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Abstract  
This article started with the perspective of the complimented person to analyze how they chose to respond to 
compliments. The results indicated that three factors impacted their response: the speaker’s awareness of 
compliments, the complimented person’s self-evaluation, and adjustments in interpersonal relationships. The 
complimented person does not passively accept the other party’s compliments, but after interpreting it, they 
compare it with their self-evaluation. While maintaining friendly interpersonal communications, they also 
comprehensively consider multiple factors and then respond. 
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 78 J07   
 79 J08   

 80 J07   

 81 J08 
,, 

 

 
1 FUI J07
J08  

1 J08 J07 J07 78
J08

 
3 1

 

4  
 

4  
  

 42.98% 
 39.04% 
 17.98% 

 100  
 

4
4
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(2)  
 34 J01 J02 ,,  
 35 J02   
 36 J01   

 37 J02 < >   
 

2 2 37 J02
 

 
 

4.2  

 
 
(3)  
 30 J13 J16 ,,  
 31 J16 1 2   
 32 J13   

 33 J16   
 34 J13   

 35 J16   
 36 J13   

 37 J16   
 

3 J13 J16
J16

J16 FUI
 

3

 

 
 

「ほめに対する応答」に影響する要因の分析―ほめられる側の立場から―

－32－



(4)  

 8 J24 
J03

,, 
 

 9 J23   

 10 J24 

 

 

 11 J23 

 

 

 12 J24 
 

 

 13 J23   
 

4 J24 J23 8
10 J23 9

11

4
 

 
 
(5)  

 42 J04 
J03

 
 

 43 J03 ?   

 44 J04 
 

 

 45 J03 ? ? < >  
 

 46 J04 
G30

?? 
 

 47 J03   

 48 J04 
,, 

 

 49 J03   
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 50 J04 
 

 

 51 J03  
 

 52 J04   

 53 J03 
 

 

 
5 J04 J03 43

J03 ? J04 44 J03
J03 45

J04 46 48 50
J03 51 53

 
5

 

 
 
(6) J09  

 24 J09 
?  

 

 25 J11   
 26 J09 ?   

 27 J11   
 28 J09 1   
 29 J11 …   

 30 J09   
 

6 J09
24 J09 J11 ?

J11 J09
? 6

 
4.2
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4.3  
Leech 1983

 

 
 
(7) J02  

 54 J01 800   
 55 J02 ??  

 56 J01   
 57 J02   

 58 J01 
900

< >  
 

 59 J02 ?   
 60 J01 750   

 61 J02   
 62 J01   

 63 J02 ??  
 64 J01 < >   

     

 75 J02 
J01 ###

 
 

 76 J01 
###

 
 

 77 J02   
 78 J01 440 450   
 79 J02   

 80 J01 360   

 81 J01 
,, 

 

 
7 J01 55

J01 57 64
J02 J01 58
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60 3 62
64

75 79 J01
 

7 J02 J01

 

7

 
 

5  

3

 
3  
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On the Free Choice Appearing in the Scope of Negation 

  (Zicheng XU) 
 

xu.zc.linguistics@gmail.com 
 
 

<Abstract> 
Disjunctions in the scope of possibility operators give rise to the Free Choice Inferences (FCI). The 
existing approach (Bar-Lev and Fox 2020, Fox 2007, a.o.) treats FCI as Scalar Implicatures (SIs), and 
derives FCI by applying a covert Exhaustivity operator. However, the Exh operator can be applied in 
arbitrary positions — both matrix and embedded, hence an overgeneration problem may arise. To solve 
this potential problem, previous research proposed various principles to constrain the distribution of the 
Exh operator (e.g., Chierchia et al. 2013, Enguehard and Chemla 2021, Fox and Spector 2018) . As a 
consequence, SIs/FCI occurring in a downward entailing environment (e.g., negation) are judged as 
unacceptable. The present paper focuses on the application pr inciple of the Exh operator, and proposes a 
pragmatic restriction. In particular, I focus on the result of Exh parses and contextual coherence based on 
Maxim of Quality, then show the proposal to give a uniform treatment to SIs/FCI appear ing in the scope 
of negation. Furthermore, I show the proposal can be generalized to other downward entailing 
environments, such as universal quantification and the antecedent of conditionals.  
 

Exhaustification 
 
 

1.   
1.1.   

(1a) (1c)
Free Choice Inference (FCI)

1  
 

(1) a. Mary is allowed to have a dog or a cat. (A B) 
 b. Mary is allowed to have a dog  Mary is allowed to have a cat. 

A B 
 c. Mary is allowed to have a dog  Mary is allowed to have a cat. 

A B 
 

(1c) FCI Mary
Mary
Mary

(1a) (1b)
Mary Mary

Mary
Mary

FCI

 
FCI Scalar Implicatures (SIs)

SIs FCI (2a)
(3a) (2b) (3b)

 
 

(2) a. Mary does not have a dog or a cat. (A B) 
 b. Mary does not have a dog  Mary does not have a cat. 

A B 
(3) a. Mary is not allowed to have a dog or a cat. (A B) 

 b. Mary is not allowed to have a dog  
 Mary is not allowed to have a cat. A B 

 

SIs FCI
2

 
 

(4) Mary does not have a dog OR a cat. She has both. 
(5) Mary is not allowed to have a dog or a cat. She is only allowed to 

 have a dog. 
 

 
 

(6) (A B)  ( (A B)) 
(7) (A B)  ( A B) 
 

FCI
3 FCI

Exhaustification FCI
e.g., Bar-Lev and Fox (2020) Chierchia et al. (2013) Fox 

(2007) Marty and Romoli (2022) Santorio and Romoli (2017)
Champollion et al. (2019) Franke (2011)

Kratzer and Shimoyama (2002) (1a)
Exh FCI

 
Exh

Exh

Exh
Chierchia et al. (2013) Enguehard and 

Chemla (2021) Fox and Spector (2018) Sauerland (2012)
(6) (7)  

 
1.2.   

Exh

(6) (7)

 
Fox and Spector (2018)
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Chierchia et al. (2013)

Enguehard and Chemla (2021)

 
 
1.3.   

2
2.1 Exh

SIs FCI 2.2
Exh

2.3
SIs FCI  

3
FCI 3.1 SIs

3.2

3.3 4
 

5
Goldstein (2019) FCI 5.1

Bassi et al. (2021)
5.2 6

 
 
2.   
2.1.   

FCI Exhaustification SIs FCI
Exh

SIs FCI  
 

(8) a. Mary has a dog or a cat. A B 
 b. Mary does not have both a dog and a cat. (A B) 

(9) a. Mary is allowed to have a dog or a cat. (A B) 
 b. Mary is allowed to have a dog  Mary is allowed to have a cat. 

A B 
 

(8a)
(8b) SIs (9b) (9a)

FCI Bar-Lev and 
Fox (2020) Innocent Exclusion IE Innocent 
Inclusion II Exh

(10)  
 

(10) a.   

 b.  

 c.  

 

(8) Exh (8a)
(11) (11e)

(8b)  
 

(11) a. Exh(Mary has a dog or a cat) = Exh(A B) 
 b. Exh p C  

. p=prejacent=A B 

. C= Alternatives  
=Alt(A B)={A B, A, B, A B} 

 c. C p  
 

. (A B)  A  (A B)   
. (A B)  B  (A B)   

C={A, A B}, {B, A B} 
 d. IE C  

IE= {C}={A B} 
 e. IE  

Exh(A B)=(A B) (A B) 
 

(9) FCI IE II
(12)

Exh (9a) (12g)
(9b) FCI  

 

(12) a. Exh(Mary is allowed to have a dog or a cat) = Exh (A B) 
 b. C={ (A B), A, B, (A B)} 
 c. C={ A, (A B)}, { B, (A B)} 
 d. IE= {C}={ (A B)} 
 e. C p IE  

 
 

. (A B)  (A B)  A  B   
C ={ (A B), A, B} 

 f. II C  
II= {C }={ (A B), A, B} 

 g. IE  
II  

Exh (A B)= (A B)  A B  (A B) 
 

Exh SIs FCI
Exh

 
 
2.2.  Exh  

Exh
(13a)

(13b) (13c)  
 

(13) a. Every linguist has a dog or a cat. x(Ax Bx) 
 b. Not every linguist has both a dog and a cat. 

Exh x(Ax Bx)= x(Ax Bx) 
 c. No linguist has both a dog and a cat. 

xExh(Ax Bx)= x(Ax Bx) 
 

(13c) Exh

 
Exh

 
 

(14) a. Mary does not have a dog or a cat. (A B) 
 b. Mary has both a dog and a cat. A B 

Exh(A B)= ( (A B)) A B 
(15) a. Some linguists have a dog or a cat. x(Ax Bx) 

 b. No linguist has both a dog and a cat. x(Ax Bx) 
Exh x(Ax Bx)= x(Ax Bx) 

否定のスコープの中に現れる自由選択について
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 c. Some linguists have a dog or a cat, but not both. 
x((Ax Bx) (Ax Bx)) 

xExh(Ax Bx)= x((Ax Bx) (Ax Bx)) 
(16) a. Some linguists are allowed to have a dog or a cat. 

x (Ax Bx) 
 b. Some linguists are both allowed to have a dog and allowed to  

have a cat. x( Ax Bx) 
xExh (Ax Bx)= x( Ax Bx) 

 c. Some linguists are allowed to have a dog  Some linguists are  
allowed to have a cat. x Ax x Bx 

Exh x (Ax Bx)= x Ax x Bx 
 

(14a) (14b) Exh
(14b)

(15a) (15c)
(16a) (16b) (16c)

Exh
 

Exh

 
 

(17) a. Strongest Meaning Hypothesis  
(SMH) Chierchia et al. (2013) Sauerland (2012)  

 b. Economy Condition (EC)  
Fox and Spector (2018)  

 c. Connected Meaning  
Hypothesis (CMH) Enguehard and Chemla (2021)  

 

SMH EC SMH
(14-6)  
 

(18) SMH  
 

 
 

(15b) (16b) (15c) (16c)
SMH
(14) Exh

(14) Exh
SMH (14) SMH

(13b) (13c) (13b)
SMH (13b)

 
EC (13) (14)

(15) (16)
 

 

(19) a. EC  
S Exh  

S Exh  
S  

Exh  
 b. EC 4  

Exh  
Exh  

 
 

EC (13) (15) (16)
Exh

(14)
Exh

EC  
(14)

Exh

 
 
2.3.   

SMH EC Exh

SIs FCI
 

 

(20) a. Mary does not have a dog OR a cat. She has both. 
 b. Exh(A B)= ((A B) (A B)) 

(A B) (A B) 
(21) a. Mary is not allowed to have a dog or a cat. She is only allowed to  

have a dog. 
 b. Exh (A B)= ( A B) A B 

 

SMH (20) (21) Fox and 
Spector (2018)

Exh Exh (20)
Exh

Exh Exh EC  
 

(22) a. Exh[Mary does not have a dog ORF a cat]. She has both. =(20a) 
Exh{ (A B)}( [Exh{A B}(A FB)]F) = A B 

 b. Exh[Mary does not have [a dog or a cat]F]. =(14a) 
Exh{ (A B)}( [Exh{A B, d}(A B)F]F)  
= (A B) ((A B) d) 

 

(22) F
(22a)

(22b)
d

(22a) Exh
(22b) (22a)

(22b) EC  
Fox and Spector (2018) (20) =(22a)

(14) =(22b)

 
Fox and Spector (2018)

5  
 

(23) Mary didn’t feed SOME cats. She fed every cat. 
(24)  

 
 

(23)

(24) (22) (A B)
or

Gotzner (2019)
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Fox and Spector (2018)

(21) FCI Fox 
and Spector (2018)
FCI (A B) (A B)

FCI A B

SIs FCI
 

 
3.   
3.1.  FCI 

Exhaustification
Exh

Exhaustification

EC  

Exhaustification Exh

Exhaustification

Exh
 

 
 

(25) a. Exh  
 

 b.  
 

 
 

(26) =(21)
FCI

(26b) (26c)  
 

(26) a. Mary is not allowed to have a dog or a cat. She is only allowed to  
have a dog. =(21a) 

 b. Mary is not allowed to have a dog or a cat. 
(A B) A B 

 c. She is only allowed to have a dog. 
A B 

 

(26) Exh
(25a)

(26b)
(26c)

(25b) Exh
(26b) (27)  

 

(27) a. Exh (A B)  

 b. Exh (A B)= ( A B) A B 
 

(27a) Exh
(A B)

Exh

(27b)
(27b)

(27b) (26c)
(25b) Exh

FCI  
 
3.2.  SIs 

SIs  
 

(28) a. Mary does not have a dog OR a cat. She has both. =(20a) 
 b. Mary does not have a dog OR a cat. 

