovia Bank said, you know, we’re probably not 

going to see the bottom of house prices, I think, until the beginning of next year. And I’m 
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pretty much a believer in that.                       (CNN Larry King Live 2008/07/15) 
 
(15) FEINSTEIN: These are not big, complicated state issues, I think. Now that’s just my view.  

(CNN Late Edition 2008/09/14) 
 
(16) B. MASCHE: Dr. Drew, I think we have a little bit differing opinion. I’m not quite as 

worried as Jenny, I think. Our situation is very different.               
(CNN Larry King Live 2009/07/24) 

 

 I {think/believe}

Wierzbicka(2006:38)

I {think/believe}
 

 
(17) This downtoner has two different interpretations and possibly even two distinct meanings, 

depending on the context: one in modally qualified or exclamatory (emotive) sentences, 
such as “I think we should go” or “I think this is awful,” and another in unqualified 
declarative sentences, such as “I think he has left” or “I think Bill wrote it.” In the modally 
qualified or exclamatory sentences, the component “I say I think like this, I don’t say more” 
implies that what I say is my personal opinion, which doesn’t have to be shared by others. 

 (Wierzbicka 2006: 38 underline mine) 
 
3.3.  

 (p) I {think/believe} (18)(19) unaccented
accented  

 
(18) I have in mind examples like (4)(a)-(b), where smaller print represents this communicative 

backgrounding. Phonologically, it corresponds to the phrases in question being unaccented 
and lower in pitch. 

(4) (a) Victoria would, I think, make a good candidate. 
(b) Victoria would make a good candidate, I believe. 
(c) I think Victoria would make a good candidate. 

In sentence (c) we observe that even a “main clause (i.e. one foregrounded in a structural 
sense) can be backgrounded in this manner.  

(Langacker 2008: 59) 
 
(19) Note that the exact position of the nuclear pitch accent yields differences in interpretation. 

If it is realized on the verb, as for instance in examples (9) (Figure 2) and (10) (Figure 3), 
speaker uncertainty or doubt is expressed. If, however, the accent is on the pronoun, as in 
example (13) (Figure 6) and in example (20) below, the focus is on the speaker's opinion 
and may involve a contrast to his/her interlocutors' attitude (cf. the interpretation in (20c)). 

(20) a. The rice is marvelous, I think (ICE-GB: sla-022 #92) 
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b. (The rice is marvelous) (I think) 
H*L 

c. Interpretation: 
I don't know if you like it but I think the rice is marvelous. Or: I like it but you 
might think differently. 

(Dehé and Wickmann 2010b: 18) 
 

(19) I accented I 
{think/believe}  p  
  (20)(21) I think

I stressed certainly
I think unstressed  

 
(20) EJ: Is this something that, you know, you feel is an important characteristic to be able to 

a little bit of spite helps create powerful cartooning? 
Honeysett: Absolu—absolutely, yeah. A little bit of venom, a little bit of anger. Yeah, most 
certainly, II think.    (English Journal, ALC, The voice of EJ 2007/01, Vol.37 No. 1, p. 26) 

 
(21) Honeysett: But maybe it’s the sense of irony, and the American have it in a different way, 

I think.                                                                 (ibid. p. 28) 
 

Larry King Live DVD
I {think/believe} I stressed

 
 
(22) (=14) CORBETT: A senior economist over at Wachovia Bank said, you know, we’re 

probably not going to see the bottom of house prices, I think, until the beginning of next 
year. And I’m pretty much a believer in that.         (CNN Larry King Live 2008/07/15) 

 
(23) SHEINDLIN: I don’t remember a race that was that exciting, I think, since probably the 

‘60s.                                              (CNN Larry King Live 2008/11/22) 
 
(24) SOPHY: Well, they’re not going to really know, I think, anybody as their mom. So I think 

that’s probably the female in their life they may know the most, hopefully.  
(CNN Larry King Live 2009/07/31) 
 

(25) VEDDER: …or the people that worked at the restaurant weren’t even investigated, I 
believe.                                           (CNN Larry King Live 2010/09/01) 

 
(( p) I {think/believe}

p 3.2
3 unaccented I think

unaccented I {think/believe}  
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3: p , I think in Acoustic Data of Larry King Live (2008. 4 2010. 10) 
Accented I (think)  Unaccented I think 

3 3 
  

I don’t {think/believe}  
I don’t {think/believe} p (p) don’t full

( p) don’t reduced
Epistemic Control Cycle [Langacker 

2002, 2004] disinclination (tentative negative judgment) inclination 
(tentative positive judgment)  
 
(26) CARLSON: Then your argument, as I understand it, is, your argument is that Bush has 

been reckless. And I sort of agree with you in some cases. Then isn't it -- isn't it foolish... 
TURNER: I don't believe -- I don't think he's been reckless. I think he's been negligent.  

(CNN Crossfire, 2004/08/02) 
 
(27) GERGEN: The interesting question is whether he was asked to speak this way. I don't 

think he was asked to speak in this way, but they did approve it. 
(CNN Larry King Live, 2004/09/02) 

 
Mori (2009) I don’t {think/believe} p I don’t {think/believe} p

p ( 1) profile shift p p
( 2)

I don’t {think/believe} ( p) inclination
epistemic marker  
 

 
1: Propositional Attitude and Psychological Distance (Mori 2009: 118) 

 

 
 

 
2: Profile Shift on Psychological Distance Scale (Mori 2009: 120) 
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I don’t {think/believe} don’t reduced
( p) inclination epistemic marker

 
 

 
 

 
 (28) p, I don’t {think/believe}  I don’t {think/believe} p 

p
p, I {think/believe}  I {think/believe} p 

 
 

p
I don’t {think/believe} p

I {think/believe}  
 

 
( ) (1992)  

 (1980)  
 (1985) 9  
( ) (1987) [ ]  

Dehé, Nicole. (2009) “Clausal Parentheticals, Intonational Phrasing, and Prosodic Theory,” 
Journal of Linguistics 45, 569-615. 

Dehé, Nicole and Anne Wickmann (2010a) “Sentence-initial I think (that) and I believe (that): 
Prosodic evidence for use as main clause, comment clause and discourse marker,” Studies 
in Language 34(1), 36-74. 

Dehé, Nicole and Anne Wickmann (2010b) “The multifunctionality of epistemic parentheticals 
in discourse: Prosodic cues to the semantic pragmatic boundary,” Functions of Language 
17(1), 1-28. 

Gajewski, Jon. (2017) “It’s not syntax, I don’t think: Neg-raising and parentheticals” (Summary 
of Talks at Linglang Lunch on April 26, 2017) 

Langacker, Ronald W. (2002) “The Control Cycle: Why Grammar is a Matter of Life and Death,” 
JCLA 2 (Proceedings of the Eighth Annual Meeting of the Japanese Cognitive Linguistics 
Association), 193-220. 

Langacker, Ronald W. (2004) “Aspects of the Grammar of Finite Clauses,” In Michel Achard 
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535-577. 

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

Mori, Sadashi (2009) The NEG-Raising Phenomenon: A Cognitive Linguistic Approach. 
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Kanazawa University) 

Quirk, Randolph, Sidney Greenbaum, Geoffrey Leech, and Jan Svartvik (1985) A 
Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language. London: Longman. 
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Making a refund/replacement request in an appropriate way is a strenuous task for second language 

learners. This study examines role plays in a corpus to describe and characterize how Americans 

and Japanese learners of English manage conflicts with shop staff who are preventing them from 

returning a purchase. A qualitative analysis suggests that Americans tend to argue the legitimacy of 

their requests with a conciliatory attitude. The Japanese EFL learners turn out to be more liable to 

seek for, as well as provide, detailed explanations on their problems with goods/services while 

being less cooperative when listening. 

Interlanguage Pragmatics

Interactional Sociolinguistics  

2004 Nakabachi (1996)
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Miller (2000)

The NICT JLE Corpus 20

1,281

Standard Speaking Test; SST 1

15

 

Travel Shopping

Travel Shopping

Travel Shopping
2  

 1.

(advanced)

Travel 

Shopping 
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10 129

SST
3 129 90% SST

0 7 26 42 26 15 13  

Travel

Shopping

 

(1) (2) 

(3)  

(1) Travel guarantee, contract lawyer  

(2) Shopping policy  

(3) Travel Shopping I understand  

SST

A B B  (1) (2) (3)

 

 1 N_file00010 Travel  

01 
02 

<B>But the brochure I was given by one of your beautiful representatives had pictures <SC>of luxurious</SC> 
of a luxurious hotel, fine service, and it was way below that. <OL><CO>And</CO></OL>.</B> 

03 <A><OL><F>Well</F></OL> so you understand we can’t control local customs and local culture.</A> 
04 
05 

<B>But we were guaranteed this in the contract we signed, and you did not deliver it. So we would really like 
our money back.  

04 B (1) B

 

 2 N_file00013 Travel  

01 <B><F>Mm-hm</F>. I see. But I think that there is a little discrepancy in what actually happened and what you 
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02 
03 
04 
05 
06 

<F>ur</F> proposed to happen. For instance, <SC>the pool</SC> the <F>ur</F> luxurious swimming pool 
that was guaranteed and the hot tub right next to it was actually a swamp and <R>a</R> <F>ur</F> <R>a 
small</R> a small tub filled with hot water <R>I</R> I mean, I think this is just outright lying that you 
did on your brochure. And I want a full refund. <CO>And I’m very seriously considering calling my lawyer and 
having him <F>ur</F> talk to <OL>you guys about</OL></CO>.</B> 

07 <A><OL>But we don’t</OL> need to go that far, I’m sure, sir.</A> 
08  
09 
10 

<F>ur</F> that’s a bunch of crap. And <F>ur</F> I think I may schedule another appointment <SC>you, 
like</SC> with you <F>ur</F> <SC>with</SC> and bring my lawyer along with me.</B> 

(1) B 03

05, 06, 09, 10

 3 N_file00011 Shopping  

01 
02 

<A><OL><nvs>laughter</nvs></OL> <F>Huh</F> <SC>I wou</SC> you know, I’d love to help you, sir, but 
<F>ur</F> what can I do? I mean a policy is a policy. I’m sure it would <R>fit</R> fit you in.</A> 

03 <B>Does your policy have no room for humanity?</B> 

(2) A B

humanity 03  

 4 N_file00003 Travel  

01 
02 

<A><F>Well</F> you have to understand, sir, <F>er</F> <R>a</R> <R>a</R> a five-star hotel in America is 
different from a five-star hotel in China.</A> 

03 
04 
05 
06 
07 

<B><F>Er</F> <R>n</R> <SC>nonetheless</SC> <F>erm</F> <R>I</R> <R>I</R> <R>I d</R> I do 
understand that. But <R>what was</R> what was described <F>er</F> in the travel brochure versus the actual 
product that was <F>er</F> given to me <F>er</F> <R>were</R> <R>were</R> were two completely 
opposites. <R>I w</R> I was promised one thing and given another. <R>A</R> <R>an</R> and <R>I</R> 
<R>I</R> I would like to get some form of,</B> 

08 <A><F>Well</F> <OL><SC>in what way</SC> <R>in</R> in what way</OL></A> 
09 <B><OL><?>I mean</?> a compensation</OL>.</B> 

(3) (1) A B I do understand A

03, 04 but

06 and   

 5 N_file00003 Shopping  

01 
02 

<A>As you know, we have a bargain on at the moment. And during the bargain sale, we have a policy against 
exchanges.</A> 

03 
04 
05 

<B><F>Erm</F> <R>I</R> <R>I</R> <R>I</R> I understand that you have <R>a</R> a policy against ex-
changes. But, you know, if you could possibly make an exception <R>in</R> in this one case, <F>er</F> <R>I 
would</R> I would greatly appreciate. 