(A B) A B 
 c. She has both. 

A B 
 

(28) (25a) Exh

(28b) (28c)
(25b) Exh  

(28b) Exh (A B)

Exh(A B)
(A B) (A B) (28c) (25b)
Exh

SIs FCI
 

 
3.3.   

 
 

(29) a. Every linguist who has a dog or a cat feels happy. 
 b. Every linguist who has a dog and a cat feels happy. 
 c. Every linguist who has a dog or a cat feels happy. Who has both  

got tired. 
(30) a. If a linguist has a dog or a cat, she will be happy. 

 b. If a linguist has a dog and a cat, she will be happy. 
 c. If a linguist has a dog or a cat, she will be happy. But if she has  

both, she will be even happier. 
 

(29a) (30a)
(29b)

(30b) (29c) (30c)
Exh

 
(29c) (29c)

 
 

(31)  
 a. UE  

 
x(Ax Bx) xAx xBx 

xAx xBx x(Ax Bx) 
 b. DE  
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DE( x(Ax Bx)) DE( x(Ax Bx)) 
 c. (29c)  

DE( x(Ax Bx)) DE( x(Ax Bx))=1 
( DE( x(Ax Bx)) DE( x(Ax Bx)))=1 
(DE( x(Ax Bx)) DE( x(Ax Bx)))=1 

DE( x(Ax Bx)) DE( x(Ax Bx))=0 
 d. (31c) (31b)  

 
DE( x(Ax Bx)) DE( x(Ax Bx))=0 
i.e., (29c) Q.E.D. 

 

(29c)
=(29a)  

 

(32) a. w1 =  
 b. w2 =  
 c. w3 =  
 d. w4 =  

 

(29c)

(32d)

(29c) (32a-c)
(32d)

(29c)
 

Exh
(29c)

 
 

(33) a. x(Ax Bx) 
(32)  

 b. Exh xExh(Ax Bx) 
= x(Ax Bx) x(Ax Bx) 

(32a-c) (32d)  
 

(32)
Exh (29c)

6  

SIs FCI

 
 
4.   
4.1.   

EC
SMH  

EC EC
Exh

SMH
EC

SMH Exh
SMH EC

 
EC

EC Exh

FCI
EC

(15) (16)

 
SMH

SMH
SMH

SMH

(13) 7

 
 
4.2.   

Exhaustification

Exhaustification

Exh

Grice’s Razor  
Exh

Enguehard and Chemla (2021) Connectedness
 

 

(34) Connected Meaning 
 Hypothesis (CMH)  

 
 

CMH Exh

Monotonicity

(35) (35b) (36a) (36c)
(36b)
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(35b) CMH
(35b)  

 

(35) a. Mary does not have a dog or a cat. =(14a) 
 b. Mary has both a dog and a cat. 

Exh(A B)= ((A B) (A B)) 
(A B) (A B) 

(36) a. w1 = (A B) 
 b. w2 = A B 
 c. w3 = A B 

 

CMH SIs
=(14)=(35) FCI

=(21)
SIs =(20)  

 

(37) Mary is a perfectionist. She never does SOME work. 
 

(37) Mary

CMH

CMH
 

 
5.   
5.1.   

Goldstein (2019) FCI
Homogeneity FCI

Romoli and Santorio (2019)

Gotzner et al. (2020) Tieu et al. (2019)
Chemla (2009) Chemla and 

Bott (2014) Tieu et al. (2016) FCI
SIs

FCI  
FCI

(A B)
A B

(A B) A B
(A B) A

B
 

 

(38)  
 a. (A B) A B 

FCI  
 b. (A B) A B  

(39)  
 a. (A B) A B 

 
 b. (A B) A B  

 

(40) FCI

 
 

(40) Exh (A B)= ( A B) A B 
(41) a. Mary is not required to both feed the dogs and the cats. 

(A B) 
 b. Mary is not required to feed the dogs  Mary is not required to  

feed the cats. A B 
 

8

FCI
(41) FCI cf. Fox 

(2007) Marty et al. (2021) (41) Exh
 

 
5.2.   

Bassi et al. (2021)
Bassi et al. (2021)

Exh pex

pex
pex

 
 

(42) a. Mary does not have a dog or a cat. =(14a) 
pex(A B) 

 b. (A B) A B 
 c. Exh(A B)= (A B) A B 

 

(42a) (42c)
(42c) (42b)

Accommodation pex
 

SIs FCI

cf. Beaver and Krahmer (2001) (43)

 
 

(43) a. p p  
(p) (p)  

 b. p p  
(p) (p)  

(44) a. Mary does not have a dog OR a cat. She has both. =(20a) 
 b. ( (pex(A B))) 
 c. (A B) 

(A B) 
 d. (43b) (A B)  

( (pex(A B)))= (A B) (A B) 
(45) a. Mary is not allowed to have a dog or a cat. She is only allowed to  

have a dog. =(21a) 
 b. ( (pex (A B))) 
 c. (A B) 

A B 
 d. (43b) A B  

( (pex (A B)))= (A B) ( A B) 
A B 

 

pex
(44d) (45d)
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SIs FCI  
Bassi et al. (2021)

FCI
pex

(46a) FCI
(42)

(46)
 

 

(46) a. Mary is not allowed to have a dog or a cat. =(3a) 
pex (A B) 

 b. (A B) A B 
 c. A B 

 

SIs FCI
 

 
6.   

Exh
SIs

FCI

EC SMH
CMH

 
Grice (1975)

Maxim of Quality

Exh

=

cf. Cremers et al. (2021)

9  

DE(A B) DE
DE((A B) (A B))

Exh
DE( (A B))

DE( A B)
Exh

 

Enguehard and Chemla (2021)
Tieu et al. (2019) FCI

FCI
 

Romoli and Santorio (2019) FCI

 
 

(47) Either Maria can’t go study in Tokyo or Boston, or she is the first in 
 our family who can go to study in Japan. 

 

(47)
(47)

FCI

 
(47) FCI

(47)

(47)
FCI

 
 

 

PSJ24

 
 

1 Kamp (1974)  
2 (4)=(6)

cf. Horn (1989)  
3 

FCI
 

( ) Mary is allowed to have a dog or a cat. But I do not remember which  
one. 

4 ( ) ( )
 

( ) Hurford’s Constraint Hurford  
p q q p  
p q  

( ) Mary has a dog or a cat, or both. 
Exh(Mary has a dog or a cat), or both. 

( ) #Mary has both a dog and a cat, or either a dog or a cat. 
Mary has both a dog and a cat, or Exh(either a dog or a cat). 

( ) ( ) Exh (19b)
EC Exh

(19a) EC ( ) ( )
Fox and Spector (2018) (19a b)
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5 Exh Fox 
and Spector (2018) Bade and 
Sachs (2019)  
6 van Rooy (2004)

 
7 SMH

FCI
Gotzner et al. (2018, 2020)  

8 Homogeneous alternative semantics
Homogeneous dynamic semantics

Goldstein (2019)  
9 Buccola and Haida (2019)

Obligatory Irrelevance Exh
Buccola 

and Haida (2019)
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 -er  
 
 
 
 

Abstract  
There are two types of English deverbal -er nominals.  One is the ‘compositional’ type of nominals and the 
other is the ‘constructional’ type of nominals.  I argue that -er nominals are polysemous and that each -er 
nominal has both a ‘compositional’ interpretation and a ‘constructional’ interpretation.  In many cases, one 
of the two interpretations is more salient than the other.  In appropriate situations, however, it is possible 
that the less salient interpretation is highlighted and the -er nominal is used in this sense.  Some -er nominals 
appear to lack one of the two interpretations.  I argue, however, that in appropriate situations any -er 
nominals can be used with either interpretation.  
 

-er  
 
 

-er  -or, -ar -er

murderer

singer

Taylor 2012)  -er

 -er   
-er

 
4

-er 5
6  

 

 
-er 1 Biber et al. (1999) 

 -er  -tion -ity 3
 -er 3  

 
   (1)  [  ]  1990  
    *studier, [student]; *inhabiter, [inhabitant]; *guider, [guide]  

 (2)   -er [  ] 
 Ryder 1999b  
    ?maker, [hat-maker]; ?doer, [evil-doer] 
   (3)  Rappaport Hovav and Levin 1992  
    *appearer, *disappearer, *escaper, *exister *occurrer 
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Taylor (2012)  -er 2 1  murderer murder

 -er 

1 singer 

 (Alexiadou and Schäfer 2010; Heyvaert 2003a, 2003b; Langacker 1987; 
Lieber and Andreou 2018; Panther and Thornburg 2001; Ryder 1991, 1999a, 1999b;   2020)

 
 -er

1  -er Cohen (2016)  Taylor 
 murderer  singer 

murderer singer 
2 Rappaport 

Hovav and Levin (1992)  a saver of lives  a lifesaver 
saver 

 
 

-er

 -er

Rappaport Hovav and Levin (1992) 
 (1999) 

(sitter) 
 weeper, laugher 

 
(1999) 

 
 

 -er  
 
   (4)  -er  
  
 

 -er

 -er
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-er

OK / ? / NO 3
13 2 15 6

4 1  
 

4  -er 4.1.
 -er 4.2.

 -er 3 4.3.
 -er 4 5  -er 1  

 
1 -er  

 
                   
4.1.   a saver of lives    a lifesaver 

  the writer (of this message)   a writer 
        

an inventor    an inventor
4.2.1.  a good teacher    a teacher  

 a good singer    a singer            
4.2.2.  one of the gamblers    a gambler 

 one of the smokers    a smoker           
4.2.3.  the lecturer began    a lecturer 

 the baker of this bread   a baker             
4.3.  a murderer    a murderer 
   a voter      a voter 
   a survivor    a survivor           
5.   a professor    a professor  

  a hacker    a hacker  
   a buyer     a buyer            
 

 -er

Rappaport Hovav and 
Levin (1992) a saver of lives  a lifesaver writer

inventor
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 -er

 -er  
 

teacher gambler  -er

3  
 

 -er

singer good 
teacher

 
15 (5) (8) 

(a), (b), (c) OK/ /NO 3
[  ] (5) (8) (a) a singer, a teacher

(b)  sing, teach  good (c)  sing, 

teach  tall, young  
(5)  (7)  singer  teacher 

(5)  (a), (b) OK (c) 12 OK (7)  (a), (b), (c) 
OK  singer  teacher 

(6)  (8)  singer  teacher 

 good  (b) 14
OK  (a)  (c)  

 singer, teacher 

 
 
   (5)  John sings songs as a job.  He sings very well.  He is tall. 
     a. John is a singer.     [ OK: 15 / ?:  0 / NO:  0 ] 
     b. John is a good singer.    [ OK: 15 / ?:  0 / NO:  0 ] 
     c. John is a tall singer.     [ OK: 12 / ?:  1 / NO:  2 ] 
   (6) Paul is a junior high school student.  He sings very well in the music class at school.  He is tall. 
     a. Paul is a singer.     [ OK:  2 / ?:  2 / NO: 11 ] 
     b. Paul is a good singer.    [ OK: 14 / ?:  1 / NO:  0 ] 
     c. Paul is a tall singer.     [ OK:  6 / ?:  3 / NO:  6 ] 
   (7) George teaches math at high school.  He is not good at teaching.  He is young. 
     a. George is a teacher.     [ OK: 15 / ?:  0 / NO:  0 ] 
     b. George is not a good teacher.    [ OK: 15 / ?:  0 / NO:  0 ] 
     c. George is a young teacher.    [ OK: 15 / ?:  0 / NO:  0 ] 
   (8) David is a bus driver.  He sometimes teaches his son at home.  He is not good at teaching.  
 He is young. 
     a. David is a teacher.     [ OK:  1 / ?:  1 / NO: 13 ] 
     b.  David is not a good teacher.    [ OK: 14 / ?:  1 / NO:  0 ] 
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     c. David is a young teacher.    [ OK:  1 / ?:  0 / NO: 14 ] 
 

 -er 2
smoker  gambler 

(9) (10)  (a) 
 (b)  

   (9) There were three people smoking in the room.  Tom was among them.  He smoked for the 
 first time in his life. 
     a. Tom was a smoker.     [ OK:  1 / ?:  2 / NO: 12 ] 
     b. Tom was one of the smokers in the room.  [ OK: 14 / ?:  0 / NO:  1 ] 
  (10) There are hundreds of people gambling in the casino now.  Jane is among them.  Jane is 
 gambling for the first time in her life. 
     a. Jane is a gambler.     [ OK:  2 / ?:  3 / NO: 10 ] 
     b. Jane is one of the gamblers in the casino.  [ OK: 13 / ?:  2 / NO:  0 ] 
 

3  -er

lecturer 
Pustejovsky (1995)  (11) 

(12)  Pustejovsky (11) 
 (12)  

(11)  began  the lecturer 

the lecturer  lecture  lecture 
 the lecturer  lecture 

(13) lunch  lecture the 

lecturer (13)  the lecturer    
 
  (11) The lecturer began at 3:00 pm. 
  (12) Mary began at 3:00 pm. 
  (13) The lecturer began lunch at 3:00 pm.    
 

 (14)  baker 

4 3  (15)  (14) 
1  (14) 3  baker  

 
 
  (14) Who is the baker of this bread? 
  (15) Who baked this bread? 
 

 -er

murderer, voter, survivor  -er
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murderer 

 (Cohen 2016) used to be  
(16) OK NO

OK  
 
  (16)   He used to be a murderer.   [ OK:  6 / ?:  1 / NO:  8 ] 
 

voter  (17)  (18) 
(18) 

4  
 
  (17) Only 12 voting booths were available, and at about 5:30 p.m., each booth was filled and another 
 dozen or so voters were waiting. 

COCA 
  (18) When he was young, Roy voted.  Now he does not vote.  He used to be a voter. 
 

survivor survivor 

(19)  Oxford English Dictionary (O. E. D.) (
 2021/3/22) 3

3
survivor  
 

(19) survivor, n. 
    1.   A person, animal, or plant that outlives another or others; one remaining  
  alive after another’s death, or after some disaster in which others perish.   
  ( 1624) 
    3.  colloquial. One who has the knack of surviving afflictions unscathed. 
        1971 She would be earning a good living somewhere... The Mary Taylors  
  of the world were natural survivors.  
    1978  You’re a survivor, Paul.  People like you always come through. 
 

 
 

 professor 

professor  profess 

 professor 

(20)  O. E. D. 1.
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 (obsolete)  (rare) 
4.  

 
  (20) professor, n. 
    1.  A person who proclaims or publicly declares something. Obsolete. rare 
    4. a. A university academic of the highest rank; spec. (in Britain and some other  
  English-speaking countries) the holder of a university chair in a specified faculty 
  or subject. Also, in North American usage: any teacher at a university. Also applied 
  to people of similar status in institution other than universities.  
 

 -er  1990
Langacker (1987) 

 -er 

 -er

(21)  buyer  O. E. D.  
 
  (21) buyer   
    1.  One who buys, a purchaser. 
  1577  He came here as a bier, not as a beggar. 
    b. One employed by a mercantile house to conduct the purchase of goods. 
  1884  He was a buyer under this firm. 
 

1. b. 
1 b

announcer YouTuber  influencer, 
hacker 

O. E. D.  hacker  
(22)  2021/3/22 1. 2.

3. 1963
 

 
  (22)  hacker, n. 
   1. a.   An implement used for hacking, chopping, or cutting 
          2. a.  A violent thug; a murderer. Cf. HACKSTER n. Obsolete. 
            b.  A person who hacks (see HACK v.1 1a, 1b); a cutter, a slasher. Formerly also: a person 
  who hoes with a hack (cf.HACK v.2 2a)(obsolete).       
   3.  colloquial (originally U.S.) 
            a.   A person who attempts to gain unauthorized access, esp. remotely, to a computer 
  system or network (= computer hacker n. (b) at COMPUTER n. Compounds 5), 
  or (in earliest use) a telephone network.  Later also: a person who gains unauthorized 
  access to another’s telephone communications or data; = phone hacker n. at PHONE n.3 
  Compounds 2. Cf. HACK v.1 15c, 15d. 1963 
 

 (4) -er

4.1.  inventor 
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4.2.  -er

4.3.
 -er

5
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語順の意味分析：かき混ぜ文を例にして

高橋武志
京都外国語大学大学院

takeshi092xyt6@gmail.com

＜ Abstract＞

This paper describes the meaning of the word order of scrambled sentences in Japanese based on a

quantitative corpus analysis. For this purpose, this paper examined the relation between word order

and meaning. The results of Corpus analysis showed that the semantic categories of movement are

realized in “N-ga N-wo N-ni V” order more than “N-ga N-ni N-wo V” order. This paper suggests that

(i) such a tendency indicates a relation between word order and meaning ; and (ii) such a relation can

be characterized as a Construction.

【キーワード】：語順、かき混ぜ文、具体レベルの意味、コーパス、構文文法

1. はじめに

本稿の目的は、コーパスの定量的分析に基づき、日
本語のかき混ぜ文の語順の意味を記述することであ
る。この目的に従い、本稿ではかき混ぜ文における
文意の実現傾向を分析した。分析結果に基づき次の
2点：(i) かき混ぜ文の各語順における文意の実現傾
向の偏りは、語順と意味が対応関係を持つことの現
れである；(ii) 語順と意味の対応関係は構文として特
徴づけられる；を主張する。
本稿は次のように構成される。§2では、かき混ぜ
文の語順に対して意味的な特徴づけを与えた先行研
究を概観し、その上で、本稿が検討する仮説を示す。
§3では、仮説を検討するために本稿が採用した方法
論を、§4では、その分析結果を示す。§5では、分析
結果を構文文法の観点から考察し、§6では、本稿の
まとめと今後の展望を述べる。

2. 先行研究と本稿が検討する仮説

本節では、かき混ぜ文の語順に対して意味的な特
徴づけを与えた先行研究を概観し、(§2.1)、その上で、
本稿が検討する仮説を示す (§2.2) 。

2.1 かき混ぜ文の語順の意味について

日本語は動詞以外の語順が比較的自由であり、(1)

の表現は全て容認可能である。

(1) a. 太郎が荷物を倉庫に運んだ。

b. 太郎が倉庫に荷物を運んだ。

c. 倉庫に荷物を太郎が運んだ。

d. 荷物を太郎が倉庫に運んだ。

(中本他 2006: 335)

(1) の各文は構成要素は共通しているが、各文に
よって名詞句の語順が異なるという特徴を持ってい
る。理論言語学ではこのような一連の表現を「かき
混ぜ文」と呼んでおり、かき混ぜ文に対する意味の等
価性がこの分野では広く受け入れられている。例え
ば、(1)の各文ごとに名詞句 (e.g., 太郎が)の語順は
異なるが、どの文も「ガ格名詞の「太郎」によって、
ヲ格名詞の「荷物」が、ニ格名詞の「倉庫」に運ばれ
た」という文意を表している。従来の分析では、この
ような意味的な同一性はかき混ぜ文の意味の等価性
と解釈され、主にかき混ぜ文に対する統語的な特徴
づけが行われてきた (cf. Fukui 1993) 。
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しかしながら、近年では、心理実験とコーパス分
析という 2 つの観点からかき混ぜ文に対する意味的
な特徴づけも試みられている (中本他 2006, Tanaka

2020) 。例えば、中本他 (2006)は心理実験に基づき、
かき混ぜ文の語順と意味の関係を示した。

(2) a. 母親が娘を学習塾に行かせた。

b. 母親が小遣いを娘に与えた。

(中本他 2006: 335)

(2a–b)はヲ格名詞がニ格名詞に移動したことを意
味するが、(2a) は娘が学習塾に移動したことのみを
表し、(2b) は小遣いの移動の結果、娘が小遣いの所
有権を得たことも意味する。中本他 (2006) は (2a)

が表す意味を使役移動、(2b)が表す意味を使役所有
と呼び、これらの意味と語順の関係を検討するため
に、語順整序再生課題を用いた心理実験を行った。
この実験の手続きの概略は、次のようなものであ
る：(i) 実験参加者にランダムな順で呈示した一連の
句 (e.g.,「貸した」「香織が」「ペンを」「友達に」)の
記銘を行わせる；(ii) 実験参加者に干渉課題を行わせ
た後、ガ格名詞 (e.g, 「香織が」)と動詞 (e.g., 「貸
した)を提示し、提示した句と (i)で記銘した句を含
む自然な文 (e.g., 「香織が友達にペンを貸した」)を
口頭で再生させる (中本他 2006: 341) 。表 1は中本
他の実験結果を示している。

表 1 心理実験の結果 (中本他 2006: 342–344)

Nが Nに Nを V Nが Nを Nに V

実験 1 使役移動 47% 53%

使役所有 77% 23%

実験 2 使役移動 32% 68%

使役所有 70% 30%

表 1が示すように、実験は 2回行われ、その両方で
実験参加者は、使役移動を意味する文を「Nが Nを
Nに V」の語順で、使役所有を意味する文を、「Nが
Nに Nを V」の語順で再生する傾向があり、この傾
向は統計的に有意であった (中本他 2006: 342–345)

。実験 1 では、実験材料の文の動詞が統一されてい
ないため、実験 1の結果は、意味と語順の関係ではな
く、動詞と語順の関係を示すものとして解釈するこ
とも可能である。一方、実験 2 では、実験材料の文

の動詞が統一されているため、実験 2 の結果を動詞
と語順の関係として解釈することはできない。した
がって、中本他の実験結果は特定の語順で特定の意
味が頻繁に実現するような関係があることを示して
いると考えられる。このような語順と意味の関係は、
心理実験だけで観察されるわけではなく、コーパス
分析でも観察されている。

(3) a. ジョンがメアリーを蹴った。

b. ジョンが家を出た。

c. ジョンが川を泳いだ。

(Tanaka 2020: 154)

(3a)の目的語 (メアリー)は主語 (ジョン)による行
為を経験した対象を、(3b)の目的語 (家)は主語 (ジョ
ン)の動作の起点を、(3c)の目的語 (川)は主語 (ジョ
ン)が移動した場所を意味する。Tanaka (2020)はこ
のような (3a–c)の目的語の意味を意味役割として捉
えた上で、(3a)の目的語の意味役割を対象、(3b)の
目的語の意味役割を起点、(3c) の目的語の意味役割
を経過域と呼び、意味役割の実現傾向が語順よって
異なるか否かをコーパス分析で検討している。
この分析の手続きの概略は次のようなものである：

(i) 書き言葉コーパスから「N が N を V」と「N を
N が V」の事例を収集し、かき混ぜ可能な能動文を
各語順から 150 件ずつ分析対象として無作為に抽出
する；(ii) 分析対象の「を」でマークされた目的語の
意味役割を、対象、起点、経過域のいずれかに分類す
る。表 2は Tanakaの分析結果を示している。

表 2 コーパス分析の結果 (Tanaka 2020: 155)

対象 起点 経過域

Nが Nを V 147 1 2

Nを Nが V 121 0 29

表 2 が示すように、対象を表す目的語は「N を N

が V」の語順よりも「Nが Nを V」の語順で、経過
域を表す目的語は「Nが Nを V」の語順よりも「N

を Nが V」の語順で頻出し、この頻度の差は統計的
に有意であった (Tanaka 2020: 155–156) 。
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2.2 本稿が検討する仮説

Tanaka (2020)の分析結果は、中本他 (2006)が論
じた意味と語順の関係が、コーパスのような実際の
言語使用にも反映されていることを示している。だ
が、Tanakaと中本他の分析は、データの分類の抽象
度が異なるため、両者の議論には多少の乖離がある。

(4) a. 母親が娘を学習塾に行かせた。

b. 母親が小遣いを娘に与えた。

(中本他 2006: 335)

例えば、中本他 (2006)の分析では使役移動と使役
所有の意味が区別されているため、(4a) のヲ格名詞
の意味役割は「配送物」、(4b)のヲ格名詞の意味役割
は「譲渡物」のように (4a–b)のヲ格名詞が担う意味
役割が異なるものとして分析される可能性がある。
一方、Tanaka (2020: 154)はデータの分類基準に

「対象」という意味役割を採用し、これを「主語によ
る変更を受ける存在、形式、環境」と定義している。
この基準に従うと、(4)のヲ格名詞 (娘/小遣い)は主
語 (母親) による変更 (位置/所有者) を受けるため、
同一の意味役割を担っていると分析できる。
このように中本他 (2006)と Tanaka (2020)では、

(4) に対して異なる分析が与えられる。この違いが
生じる理由は、「対象」というカテゴリが「配送物」
と「譲渡物」というカテゴリを包含しているからであ
る。そして、Tanakaが採用している対象という分類
基準は、中本他が扱う使役移動と使役所有の意味の
違いを区別しないという点で、中本他が扱う意味よ
りも抽象度の高いものである。
そのため、Tanaka (2020)の分類基準では、中本他

(2006)が論じた具体レベルの意味と語順の関係は検
討できない。そこで、本稿は、分類基準として具体レ
ベルの意味を採用し、「具体レベルの意味と語順に関
係がある場合、コーパス内で各文意の実現傾向は、か
き混ぜ文の各語順で異なる」という仮説を検討する。