(3) (2) B I understand A we/you have a policy 

against exchanges A 03, 04 but
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(4)(5)(6)  

(4) Travel explain

(5) Shopping

(6) Travel Shopping I know Oh really 

 6 file01078 SST 7 Travel 

01 
02 
03 

<B>Yeah, but <SC>this</SC> <F>er</F> it didn’t say anything <F>ahm</F> about the relation between the 
cost <R>and the</R> and <F>ah</F> the meals and <R>the</R> the last night, so <F>ah</F> we were not 
convinced with <SC>that</SC> <F>ahm</F> <F>erm</F> the reason of the cost.</B> 

04 <A><F>Um</F>. I see. <F>Ahm</F>. What should we do for you?</A> 
05 
06 
07 

<B><F>Ahm</F>. So at least, we would like to <F>ahm</F> explain <R>with</R> <F>ah</F> with 
<F>ah</F> documents <F>ahm</F> <SC>why</SC> <R>ho</R> how <F>ahm</F> <SC>could ha</SC> 
could this has happened</B> 

08 <A><F>Mh-hmm</F>.</A> 
09 <B>and <F>ahm</F> <F>ah</F> maybe you could also offer us some <F>ahm</F> <.></.> coupon</B> 

(4) B

A 05, 06, 07 and  

 7 file01245 SST 9 Travel  

01 
02 
03 

<B>But the surprisingly I wasn’t able to have breakfast. <SC>Becau</SC> and the hotel employee said that 
breakfast is not included. And the I ended up paying the <R>extra</R> extra fifty or sixty dollars to the  
hotel.</B> 

04 <A><F>Mm-hm</F>.</A> 
05 
06 

<B><SC>So I’d like you to explain what exactly</SC> I mean <R>I don’t</R> I don’t want to use the word, 
reimbursement,</B> 

07 <A><F>Mhm</F>.</A> 
08 <B>but <SC>I’d like to have some</SC> I have to have some kind of explanation from you guys.</B> 

 (4) B reimbursement

05, 08  

 8 file00708 SST 5 Shopping 

01 
02 

<B><R>in</R> in this shop. But <F>uum</F> when I <R>put it</R> put it on at home, <F>er</F> I didn’t like 
<R>this</R> this color. So <R>will</R> will you please change another one?</B> 

03 <A>But you could have you know, tried it out in my store <OL>yesterday</OL>.</A> 
04 
05 
06 

<B><OL>O K</OL>. But this store, <F>er</F> the light was <SC>not so light</SC>, dark. And fitting room 
was very narrow. So <F>er</F> I couldn’t see <SC>the color</SC> if the color matches me or <R>not</R> 
not.</B> 

07 <A><F>Uhu</F>. O K. <F>Well</F>, <SC>it’s our</SC> it’s against our policy</A> 
08 <B><F>Um</F>.</B> 
09 <A>to give you back the money</A> 
10 <B><F>Um</F>.</B> 
11 <A>or anything like that.</A> 
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12 <B><F>Er</F>. I know, I know.</B> 

(5) (6) B

04 06

I understand I know 12

B  

 9  file00080 SST 4 Shopping  

01 
02 

<A>O K. I’m sorry ma’am <F>er</F> but we have a store policy. <F>er</F> We don’t accept any returned 
<F>er</F> goods.</A> 

03 
04 
05 
06 
07 

<B><F>Oh</F> really? <SC>So</SC> but <F>um</F> I didn’t have time to fit yesterday <R>so</R> so <R>I 
try to</R> <R>I try to <F>mm</F> not to buy</R> I try to not to buy yesterday but <R>the</R> <R>the</R> 
<R>the</R> <R>the lad</R> <SC>the lady <F>erm</F> tried to</SC> <F>a</F> the lady <.></.> <R>made 
me</R> made me to <R>buy</R> <SC>buy it</SC> buy this <.></.> unless <SC>fitting</SC> <SC>not 
fit</SC> <R>not try</R> not try it on.</B> 

08 <A><F>Oh</F> I’m.</A> 
09 <B>So I think it’s <R>your</R> <R>your</R> your fault, I win? <OL><nvs>laughter</nvs></OL></B> 

(6) (5) B A Oh really?

03

04 07 09  

4.1 4.2 (1)(2) (4)(5)

(3) (6)

 

guarantee contract, lawyer

know  understand

 1973
4  

5
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expectation

frame Gumperz 1982

Gumperz 

1982, Tannen and Wallat 1993

 

 

SST

 

21 2018 12 2
 

JSPS17K02984 
 

1 The NICT JLE Corpus
Standard Speaking Test Oral Proficiency Interview OPI OPI American Council on 

the Teaching of Foreign Languages  
2 beginner, intermediate, advanced advanced

 
3 SST Novice Intermediate Advanced Novice Low / Intermediate 
/ High Intermediate Low / Low Plus / Mid / Mid Plus / High  2017  
4
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The Social Construction of the Self Affecting Figure-Ground Reversal*

Yusuke Sugaya

Mie University

Abstract
The present article addresses cultural or cross-linguistic differences in the mental phenomena of fictive motion based

on Figure-Ground reversal. One sometimes feels as if a stationary entity could be into motion, because of one’s

movement towards it appearing to be at rest, and one may metaphorically express that in a sentence such as “Shinjuku

is approaching.” This phenomenon is deeply concerned with a variety of cognitive functions such as salience,

attention, perspective, self (other) recognition, and domain mapping, any of which would be affected by cultural

values. Because Japanese people, in comparison to Americans, are said to tend to take a broad or metacognitive view,

it is theoretically expected that Japanese speakers would posit a stronger constraint (i.e., more idiosyncratic) on those

expressions. In fact, the result of the experiment (situation-based sentence acceptance test) supported that hypothesis.

Keywords: Figure-Ground reversal, metaphor, fictive motion, situation-based sentence acceptance test, idiosyn-
crasy

1 Introduction
Over time, everything, without any exception, is chang-

ing from moment to moment: states, places, and val-

ues. As people understand well, any entity around

them came into existence at a time, “moves” (in broad

sense) in the world, and eventually will fade away from

there. Interestingly, human beings uniquely and ego-

centrically interpret such metaphorical “movements” of

entities so as to comprehend the world, by means of,

for instance, halting the motion of an entity or putting a

stationary entity in motion in their psychology. This is

related to a style of construal called “relative motion.”

Consider cases where an entity changes very quickly;

other entities around it that change slowly may appear

to stay immobile completely. More interestingly, people

can even view moving themselves to be at rest and in-

stead their surroundings at rest to be in motion. A wide

variety of such mental interpretations of movement can

be externalized as a linguistic form:

(1) We walked through the night and made it back

to Castle Rock a little past five o’clock on Sun-

day morning, the day before Labor Day. We’d

only been gone two days. But somehow the

town seemed different. Smaller. (“Stand by

me.” Dir. Rob Reiner, Act III Productions,

1986. Film.)

*Correspondence concerning this article should be sent to: Yusuke

Sugaya, Department of Liberal Arts and Sciences, Mie University,

1577 Kurimamachiya-cho, Tsu city, Mie 514-8507, Japan. (E-mail:

sugaya@ars.mie-u.ac.jp)

(2) My room felt so much smaller to me. I don’t

know. Or perhaps grown quite a bit in the

last few months. (“The O.C.” Second season.

Episode 1, 2005. TV drama.)

These are cases in which the speakers (selves) were not

aware of their own values in size, metaphorically or lit-

erally, so they felt that the value of a basically stative

object (town or room) was relatively diminished—note

that, from their subjective perspective of selves, the ob-

ject itself seems to “move” its value to the lower point.

Cognitive semantics has essentially dealt with this

kind of phenomena as a fictive motion based on Figure-

Ground reversal (Talmy 2000); above all, a number of

cognitive linguists have specially focused on moving-

time metaphors such as “Spring has come” and “Christ-

mas is approaching” (Lakoff and Johnson 1980, Moore

2014). Sometimes, the same phenomenon has been

treated in spatial domain, where it has been referred

to as frame-relative fictive motion, for example, “The

Shinjuku station is approaching” and “I was walking

through the woods and this branch that was sticking out

hit me” (Talmy 2000: 132). Regarding the domain of

value, however, it is yet to be discussed, but that should

be a similar issue as long as the metaphor mapping be-

tween state and place is validly established (Lakoff and

Johnson 1980): for example, “many students aroundme

seem to become more and more stupid as my mentality

is developed through tough experiences.”

In contrast to this, people can naturally view an object

without any relative motion (i.e., moving-ego):
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(3) This train is heading for Shinjuku. [place]

(4) We are coming to the end of the year. [time]

(5) I am getting smarter and smarter. [value/state]

That is, neither fictive motion nor F-G reversal func-

tions in these situations, although (4) is concerned

with a metaphorical mapping from place to time (i.e.,

moving-ego metaphor). Note that the domains of the

above examples can be overlapped in some ways be-

cause (3) evokes the spatial and temporal domains at

once and (5) evokes the evaluative and temporal do-

mains alike.

2 Cognitive functions

Linguistic expressions like (1) and (2) are complexly

comprised of various cognitive functions: Figure and

Ground assignment, their reversal, metaphorical map-

ping (from place to value), fictive motion, and self

(other) recognition.

First, human cognition endows entities in sight with

different statuses of salience, perceptually or conceptu-

ally, for efficiency of information processing—Figure

and Ground (Talmy 1978) or trajector and landmark

(Langacker 1987)—which are assumed to affect the

way a linguistic expression is formed. For instance, the

sentence “a bike is near a house” sounds natural, but

“a house is near a bike” does not. Talmy (2003: 312)

discusses “the general conceptualization of Figure and

Ground in language:”

(6) The Figure is a moving or conceptually mov-

able entity whose path, site, or orientation is

conceived as a variable, the particular value of

which is the relevant issue. (ibid)

(7) The Ground is a reference entity, one that has a

stationary setting relative to a reference frame,

with respect to which the Figure’s path, site, or

orientation is characterized. (ibid)

Initially, the problems here are that (i) this distinction

is too simple to understand multiple layers of salience
in real scenes and that (ii) these descriptions seem to be

a stereotype or just a tendency, since one often views a

stationary setting as a foreground as well (e.g., setting

subject constructions). As shall be stated in the follow-

ing section, moreover, the psychological custom of see-

ing amoving entity as a Figuremight be unique toWest-

ern culture. Such a naive dichotomy based on a bias is

likely to be revised to be sophisticated and realistic, al-

though it is a fact that humans are “inclined” to draw at-

tention to an entity changing its state or place. This two-

sided relation, nonetheless, sufficiently explains the lin-

guistic level of expressions like (1) and (2).

Second, based on such an assignment of prominence,

differently salient entities with different values interact

with one another in one’s mind, bringing about a re-

markable mental phenomenon—imagine, for example,

that you are driving a car on a highway, around which

there are many cars moving at various speeds, and you

notice a car driving very fast in the opposite lane. You

may then have experienced that, ignoring the speed of

your car, that car heading for you seemed to be going

about twice as fast as it actually was. If your car is

granted the status of Figure and the target car is granted

that of Ground, then these statuses are replaced with

each other (the so called Figure-Ground reversal), so

that the movement of self (expanded-self) works as if it

was stationary. Note that both entities here (i.e., cars)

are basically seen as moving, so the original assignment

of salience might be problematic.

However, why is it necessary to posit an original sit-

uation before the reversal of Figure and Ground. This

is, of course, because an actually moving entity is at

rest and a stationary entity is in motion. Consider the

example of “Spring has come” as well as the previous

instance, where the self (or ego) is seen moving in time

toward a spring and feeling as if the frame of season

(i.e., spring) would arrive at the place of the speaker.

Is this standard analysis plausible without any doubt?

It is certain that the speaker will undergo some sea-

sonal changes—for example, feeling warmer, having

a stronger reaction to pollen, and seeing cherry blos-

soms start to bloom—based on which he or she will

judge that the spring season is coming. Considering

those changes, it is doubtful that only the ego is trav-

eling in time and the frame (spring) is waiting for his

or her arrival. Although we are so far unsure of how to

validate the truth, we assume that these two different

conceptualizations—the season is stative or active—

would depend onwhether the speaker realizes themind-
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X Y
.....

p1 p2 pn
t1 t2 tn
s1 s2 sn

place (p)

time (t)

state (s)

Domains

Object X = experiencer (E) Object Y = landmark (L)

Figure 1: Movement in three domains.

set that the ego moves around the cycle of seasons over

and over again. If the speaker does think so, the ego

egocentrically moves on these stationary settings from

one (season) to the next.

Third, metaphorical mapping between space (place)

and state (value) might not be accepted generally, com-

pared to one between space and time. From the stand-

point of localism, however, one’s stative condition is

linguistically (and conceptually) regarded as a locus or

container, illustrated in the sentence “He entered a state
of euphoria” (Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 32). As a re-

sult, a point of time, place, and value do all refer to an

abstract locus, as their linguistic expressions behave in

a grammatically similar way. If so, a change in either

place, time, or state suggests an abstract transition of

loci from one to the other in each domain, as shown

in Figure 1. Furthermore, Figure 1 depicts two enti-

ties (X, Y) that can possess a value, or be located in a

locus (x1, x2, ..., xn) in any domain, denoting with the

right arrow that entity X (obtaining the status of Figure)

changes its locus in any domain to gradually approach

entity Y (Ground).

Note that we are never sure that the mapping between

domains like this is universal, which is also difficult

to prove with linguistic expressions or psychological

experiments. Even in Japanese, some phrases find it

slightly strange to view a state as a place, as in (8); oth-

ers find it relatively natural to do that, as in (9).

(8) ? Kare-wa

he-TOP

siawase-na

happy

joutai-ni

state-to

hait-ta.

enter-PST

“He entered the state of happiness.”