3. 方法

本節では、本稿が採用した方法論を、分析対象の
選定 (§3.1) 、コーディング基準 (§3.2) 、分析方法
(§3.3)の順で述べる。

以降の節で、現代日本語書き言葉均衡コーパス
(Maekawa et al. 2014)の事例を用いる際には、その
事例の後ろにコーパス内のサンプル ID を大括弧を
用いて示す 1)。

3.1 分析対象の選定

前節で述べた仮説を検討するために、本稿の分析
対象を中本他 (2006: 341) と同様に (5) の形式をと
る二重目的語構文とした。これらの事例を得るため
に、中納言の短単位検索を用いて、現代日本語書き言
葉均衡コーパス (Maekawa et al. 2014)から (5)の 2

つのパターンを検索した。その際、検索条件式にて、
Nは名詞または代名詞、Vは動詞、残りの要素は格助
詞として定義した。また、検索条件式は要素間 (e.g.,

「Nに」と「V」の間)に修飾語 (e.g., 形容詞、副詞)

が生起することを認めない形で定義した 2)。

(5) a. Nが Nを Nに V

b. Nが Nに Nを V

検索の結果、(5a)の事例が 1,032件、(5b)の事例
が 2,386件見つかり、それら全てを収集した。収集し
た事例から (6)の条件に該当するものを負例とした。

(6) a. 語彙素「為る」の動詞を含む文 (e.g.,

· · · 隣家が被害をひた隠しにした· · ·
[LBi9 00030]) 。

b. ニ格名詞が副詞的に用いられている
文 (e.g., · · · 乗客が一斉に席を立った。
[PM41 00588]) 。

c. ヲ格名詞とニ格名詞の語順を入れ替え
ることができない文 (e.g., · · · 上司が
部屋を見学に来た · · · [OY11 02478]) 。

(6a) の事例の動詞 (e.g., した) は補助動詞として
機能し、(6b)の事例の二格名詞 (e.g., 一斉に)は副詞
として機能していると分析したため、それらを二重目
的語構文の事例とは認めず負例とした。(6c) の事例
はヲ格名詞と二格名詞の語順を入れ替えることで、文
の容認度が下がるため負例とした。例えば、「上司が
部屋を見学に来た」という文は「上司が見学に部屋を
来た」のようにヲ格名詞と二格名詞の語順を入れ替
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えることで文の容認度が下がる 3)。
収集した事例から全ての負例を取り除いた上で、

(5a)と (5b)の両方のパターンに生起している動詞を
含む文を選出した 4)。その結果、(5a) のパターンが
325 件、(5b) のパターンが 1,047 件得られ、これら
の事例を本研究の分析対象とした。以降の節で各パ
ターンに言及する際には、 (5a) を「P1：Nが Nを
Nに V」、(5b) を「P2：Nが Nに Nを V」と呼ぶ。

3.2 コーディング基準

語順による文意の実現傾向を調べるために、P1 と
P2 の各事例を (7) の変数を用いてコーディングし
た。(7a) は中本他 (2006: 339) の分析で扱われてい
る使役移動の意味に相当し、(7b) は中本他 (2006:

339)の分析で扱われている使役所有の意味に相当す
る。コーディング基準の詳細とその例を (8) に示す。

(7) a. 分析対象が位置変化を表す (+位置変化)

か否 (－位置変化) か。

b. 分析対象が所有変化を表す (+所有変化)

か否 (－所有変化) か。

(8) a. 位置変化：〈配送者〉が〈配送物〉を〈配送
先〉に配置する (e.g., · · ·接客係〈配送者〉が
各部屋〈配送先〉に夕食〈配送物〉を運んだ · · ·
[PB22 00096]) 。

b. 所有変化：〈所有者〉が〈譲渡物〉を〈受取
手〉に所有させる (e.g., ザックス〈所有者〉
が大統領〈受取手〉に手紙〈譲渡物〉を渡した
· · · [PB54 00182]) 。

(8)において、山括弧は意味役割を表しており、位
置変化と所有変化の意味は複数の意味役割 (e.g.,〈配
送物〉)によって構成される状況 (cf. Fillmore 1981)

として定義される 5)。また、(8) の例において、山括
弧は下線が引かれている要素の意味役割を表してお
り、A〈a〉という表記は A という要素が〈a〉という
意味役割を担っていることを表している。
本稿では、事例 Eが意味Mを表す場合を、Mを構

成する意味役割 R{r1, r2, . . . , rn} の全てを E を構
成する名詞 N{n1, n2, . . . , nn}に割り当てられる場
合とした。例えば、(8a) の「接客係が各部屋に夕食

を運んだ」という事例が位置変化を表すことは、〈配
送者〉を「接客係」に、〈配送先〉を「各部屋」に、〈配
送物〉を「夕飯」に割り当てることで同定される。

3.3 分析方法

(7) の各変数の値 (e.g., +位置変化) の組み合わせ
(e.g., +位置変化, +所有変化) によって、表 3 の 4

つのカテゴリ (e.g., 移動・所有) を定義した。これら
のカテゴリの具体事例を (9)に示す。

表 3 各変数の値によって定義されるカテゴリ

+所有変化 －所有変化
+位置変化 移動・所有 移動
－位置変化 所有 その他

(9) a. 移動・所有 (e.g., · · · 私がネズミに餌を
やる · · · [LBe2 00048])

b. 移動 (e.g., ジュリエットがグラスを口に
運ぶ · · · [PB39 00637])

c. 所有 (e.g., · · · わたしがあなたに部屋を
貸す · · · [PB29 00321])

d. その他 (e.g., · · · 自分が他人に迷惑をか
ける [LBp9 00063])

中本他 (2006: 347)の分析では、実験の性質上、位
置変化と所有変化の意味の排他性が想定されたが、本
稿ではその想定を採用せず、位置変化と所有変化の
両方が実現する「移動・所有」のカテゴリを設けた。
本稿では、P1 と P2 の各語順で表 3の各カテゴリ
の実現傾向に差があるか否かを検討するために、統
計的手法の 1 つである χ2 検定を R 言語 (R Core

Team 2019)を用いて行った。

4. 分析結果

本節では、前節で説明したコーパス分析の結果を
述べる。表 4 は P1 と P2 の各語順で実現した各カ
テゴリの粗頻度を示している。表 4 の実現値に差が
あるか否かを検討するために、χ2 検定を行った結
果、実現値の差は 5%水準で有意 6) であった (χ2 =

77.089, df = 3, p < 2.2e-16) 。χ2 検定の効果量であ
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表 4 各語順で実現したカテゴリの粗頻度

移動・所有 移動 所有 その他 合計

P1：Nが Nを Nに V 17 149 12 147 325

P2：Nが Nに Nを V 48 225 65 709 1,047

図 1 χ2 検定の結果の可視化

るクラメールの Vを求めたところ V = 0.237で、効
果量は中程度であった (水元・竹内 2008: 58–59) 。
同時に χ2検定の結果を図 1の形で可視化した。図

1において、黒いボックスは実現値が期待値より大き
いことを、赤いボックスは実現値が期待値より小さい
ことを表し、ボックスの高さはピアソン残差に、ボッ
クスの幅は期待値の平方根に比例する (Gries 2013:

188) 。実現地と期待値の差を示す残差を求めたとこ
ろ、残差は P1 の移動カテゴリで最も大きく、この傾
向は図 1にも反映されている。図 1において、P1 の
移動カテゴリの箇所の黒いボックスが他のボックス
よりも最も高くなっている。

5. 考察

本節では、§4で示した結果の考察を行う。具体的
には、文意の実現傾向の偏りは語順と意味が対応関
係を持つことの表れであり (§5.1)、そのような語順と
意味の対応関係は構文として特徴づけられる (§5.2)、
という 2点を主張する。

5.1　文意の実現傾向について

本節では、文意の実現傾向を議論する。具体的に
は、図 1 に示した頻度の偏りは、語順と意味が対応
関係を持つことの表れであると主張する。

中本他 (2006) と Tanaka (2020) は語順と意味の
関係を議論したが、前述したようにコーパス内での
語順と具体レベルの意味の関係は議論していない。
そのため、本稿は「具体レベルの意味と語順に関係が
ある場合、コーパス内で各文意の実現傾向は、かき
混ぜ文の各語順で異なる」という仮説を検討し、分
析の結果、コーパス内で移動カテゴリが P1：Nが N

を Nに V語順でよく実現することを確認した。
この結果を受けて、本稿は語順と意味の関係、例え
ば、P1：Nが Nを Nに Vで移動カテゴリがよく実
現するという関係は、語順と意味が対応関係を持つ
ことの表れであると主張する。この分析結果は、表 1

の中本他 (2006: 342–344) の心理実験の結果と矛盾
するものではなく、少なくともこのような結果を排
して、語順と意味に関係がないと考えるのは恣意的
であるだろう。
しかしながら、本稿の分析では全てのカテゴリの

実現傾向に偏りが確認されたわけではなく、この点
は議論を要する。この点に対して、本稿は、語順は
意味と対応関係を持ってはいるが、文意の実現を決
める特徴としてそれほど強くないのだと考える。こ
のように考える理由は、本稿の分析対象の中には、
名詞の意味 7) が文意の実現に影響していると考えら
れる事例が複数見られたからである。その例として、
(10–11)の比較を取り挙げる。
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(10) a. わたしがあなたに部屋を貸す

b. わたしがあなたに現金を貸す

(11) a. ミソサザイがヒナに餌を運んできた。

b. ミソサザイが巣に餌を運んできた。

(10–11)の aはコーパスにおける事例であり、(10–
11)の bは筆者による作例である 8)。例えば、(10a)

の文は所有変化のみを表しているが、その最小対で
ある (10b) の文は所有変化と位置変化の両方を表し
ている。このような意味の違いが生じる理由として、
ヲ格名詞の指示対象の大きさの違いが考えられる。
例えば、(10a)で位置変化が実現しない理由は、ヲ

格名詞の「部屋」が現実世界で、大きすぎるためにそ
の位置を操作するのが人間にとって困難だからだと
思われる。一方、(10b)で位置変化が生じる理由は、
ヲ格名詞の「現金」が現実世界でそれほど大きくな
く、その位置を操作するのが人間にとって容易だか
らだと思われる。そのため、所有変化の実現には名
詞の意味が関わっていると考えられる。
類似した例として、(11) が挙げられる。例えば、

(11a) の文は位置変化と所有変化の両方を表してい
るが、その最小対である (11b) の文は位置変化のみ
を表している。このような意味の違いが生じる理由
としては、二格名詞の指示対象の有生性の違いが考
えられ、(11a) の二格名詞「ヒナ」は有生物であり、
(11b) の二格名詞「巣」は無生物である。そのため、
このような名詞の有生性が所有変化の実現に影響し
ていると考えられる。
このような事例たちから、特定の文意というのは、
影響力の異なる複数の要素 (e.g., 語順、名詞の意味)

の相互作用の結果として実現すると考えられる。

5.2　文意と語順の対応関係について

本節では語順と意味の対応関係を構文として特徴
づけることを提案する。以降の議論が依拠する枠組
みである構文文法の概要 (§5.2.1) と従来の構文文
法による語順の分析の概要 (§5.2.2) について述べ
た上で、語順と意味の対応は構文として特徴づける
(§5.2.3) 。

5.2.1　構文文法について

構文文法とは、Fillmore (1988)によって明示され
た言語の文法記述のための枠組みであり、この理論
の分析対象は構文である。この理論において、構文
とは形式と意味の対として定義され、構文は形式的
情報と意味的情報を含む素性構造として記述可能で
ある (Fillmore 1988: 42) 。

(cat V)
(min +)

(lexeme GIVE)
valence

GF: subject object complement

SR: agent patient recipient

MS: N N P[to]

図 2 GIVEの素性構造 (Fillmore 1988: 42)

図 2 は素性構造の一例であり、ここでは記述され
ている対象がある属性 (e.g., cat) に対して、特定の
値 (e.g., V)を持つことが記述されている。それに加
えて、図 2にはGIVEが結合価として主語 (subject)

や目的語 (object) を持つといった形式的情報と、そ
れらが動作主 (agent)や被動作主 (patient)という意
味役割を担うといった意味的情報の両方が記述され
ている。
このような個々の構文的記述は独立に表示するだ

けでなく、分類的階層を用いて表示することが可能
である (Croft 2001: 25–27) 。

Sbj IntrVerb Sbj Aux-n’t Verb

I didn’t sleep

図 3 分類的階層を用いた構文の表示 (Croft 2001: 26)