(9) Kare-wa

he-TOP

kanashimi-kara

sadness-from

nukedasi-ta.

get.out-PST

“He got out of sadness.”

Moreover, it is much more difficult to demonstrate the

psychological reality of this metaphor because this is

self

   object X
(experiencer)

             phenomenological view

(subjective view, I-mode of cognition)

  object Y
(landmark)

    object X
(experiencer)

          metacognitive view

(ojective view, E-mode of cognition)

  object Y
(landmark)

self

Figure 2: Phenomenological and metacognitive views.

concerned with linguistic processing, where a concept

is put into language, rather than conceptualization or

psychological processing before that. It is also unclear

whether any feedback exists from language to one’s

mentality (i.e., linguistic relativity). This should be

studied in further research.

Fourth, the recognition of self-others seems to have

a profound effect on the expressions in question, be-

cause only the entity backgrounded in those cases is

self or selves (or expanded-self): I, we, or my X (e.g.,

car and train). In other words, the way of construing

self and others is associated with the degree of accep-

tance of F-G reversal that requires a speaker to rescind

the movement of self conceptually. Further, this is thus

concerned with perspective or subjectivity (objectivity,

conversely) (e.g., Langacker 1990, Ikegami 2008), sug-

gesting that the weaker self would be inclined to waive

the status of Figure and instead gain the one of Ground,

and the stronger self would not. This seems to raise the

question of whether the possibility or acceptance of F-G

reversal varies according to individual or culture.

On a related note, it is controversial whether the sta-

tus of Figure should be originally assigned to a self

(speaker), despite the self essentially involving the char-

acteristic of background or less salience. Under the sit-

uation of phenomenological view, exhibited on the left

of Figure 2, the first salience (i.e., Figure) is not pro-

vided, not for self but for the object to which he or she

faces (i.e, object Y). On the other hand, it is only under

the condition of metacognitive view, diagramed on the

right of Figure 2, that a self as object X can acquire

the status of a Figure, which may descend to that of

Ground by taking the egocentric viewpoint (i.e., phe-

nomenological perspective) to attain an F-G reversal.

However, it is quite doubtful that in order to utter a re-

lated linguistic expression, the speaker needs to actually

shift his or her perspective in mind from the latter to the
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former—there might be no psychological reality—, al-

though the metacognitive view is necessary to analyze

the phenomenon at hand.

Although cognitive linguistic studies prefer this kind

of dichotomous categorization (e.g., Ikegami 2008,

Nakamura 2009), there are indefinitely various types

and degrees of metacognition because human beings

can employ so-called “theory of mind,” project a view-

point, and broaden their visual sight (Sugaya 2017). Be-

cause such a metacognition requires a high-level cog-

nitive faculty and imagination unlike the phenomeno-

logical view (i.e., the actual view), it must be seen not

as primitive but as secondary, so the F-G reversal from

metacognitive to phenomenological views would be un-

natural and even impossible in nature. A psychological

experience like (1) and (2) by itself could be an initial,

intuitive feeling, not based on the (objective) perspec-

tive of the third person at all. Thus, there is an ontolog-

ical problem in the F-G reversal regarding self-others.

3 Social construction of cognition

These cognitive functions may be influenced by cul-

tural values shared in society. Cognitive sciences, in-

cluding cognitive psychology and linguistics, have long

been so apathetic about the cultural impact on cognition

that they have barely cast skeptical eyes at the putative

universality of human cognition, including perception.

Against such a main current, however, cultural psychol-

ogy has emerged and discovered a variety of facts to

prove the hypothesis that culture can form cognition (cf.

Bruner 1990, Markus and Kitayama 1991). A num-

ber of empirical surveys in that field have revealed the

cultural effects on one’s cognitive abilities or behaviors

biological domain

psychological domain

linguistic domain
symbol of form and meaning, 
grammar, lexicon, metaphor, 
subject, object, verb, adjective, etc.

theory of mind, emotion, decision,
interpretation, conception, memory,
perception, empathy, bias, etc. 

design of human beings, DNA,
neurons, brain, evolution, faculty,
body, genes, heredity, protein, etc.   

motivation

motivation

feedback (the Sapir-wholf hypothesis)

feedback

education, religion, social system,
custom,  common sense, 
way of thinking, etc.

internalization
cultural domain

formation

Figure 3: Culture affecting cognition.

such as emotion, inference, decision-making, percep-

tion, attention, and self recognition.

Take a look at Figure 3, which indicates that culture

works not directly on language but on psychological

functions that may interact with linguistic production as

well. Traditionally, a lot of linguists have ever dealt with

culture in relation to language and vice versa, assuming

that language is one form of culture—It is well known

that structural linguistics, based on cultural relativism,

has underscored this aspect. However, even though lan-

guage study as a cognitive science began half a century

ago, the cultural formation of cognition, as has been dis-

covered in cultural psychology, has not been accepted

to apply for its investigation—although left- or right-

branching of syntactic structures might be seen as one

of the cultural constitutions of one’s cognition. Note

that Figure 3 does not mean denying the interplay be-

tween culture and language or biology at all, and bio-

logical components have to support any psychological

function that form various linguistic expressions.

The Figure-Ground reversal should be one of the

schematic cognitive behaviors that would be affected to

some extent by the style of thought formed by culture.

To take a clear approach to this, it is better to begin by

comparing far more distinct cultures than to do so be-

tween close societies, as cultural psychology has often

tackled the distinction between Western and East Asian

cultures. Fortunately, these large differences of mental-

ity seem to be applicable to the linguistic comparison

of English and Japanese too. Conversely, examining

these languages as a clue may hopefully elucidate the

difference in cognition between cultures, but we should

be meticulous about the fact that language cannot have

a direct relation to mind. Before putting forward our

hypothesis to be proved, we shall introduce an alterna-

tive hypothesis, based on cognitive linguistic research

in Japan.

The cognitive phenomenon at issue must be asso-

ciated, as stated above, with subjectivity or objectiv-

ity (aka. I-mode of cognition and E-mode of cogni-

tion). Japanese cognitive semantics has been eager to

insist consistently that, for linguistic expressions, the

Japanese language tends to make a subjective percep-

tion/conception and English tends to make an objective

construal, because the Japanese can grant leeway to ex-

press a subject of a sentence (e.g., Ikegami 2008, Naka-
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mura 2009). This means that English speakers are like-

lier to locate their perspective outside (i.e., metacogni-

tive view) to acquire a broad sight than the Japanese

speakers (see Figure 2 again). Thus, a theoretical fore-

cast from this assumption would be the following:

(10) (a) English would posit a stronger constraint

on Figure-Ground reversal than Japanese.

(b) Because of (a), English (metaphorical)

expressions of Figure-Ground reversal

would be more highly idiosyncratic than

those of Japanese.

As for (10a), if English normally includes the cus-

tom of external view to observe the self from the out-

side, it is expected to impose a greater constraint on ex-

pressing a fictive motion such as “the Shinjuku station

or the Christmas day is approaching” (place, time) and

“the town gets smaller” (value), as that phenomenon can

never appear from such the realistic perspective. This is

the reason that, in (10b), which is an alternative work-

ing hypothesis for the experiment below, this kind of

linguistic expressions in English would be quite strictly

idiosyncratic. English could admit the sentences for

F-G reversal to a much lesser degree. In contrast, if

Japanese speakers basically have the phenomenological

view, Japanese would be apt to more regularly permit

the expressions for fictive motion.

Cultural psychology has developed the cognitive ba-

sis of cultural differences in an empirical way, unlike

cognitive linguistics. One of them is concerned with

the fundamental method of attention and perception—

Masuda et al. (2008) have found that the Americans and

the Japanese have a different manner in which to per-

ceive and draw attention to the objects, namely, analytic

and holistic attentions, respectively. Moreover, Sugaya

(2017) demonstrated the applicability of this distinction

for the psychological basis of linguistic expressions as

well. Hence, we offer the hypothesis about the phe-

nomenon in question such as:

(11) (a) English would posit a weaker constraint

on Figure-Ground reversal than Japanese.

(b) Because of (a), English (metaphorical)

expressions of Figure-Ground reversal

would be less idiosyncratic than those of

Japanese.

English speakers prefer to take a narrow, analytic per-

ception, putting the self out of sight, while Japanese

speakers are inclined to possess an inclusive, holistic

view, perceptually or conceptually, taking ego into ac-

count tomake their behaviors or decisions. If so, the for-

mer would not feel strange about a wide variety of novel

expressions with Figure and Ground roles reversed, but

the latter would have feelings of resistance toward those

egocentric, subjective expressions.

4 Experiments

To prove the hypothesis (11) against the null hypoth-

esis (10), we conducted an experiment with Japanese

and English speakers, based on sentence acceptance in a

given situation, to examine the idiosyncrasy of linguis-

tic expressions containing a fictive motion supported by

F-G reversal. Because this experiment asked the partic-

ipants to imagine a wide variety of situations based on

which to provide a rating judgment for sentences, we

tentatively called it the situation-based sentence accep-

tance test. For the participants to easily understand sit-

uations, we presented some pictures together with con-

textual sentences.

4.1 Method

Participants
All of the participants were recruited over the Internet.

Twenty-eight English native speakers who lived in

the United States or Canada (9 women and 19 men;

Mage = 34.41 years, SDage = 12.15), in addition to

twenty-eight Japanese native speakers who all lived in

Japan (18 women and 10 men; Mage = 38.14 years,

SDage = 8.78), took part in the experiment, receiving

50 cents or 50 yen for participation, respectively.

Materials
The experiment from its design to data-gathering stage

adapted the Qualtrics software,1 which has the advan-

tage of possessing a web version of the platform, so the

participants could run the trial on their own PC or tablet,

accessing the distributed URL to the experiment. Thus,

1Version 2016 of Qualtrics. Copyright c© 2016 Qualtrics. Qualtrics

and all other Qualtrics product or service names are registered trade-

marks or trademarks of Qualtrics, Provo, UT, USA.
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arrival has arrived 着いた
has come 来た

moving landmark metaphors in space moving landmark metaphors in time moving landmark metaphors in state

Object X

(Experiencer)

Object Y

(Landmark)

self I わたし
expanded
-self (a)

we わたしたち

expanded
-self (b)

this car

this train

この車
この電車

self I わたし
expanded
-self (a)

we わたしたち

expanded
-self (b)

this town

this house

この街
この家

city Chicago 大阪

building Amusement
park 
(Six Flags)

遊園地
(USJ)

season
summer 夏

day
Christmas
Halloween
the last day
of the year

winter 冬

年末

ハロウィーン
クリスマス

Manner of motion

neutral approach
get close (to)

近づいている
近づいてきた

reversal
direction get away from 離れていく

speed
slowly

little by little
rapidly

ゆっくり
少しずつ
急速に

Aspect of motion

neutral
approach

get close (to)
近づいている
近づいてきた

reversal
direction

get away from 離れていく

speed slowly
little by little

rapidly

ゆっくり
少しずつ
急速に

self I わたし

expanded
-self (a)

we わたしたち

expanded
-self (b)

our compnay

this house

会社

この家

thing

slide 滑り台

town

classmates

other company

building 建物

他社

同級生
街

people

size
smaller
bigger
taller

 shorter
height

age younger
older

小さく
大きく
高く
低く
若く
老けて

arrival has arrived 着いた
has come 来た

Figure 4: Components for various patterns of Figure and Ground reversal. Figure 5: Example.

they had to bear a smaller burden to participate in the

research.

In the experiment, there were eleven different situa-

tions and forty-five sentences to be judged in terms of

both naturalness and acceptance—in total, the partici-

pants were asked to make ninety rating assessments. To

examine the degree of idiosyncrasy, or restrictions of

F-G reversal, we needed to prepare for non-default sit-

uations or sentences and presented different entities for

experiencers (Object X) and landmarks (Object Y) as

well as manners, as shown in Figure 4. For example, we

compared the acceptance of the sentence “Chicago (or

Osaka) is slowly approaching” in English and Japanese
with the one of the default sentence “Chicago (or Os-

aka) is approaching” (2× 2).

All situations behind these sentences concern either

a movement or a change of state. Concerning a spatial

movement, we basically offered the case of journey

to work with a colleague: for instance, “Situation:

You live in New York. You have to go to Chicago

for your business. You are riding on a bus bound for

Chicago, together with your coworkers. It would take

forty minutes to arrive at Chicago.” To more easily

understand the scene, we presented a picture fitted with

that, as shown in Figure 5. As for the scene of change

of state, moreover, we asked the participants to imagine

some imaginary situations: for example, “Situation:

Imagine that you were an elementary-school student

and had forty classmates. For the last three years, you

suddenly grew in height. Finally, your height got to

the tallest in the class.” Based on those situations and

sentences, as shown in Figure 5, participants were told

to give a rating in terms of naturalness and acceptance

alike.