図 3 において、“Sbj IntrVerb”、“Sbj Aux-n’t

Verb”、“I didn’t sleep” は構文であり、ここでは構
文の形式的情報のみが表示されている。“I didn’t

sleep”という構文は、“Sbj IntrVerb”と “Sbj Aux-

n’t Verb”という構文と関連付けられており、前者は
自動詞構文に、後者は否定構文に相当する。
そして、“I didn’t sleep”という構文は、自動詞構
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文と否定構文の両方の特徴を有しており、このよう
な関係性が観察された場合、構文文法では「I didn’t

sleepは自動詞構文と否定構文を継承している」と言
う。これをより一般的な形で述べると、ある構文 X

が他の構文 Y の特徴を全て有している場合、X は Y

を継承していると言う。このように構文文法は、図 2

の GIVEで見たような個々の構文における個別的な
記述と、構文間の関係性といった体系的な記述の両
方が行えるという利点を持ってる。

5.2.2　構文文法による語順の分析

本節では、前節で概観した構文文法による語順分
析の一例として、Croft (2001) による二重目的語構
文と分裂構文の分析を概観する。

(12) a. I gave Becky a bottle of champagne.

b. Becky I gave a bottle of champagne.

c. [Sbj, Verb, Obj1, Obj2]

(Croft 2001: 197)

Croft (2001: 197)は前節の図 3で概観したような
継承の概念を用いた上で、(12a)の二重目的語構文と
(12b) の分裂構文は (12c) の構文 9) を継承している
と述べる。(12c) は Sbj と Verb と Obj1 と Obj2 と
いう要素のみを指定する構文であり、語順の指定を
欠いている。(12c)で語順の指定がないことはカンマ
の記号が表している。具体的には、(12a–b) の二重
目的語構文と分裂構文は構成要素が同一であるため、
どちらも (12c) の構文を継承することで構成要素の
指定を受けていると Croftは分析している。
(12a–b) は構成要素が同一である一方、目的語

(Becky) の語順が異なるという特徴を持っている。
そのため、Croft (2001: 197) は語順のみを指定す
る構文が存在し、(12a–b) はそれぞれ異なる構文に
よって語順を指定されると分析している。Croft は
(12a–b) の語順を指定する具体的な構文を明示して
はいないが、Croftの議論に基づけば (13)10) のよう
な構文を想定することとなると考えられる。

(13) a. [Sbj < Verb < Obj1 < Obj2] ←→ [意味 X ]

b. [Obj1 < Sbj < Verb < Obj2] ←→ [意味 Y ]

(13) は語順を指定する構文であり、語順の指定は
不等号の記号が表現している。例えば、Sbj < Verb

は線形順序において Sbj が Verb に先行することを
表す。そして、(12a)は (13a)の構文を継承し、(12b)
は (13b) の構文を継承することで語順が指定される
という分析が可能になると考えられる。
それに加えて、Croft (2001: 196–197)は語順が何

かしらの談話機能を符号化するとも主張している。
この主張に従うと、(13) の各語順は何かしらの意味
との対応関係を持っていることになる。
上記の Croft の議論をまとめると、二重目的語構

文と分裂構文は、構成要素を指定する構文と構成要
素の語順を指定する構文の 2 つを継承しており、語
順は何かしらの意味を符号化していることとなる。

5.2.3　語順の理論的位置づけ

本節では、前節で概観した Croft (2001) の分析
を踏まえた上で、本稿の主張を行う。Croft (2001:

196–197) は語順が意味を符号すると主張しており、
この主張が妥当であれば特定の語順では特定の意味
が実現するような傾向があらゆる語順で観察される
ことが期待される。だが、本稿の分析では、意味の実
現傾向の偏りは一部の語順でしか観察されなかった。
それに加えて、前述したように文意の実現には名詞

の意味も影響する可能性が考えられる。このような
状況を踏まえ、本稿は語順と意味の対応関係を (14a)

のように、単なる語順と意味の対応として捉えるの
ではなく、(14b)のように語順と名詞の意味という複
数の特徴と意味の対応 11) として捉えることで、語順
と意味の対応を構文として捉えることが可能になる
と主張する。

(14) a. [ N が < N を < N に < V ] ←→ [意味]

b. [ N が(有生物) < N を(無生物) < N に(無生物) < V ]

←→ [意味]

6.　おわりに

本稿は、かき混ぜ文における文意の実現傾向を検
討し、一部の文意の実現傾向はかき混ぜ文の語順に
よって異なることを示した。そして、文意の実現傾
向の偏りは語順と意味が対応関係を持つことの表れ
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であり、そのような対応関係は構文として特徴づけ
られるという 2点を主張した。
本稿の分析では、文意の実現に名詞の意味が関係
する可能性が示唆されたため、今後は各語順で生起
している名詞の意味の分布を調べる必要があると考
えらえる。また、「その他」のカテゴリの事例が多く
見られたため、このカテゴリに対する分析も今後は
必要となると考えられる。

注
1) コーパス事例の文脈を省略する際には「· · ·」の記号を用いて示
す。また、コーパスによる事例の要素に下線が引かれている場合、
その下線は全て筆者によるものである。

2) 本稿は修飾語の伴うパターンの排除が分析結果に与える影響を考
慮しておらず、この選定方法には議論の余地がある。この操作に
問題がないことを示すには、修飾語の伴うパターンの頻度がコー
パス内で比較的小さいことを確認する必要があるだろう。

3) この際の容認度の評定は筆者の内省に基づいている。
4) 各文中に生起する動詞 x (運び) と y (運んで) の同一性は、その
動詞の語彙素 X (運ぶ) と Y (運ぶ) の同一性として定義した。

5) ここで言う意味役割によって構成される状況とは、フレーム意味
論 (cf. Fillmore 1981)におけるフレームという単位に相当する。

6)「その他」のカテゴリは (9a–c)に該当しない全ての事例が含まれ
ているため、非常に雑多な意味カテゴリとなっている。それに加
えて、「その他」のカテゴリは表 4のデータの総数の大部分を占め
ており、これらのデータが分析結果に大きな影響を与えている可
能性がある。そのため、この分析は方法論的に議論の余地があり、
この点を改善するには「その他」のカテゴリを外すか、もしくは、
「その他」のカテゴリを細分化した上で、同様の結果が得られるか
否かを検討する必要があるだろう。

7) ここで言う「名詞の意味」とは、名詞の指示対象が備える状況に
左右されない固有の特徴を指し、「名詞の意味役割」とは異なる
(cf. 黒田・井佐原 2005)。

8) 視覚的な見やすさを優先し、(10–11) の a のコーパス内でのサ
ンプル IDはここに示す。(10a)の IDは [PB29 00321]であり、
11a)の IDは [LBo6 00008]である。

9)(12c)は構文の形式面のみが示されている。
10)(13)にて、矢印の左は構文の形式を、矢印の右は構文の意味を表
し、矢印はそれらの対応関係を表す。

11)(14a)にて、丸括弧は下線が引かれた要素の意味的特徴を示す。
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<Abstract> 
This paper illustrates the pragmatic functions of , the kanji or Chinese character symbol meaning 
“laughter”, on the text messaging application LINE and identifies the online communication strategies that 
Japanese university students use with it and other laughter symbols. The results suggest that various laughter 
symbols, including ( ), , and w, are used as contextualization cues (Gumperz 1982) in a sentence-final 
position for three different functions: acknowledging humor in the preceding proposition, inviting laughter, 
and mitigating face-threatening acts. Especially, the second and third functions are respectively categorized 
as positive politeness and negative politeness (Brown and Levinson 1987). This paper also argues that the 
first function reflects the writer’s subjectivity, whereas the second and third reflect the writer’s 
intersubjectivity.  
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打ち言葉の感情表現：Twitter 上の「怒り」表現に着目して 
西村綾夏 

（所属フリー） 

ayaka.nishimura.jp@gmail.com 

 

 

 

【キーワード】：打ち言葉 感情表現 絵文字 SNS 対人配慮 

 
 

1. はじめに 
本稿の目的は「怒り」感情の表出を例に、打ち言葉における感情表現の性質を明らかにすることである。 

西村・黒田（2018）では、話し言葉における笑いを整理・分析した早川（2000）と比較し、打ち言葉に

おける笑いの特徴づけを行なった。そして打ち言葉においては、媒体の性質によって観察される笑いの種類
が異なること（指摘 a）、打ち言葉の感情表現は、用途面には話し言葉と共通の性質が見られ、文法面では書

き言葉特有の特徴が見られることを指摘した（指摘b）。 

西村・黒田の研究は打ち言葉の実態の一端を明らかにしている点で有意義であるが、データが限られて
おり、指摘の妥当性は検討課題として残る。さらに、これらの指摘が怒りや悲しみなどの他の感情表現に
も敷衍できるかは検討に値する。したがって本稿では、怒り表現に着目し、かつ、量・質ともにまとまった

量の投稿を扱うことで西村・黒田の研究を発展させることを目的とする。手法としては、Twitter API を用
いて収集したデータを（i）当該ツイートが会話文脈かどうか（ii）怒りの対象が第三者かどうかという2つ

の軸で整理した上で個々の用例を分析することで、打ち言葉の感情表現をより詳しく特徴づけることを試
みる。 

本稿の構成は以下の通りである。まずは2節で、話し言葉の笑いを整理・分析した早川の研究を踏まえつ

つ西村・黒田の指摘を整理し、残された課題を確認する。続く3節では、前半では量的側面、後半では質的

側面から怒り表現を分析し、特徴づけを行う。この結果を踏まえて 4節では西村・黒田の指摘 a・bを再考

し、最後に5節では本稿の議論をまとめる。 
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2. 先行研究 
2.1 早川（2000） 
早川（2000）は笑いを相互行為の一種と位置づけ、「対人関係の調整を目的とした笑い」を分類している。

具体的には、対人配慮の笑いを（A）「仲間づくり」の笑い（談話促進）、（B）「バランスをとるため」の笑い

（緊張緩和）、（C）「覆い隠すため」の笑い（会話継続）の3つに分け、それぞれの笑いのトピックが自己／

相手／両者のどれに関係するかという観点で整理を試みている。早川の研究は、実例をもとに対人配慮の笑

いを分かりやすく特徴づけている点で有意義である。しかし、書き言葉（ 打ち言葉）の笑いにおいてそれ

ぞれがどのように表出されるのかは分析の射程外であり、西村・黒田（2018）はこの課題意識から行われた

ものと位置付けられる。 
 
2.2 西村・黒田（2018） 
西村・黒田（2018）ではインターネットスラングに見られる笑い表現を採集し、早川（2000）と対比さ

せて特徴づけを行った。その結果、談話促進の笑いは2ちゃんねる 1のスレッドタイトルにおいて話題を提

示するために多く用いられること、緊張緩和の笑いはLINEにおいてよく用いられること（「お疲れ様です！

笑」のように、あいさつ文にまで笑いを添える例が観察されたこと）、会話継続の笑いは採集できなかった
ことを報告し、これらの傾向を各媒体の性質の違いによるものと結論づけた（指摘 a）。つまり、2ちゃんね
るは特定のテーマに関して匿名でやり取りをする場であり、テーマをもとに参加者を呼び込む必要がある
ため、早川の分類における（A）の笑いが頻出する一方で、LINEは顔見知りとの会話が主目的であり、積極

的に衝突を回避する方略が求められるため（B）の笑いが頻出するのではないか、両者に共通して（C）が見

られなかったのは、非同期的なコミュニケーションである CMC（Computer-mediated Communication）

では会話からの離脱や無視、あるいは反応を待つといった代替的な方略をとりやすく、無理に会話を継続
する必要がないためではないかと分析した。 

ならびに西村・黒田では打ち言葉の笑いについて、用途面では話し言葉との共通性が見られる一方で、文

法面については書き言葉特有の特徴が見られると指摘した（指摘b）。具体的には、「笑ったわ 笑」（ユーモ

ラスな状況に対する笑い＋対人配慮の笑い）のように、機能が異なる笑いが同時に産出されている点や、
すべての用例において笑い表現は文末に付加されている点などを指摘した上で、これは間主観性を示す表現

が文の周辺部（左端、右端）に出現しやすいと指摘したTraugott（2003、2012）の見解と一致するとした。 
 
2.3 先行研究の課題と本研究のねらい 
西村・黒田の研究は、感情を相手に伝えるにあたり、かならず意識的に言語表現を産出する必要があ
る打ち言葉の特徴の一端を明らかにしている点に意義がある。しかしながら対象は「笑い」に限られており、
データの種類／量も限定的な規模にとどまっている。 
そこで本研究では「怒り」を対象に記述・分析を行うことで、西村・黒田の指摘 a・b が他の感情表現に

も敷衍できるかどうかについて検討する。また、その過程においてはTwitter API を用いてまとまった量の

データを採集し、かつ、個別の事例分析も行うことで、打ち言葉の感情表現についてより精緻に分析するこ

とを試みる。 
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3. 分析
3.1 量的アプローチ
データの採取においては Twitter API を用い、対人配慮の笑いを添える／添えない怒りの表現を対象に
3スクロール分 2の投稿を採集した。それぞれの表現パターンを表1に示す。

表1 怒りの表現パターン

対人配慮あり ワロタ｜ワロタ ｜ 笑｜笑 ｜ w｜ww ｜ www｜wwww

対人配慮なし ｜ ｜ ｜ ｜ ｜

次に採集したデータを（i）当該ツイートが会話文脈かどうか 3（ii）怒りの対象が第三者かどうか 4という

2つの軸で整理した。

なお、これらの基準を設けたのはTwitter という SNSの性質を考慮したためである。一般に、2ちゃんね

るでは匿名で、特定のテーマを中心としたやりとりが行われる。他方、LINEでは実名で、特定のテーマを
設定しない雑談が行われる。そして Twitter はこれら 2 つの性質を併せ持つ。つまり、政治的なトピック
に関しては2ちゃんねる的な使い方をしつつ、友達の投稿に対してはLINE的な私信を送るといった使い方

が可能である。ここで西村・黒田の報告を踏まえると、同じTwitter という「場」であっても、当該投稿が

どのような相手に向けられたもので、どのような話題を取り扱っているかによって感情表出の様相が異なる

ことが考えられる。したがって本研究では（i）（ii）の軸でデータを整理することで、Twitter における感情

表現の傾向をより正確に把握することを試みた。結果を表2に示す。

表 2 書き込み中のリプライの割合、および政治的ツイートの割合

まず、対人配慮ありの場合に着目すると、対人配慮なしの場合と比較して、会話文脈の割合が明らかに高

いことが分かる。また、第三者への怒りの割合はかなり少ない。一方で、対人配慮なしの場合に着目すると、

独話／会話はほぼ同程度で、第三者への怒りの割合が高い。つまり、たとえ SNS であっても投稿が会話で
ある場合にはある程度の対人配慮が行われることが多く、時事問題などトピックに対する意見表明では対人
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配慮が行われづらい傾向が観察された。

3.2 質的アプローチ
続いて、データ中に出現した対人配慮を伴う怒りの表現を個別に分析する。なお、分析にあたってはまれ

に「 」が「暑さ」の表現として用いられる場合を考慮し、共起する語彙から明らかに「怒り」と判断でき

るものを目視で選定した。具体的には、「私、まだ怒ってます 笑」などである。以下にそれぞれの用例と

分析を示す。

3.2.1 ハッシュタグ、丸括弧
始めに見るのは、怒りの絵文字に対人配慮表現を添えるだけでなく、ハッシュタグや丸括弧を用いたメッ

セージを追記している例である。

（1） @mami__yuimar 誰とだ‼ 笑

#嫉妬で怒り狂うフミフミ https://t.co/vL7q4NkJW6

（2） @Sen4chin うるせぇぞ！床ずれ野郎！ 笑

(風邪はほんとにしっかり休んで治してください)

（1）では、メッセージの前半部末尾に置かれた「誰とだ‼ 」という怒り表現を「笑」で緩和してい

る。さらに後半部ではハッシュタグを用いてメッセージを加え、末尾に「 」（舌を出した笑顔）を付加する

ことによって、茶化すような雰囲気を演出している。Twitter や Instagramにおいては、投稿した写真等に

ハッシュタグで説明を加えることが盛んに行われる。「説明を加える」という行為は、対象となる出来事を

俯瞰し、一定の距離を置くことによって成り立つ行為である。言い換えれば、対象と同じ次元にとどまっ
ていては「説明」は成立しえない。つまりここでは、ハッシュタグで説明を加えることによって当該メッ
セージを俯瞰で捉えていること、すなわち本気の怒りでないことを表していると考えられる。

これと似た現象が（2）にも観察される。（2）では怒りを「笑」で緩和し、丸括弧を使ってメッセージを

付け加えている。かつ、前半がやや乱暴な口調であるのに対し、後半部は丁寧語で、メッセージの内容も前

半とは異なり相手を気遣う内容となっている。前後の文脈がはっきりしないため断定することはできないが、

おそらくは「笑」での緩和だけでは配慮が足りないと感じたのではないだろうか。（1）（2）はそれぞれの方

略こそ異なるものの、何重にも対人配慮表現を重ねている点で慎重なメッセージであると分析できる。

3.2.2 セルフツッコミを表す「←」（左向きの矢印）
次に見るのは、「セルフツッコミ」と呼ばれる事例である。セルフツッコミとはその名の通り、自らの発

言に自ら（セルフで）ツッコミを入れることであり、打ち言葉においては「←」（左向きの矢印）がセルフ
ツッコミ表現として用いられる。なお、「ツッコミ」という言葉からもわかる通り、セルフツッコミの対象

となる発言は典型的には「ボケ」的な、何らかのリアクションを要求する内容である（例：「Suica の残高 7

円しかないねんけど←」に対して「ギリギリすぎやろ！」など（筆者作例））。しかし最近では用法に拡張が
生じ、単に俯瞰的な視点を表現していることも多い。以下に挙げる（3）はその一例である。

（3） @_sayaka_room_ 報酬額も個別にご連絡致しますだってwww ←

なめられてるなと思ったね
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（3）は、業務に対する報酬額が明示されず「個別にご連絡」と濁されたことを、侮られているように感

じたという投稿である。ここで注目したいのは、前半部の末尾に付加された「wwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwww ←」である。当該投稿は

会話であることから、「ww 」のように、対人配慮の笑いを添えられた怒りが付加されているのは自然である。

しかしこの投稿では、さらに「←」を付加することで俯瞰的な視点を表現している。その意味では、前節で
見た俯瞰用法とは形式的に異なっているものの、機能的に似通った例であると考えられる。

3.2.3 絵文字の連続使用
次に見るのは、過剰なほどに絵文字を重ねることでコミカルな雰囲気を演出している事例である。

（4） @mumeikiddyu2 すごい！！！てか何青春してんだ羨ま 笑

（5） とうとい！！！！むり好き、なんだよは？は？は、は？は？やばい

尊すぎて激怒

（6） さすがのぼくもおこサンチョ だぞ

ここで着目したいのは、絵文字の連続使用というストラテジーは同じでも、当該書き込みが会話文脈であ

るかどうかによって対人配慮の有無が異なる点である。

まず、（4）は会話文脈であり、「羨ましい」という趣旨のメッセージに「 」を重ねた上で「笑」で緩和し

ている。内容から本気の怒りでないことは明らかだが、絵文字の連続使用でコミカルな雰囲気を演出した上

で「笑」を付加することで、慎重なコミュニケーションを図っていると分析できる。

一方の（5）は、（4）と同じくポジティブな感情（ 「好き」「尊い」）を表していることから、絵文字
が本気の怒りを表していないことは明らかである。しかし（4）と異なり、「笑」などの対人配慮表現は添え
られていない。この差は、（4）が会話、（5）が独話であることに起因するのではないかと思われる。
その上で（6）は、両者の中間的な事例であると考えられる。当該書き込みは、特定の相手へのメッセー

ジではない点を考慮すると独話ではあるが、他の利用者からも閲覧できる点で、通常の（密室で1人で発話

するようなケースでの）独話とは異なる。そのうっすらとした配慮が「おこサンチョ」というコミカルな表

現や、怒りの絵文字に付加された「だぞ」という語尾に現れている可能性がある。かつ、怒りの絵文字も
種類を織り交ぜて利用していることから、これも表現をコミカルにすることによって衝撃の緩和をはかる
方略と考えられる。

3.2.4 方言
続いて示すのは、メッセージの後半部で方言を使用する（意図的にコードスイッチングする）ことにより、

怒りの緩和を狙っている事例である。

（7） 運転中よく運転席からタバコの灰をペペッて捨てるおじさん（おじいさん）よく見かけるけど

全然かっこよくねぇから。

ついでに窓から吸い殻捨てたらマジ腹立つ

おめんどが環境破壊してどうすんずよ！大概にさなが！

子供の見本にならねぇべな！

（方言で毒を吐く）
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内容を見る限り、（7）は「おじさん（おじいさん）」への本気の怒りであると解釈できる。実際に、前半

部の末尾にあたる「マジ腹立つ 」には対人配慮表現が添えられていない。しかし（7）の全体を見てみ
ると、前半部と後半部に空行を挟み、後半部では方言を使った上で、3.2.1 節に見られた丸括弧のストラテ

ジーも併用している。つまり、後半部全体で前半部の衝撃を緩和していると分析できる。

3.2.5 インターネットスラング
以下に示すのは、インターネットスラングを併用することでコミカルな雰囲気を演出している例である。

（8） @LA_ACE01 にやにやwww

そう！ぷんぷんまるです 笑

（9） オリンピックやるならカラオケも開けろよ 笑

おこ！おこ！！

（8）ではインターネットスラングの一種「激おこぷんぷん丸」5の省略形を使用した上で、怒りの絵文字

に「笑」を添えている。書き込みは会話文脈であり、スラングの使用を除けばここまでで分析してきた事例
とよく似ている。一方の（9）は、カラオケ店の休業に対する怒り（第三者への怒り）であり、独話でもあ

ることから、ここまでのパターンを踏まえると対人配慮表現を添える必要はない。ところがここでは「笑」
で緩和した上で、メッセージの後半部ではインターネットスラングを使い、茶化すような表現をしている。

（投稿者の好みである可能性を除くと、）これはどのように分析できるだろうか。

（9）を分析するには、カラオケ店が休業していた背景に目を向ける必要がある。この書き込みが行われ

た 2021 年 7 月 25 日においては、新型コロナウイルス感染症の拡大防止を目的とした緊急事態宣言が発
出され、それに伴う外出自粛のため、カラオケ店をはじめとした各種店舗は一部休業を余儀なくされた。し

かし同時期には東京オリンピック（2021 年 7 月 23 日～8 月 8 日）が開催され、緊急事態宣言との整合性

が議論の対象となっていた。そのためこの時期のTwitter では、賛否どちらの意見表明であっても激しい議

論につながるリスクがあった。つまり、通常であればよく知った仲間しか閲覧しないような個人のアカウン

トであっても、キーワード検索などによって投稿が第三者の目に触れ、バッシングを浴びる可能性があっ
たわけである。この背景を踏まえると、（9）が複数のストラテジーを用いて緊張を緩和しているのは「世
間」や「Twitter ユーザー」程度の漠然とした閲覧者集団への配慮と分析できるだろう。

さらに（9）の構造は、前節で見た方言の例とよく似ている。つまり、意図的なコードスイッチングによ

り前半部の緊張を後半部で和らげていると分析できる。

3.2.6 ハートマーク
最後に見るのは、怒り表現にハートマークを添える用例である。本研究の分析対象は「 笑」のように、

怒りの絵文字に笑い表現を添える用例であるが、実際に SNS上での書き込みを観察していると、「 笑」と

同じような文脈で「 」が用いられるケースも少なくない。以下に具体例を示す。

（10）病院での暗黙ルールや厳しい規則をちょっと怒りながら喋ってます

（11）@a___727 72 さんの事が好きだからですけど！？ (謎ギレ)

（10）を投稿したユーザーは普段、看護師の業務内容について動画で紹介している。それを踏まえると、
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投稿の末尾に付加された「 」は「怒りながら喋って」いる様子を表しており、「 」は対人配慮（この場合

は動画の視聴者へ向けた配慮）を表していると分析できる。同様に（11）では、「好き」な気持ちが昂って

いる様子を「 」で表しつつ、「 」で緩和している。かつ、3.2.1 節と同様、丸括弧で感情を俯瞰している。

これら（10）（11）の「 」の使い方は「笑」に類似しており、ハートマークの持つ「愛情」という意味は

保持しながらも、緊張を緩和する役割も兼ねていることが分かる。

4. 考察
3 節での分析を踏まえると、打ち言葉の「怒り」は以下のように特徴づけられる。

まず、媒体の性質ごとに感情表出のストラテジーが異なるとした指摘 aについては、媒体というよりも参

加者同士の関係、およびコミュニケーションの目的によって用いられる感情表現が異なることが示された。

すなわち、媒体は同じ「Twitter」であっても、会話の文脈では怒り表現に対人配慮が添えられることが多
いが、第三者への怒りでは対人配慮が添えられづらい傾向が量／質の両方で示された。ただしその上で、用
いられる表現のバリエーションは媒体、およびユーザーの好みによって異なると考えられる。たとえばLINE

ではスタンプを用いた感情表現も盛んであるが、Twitter では本文中にスタンプを挿入することはできない。

また、2ちゃんねるでは絵文字の使用があまり好まれず、アイロニー的な意味合いでしか用いられないのに
対し、Twitter では絵文字の使用が盛んであるといったように、媒体の特性によって当該表現が利用可能か
どうか、好まれるかどうかが異なる。かつ、同じ「感情を俯瞰する」目的であってもハッシュタグ／丸括弧