Procedure
After every participant acknowledged the prior explana-

tion about the experiment, he or she accessed the URL

to start. First, all participants had to offer personal in-

formation on age, gender, the first language, and area of

residence. After they answered all of the questions, they

were assigned a participant code for the right to gain a

reward. For any of the questions, they were required to

evaluate each sentence on a six-point scale (i.e., 0-5), as

illustrated in Figure 5, without time pressure.

4.2 Results

Because the purpose of the experiment was to reveal

the distinction between Japanese and English or be-

tween default and extension (non-default), we used (un-

paired) Welch’s t-test for test of statistical significance.
First, there is almost no difference between the two stan-

dards, acceptance and naturalness (their means are 2.56

and 2.58, respectively, in Japanese and 3.18 and 3.15,

respectively, in English), so this section shall indicate

only the results of acceptance due to space limitations.

Take a look at Figure 6, which shows the results of all

the sentences presented in the experiment and their dis-

tinctions between languages (note that the expressions

compared in Japanese and English do not completely

correspond). More important, Figure 6 indicates the

result of cross-language differences (i.e., Japanese and

English) of distinctions between two expressions (i.e.,
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Japanese M SD English M SD J-E p-value
1) 2.964 1.274 This car is heading for Chicago. 4.068 0.827 *** 0.0004051
2) 3.714 0.902 We are getting close to Chicago. 4.31 0.792 * 0.01301 J [a] ***0.0002482
3) 3.464 1.343 We are approaching Chicago. 4.034 1.033 0.08144 E [a'] 0.5017
4) 1.964 1.483 We are coming to Chicago. 3.137 1.251 ** 0.003517
5) 3.75 0.974 [a] This bus is getting close to Chicago. 3.862 1.195 [a'] 0.7056 J [b] **0.005049
6) 3.107 1.133 This bus is approaching Chicago. 3.758 1.222 * 0.04334 E [b'] 0.1171
7) 1.714 1.225 This bus is coming to Chicago. 2.62 1.243 * 0.01269
8) 2.607 1.159 [a] Chicago is getting close. 3.655 1.091 [a'] ** 0.001015 J [c] *0.0411
9) 3.071 1.051 Chicago is getting close to us. 2.655 1.514 0.238 E [c'] 0.2414
10) 0.678 0.816 Chicago is approaching. 3.137 1.166 *** 3.20E-12
11) 0.821 0.818 Chicago is approaching us. 2.206 1.562 *** 0.0001544 J [d] ***1.857e-06
12) 0.285 0.456 Chicago is coming to us. 2.413 1.497 *** 2.95E-08 E [d'] *0.01865
13) 2.785 1.011 [b] We are rapidly getting close to Chicago. 3.206 1.094 [b'] 0.1568
14) 2.214 0.916 [c] We are rapidly approaching Chicago. 3.586 1.273 [c'] *** 2.63E-05 J [e] ***7.653e-10
15) 1.607 1.134 [c] Chicago is rapidly approaching. 3.172 1.34 [c'] *** 2.96E-05 E [e'] 0.2741
16) 1.857 1.248 [b] Chicago is rapidly getting close. 2.655 1.468 [b'] * 0.03393
17) 3.428 1.159 [d] I am slowly getting close to Chicago. 3.448 1.036 [d'] 0.9478 J [f] ***1.706e-05
18) 2.142 1.133 I am slowly approaching Chicago. 3.655 1.059 *** 3.98E-06 E [f'] 0.2041
19) 1.321 1.241 Chicago is slowly approaching. 2.551 1.588 ** 0.002189
20) 1.678 1.162 [d] Chicago is slowly getting close. 2.689 1.289 [d'] ** 0.004277 J [g] 0.1318
21) 3.607 1.227 We are getting away from Chicago. 3.068 1.574 0.1634 E [g'] **0.002013
22) 3.714 1.217 [e] This bus is getting away from Chicago. 2.689 1.416 [e'] ** 0.005731
23) 1.571 1.067 Chicago is getting away. 2 1.701 0.2691 J [h] ***2.2e-16
24) 1.321 1.133 [e] Chicago is getting away from us. 2.206 1.826 [e'] * 0.0353 E [h'] ***6.288e-07
25) 4.392 1.258 [f] We are approaching Fun Time square. 4.068 1.142 [f'] 0.2472
26) 3.535 1.018 [g] We are getting close to Fun Time square. 4.241 1.005 [g'] * 0.02869 J [i] ***2.2e-16
27) 3 1.235 [f'] Fun Time square is getting close. 3.62 1.448 [f'] 0.09144 E [I'] **0.002765
28) 2.928 1.617 [g'] Fun Time square is approaching. 3.172 1.415 [g'] 0.5528
29) 4.857 0.355 [h] We have arrived at Fun Time square. 4.172 1.052 [h'] ** 0.002517 J [j] ***9.719e-10
30) 4.714 0.531 [i] We have come to Fun Time square. 3.413 1.099 [i'] *** 1.51E-06 E [j'] **0.00245
31) 0.392 0.608 [i] Fun Time square has come. 2.241 1.632 [i'] *** 2.66E-06
32) 0.107 0.261 [h] Fun Time square has arrived at us. 1.827 1.858 [h'] *** 3.88E-05 J [k] ***2.2e-16
33) 4.357 0.608 [j] This slide feels smaller. 4.103 0.994 [j'] 0.2582 E [k'] ***0.0003652
34) 4.285 0.926 I feel like the slide getting smaller. 2.172 1.44 *** 4.23E-08
35) 2.392 1.162 [j] This slide gets smaller with time. 3.172 1.598 * 0.04213 J [l] ***2.2e-16
36) 1.607 1.162 This slide has become smaller with age. 2.931 1.659 [j'] ** 0.001134 E [l'] **0.00227
37) 4.678 0.544 [k] I am getting taller and taller. 3.896 1.155 [k'] ** 0.002433
38) 2.607 1.133 My classmates are getting shorter and shorter. 3.241 1.249 0.05464
39) 1.035 0.942 [k] I feel like my classmates getting shorter and shorter. 2.62 1.349 [k'] *** 5.97E-06
40) 2.821 1.155 My classmate feels shorter. 3.103 1.493 0.4331
41) 4.607 0.561 [l] Our company is getting bigger and bigger. 3.931 1.257 [l'] * 0.01332
42) 4.357 0.816 Our company is rapidly getting bigger and bigger. 3.758 1.355 0.05201
43) 1.285 0.965 [l] Other companies in FAL feel smaller and smaller. 2.793 1.398 [l'] *** 2.27E-05 * < .05
44) 0.785 0.656 Other companies in FAL feel rapidly smaller and smaller. 2.344 1.707 *** 8.33E-05 ** < .01
45) 2 1.184 Other companies in FAL feel rapidly smaller and smaller. 2.344 1.645 0.381 *** < .001

Figure 6: Results of the experiment

default and non-default). For example, consider [a] and

[a’], which means that the sentence “this bus is getting

close to Chicago (Osaka)” was more well-formed (ac-

ceptable) than the sentence “Chicago (Osaka) is get-

ting close” in both Japanese and English, but only the

Japanese case had a significant difference between these

two types of expressions (p < .001), suggesting that it

was less possible for the Japanese that a stationary lo-

cation could move in the situation.

Interestingly, most such comparisons from [a] to

[l] have shown in common the fact that extensive

expressions—for instance, the case of inserting the ad-

verbs such as “rapidly” and “slowly” (see [b] and [c])—

were less permitted in Japanese than in English, as in-

dicated by the fact that p-values in Japanese were much

lower in all types of expressions except for [g]. Thus,

even in the same category of statistical difference, the

data showed great distinctions between two languages.

For example, consider [j], [k], and [l], all of which con-

cern F-G reversal in the domain of state or value. Al-

though the expressions containing an F-G reversal were

less natural in any type, the extent of that remarkably

differed between Japanese and English. Because of the

space limitations, refer to Figure 6 for the remaining

cases.

4.3 Discussion

Against hypothesis (10), the current experiment sup-

ported the following hypothesis (= (11)):

(12) (a) English would posit a weaker constraint

on Figure-Ground reversal than Japanese.

(b) Because of (a), English (metaphorical)

expressions of Figure-Ground reversal

would be less idiosyncratic than those of

Japanese.

Note that we need some replication studies, partly be-

cause the present experiment was designed with limited

linguistic expressions and conducted for a small volume

of participants. Moreover, the hypothesis is associated

with the cognitive or perceptual operation of Figure-

Ground reversal and must require some psychological

method of experiment—language is merely one symp-

tom of that. More critically, we cannot deny the pos-

sibility that the found difference in idiosyncrasy might

第21回大会発表論文集　第14号

－167－



not be specific with the current topic (i.e., F-G reversal)

and instead could be general and applicable for any kind

of linguistic phenomenon. That is, the Japanese lan-

guage basically could, regardless of F-G reversal, less

admit novel expressions than English because of those

languages’ propensity. We thus might need to compare

the idiosyncrasies of other types of linguistic expres-

sions as well in order to accentuate the specialty of the

data obtained here.

5 Conclusion

Your time, place, and state are always changing mo-

ment by moment, and those of any other things are so

as well. The relation between them seems to be signif-

icant and even central in his or her mind, because he

or she is inclined to, whether consciously or not, com-

pare with other people in various domains like smart-

ness and beautifulness to define self. Thus, it is sig-

nificant to investigate the relative movement (of values)

and its method or bias unique to humans in psycholog-

ical and linguistic fields. At least, this article suggests

not only that three basic spheres (time, place, and state)

would conceptually and schematically employ the same

system but also that cultural values could affect that sys-

tem.

Cultural psychology has demonstrated the funda-

mental distinction in perception and attention between

Western and East Asian societies: Japanese like to take

a broader view, instead of a local attention, compared to

Americans. This research also suggests the possibility

that the Japanese metacognitive view would not accept

egocentric sight of expressions based on F-G reversal,

while English speakers would do so. Moreover, we sus-

pect that such linguistic differences can contribute back

to their psychological states as well (i.e., linguistic rel-

ativity).
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Abstract 

This study aims to demonstrate how “rapport management” (Spencer-Oatey, 2008) is 
represented by discourse politeness strategies for the speech event of “apologising” in English. 
The written and audio-visual conversation materials in this study were collected in the U.K. in 
August 2017 and March 2018 as part of the linguistic data for the corpus study of eight different 
English speech acts. The presenters maintain that rapport management strategies are 
functioning as an integral part in the exchanges of apologies and their replies: (1) sociality rights 
and obligations were managed in S’s apologies by using a common strategy such as IFIDs, 
explanations and intensifiers (e.g., so, really), and (2) H tended to employ discourse politeness 
strategies to save S’s face when H was replying positively to S’s apologies. 

Keywords Speech Act, Apologising, Rapport management, Politeness, Corpus Linguistics 
 
1. Background  

The present study is part of the research project “The Compilation and Expansion of English 
Speech-acts Corpora and Their Application in English Language Teaching and International 
Exchanges” directed by one of the researchers. The project investigates the discourse politeness 
strategies employed by speakers of English in eight different speech acts. The written and audio-
visual conversation data were collected in the U.K. in August 2017 and March 2018 for the 
project. Further, 29 participants in total were asked to work on either questionnaire A, for four 
speech acts, or B, for the other four speech acts, or both to provide written and audio data. 
Regarding the video research, the total number of participants was 18 and they were requested 
to make pairs (i.e. 9 pairs) and engage in role-playing. All of the informants were residents of 
the London area at the time of the data collection. They received education in English speaking 
countries up to the secondary or higher level and speak English as their first language in their 
daily life. Based on these written, audio, and audio-visual materials, the present study focuses 
on one of the eight speech acts, “apologising,” aiming to demonstrate how “rapport 
management” (Spencer-Oatey, 2008) is represented by discourse politeness strategies in 
apologising. 

 
2. Theoretical Framework  

“Rapport management” (Spencer-Oatey, 2008) refers to the language use for building, 
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enhancing and threatening harmonious social relationships. Spencer-Oatey first proposed the 
framework of rapport management in 2000, drawing on politeness theories including Brown 
and Levinson’s politeness model (1987). Yet, while the Brown and Levinson’s politeness model 
is based on the management of face, the rapport management framework concerns the 
management of face, sociality rights and obligations and interactional goals. 