／セルフツッコミの矢印とバリエーションは多岐に渡り、「コードスイッチング」のバリエーションも方言

／ネットスラングなどが観察された。これらバリエーションのうちどれを選択するかはユーザーの好み（そ

のほかトレンドや、普段交流している友人関係からの影響など）によるところが大きいのではないかと考え

られる。

次に、用途面は話し言葉と共通するが、文法面は書き言葉と共通するとした指摘bについて検討する。ま

ず用途面については、ポジティブな感情である笑いと、ネガティブな感情である怒りでは表出の仕方に差が

見られた。すなわち怒りの表出においては、緊張を緩和する方略を何重にも用い、衝突を回避しようとする

傾向が見られた。これはCMCならではの、非同期コミュニケーションの性質（目の前に相手が存在してお

らず即時的な訂正や緊張緩和ができない性質）に由来すると考えられる。次に文法面については、笑いと同

様、絵文字がメッセージの末尾に付加されていた。かつ、感情を俯瞰したり、コードスイッチングによって

雰囲気を緩和したりする表現はメッセージの後半に付加されていた。中には（7）のように空行を挟み、話

題の切り替えを視覚的に表現している事例もあった。これらは西村・黒田の報告した事例と同様、間主観性

を表す表現は文の周辺部（左端、右端）に出現しやすいとした Traugott （2003、2012）の見解に一致す

る。

以上をまとめると、CMC 上での感情表現は話し言葉における感情表現と共通する面も大きいが、表現面

においては非同期コミュニケーションならではのリスクを回避しようとする方略が独自の発展を遂げてい

ると言える。

5. 結論
本稿ではTwitter 上の投稿を対象に、怒り表現を通して打ち言葉における感情表現の性質を論じた。その

結果、感情表現の様相を左右するのは、媒体の性質というよりもむしろ参加者同士の関係、およびコミュニ
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ケーションの目的である可能性が示された。かつ、ネガティブな感情である怒りの表出においては、非同期

コミュニケーションならではのリスクを回避するため、何重にも緊張を緩和するストラテジーを用いるケー

スが少なくないことがわかった。こうした配慮は規範とまでは言えないものの、一定の慣習のレベルには達

していると考えられる。こうした事例は本研究で新規に発見されたところとなり、西村・黒田の研究を補完

する結果となった。 

ただし、打ち言葉における表現の流行は変化が激しく（cf. 青柳・川合 2019、鈴木 2020）、3.2.6 節で

見たハートマークの事例のように、現在進行形で用途が変化している事例もある。現在はごく曖昧な慣習レ

ベルにとどまっているが、CMC がより一般的になるにつれ、規範のレベルにまで達する可能性もゼロでは

ない。今後は通時的変化なども観察しつつ、打ち言葉の性質をよりくわしく明らかにしていきたい。 
 

注 
（1）「2ちゃんねる」は管理権限の移行に伴い、「5ちゃんねる」と名称変更された。ここでは西村・黒田（2018）

を踏襲し、「2ちゃんねる」の呼称のままとしている。 

（2）Twitter の仕様上、件数を指定したデータの取得はできないため、「スクロール」を単位として3スクロール

分データの取得を行なった。 

（3）会話文脈かどうかは、当該ツイートがリプライ（返信）かどうかによって判別した。（Twitter ではリプライ

の場合、先頭に「@ユーザー名」が付加される。） 

（4）怒りの対象については、政治や時事問題に関するツイートかどうかを判断基準とした。判別は目視で行なっ

た。 

（5）激怒している状態を表すインターネットスラング。「おこ」の派生形（強調）と言われる。 
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Abstract  
The term “insubordination” defines the conventionalized main clause use of what, on prima facie grounds, 
appear to be formally subordinate clauses (Evans 2007: 367). Then, what is conventionality on insubordination? 
How can we describe the difference between simple main-clause ellipsis (i.e. non-insubordination) and 
conventionalized main-clause ellipsis (i.e. insubordination)? This paper attempts to explicate the distinction 
between the two types of main-clause ellipsis, analyzing some kinds of subordinate-clause utterances. We focus 
on two aspects: (i) the relation between subordinate-clause utterances and their preceding utterances and (ii) 
the relation between contexts and pragmatic functions of subordinate-clause utterances. 

insubordination  

1.  
(1)

insubordination  

(1) [ ] If you would like a cookie.

insubordination
insubordination

insubordination insubordination
insubordination

insubordination insubordination  
insubordination insubordination

 

2.  
Quirk et al. (1985) subordinate clauses as irregular sentences

 (2009) Evans (2007)
Evans (2007: 367) the conventionalized main clause use of what, on prima facie grounds, appear to 
be formally subordinate clauses”

 (2009) insubordination Evans (2007: 386)

Evans and Watanabe (2016: 2) insubordination
 

Evans (2007) Evans (2007)
(insubordinated clauses)
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Subordination If it rains, I’ll stay at home.

Ellipsis
(2) So if I 

want to bathe, what should I do?

(2) [ Liz ]
Landlady: You heat the water on the stove.

Liz: So if I want to bathe…?
Landlady: You put the water in the tub. (Eat, Pray, Love)

Conventionalized ellipsis

(1) If you 
would like a cookie. if 

Evans (2007: 372)
then I will give you one I can give you one 

Constructionalization

(3) Evans (2007)

  (3) a. Wo Zehntausende verrecken müssen. ‘Where tens of thousands must die’
   b. Obwohl Zehntausende verrecken müssen, machen sie sich keine Gedanken darüber.
        ‘Even though tens of thousands must die, they don’t think twice about it.’     (Evans 2007: 374)

(3a) wo (3b)
wo where 

wo wo 

insubordination Evans 
insubordination insubordination 

insubordination
insubordination (Evans (2007: 386))

  Evans (2007) 
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 (2018a, 2018b, 2019, 2020) insubordination
(4a) (4b)

(4c)  
 
   (4) a. [ Mary ] Well, if it isn’t Mary!  

b. A: What is it you want?   B: As if you don’t know.  
c. [ ] That you should say such a thing.  

 
insubordination

insubordination insubordination
insubordination insubordination  

 
33.  

( )
( ) insubordination
insubordination  
 
3.1  

insubordination
 

 
   (5) [Bernadette Howard Stuart Stuart

] 
           Stuart: You want to see my room?  

Woman: Yeah.  
           Stuart: Cool.  

Bernadette: (quietly) How do you feel about this? 
   Howard: That she can clearly do better, but that’s not for me to say.    (The Big Bang Theory) 

 
(5) Howard That she can clearly do better Bernadette How do you feel about this?

I feel that she can clearly do better.
Bernadette feel  

Sansi ena et al (2015) dyadically dependent clauses dyadically 
dependent clauses insubordination

(projection, 
Halliday (1985: 227)) that

1 (6)  
 
   (6) [Boolie ]  
       Boolie: Anyway… if we don’t use those seats, somebody else will.  
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       Daisy: If we don’t use those seats! I’m not supposed to go either? 
Boolie: Well, Mama, you can do whatever you want. 
Daisy: Oh, thanks for your permission!                             (Driving Miss Daisy)

Daisy If we don’t use those seats! Boolie
Boolie

(5) if insubordination
Sperber and Wilson (2012) (representation) 

insubordination (7)–(9)

   (7) A: What is it you want?   B: As if you don’t know.                                       (=4b)

(7) (2019) insubordination as if
B A

You ask as if you don’t know.

  (8) What? Oh, yes. I just wondered what progress you’d made so far. Or is it still too young for you to make 
any evaluations apart from tentative ones?” He frowned sharply at her bent head as she poured another 
cup of coffee for both of them. “That you should refer to the child in the neuter. It, rather than he.” She 
reddened slightly and opened her mouth to speak, but they were interrupted.       (BNC: FIC 1991)

(8) he
it that

that insubordination
(9)

  (9) [ Mary ] Well, if it isn’t Mary! (=4a)

Mary
Well, if it isn’t Mary, 

I’ll eat my hat! Well, if it isn t Mary, I don’t know who is! 2

(5)–(9)
  

<
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insubordination  
  
3.2  

insubordination  
 
3.2.1 ( )  

 (2018a, 2019, 2020)
Panther and Thornburg 

(2003) insubordination
insubordination

insubordination
(10)  

 
   (10) a. If you would like a cookie.                                                               (= (1)) 
       b. #If you would like a cookie, but I’m not offering you one. 
 
(10a) If you would like a cookie. (10b) #If you would like a 
cookie, but I’m not offering you one. #

 
(11) (2)

 
 
   (11) Landlady: You heat the water on the stove.  

Liz: #So if I want to bathe…? But I’m not asking how to bathe.                    (cf. (2)) 
 
So if I want to bathe So if I want to bathe, what should I do?

if  

insubordination insubordination insubordination
 

(12)  
 
   (12) a. [ Mary ] Well, if it isn’t Mary!                                   (= (4a)) 
       b. [ Mary ] #Well, if it isn’t Mary, but I’m not surprised to see you here. 
       c. [ ] A: Well, if it isn’t Mary! B: #What do you mean? / # Is there something you want to say? 
 
(12a) insubordination (12b) insubordination

(12c)
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Well, if it isn’t Mary! A B What 
do you mean? Is there something you want to say? (12c)

B
A  

2 A B
B A  

 
 
33.2.2  

2 a
b c

 
 
(13) a. [ Liz ]                                                     (= (2)) 

Landlady: You heat the water on the stove. 
Liz: So if I want to bathe…? 

Landlady: You put the water in the tub. 
      b. [ Liz ]                                                    (= (11)) 

Landlady: You heat the water on the stove. 
Liz: #So if I want to bathe, but I’m not asking how to bathe.  

      c. [ ] 
A: So if I want to bathe…? 

  B: What do you mean? / Is there something you want to say? 
 

(13) (13b) Liz (13c) B (13c)
A

B A  
(14) (14a) if only  

 
   (14) a. [A ] A: If only I had a clue to solve this problem. 

b. [A ] 
A: #If only I had a clue to solve this problem, but I don’t wish I had a clue to solve this problem. 

c. [ ] 
       A: If only I had a clue to solve this problem. 

         B: #What do you mean? / #Is there something you want to say? 
 

(14b) (14c)
 

(15)  
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(15) a. A: That girl’s nothing but a load of trouble, I’m warning you.     (Panther and Thornburg (2003: 137))
      B: Kitty’s all right. It’s her boy-friend that’s the trouble. If we could get rid of him.     

b. A: That girl’s nothing but a load of trouble, I’m warning you. (Panther and Thornburg (2003: 138))
      B: Kitty’s all right. It’s her boy-friend that’s the trouble. If we could get rid of him, but I’m not saying I 

wish we could get rid of him. I’m just entertaining the thought.
    c. [ ]

B: If we could get rid of him.
      A: ? What do you mean? / ? Is there something you want to say?

(15c)

if only if
(12)–(15)

insubordination

2

insubordination

insubordination
(15)

insubordination insubordination

44..  
insubordination insubordination

insubordination

insubordination
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insubordination insubordination
 

insubordination insubordination
insubordination insubordination insubordination

 
 
† 24 2021 12 18  

Jimmy Aames

 
 
1 insubordination

insubordination insubordination
insubordination  

2 insubordination 1
insubordination  
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Abstract  
The purpose of this study is to classify the cognitive motivation behind the names of Japanese confectionery, and to 

distinguish in stages the ones that require encyclopedic knowledge to understand their meanings. Analysis of the names 
of 114 typical Japanese confectioneries found in a specialized text enabled the classification of each word base as 
metonymy for flavor, seasoning, contents, exterior, and origin in person’s name or historical events; as metaphor for 
shape, color, pattern, texture, image, and depiction; or as synecdoche related to types of Japanese confectionery. This 
made it possible to identify the word bases that require encyclopedic knowledge.  
 

 
 
 
1.   

1

 

( 2018: 5) 3

( 2018
45)  

Sushi
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2.  

2)

(1985)
( : 27)  

(1995) (1985)
 

 
 

(expressiveness)  
(representativeness)  

(  1995: 164) 
 

Lehrer(1992)

 

(1992) (2008)

(2015) 3
(2020)

 

(Langacker 1987, Langacker 2008)
(Haiman 1980, Langacker 1987,  2010)
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3

  
(2013)

 
 

(1) a. / b. /c. / 
d. /e. /f.  

(  2013: 106) 
 

 
 

(2)  
( )

 
( : 107) 

 

 
(2013)  

 
3.  
 
3.1  

(  1995) 114  
 

3.2  
(2019) 4 1. 2.X 3.X+Y+

4. X
2018
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(1992[1978] 3

2
3

/
 

 
4.  
 