Spencer-Oatey (2008) defines “face” as people’s desire for others to evaluate their self-
image positively as individual, as a group member and in relationship with others. Thus, she 
conceptualises face by associating it with multiple dimensions of identities rather than 
distinguishing between positive face and negative face. “Sociality rights and obligations” are 
people’s behavioural expectations to others. Our evaluation of appropriate behaviours are not 
always arbitrary, and there are two interactional principles that can influence our behavioural 
expectations. One is equity, which refers to “a fundamental belief that we are entitled to personal 
consideration from others, so that we are treated fairly” (Spencer-Oatey, 2008, p.16). For 
example, we want others not to violate our equity rights by exploiting or controlling. The other 
interactional principle is association, which refers to “a fundamental belief that we are entitled 
to social involvement with others, in keeping with the type of relationship that we have with 
them” (Spencer-Oatey, 2008, p.16). For example, we want others not to violate our association 
rights by ignoring us or sharing excessive personal feelings. “Interactional goals” are related to 
people’s wants to achieve specific goals in interactions. The underlying assumption is that if 
people have different interactional goals and fail to achieve their goals, then they are more likely 
to feel annoyed and it can affect their harmonious relationships. These three components are 
considered to mutually influence each other.  

In relation to how rapport is managed in speech acts, Spencer-Oatey (2008) argues that 
rapport is constructed through different linguistic domains: “all use of language [...] can affect 
people’s interpretations of how appropriately face, sociality rights and obligations and 
interactional goals are managed, and can therefore affect rapport” (p.20). Apology is, according 
to this publication, one domain of illocutionary acts that are of interest for rapport management 
research.  
 
3. Data Collection 

For the present study, we focused on the linguistic data provided by 10 of the 29 research 
participants, who joined both the questionnaire research and video research in this project.  

In the questionnaire research, these 10 participants first completed a questionnaire for four 
selected speech acts including apologising. They were asked to think of situations in which an 
apology is required and answer how they would apologise in such situations and how they 
would respond positively and negatively. They were also asked to answer what they believed 
were the linguistic features of their apologies and of their positive and negative responses. This 
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questionnaire section was designed this way to elicit data concerning the ‘lay’ persons’ concepts 
about what linguistic features contribute to im/politeness (i.e. politeness1, 2) (cf. Eelen, 2001; 
Watts, 2003) and rapport management. We collected 20 apologies and 40 responses from the 
participants and they were recorded as written scripts and audio recordings.  

In the video research, the participants were asked to pair up with their partners and perform 
role-play scenarios in which one side makes an apology and the other side responds to it. Unlike 
the questionnaire research, they were not asked to provide both positive and negative responses; 
they could decide how to respond to the interlocutors’ apology according to their preference. 
We collected 10 apologies and 10 responses from the participants through the role-playing, and 
these data were recorded as written scripts as well as audio-visual recordings.   

In total, we collected 30 samples of apologies and 50 samples of responses to the apologies 
through the video research and questionnaire research (Table 1).  
 
Table 1 Data for Analysis  

Type of Research Linguistic samples 
Apologies Responses 

Video Research in March 2018 10 10 
Questionnaire Research in 
August 2017 and March 2018 

20 40* 

Total= 30 50 
*20 positive replies and 20 negative replies 

 
4. Analysis 
4.1 Findings of the video research  

By looking at the semantic components of the 10 apologies, we have confirmed that the 
common strategy consists of IFID (illocutionary force indicating device) and explanation or 
acknowledgement of responsibility1. The participants’ preferred responses to the 10 apologies 
were positive and they saved the interlocutors’ face by minimizing the offence. In the following, 
we present three examples to illustrate how the participants in pairs managed rapport with each 
other through apologies and responses in scenarios.  

Example 1 is an interaction supposedly between friends, Participant A (male) and B (male).  
Example 1  Interaction supposedly between friends 
A: I’m so sorry, I hit your car whilst reversing. 
B: Not to worry, it can be fixed. 
A: (phew) 

[VideoResearch_UK1803_PairNo.2] 
Participant A says, “I’m so sorry, I hit your car whilst reversing.” which can be seen as an 
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apology for infringing Participant B’s equity right through the cost of damaging his car. So, 
Participant A manages sociality rights and obligations by apology, using IFID, Intensifier and 
Explanation or Acknowledgement of responsibility as linguistic strategies for his apology. In 
return, Participant B responds, “Not to worry, it can be fixed,” which indicates forgiveness. The 
apology is inherently face threatening to the speaker. So, Participant B’s response that 
minimizes the seriousness of the offence can save Participant A’s face. Also, forgiving can be a 
way of managing association rights. If Participant B does not accept Participant A’s apology, it 
would affect their long-term friendship. 

Example 2 is an interaction supposedly between friends or fellow workers, Participant C 
(female) and D (male).  
Example 2  Interaction supposedly between friends/ fellow workers 
C: I’m really sorry, I’ve accidentally deleted your email. Would it be possible to send it 
again? 
D: No problem. I’ll do that right away. 

[VideoResearch_UK1803_PairNo.9] 
Participant C says, “I’m really sorry, I’ve accidentally deleted your email,” which can be 

seen as an apology for infringing Participant D’s equity right through the cost of sending an e-
mail. So, Participant C manages sociality rights and obligations by apology, using IFID, 
Intensifier and Explanation or Acknowledgement of responsibility as linguistic strategies for 
her apology. She also asks him to send the same e-mail again by using a formal expression of 
“Would it be possible...?” Participant D responds, “No problem. I’ll do that right away,” which 
indicates forgiveness and acceptance of her request. Like the previous example, Participant D’s 
response can save Participant C’s face and association right. 

Example 3 is an interaction supposedly between acquaintances or friends, Participant E 
(female) and F (male) in a formal setting.  
Example 3 Interaction supposedly between acquaintances / friends in a formal setting 
E: I stand here before you today to offer my sincerest apologies for my behaviour. It 
was inexcusable but I do hope with time you can forgive me. 
F: I appreciate your honesty and thank you for your apology. You did cause significant 
distress, but I think with time I will be able to forgive you.  

[VideoResearch_UK1803_PairNo.8] 
Although Participant E does not explicitly indicate what the cause of offending is, we can 

assume that her behaviour might damage Participant F’s face or violate Participant F’s sociality 
rights, which caused “significant distress” for Participant F and thereby she manages face or 
sociality rights by apologising. She uses a formal apology with an intensifier, (“I stand here 
before you today to offer my sincerest apologies for my behaviour”), acknowledgement of her 
responsibility (“It was inexcusable”) and a request to be forgiven (“I do hope with time you can 
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forgive me”) as linguistic strategies for her apology. Participant F appreciates Participant E’s 
apology and expresses criticism by saying “You did cause significant distress,” which can 
threaten Participant E’s face. Yet, after all, Participant F accepts Participant E’s apology and 
manages her face and association rights.  
 
4.2 Findings of the questionnaire research  

In questionnaire research, we studied how rapport could be maintained, enhanced or 
challenged in this speech event through the inspection of apologies and positive and negative 
replies. We observed that the 20 negative responses to apologising could threaten the 
interlocutors’ face and violate their sociality rights in terms of the association principle. To 
address this point, in this section, we discuss two scenarios provided by two participants, 
comparing positive responses and negative responses regarding their linguistic strategies.  

Example 4-1 and 4-2 are interactions between two friends in a casual setting, created by 
Participant B2. S (Speaker) is getting late and telling it to H (Hearer) while apologising. 
Example 4-1 shows an example of a positive response to the apology. 
Example 4-1 Being late for a catch-up with a friend (Casual) 
S: Sorry I’m running late mate. 
H: Nah don’t worry, tube’s a nightmare! 
*S = Speaker; H = Hearer  

[QuestionnaireResearch_UK1803_QP01_No.2] 
S uses IFID, Explanation or Acknowledgement of responsibility, an address term “mate” as 

linguistic strategies for his apology. From the perspective of rapport management, being late 
can infringe H’s equity right through the cost of wasting H’s time. So, S’s apology manages 
sociality rights in terms of equity. Another linguistic feature of S’s apology is the usage of 
“mate3”, which indicates a bond or friendship and can be seen as a linguistic strategy for 
managing association rights. 

In the positive response to S’s apology (Example 4-1), H accepts S’s apology (“Nah don’t 
worry”) and shows sympathy (“tube’s a nightmare!”). By doing so H saves S’s face and 
association rights as a friend. Choosing an informal way of saying “no” or “Nah” is another 
linguistic strategy for managing association rights if the use of informal expressions is 
appropriate for them as friends4. 

On the other hand, in the negative response (Example 4-2), H shouts S’s name, showing his 
irritation, and criticises him by saying “You’re always late to meet me!”  
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Example 4-2  Being late for a catch-up with a friend (Casual) 
S: Sorry I’m running late mate. 
H: Greg! You’re always late to meet me! 
*S = Speaker; H = Hearer  

 [QuestionnaireResearch_UK1803_ QP01_No.2] 
A negative characteristic (i.e., being always late to meet H) is associated with S’s self-image, 

and by doing so H’s criticism can threaten S’s face. Additionally, H rejects S’s apology, which 
can infringe S’s association rights if S expects to be forgiven because they are friends and being 
late is a forgivable mistake for them. 

Example 5-1 and 5-2 are interactions between participants at a casual party, created by 
Participant F5. S (Speaker) knocked over H (Hearer)’s drink and spilled it onto their clothes.  
Example 5-1 A party. I have knocked over someone's drink and spilled it onto their 
clothes. (Casual) 
S: Oh mate, I’m so sorry I didn’t see that there at all, let me help you clean it up! 
H: Ah, no worries dude. It is all good! 
*S = Speaker; H = Hearer  

[QuestionnaireResearch_UK1803_QP07_No.2] 
S apologises for his carelessness by saying “Oh mate, I’m so sorry I didn’t see that there at 

all, let me help you clean it up!” He uses IFID, Explanation, Offer of repair as linguistic 
strategies for his apology6. S’s behaviour infringes H’s equity rights through the cost of wasting 
H’s drink and damaging his clothes, and therefore S manages sociality rights and obligations 
by apologising. In the positive response to S’s apology in Example 5-1, H accepts S’s apology 
(“Ah, no worries dude”) and minimises the seriousness of the offence (“It is all good!”)7. By 
doing so, H saves S’s face and association rights. Like Example 4-1, using an informal address 
term “dude” is another linguistic strategy for managing association rights if the use of informal 
expressions is appropriate register for them at the party.  

On the other hand, in the negative response in Example 5-2, H expresses his anger (“Argh!”), 
insults S (“You moron”)8, and criticizes S’s fault (“I can’t believe you did that!”).  
Example 5-2  A party. I have knocked over someone’s drink and spilled it onto their 
clothes. (Casual) 
S: Oh mate, I’m so sorry I didn’t see that there at all, let me help you clean it up! 
H: Argh! You moron I can’t believe you did that! 
*S = Speaker; H = Hearer 

 [QuestionnaireResearch_UK1803_QP07_No.2] 
Insulting and criticizing are impoliteness strategies (Culpeper, 1996, 2011), and these 

rapport-challenging strategies can damage not only S’s face but also infringe S’s association 
rights. Additionally, H’s rejection of S’s apology can also infringe S’s association rights as well. 
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5. Summary of Findings 

So far, we have examined and discussed the selected examples of apologies from the data 
and demonstrated how they can be analysed with the rapport management framework. Based 
on the analysis, we have observed the following key findings. The first main finding is that 
when we looked at the linguistic strategies of apologies by the 10 research participants from the 
perspective of rapport management, sociality rights and obligations were managed in their 
apologies. The second finding was that in the video research in which the research participants 
freely decided the ways of responding to apologies, they tended to choose positive responses 
and take politeness strategies to save their interlocutors’ face by accepting apologies. On the 
other hand, the research participants employed impoliteness strategies in their negative 
responses in the questionnaire research. This means that they did not always necessarily hold 
the desire to maintain their harmonious relationships or rapport maintenance orientation in 
responding to apologies. 
 
6. Conclusion 

According to the video and questionnaire data, we were able to observe that the participants 
in this study who are speakers of English were expected to manage their sociality rights and 
obligations in maintaining a social relationship. Also, we found that the hearer could threaten 
rapport with the speaker by negative responses, for example by making a complaint and using 
offensive expressions. In other words, the participants recognised what linguistic aspects could 
make their responses negative. The data of positive and negative responses and the participants’ 
comments on their language use provided us with the insight into what linguistic strategies are 
marked as positive or negative by lay persons. 

The database of the English speech acts surveyed this time has proven to be a useful 
linguistic material for the study of im/politeness strategies (Culpeper, 1996; 2011) employed by 
“lay” persons (politeness1) in view of the theoretical framework of rapport management 
(politeness2) (cf. Eelen, 2001; Watts, 2003). The investigation of the written, audio, and audio-
visual materials has provided examples of what such “lay” persons are performing in rapport 
management. Future research should examine longer sequences of apologising and responding 
in order to provide more evidence of how apologisers and apologisees successfully manage 
rapport by linguistic and non-linguistic strategies. 
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Notes 
1. We referred to the coding manual of the CCSARP (cf. Blum-Kulka et al. 1989) in order to 

classify the linguistic strategies employed by the participants of this research.  
2. This participant’s video research data was used and analysed in Example 1 above. Therefore, 

this participant is labelled as ‘Participant B’. 
3. This participant indeed pointed out “mate” as a “notable linguistic feature”. This description 

allowed the researchers to understand what linguistic elements and strategies “lay” persons 
are employing for rapport management and to control the level of politeness. 

4. This participant also pointed out the use of a “slang utterance (‘Nah’)” as a “notable 
linguistic feature” in his positive reply.  

5. This participant’s video research data was used and analysed in Example 3 above. Therefore, 
this participant is labelled as ‘Participant F’. 

6. This participant pointed out “mate” as a “notable linguistic feature”. 
7. This participant pointed out “No worries” and “All good” as “notable linguistic features” in 

his positive reply. 
8. This participant also pointed out “moron” as a “notable linguistic feature”. This description 

allowed the researchers to understand what linguistic elements and strategies “lay” persons 
are employing for rapport management and to control the level of impoliteness. 
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<Abstract> 
My aim is to uncover how figurative expressions (FEs) are used in talk-in-interaction in association with topic 
shift by using the methodology of conversation analysis. FEs which constitute words (such as ‘kanzume’) are 
routinely used and distinctively recognised in ordinary conversation and it is observed that they may act as 
summary assessments and may be used by speakers as a pivot in shifting or expanding the topical talk. It is 
indicated that the pragmatic generality of FEs enable speakers not only to impart their understanding but to 
accomplish speakers’ projection to turn the talk to a non-serious topic.  

figurative expressions, , ,  
 
 

 
figurative expressions (  FEs) 

FEs FEs

FEs FEs
 

 
 

FEs  (literal expressions)
 (Lakoff and Kovecses, 1987; 

Kovecses, 2004)  (Gibbs and Colston, 2012; , 
2000; , 2002) FEs FEs

 
Drew and Holt (1998) Holt and Drew (2005)

Drew and Holt (1998) FEs  (summary assessments)
FEs  (topic) Holt and Drew 

(2005) FEs  (pivot)
 (stepwise topic shift: Sacks, 1992; Jefferson, 1984a) 

FEs
 

 
 

 ( )
FEs  (

) FEs  (component)
FEs

( 1 2 )  
1 2 1 M

Y 2 1 M 2 Y FE
1 Y

M 9 5
 

 
1  

01  M    
02       
03  Y   ::  
04  M    
05      (.) 
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06     :: .hh  
07  Y    
08  M    
09    (.) 
10     [ :: 
11  Y                                      [  
 

2  
01  Y    
02  M    
03  Y   ::  
04  M    
05      (0.3) 
06 Y   [  
07  M                                               [ :: 
08  Y   ::hehehehe 
09  M   (.)  
10     .hh ::  
 

1 Y :: (L3) M
M FE

FE Y
( )(L4)
Y M

M (Schiffrin, 1987) Y
FE

FE Y (oh) (Heritage, 1984)
M  (relevant)

M
FE  (L6)

FE
Y

(L1-2)
FE

FE

 
2 Y Y M

Y (L3)
M (0.3) Y

FE
FE

FE
(L6)

Y M (L7) FE

M
(L9) M

M Y FE
 

1 2 2 3 4
FE 3 Z

Z M FE
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3  
01  Z   [ (.)  
02  M                [ :::  
03      ::(.)  
04  Z   :[:(.)   
05  M                    [ ::(.)[ (.) : 
06  Z                                [ :: 
07 M  [  
08  Z           [¥  
09 M   
10  Z   [  
11  M                                [  
12  Z    
13  M  (.)  
 

( ) Z M
Z ( ) (Pomerantz, 1986)

FE (L7) FE
Z (L8) FE

Z

FE ( )
FE (L9)

Z FE M FE

FE

FE

FE  
4 3 K N FE

K N
N  ( , 1994)

FE
3 K  

 
4  

01  N   :::: (.)hehe 
02  K   :: (h) [ hehe 
03  N                                              [hehehe 
04      (h) hehehe[heh 
05  K                                  [  
06      ::heh[eh 
07  N                                 [heh ::  
08      
09  K   :: 
 

FE ( ) N K
(extreme case formulations: Pomerantz, 1986)

N
(h) (L4)  (Drew, 1987)

K

N K
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N
FE  (L8)

K :: (oh)
FEs

FEs  
  

 
FEs

FEs
FEs

FEs
FEs

FEs
FEs

FEs
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tyoumimi@fuji.waseda.jp 

 

 

Abstract  
This study investigates the Discourse Structure of a narrative in Japanese free conversations based on an 

analysis of the relationship between a narrative’s ‘wadankei’ and its prior context. The data for this study 
come from 10 recorded spontaneous free conversations by close friends, which last about 30 minutes each. 
The results show that Japanese Native Speakers tend to show the most important evaluation at the end of a 
narrative. In contrast, Advanced Chinese Learners of the Japanese language mostly show it guided by 
Japanese Native Speakers and they are more likely to show evaluation positively at the start of a narrative. 

 

 

 

1  
(narrative) 2

( )

(Labov 1972  2005 138 )

(  1993 33)  

NS

CNS

2003  

 

2  
Labov & Waletzky(1967) Labov(1972) a.

(abstract) b. (orientation)

c. (complicating action) d. (evaluation)

e. (result) f. (coda) 6

a f

Peterson & McCabe(1983)

(point)

 

(Maynard 1989)

NS ( 2010)

CNS NS ( 2006)
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(1) (

) NS (2) (

) NS (3) CNS

 

 

3  

NS( 1) 30 5 10

20

CNS N1  

2

Labov(1972) (1993)

.

.

. 3  

(1999) 6

2010

6  

. .  

. .  

. . .  

. .  

. 2  

.

 

(2019) 1. 2.

3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 7

 

 

4  
NS1 NS5 40 NS6 NS10 39 79

NS1 NS5 34 CNS1 CNS5 39 73

 

1 NS 2 CNS
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1 NS .

32.91% . 30.38% . 17.72% 8

2 CNS . 61.54%

. 25.64% . NS CNS

NS

 

 

4.1 NS  

NS . . . 64

. . 26 1.

11 5. 7. 5

NS .

. . 24 1.

11 4. 7 2. 4 NS

2

. 14

NS

 

 

4.2 NS  
NS

1. 1.

35 11 . 8

1. 16 9 .

6 NS
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4.3 CNS  
CNS . .

. 24 NS 11 1.

7. 7 5. 2

NS

. 10 NS 5 1.

2. 5 .

NS . 3 1. 2

7. 1 CNS

CNS

 

 

5  

NS CNS

NS

NS CNS

CNS CNS

 

 

1 NS10 NS1 NS5  

 
 

Labov, W. & Waletzky, J. 1967. Narrative analysis: Oral versions of personal experience. In J. Helm (ed.) Essays  
on the verbal and visual arts, 105-120. Seattle: University of Washington Press. 

Labov, W. 1972. The transformation of experience in narrative syntax. In Language in the inner city, 354-396.  
  Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press. 
Maynard, S.K. 1989. Causal Narrative in Conversation. In Japanese Conversation: self-contextualization   
  through Structure and Interactional Management, 98-133. Ablex. 
Peterson, C. & McCabe, A. 1983. Developmental psycholinguistics: Three ways of looking at a child’s   

narrative. New York: Plenum Press. 
. 2005. IV 137-150  

K. 1993.  
. 2010.  

 39 33-40. 
. 1999. 48 1-28. 
. 2003. 5  ( )  

 ( ) 7 91-119  
. 2010.  

. 2006.  
29 1-17. 

. 2019.  
(26)-2 179-190. 

日本語の雑談における物語の談話構造

－186－



Abstract 
The purpose of this study to focus on common Japanese people’s humor and find out 1) What is considered 

funny about the submitted pieces of humor 2) In what forms are the humorous contents put into words 3) 

What kinds of narrative structures can be observed. The research results show that: 1) Nearly half of the 

pieces of humor analyzed make fun of other people. 2) The overwhelming majority turned out to be taking 

the form of a ‘narrative’ (mainly about personal experiences) 3) By analyzing the sixty-two pieces taking the 

form of a narrative, it was found that only four of them have joke-like structures ending with a punch line 

while all the others provide some further information even after the punch line. 
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1   213 96.82% 

 5 2.27% 

 1 0.45% 

  1 0.45% 

 220 100.00% 

9

1

220

94  

    

 109 49.55% 2011010 1 A

 

 
53 24.09% 2012040

 
 52 23.64% 2012043

 

 
6 2.73% 2014008

 

 220 100   
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Abstract  
   The aim of this research is to investigate what makes an utterance hurt the hearer even though the speaker 
does not intend to do so. Under a hypothetical formula that an utterance hurts the hearer if it gives him/her any 
negative evaluation, a case taken from a movie film is analyzed with a concept of “discordance”. Based on the 
analysis, this paper proposes that an utterance hurt the hearer against the speaker’s intention if it is interpreted in 
different contexts between the participants and the hearer’s context is the one which evokes any negative 
evaluation. 
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プロトタイプ義と語用の意味対称 
 

snishiuchi@ninjal.ac.jp 

 

 

<Abstract> 
Under what conditions are polysemous words interpreted uniquely? In this study, I analyzed 

examples of 47 adjectives extracted from BCCWJ, which were annotated with etymological information 
from the Complete Japanese-Language Dictionary (Nihon kokugo daijiten) and the words’ polysemous 
senses according to the Word List by Semantic Principle Vocabulary List (Bunrui Goihyo). I studied the 
differences between (A) their linguistic prototypical sense and (B) those meanings that were easy to express 
using an exclamatory sentence. I show that (1) not all polysemous meanings can be interpreted equally and 
(2) even a derivative sense holds a specific superiority because of the property of the apparent meanings of 
the word in an exclamatory sentence that does not contain the co-occurrence word. 

 

 

 

 １．この研究の目的  

1982

Klein and 

Murphy2001

 

 

 ２．この研究の背景  
2018 35

47

2002

1

47 38

(A) 2 (B)
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ずれアリ（38） ずれナシ（９） 

優しい・厳しい・親しい・冷たい・固い・弱い・強い・明るい・汚い・温かい・

濃い・細かい・重い・鋭い・険しい・可笑しい・寂しい・恐ろしい・煩い・つ

らい・面白い・大きい・小さい・近い・長い・高い・厚い・薄い・若い・早い・

遅い・不味い・凄い・好ましい・旨い・激しい・素晴らしい・酷い 

あどけない・きつい・さ

り気無い・偉い・熱い・

甘い・臭い・荒々しい・

遠い 

 

 ３．語義解釈に寄与する要素  
1982

 

 

(1) *  / **  

(2) *  / **  
 

 ４．感動文の意味表出  

2006

/ /

2012

2017
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2002

2002

 

 
(3) a. b. ?  
(4) a. [ [ ] ] 

 
 b. [ [ ] ] 

?? 2002 173-174  
 

2018  

発話の連鎖 知識・経験 情報伝達の方向性と発話タイプ 感動文の意味表出 

対話 
非共有 

要求 → 質問 
身体性の高い意味 

提供 → 報告 
共有 要求・提供 → 共有 身体性の低い意味 

（推論・高度な判断） 独話 非共有 方向なし → 独り言 
 

2012

 
 
(5) *  / **  

 
 ５．おわりに  
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(6)  

(7)  

 

 
(A)

(B)
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<Abstract> 

  This study investigates expletive constructions in six languages (English, French, Norwegian, 

Swedish, Dutch and German) and reveals a relationship between a semantic restriction on verbs and 

selection of subject nouns. Based on results that are gained from web corpora, it is concluded that the 

expletive constructions which follow a severe semantic restriction on verbs in English and French tend 

to express subjective motion by taking abstract nouns, especially time-class-nouns, as their subjects. In 

contrast, the other languages without severe restrictions -- Norwegian, Swedish, Dutch and German -- 

can use a wide variety of nouns for their subjects. 

第21回大会発表論文集　第14号

－199－



「虚辞 ＋ COME」存在文の類型論的調査 ～動詞にかかる制限と意味上の主語の意味タイプの関連性に関して～

－200－



第21回大会発表論文集　第14号

－201－



There

24

「虚辞 ＋ COME」存在文の類型論的調査 ～動詞にかかる制限と意味上の主語の意味タイプの関連性に関して～

－202－



ワークショップ
Workshop Sessions





 
 

 
 

 
 

Abstract  
This workshop was planned under the presupposition that mismanipulation of pragmatic strategies is 
considered to lead to communication breakdowns between interlocutors, especially in case of second 
language (L2) interactions (cf. Gass and Selinker 2008). The four contributors provided the audience with 
the chance to consider how the instructors should apply the findings of pragmatic research to foreign 
language education. Through research on the pragmatic behaviors in Japanese and English educational 
settings and the findings in conversation analysis and discourse analysis, each paper brought up some 
issues on how to deal with pragmatic aspects in production activities in educational settings. 
 

 
 
 
1  

 
L2

 (Gass and Selinker 2008)
 (LoCastro 2012)  
Mondada (2016) 

 (Clark 1996)

 (Mey 1995, Capone 2005)

 
2018 12 4 [ ]

[ ] [ ] [ ]

 
2
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4 2 3

L2

 
4 5

2
L2

 
4  

 
2  

 (Goffman 1981)
 (Goodwin 1981) 

 (e.g. Greer 2015)
 (L1)  (Hindmarsh 2010) L2  

L2

Footing
Footing

『相互行為』と語用論：社会的関係の動的性質に関する実践研究と教育への応用
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3  

 
 
4  

2 4

1

 
 
5  

1
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Triangulation

 

1
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<Abstract> 

This paper uses Conversation Analysis to examine naturally-occurring triadic L2 (Japanese/English) interaction 
recorded in hairdressing settings. The data is a multiple involvement interaction in which talk does not always 
directly associate to the ongoing physical activity (haircut). The focus is particularly on the triadic interactional 
constellation constantly reconfigured by speaker selection and recipiency within the ratified active participants. 
The findings suggest that interactional peripherality can momentarily shift according the preceding recipient 
selection, and the peripheral interactant can play an important mediatory role in maintaining intersubjectivity. 
The study offers insight to language teachers regarding how L2 interaction is managed in real-life situations 
beyond the walls of the classroom.  

 
 
 

Goffman 1981

Goodwin 1981

e.g. Greer 2015

L1 e.g. 

Hindmarsh 2010 L2

 

(Oshima 2009, Garzaniti et al. 2011, Greer 2013) 

Participation framework 

(Goffman 1981) (Ratified active participants) 

(Constellation) Hindmarsh (2010) Peripherality

Participation

Visual turn (Mondada 2016) Lamination (Goodwin 2013)

Footing (Hauser 2011)

(Schegloff 1991, 1992, Hutchby & Wooffitt 1998)

Intersubjectivity  

 (JB)  (Miku)  (Taku)

L2

Miku Taku

Taku Taku Miku
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Miku JB

2-3

3 3

(Jefferson 

2005, Mondada 2009) L2

 

1 1-4 JB Miku

Taku 2

Miku Taku

Taku

JB 4

Miku (JB)

(Miku)

5 Miku

Taku JB

Miku Taku (7 ) Taku

0.6 hobby JB

1 Miku

4 Taku Taku JB

11-12 Miku

Taku Taku JB

Taku Miku Miku

Taku 2

JB

Miku Taku

shopping Taku JB

(JB) (Miku Taku)

1:  1:  

1 

2 

01 JB an:|        | 
  ---|point T| 
02  |you          guys?    | 
  |point M------point T| 
03  |>shumi?<                    | 
  |>point M-point T-point M<| 
04  |ahr::| >hobby?<= 
  |---->| 
 Taku |gaze M| 
05 Miku =un. 
06 Taku hobby (.) [a:::  ] 
07 Miku             [nan’ka]|(.)    | 
 Taku                       |gaze M| 
08  Miku ((inaudible))tte naino  
09  (.6)  
10 Taku >hobby< |eh:::         | 
            |lean R             | 
            |---RH to forehead|-(1.2)->> 
11 Miku |nain                             | chaun.(.)  
 Taku |rise RH, gaze off->back to M|gaze off     
12 Miku |shopping ka| 
 Taku |gaze M      |  
13 Taku sho[pp|ing  |] 
         |point| 
14 JB     [shoppi   ]ng oh: shopping?= 

38 JB ah      |::: 
39 Taku         |bould- mou= 
          |climbing gesture-- 
40 Miku =(h)e:: sounan. 
41 Taku saikin hajimemas(hi)ta. 
42 Miku he::: 
43 Taku [sugoi ssuyo.       ]|  
  (climbing gesture)->|  
44 Miku [shigoto see        ] shigoto= 
45 JB =|ev- ev|ery week?                | 
            |twist RI twice & pause| 
 Taku  |pause, smile & gaze J           | 
46 Taku e|:::      |: 
   |gaze off| 
 JB  |RI move and pause| 

三者間会話における参与構造の変化
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Footing

2 Taku

JB (38 ) Miku (40 )

41 Taku 42 Miku 43

Taku JB JB  (38 ) 39 45

JB JB Miku Taku

JB

JB 44

41-43 Participant framework

 

3 57

JB

Taku Taku

Miku JB

58

JB

Miku  (59 ) Taku Miku JB

60 Taku  (61 ) 62 Miku

Taku Q2 Q3  (63 ) JB

64  

Taku 65 63  (A3-a) Miku JB  (Q1-

d) Taku JB Miku JB

Taku Miku

JB Miku  (66 )

Taku Taku

Taku Miku JB

Taku

JB Miku

(JB) (Taku, Miku) 

JB

Miku JB

Miku Taku Miku

3 

57 JB |is it expensive? 
 Taku |((gaze to Miku))-- 
58 JB [a::                  ] 
59 Miku [dorekurai dekin’no] 
 Taku ((gaze to Miku))-->|  
60 JB is it-| 
        [|rise LH|] 
61 Taku       [|a::    n|] 
         |tilt/shake head| 
62 Miku itsu hajimetan. 
63 Taku |ts- saikin desuyo| 
  |-----------------|RH to forehead 
64 JB how much is it 
65 Taku suu [kagetsu            ]mae 
66 Miku      [how |much        |]       |         | 
             |gaze mirror|-(1.0)-|-face T|-->> 
 Taku                                    |gaze M | 
67 JB [|wall climbing   |]-->> 
   |climbing gesture| 

Q1-a 

Q1-b 
Q2 

Q1-c 

A2 

Q3 
A3-a 

Q1-d 
A3-b 
Q1-d’ 

Q1-e 
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JB Miku Taku

Taku Miku  (66

) JB

JB Taku

 

L2

Footing

Footing

(Psathas 1995)

(Mortensen & Wagner 2013, Kasper 2009)
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This paper aims to discuss the ambiguous nature of silence using a theoretical approach based on the 
“pragmatic act” (Mey, 2001). Previous studies, such as “speech act theories” and “politeness research,” have 
attempted to identify silence, with a focus on the “speaker’s intention.” This paper argues the necessity of 
reconsidering silence as “interactions between interlocutors.” A detailed analysis on talk and retrospective 
interview reveal the functions and actors of silence from different perspectives of a researcher and participants. 
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<Abstract> 
Relay writing is a kind of writing activity in which the aim is to complete a story  
by adding one paragraph to the previous paragraphs, written by different writers. 
The purpose of this study is to illustrate how relay writing activities can serve as a Peer-
learning method. 
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Abstract  
This paper proposes a teaching method that introduces a chat-style composition to Japanese EFL learners in 
order to encourage conversation based on context, as well as to consider how best to teach the pragmatic 
aspects of interaction. It focuses on the usage of repetitions in English conversation and chat-style English 
compositions to examine their influence on interactions. The analysis shows that an instruction that 
introduces chat-style compositions can contribute to improving the learners’ conversational skills. In 
addition, the author suggests how to teach pragmatic aspects based on differences that depend on 
sociocultural situations and an individual’s unique choice of expression. 
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2018 6
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4.  
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4.1.  

1
 

 
1 (Fruits-Season) 3 

01 A: What fruits do you like? 
02 B: I like orange. How about you? 
03 A: Hm, I like nashi. 
04 B: Nashi. . 
05 A: It’s very delicious. 
06 B: , Which, do you, which  

 season do you like? 
07 A: I like winter. 
08 B: Why? 
09 A: I like cold. , , . 

10 B: Snow. 
11 A: Snow? How about you? 
12 B: I like summer. 
13 A: Oh. Why? 
14 B: I like summer vacation. 
 

1-5 6-14
1

6
2 “I like 

orange.” 7 “I like winter.”

8 “Why?”

2 “How about you?”
11

13
 

2
 

 
2 (Salmon) 

01 C: What is your favorite food? 
02 D: My favorite food is wataame, 

 ah, [cotton candy. 
03 C: [Wataame. 
04 D: Cotton candy. 
05 C: Cotton [candy. 
06 D:  [Yes. I, If I went to festival, I would  

 buy it. 
07 C: Un, oh. 
08 D: How about you? How about you? 
09 C: Um, I like sushi. 
10 D: Sushi. 
11 C: Sushi. 
12 D: Sushi . Sushi, what sushi, what  

 kind of sushi do you like? 
13 C: I like, um, salmon. 
14 D: Salmon. 
15 C: Un, Salmon. 
16 D: Salmon is Maguro in Japanese. Are, magu, 

no, no, no Maguro. 

英語での会話力向上のためのチャット形式作文の導入と語用論的側面の指導

－222－



 
2 2 “wataame” “cotton 

candy” 3-5

D

9-12 “sushi”
C D

12 “what kind of sushi do you 
like?”

13-16
D C

“salmon”
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3 (Nagano & Movie) 4 

01 A: Hello. What are you going to do this  
 summer vacation? 

02 B: I’m going to go to Nagano! 
03 A: What will you do!? 
04 B: I will correct a beetle! 
05 A: Beetle!? I don’t like it. 
06 B: Oh! My! God!!!! It is very fantastic game! 

 <A: Really!?> 
 OK! How about you? 

07 A: I will stay my friends house. So I’m going  
 to watch the movie! 

08 B: It’s good! What kind of movie will you  
 watch? 

09 A: It’s movie of animation! We plane to stay  
 up late watching movie. Oh! What kind  
 movie do you like? 

10 B: I like horror movie!! Vooooo!!! 
 

1-6

6 “How about you?”
7-10

“It’s good”
6 A  

“Really!?”
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4 (Listening) 
01 A: How is your exam. I have no confidence. 
02 B: Me neither, what part did you fell difficult. 

 Listenning Part 3. I can’t understand. 
03 A: Yes, it was difficult. Talking was first and  

 unclear. How about reading section. 
04 B: Last section. I can’t understand any part. 
05 A: Bocabulaly was difficult 
 

“I have no confidence.” 1
“Listenning Part 3. I can’t understand.” 2

“Talking was first and unclear.” 3
“I can’t understand any part.” 4
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<Abstract> 

This paper argues that Japanese conjunction nanode derived from the subordinate conjunction –(na)node 

in 1960s in order to make the pragmatic adjustment necessary for claiming for something or asking a favor 

of the hearer. It also argues that nanode at the early stage had a function of discourse marker, which 

indicated the rightfulness of a request or a claim made by the speaker.      
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In this paper, the author analyzes the pragmatic function of Japanese suspended sentences such as "naitenai-

shi" that is recently observed in usage mainly by younger generation. This new type of suspended sentences 

is different from the euphemism found in previous research, and it is a " way for avoiding completion 

sentences" by daringly adding "shi", that can be thought to strong communication attitude of the speaker or 

trying to secure initiative and superiority in conversation. (75 words) 

A B C A B C
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TRP Transition Relevant Place
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The affix –tan is traditionally served as a suffix, only attached to a proper noun like Mitan. However, there are various other 
word type options among young people it could apply to, such as tsuratan and ganbarutan. Furthermore, –tan is also used at 
the end of a sentence. Therefore, in this paper, I investigate the syntactic structures and pragmatic function of suffix –tan used 
at the end of a sentence. In this paper, I claim that –tan has become an interpersonal modality expression in this usage, which 
implies a cute personality and softens negative expressions of the speaker. 
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日本語用論学会規約

第１章 総則

第１条　本会は「日本語用論学会」（The Pragmatics Society of Japan）と称する。
第２条　本会は語用論ならびに関連諸分野の研究に寄与することを目的とする。
第３条　本会は次の事業を行う。
　　　　１．大会その他の研究集会。
　　　　２．機関誌の発行。
　　　　３．その他必要な事業。
第４条　本会は諸事業を推進するため運営委員会および事務局を置く。
第５条　運営委員会の承認を経て、支部を各地区に置くことができる。

第２章　会員

第６条　本会の会員は一般会員、学生会員、団体会員の３種類とする。
第７条　 会員は、本会の趣旨に賛同し所定の手続きを経て本会に登録された個人及び団

体とする。
第８条　 会員は諸種の会合及び事業の通知を受け、事業に参加することができる。また、

所定の手続きを経て、研究集会で研究発表し、機関誌に投稿することができる。

第３章　役員

第９条　本会に次の役員を置く。任期は２年とし、再選を妨げない。
　　　　会　　　　長　１名
　　　　副　会　長　１名
　　　　事 務 局 長　１名
　　　　運 営 委 員　若干名
　　　　会計監査委員　１名
　　　　 また、顧問を置くことがある。理事は、会長、副会長経験者、又は65歳以上の

運営委員で原則10年以上運営委員を務めたものとし、運営委員を兼ねる。運営
委は４月１日現在で70歳以下とする。

第10条　運営委員会は、会長、副会長、事務局長および運営委員から構成される。
第11条　会長、副会長、および事務局長は運営委員会で選出され、運営委員は会員より
選出される。
第12条　運営委員会は次の任務を遂行する。
　　　　１．機関誌および会報誌等の編集・刊行にかかわる事項の決定。
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　　　　２．大会および研究集会等にかかわる事項の決定。
　　　　３．予算案および収支決算案の作成。
　　　　４．その他運営委員会が必要と認めた事項。
第13条　 運営委員会の中に次の部と委員を置く。各部の委員は運営委員会の議を経て会

長が委嘱し、兼任することができる。各部は業務を遂行するために、運営委員
会の承認を得て有給の事務助手を置くことができる。

　　　　１．執行部
　　　　２．編集部
　　　　３．大会運営部
　　　　４．国際・事業部
　　　　５．広報部
第14条　 各委員会の業務を調整するために代表連絡会議を開く。代表連絡会議は、会長、

副会長、事務局長、編集委員長、大会運営委員長、事業委員長、広報委員長か
ら構成される。

第15条　本会の会則は、会員総会で承認を得るものとする。
第16条　会員の中から会計監査委員を１名選出する。任期は２年とし、１期に限る。

第４章　会議

第17条　 定例会員総会は、年１回会長がこれを招集する。また、必要な場合、臨時会員
総会を招集することができる。

第18条　定例運営委員会は、必要に応じて、年１回以上招集される。

第５章　会計

第19条　本会の運営経費は、会費、寄付金等を以てこれに当てる。
第20条　 事務局は、予算案および収支決算書を作成し、運営委員会の議を経て、会員総

会で承認を得るものとする。ただし、収支決算書は会計監査委員の監査を受け
なければならない。

第21条　本会の会計年度は、毎年４月１日に始まり、翌年３月31日に終わる。

第６章 事務局

第22条　事務局を事務局長もしくは運営委員の所属する大学に置く。

第７章　事務局および委員会に関する細則

１． 執行部は、事務局長、事務局長補佐、会計、会計補佐から構成され、対外折衝、運
営委員会・総会の企画・運営、会員名簿の管理、会費の徴収、会計、機関誌・大会
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予稿集等の販売、会員への連絡など、学会の運営にかかわる諸々の業務を担当する。
事務局は、業務を遂行するために、運営委員会の承認を得て有給の事務助手を置く
ことができる。

２． 編集部は、委員長、副委員長、委員から構成され、機関誌『語用論研究』の編集と
刊行に関わる業務を担当する。

３． 大会運営部は、委員長、副委員長、委員から構成され、委員長の元に以下の４部門
に分かれて業務を担当する。

　　●　 大会企画担当：　大会プログラムの計画と作成。研究発表、シンポジウム、ワー
クショップ、講演など、大会全般の大枠を企画・提案すると共に、発表者決定
後に司会割振を含む詳細を決定する。

　　●　 大会発表担当：　応募の受付・管理，査読割り当てと評価の集計と報告の他、
大会発表者決定後のアブストラクト集などの作成と大会に必要な、種々の印刷
物作成の業務を行う。

　　●　 大会実行担当：　大会開催校委員と協力して、会場の部屋割、アルバイトの手
配、当日の受付運営など、大会の会場運営に関わる業務を行う。

　　●　 大会プロシーディングス担当：　当該年度の発表者への原稿執筆依頼、原稿の
受付、編集・入稿など、その刊行に関わる業務を行う。

４． 国際・事業部は、委員長、副委員長、委員から構成され、講演会、セミナー等の企
画、運営、実行にあたる。

５． 広報部は、委員長、副委員長、委員から構成され、メーリングリスト・ホームペー
ジ等による連絡、Newsletterの編集と発行に関わる業務を担当する。

第８章 会長選出に関する細則

１． この細則は、会則第９条と第11条のうち、会長の選出方法と任期について定める。
２． 会長は、会員の中から、就任時に65歳以下のものを運営委員の投票によって選出す
る。投票は郵送による無記名とする。

３． 投票の結果、過半数の得票を得た者を会長とする。過半数を得た者がない場合、得
票上位者２名についての決選投票を行う。尚、得票数が同数の場合は、最年長者を
会長とする。

４． 前条によって決定された会長は、改選の前年度の定例総会において承認を得るもの
とする。

５．会長の任期は２年とし、２期までとする。
６．会長選挙管理委員は、現会長が運営委員会の中から必要数を選出する。
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　附則：この細則は、平成17年10月５日から実施する。
平成24年12月１日（改正）
平成17年10月５日（改正）
平成15年12月６日（改正）
平成10年12月５日（制定）
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『大会発表論文集』（Proceedings）執筆規定
（日本語による発表をされた方用）

第 21 回『大会発表論文集』（Proceedings）（第 14 号）

日本語用論学会では、2005 年度より、毎年の大会で発表された論文をと
りまとめ、大会後に、『大会発表論文集』を発行しています。つきまして
は、大会の「研究発表」、「ワークショップ発表」、「ポスター発表」にて
発表されました皆様でご投稿を希望される方々は、以下の要領で原稿を
ご提出ください。なお、投稿を希望されない方は提出不要です。

１．執筆規定
　１．  用紙・枚数：
　　　  A4 用紙、横書き。「研究発表」は 8ページ以内、「ワークショップ発表」、「ポスター

発表」は 4ページ以内（注：要旨、参考文献を含む）。字数は自由。

　２．書式：
　　a．  余白は上下 30mm、左右 25mmとする。1行文字数、行数、段組などは自由（た

だし、文字のサイズは極端に小さくしないこと）。
　　b．  原稿の 1ページ目には、タイトル、氏名、所属（E-mail アドレスは任意）を記し、

そのあと 2行空けて要旨、本文を続ける。
　　c．「はじめに」または「序論」の節は「0．」からではなく、「1．」から始めること。
　　d．例文の前後は 1行、各節の前は 1行空ける。
　　e．注を付ける場合は巻末とし、本文と参考文献の間にまとめて入れる。
　　f．  参考文献のフォーマットは『語用論研究』の執筆要領に従うこと（本学会のホー

ムページ　http://www.pragmatics.gr.jp/publications.html 参照）。

　３．要旨：
　　a．要旨は（日本語での論文も含め）全て英語によるものとし、約 100 語で書く。
　　b．  要旨は＜Abstract ＞とページの左上に記し、原稿の 1ページ目には、タイトル・

氏名・所属と要旨を記す。
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　４．キーワード
　　a．要旨の下に「【キーワード】：」と明記して、日本語で 5個以内を添えること。
　　b．キーワードと本文との間は 2行空ける。

２．その他の注意事項
　　a．内容は、大会発表に沿ったものとする（但し、必要な修正を施すこと）。
　　b．使用言語は、発表言語に合わせて、日本語とする。
　　c．  『プロシーディングズ』に掲載した内容は、さらに発展させて、『語用論研究』 

に投稿することができる。その場合は、必ず十分な加筆・修正を施すこと。

３．原稿の提出方法
　　a．  「原稿ファイル」を、本学会のホームページにある「会員専用ページ（マイページ）」

の発表論文投稿画面（2019 年 2 月にオープン予定）にてWord ファイルにて投
稿する。但し、ワークショップの場合、代表者が全員分を取りまとめて投稿の
こと。

　　b．  投稿者の連絡先などの個人情報については、投稿ページの画面に記載された指
示に従い、入力すること。

タイトル○○○
氏名○○
所属○○

＜Abstract＞

【キーワード】：1、　2、　3、

・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・
・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・
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４．原稿の提出期限
　　2019 年 3月 31 日（日）23:59（日本時間）（この時刻までに投稿を完了すること）
＊上記の締切日時を過ぎますと投稿ページが閉鎖され、投稿できなくなります。その時
点で未提出のものは投稿を希望されないと判断しますので、ご了承ください。

【問い合わせ先】
　日本語用論学会 大会運営部 プロシーディングズ担当　竹田 らら
proceedings@pragmatics.gr.jp

＊投稿に関するお問い合わせは、2019 年 3 月 25 日（月）までにお願いいたします。
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Request for submitting manuscripts for the Proceedings of 
the 21st Annual Conference of the Pragmatics Society of 

Japan（PSJ）（Vol. 14）

[For participants who presented papers in English]

　Since 2005, the Pragmatics Society of Japan has been publishing presentations 
given at its Annual Conference for publication in a volume of proceedings. 
The following are instructions for use in preparation of manuscripts by those 
who have presented their work at the Conference as lecture presentationslecture presentations, in 
workshopsworkshops, or posterposter sessionssessions and are willing to submit your manuscripts to 
the proceedings. It is not necessary to submit your manuscript if you are not 
considering contributing to the proceedings.

Instructions for Preparing Manuscripts

1. Writing requirements1. Writing requirements
1. Paper and length:

All manuscripts should be submitted on A4 size. Manuscripts for lecture presentations 
should be no more than eight pages, and for workshops or poster sessions should be 
no more than four pages in length. Please note that these length restrictions include the 
abstract and the reference list. There is no restriction on the number of words or characters 
per page.

2. Format:
a.   Margins: top and bottom, 3 cm; right and left, 2.5 cm. Number of lines per page, number 

of characters per line, and line spacing are not restricted（however, extremely small 
characters should not be used）.

b.   The first page of the manuscript should begin with the title, the author’s name, and the 
author’s affiliation（e-mail address optional）, followed, after two blank lines, by the 
abstract and the main text.

c.   The introductory section or prefatory remarks should be numbered from 1, not 0.
d.   Examples should be preceded and followed by one blank line. Each new section should 

be preceded by one blank line.
e.   If notes are included, they should be placed at the end, between the main text and the 

reference list.
f.   References should follow the style sheet of Goyoron Kenkyu（Studies in Pragmatics）（see 

the homepage of PSJ  http://www.pragmatics.gr.jp/publications.html）
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3. Abstracts:
a.   All abstracts should be written in English and should be about 100 words in length.
b.   The abstract should appear on the first page of the manuscript, after the title, author’s 

name, and author’s affiliation. The abstract should begin with the word ‘<Abstract>’ in 
the upper left corner.

4. Keywords:
a.   A maximum of 5 keywords should be given below the abstract, preceded by 
‘【Keywords】’. [Refer to the figure below.]

b.   Main text should be preceded by two blank lines.

2. Other important points2. Other important points
a.   Aside from necessary corrections, manuscript contents should be faithful to the content of 

the presentation actually given at the Annual Meeting.
b.   Manuscripts should be written in English（the same language you used at the 

presentation）.
c.   Papers on the proceedings can be submitted to Goyoron Kenkyu（Studies in Pragmatics [S/

P]）with an appropriate revision.

3. Method of submission3. Method of submission
a.   Your manuscript（Microsoft Word [doc /docx]）should be uploaded through “LOG IN
（Mypage）”, which will be open in February, 2019, on the conference homepage. In case 

Title
Author’s name

Author’s affiliation

＜Abstract＞

【Keywords】：1, 2, 3,

・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・
・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・
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you are an organizer of a workshop, you are required to collect and submit manuscripts of 
all the contributors.

b.   According to the instruction of submission on “Mypage”, you are asked to give information 
on the manuscript as well as author’s name and e-mail address.

4. Deadline of submission4. Deadline of submission
Due no later than 23:59（JST）on March 31Due no later than 23:59（JST）on March 31stst, Sunday, 2019, Sunday, 2019
＊  Please note that the submission page will be closed after the above deadline and you cannot 

submit any paper after that. The Conference Division Committee will consider that not 
submitting your manuscript by the deadline is equal to you not willing to contribute to the 
proceedings. We appreciate your kind understanding.

＊  If you have any inquiries or concerns, please contact us at the following address by no later 
than March 25th, Monday, 2019: 
proceedings@pragmatics.gr.jp（Lala Uchida TAKEDA）
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Proceedings of the 21st Conference of the Pragmatics Society of Japan

編集後記

　『日本語用論学会　第21回大会発表論文集』第14号をお届けいたします。日本語用論学会

では、2005年度より年次大会でのご発表内容を論文集としてとりまとめ、大会後に発行して

おります。今号では、研究発表22件（日本語発表19件、英語発表3件）、ワーク　ショップ発

表8件（日本語発表8件）、ポスターセッション6件（日本語発表6件）、合計36件のご寄稿をい

ただきました。なお本論文集は創刊号からすべて国立国会図書館（東西）に保存されており

ま す。第22回大会後は『日本語用論学会　第22回大会発表論文集』第15号を発行する予定

でございますので、どうぞご期待ください。

（『大会発表論文集』編集担当　竹田らら、鈴木光代、高木佐知子）
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