4.1 1  

114 4
X+ 58

X
 

24

 
X 31

2

 
X X

X 3
 

 
4.2 24  
a.  
b.  
c. =  
d.  
e.  
f.  /  
g.  
h.  
 

a / / /
b  1996 c 3

 
d

e
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f g h g

h
f

 
 
4.3.1  X+ 58  
a.  

 
b.  
c. 

 
d.  
e.  
f.  
g.  
h.  
i.  
j.  
k.  
 

X X

 
 
4.3.2  X+ 58 X  
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114  

 
4.4 X Y 1  

1  
X

 
 
4.5.1 X 31  
a. 2  
b.  
c.  
d. 

 
e.  
f.  
g.  
 

a 6

b

 
c d

 

 
e f

 
g

 
 
4.5.2 X  31  

c
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/

/  
e

 
 
5.  

3  
 

1) 4 X
X  

2) X
 

3) 3
 

 

 

 
 

 

https://www.wagashi.or.jp/monogatari/  [2021 8 25 ]

2019  

(2013: 193)
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Abstract
In this study, we investigated the use of the Chinese discourse marker shenmede, which means “et 
cetera,” based on two corpora of naturally occurring conversation by adopting pragmatic and 
cognitive semantic approaches. The data showed that in using shenmede, speakers display pseudo-
elements in context to convey uncertainty. The data also showed that speakers specific ally place 
focus on the antecedent element as the highlight of topic by producing shenmede. Through the 
analysis of the semantic similarities between different usages, we argue that there is a progression 
of semantic extensions from the basic core meaning of the expression to its variant meanings.

Ta  bu xihuan xiaqi            shenmede jiu ai da lanqiu.
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中国語の例示を表す形式の意味拡張：母語話者の会話データに基づいて
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    /    

 183 20 15 8 9 235 

 78% 9% 6% 3% 4% 100% 
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<Abstract> 
This paper reports on a longitudinal investigation into the development of pragmatic comprehension 
skills for indirect speech acts and the effect of language contact. The results  show that (1) the longer 
leaners live in an L2 environment, the more accurately and quickly they can make judgements, and 
(2) there is a strong relationship between increased accuracy and reduced pragmatic processing speed. 
Furthermore, the data suggests that high intensity social interaction, rather than the simple amount of 
language contact, plays an important role in developing this ability. This supports the idea that 
pragmatic competence development is intimately related to language socialization (Sch ieffelin & 
Ochs, 1986) . 
 

 
 
 
1.  

L2 L2  (second language 
pragmatics; L2 pragmatics)  (pragmatic receptive skills)  (pragmatic 
productive skills) 

 
L2  (Bouton 1999) 

 (Matsumura 2007),  (Kinginger 2008)  (Taguchi 2012) 

L2
 (Taguchi and Roever 2017)  

L2 L2
Taguchi and Roever (2017) 

L2
 

L2
 (Iwasaki 2013) 

 2015  2019  2019
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L2

 
 
2.  
2.1 L2  

 (Searle 1975) L2  
(Bouton 1992)

 
L2 Taguchi (2008) 

  (2017) L2
Taguchi (2008) L2 /

 (2017) 
 

 
2.2  

 (intensity of interaction)  
Bardovi-Harlig and Bastos 

(2011) Taguchi (2012) Bardovi-Harlig and Bastos (2011) L2
 (conventional expressions) 

L2
Taguchi (2012)1

L2
 

 
2.3  

L2
L2

L2
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3.  
L2 2

 
 
1.  
2.  
 

 (2021)  
 
4.  
4.1  

2019 10 2020 7 4 3  (Time 1/2/3)
SPOT90 Ver.902

 

2
NNS 18 30 23 3

1
72 20 11 4

3 2 1 SPOT
Time 1 69.0 (SD = 6.60) Time 2 70.6  (SD = 4.63) Time 3 73.3  (SD 

= 4.84) 
18 30 20.8 23

NS NNS  
 
4.2  

 (Searle 1975) NNS
 

54 4 15 35
 (2017) 4

N2 N3  
5 15

3
E-prime 3.0 
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(1)   
(1a)   
     
    
  

 
 

    
(1b)   
     
     
     
     
(1c)   
     
   7   
     
     

 
LCP (language contact proficiency) Bardovi-Harlig and Bastos 

(2011) Taguchi (2012) SNS
5

1

 

LCP  
 
4.3  

1 0
15

100ms 2

 
LCP 1 0pt 1 - 3 1pt 3 - 7 2pt 7

3pt
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5.  
5.   

1 NNS Time1 Time 2 5
Time 2 Time 3 Time 1 12

Time 1 Time 2
 (p < .01)  

 

 
NS

NNS Time 1 Time 2
Time 2 Time 3 2

Time 1 Time 2  
 

 
Time 1 Time 3 NNS r = .47

p = .04 r = .91 p < .00 r = .37 p = .30
 

NNS
NS Time 1

L2

 

1 NNS (Time1/2/3) NS  (SD) 

 NNS 
NS (N=23) 

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 

NNS (N=20) 11.9 (2.32) 12.7 (2.03) 12.7 (1.97) 14.8 (0.40) 

 (N=10) 14.1 (2.27) 14.2 (2.01) 14.0 (1.33) - 

 (N=10) 9.7 (2.29) 11.2 (1.89) 11.4 (2.06) - 

2 NNS (Time1/2/3) NS SD  

 NNS 
NS  

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 

NNS (N=20) 1118.3 (1053.0) 545.3 (279.2) 588.9 (328. 4) 269.1 (96.4) 

 (N=10) 1105.1 (938.1) 550.5 (249.9) 615.4 (376.1) - 

 (N=10) 1131.5 (1181.2) 540.0 (292.1)  562.3 (225.2) - 
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5.2  

LCP NNS Time 1 
(9.9pt) Time 2 (9.0pt) Time 3 (7.1pt) 1 NNS

2020  (Time 2) 
 

 

1.8

1.8

1.8

1.8

1.9

1.6

1.5

2.5

3

1.5

1.7

2.2

0.5

1.2

1.3

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Time3

Time2

Time1

SNS

1 Time 1 Time 3  
 

SNS

20 30
 

 
 
5.3  

NNS
 

Time 1 Time 3
NNS Time 1
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Time 1

Time 2 Time 2 Time 3
L2

Time 2
Time 2

 

 
L2

 (Schieffelin and Ochs 1986) 
 

 
6.  

(1) 
(2) 

 

L2

 
 

 
1 Taguchi (2012)  (language contact profile:  
LCP) ITP TOEFL

 
2 SPOT TTBJ (Tsukuba Test-Battery of Japanese) 

90 56
80 N2 N3  2015  
3  (2021) NNS 24 1 23  
 

 
JSPS   18K12418
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<Abstract> 
This paper discusses the usages of the adverb ever, especially looking into its use in 
interrogative sentences such as those starting with have you ever, did you ever, and do you ever. 
Such interrogatives with ever are often concerned with the existence or frequency of an event. 
Additionally, some occurrences also appear to be used rhetorically. By depicting schematic 
meaning and considering temporal relationships (i.e., the past and the present), this paper aims 
to investigate these different usages of interrogatives containing ever. 
 

 
 
 
1

 ever  
 
(1) a. Have you ever beaten him? (e.g. in your life) 
 b. Did you ever beat him? (e.g. when both of you were still professional players)  
         (Declerck 2006: 622) 
(2) Do you ever wish you were back in Japan?  –Sometimes. Not very often. (LDOCE) 
(3)  Do you ever listen to yourself? ( : Before Midnight) 
 

 (1)
(1a) (1b) (2) Do you ever…? 

(3)
(3)

ever (1) (2) 
(3)  

ever 2  
 

A
  

B  
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ever

 
2  ever  Do 

you ever…? 3  ever 
4 5

 
 
2

Leech (20043:38-39)  just  already (the recent indefinite past)
ever always  never (the more general 

meaning) van Rooy (2003: 250)  ever 
ever (4b)

(4a)
 

 
(4)  a. Have you ever been to China? 
 b. Have you been to China? 
 

 ever 
 

 ever 
Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 75) ever  frequency  temporal location 

 
 
(5)  a. Do you ever go to the movies? (= frequency ) 
 b. Did you ever see “Gone with the Wind”? (= temporal location ) 
 

(2019) Do you ever…?  Have you ever…? 
ever  at any point in time( ) (6b)

 at any frequency( )
 

 
(6)  a. Have you ever been rear-ended?  
  
 b. Do you ever go to karaoke?  

 
 

 (5)  frequency  temporal location (6)  at any frequency 
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Do you ever…? 
The Corpus of Contemporary American 

English COCA Do you ever…? Have you ever…? 
Do you ever…? sometimes, 

often, always Have you ever…? once, twice, many 
times Yes / No 

habitual present 
(Quirk et al. 1985: 180) 1

1
                                                                                       

Quirk et al. 1985: 180

ever Do you…? 
Do you ever…? 

ever 

3
1 2 A

B
ever 

2
ever 

(7) ever 

(4) ever Have you ever…? ever Have 
you…? Did you ever…? 1
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ever 
ever (8)

(8)    

(7)(8) A Have / Did you ever…? Have you 
ever…? Did you ever…? 

2 Have you ever…? 
NOW

Did you ever…? 

2

      

Do you ever…? 

3

3

副詞everが疑問文に与えるスキーマ的な意味の考察

－158－



 
COCA

( )
 

 
4
4.1

(7)  ever Do you ever…? 

4

 
(9)(10)

 
 
(9)   
(10)  
 

(9) (11) (12)
Barnes & Noble  the Second Stop Cafe 

 
 
(11) Do you ever shop at Barnes & Noble?    ( Eternal Sunshine of the Spotless Mind) 
(12) Do you ever go to the Second Stop Cafe?  ( A Case of You) 

 
(10) (13)

(14)

 
 
[ , ] 
(13) Misty, do you ever use that door yourself, go in and out that door? 

          (COCA: SPOK 2009) 
[ ] 

(14) Hey, um do you ever get any free time?        ( Sherlock, Season1, Episode 1) 
 

Do you ever…? 
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4.2.
1 (3) (3)

Do you ever…? 
(15)

(15) Do you ever see any penguins running free around New York City?  
( adagascar)

(16)

(16) Dear lord, man, do you ever clean this car? ( Zodiac)

clean 

(16)

Do you ever…? ever 

( 4)

4

5
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5

Do you ever…?

Have / Did you ever…? 
(17)

(17) {a. Have you ever seen / b. Did you ever see } me wear a scarf?
( 2019: 204: a)

(17a) Have you ever…? 
(17b) Did you ever…? 

ever 

5
ever 

A

B

A ever 

B

ever (Will you ever…? Would you 

日本語用論学会　第24 回大会発表論文集　第17号（2021）

－161－



ever…? ) (ever since, ever after)  ever  whoever  whatever 
ever 

 

Mark Hammond
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1 
 

 
 

 

 

 

Abstract  

This study examines truncated modality expressions in Japanese, which have been observed 
extensively in the Internet contexts such as social media and blogs. A predicate with these expressions 
has low accessibility to various grammatical forms such as sentence-final particles or connectives, 
which are applied to untruncated, finite predicates. In order to overcome this syntactic limit, applying 
da to the truncated modality is adopted instead of restoring its original form. This re-finitization can be 
seen as an established strategy within Japanese, which is functionally motivated by the need for both 
shortness and expressive power. 
 

 

 
 

 
finiteness

 

 

 

(Givón 1990)

Givón 1990, Cristofaro 2007, Nikolaeva 2010  
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2 
 

Klein 

1998

 

 

 
/ ( / ) ( ) ( )

( )  

 

1   a.  

  b.  

c.  

 

2   a.  

b.  

c.  

  d.  

 

(1) /

(2)  

2003

( ) ( / )

 

 

(3) a.  

  b.  

c.  
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3 
 

(1) (3)

(1a)

* (1c)

/ / / / /

 

(3a)

/ /

/ / /

 

(1) (3)

SNS

re-finitization Givón, 2016

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

(4) a.  

b. 747  

 

c. TV  

d.   

日本語用論学会　第24 回大会発表論文集　第17号（2021）

－165－



4 
 

e.  

 

(4e) 3

 

 

 

 

1993 2015  

A B

 

 

(5) a. TV  

b.  

c.  
 

(5a)

A B

(5c) B

/

 

(4)(5)

(5) A B

2021  
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5 
 

3

chen nyeney han myeng naol misonye

naota

uy

 

 

(6) a.  

b. 2009  

c. 2006  

 

 

 

 

 

nominalization

 

 

 
Cristofaro, S. 2007. “Deconstructing Categories: Finiteness in a Functional-typological Perspective.” In I. 

Nikolaeva (ed.) Finiteness: Theoretical and Empirical Foundations, 91-114. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

Givón, T. 1990. Syntax: A Functional-typological Introduction, vol. II. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 
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The Speech Act of Comforting during COVID-19: 
A Case Study of Spanish, English and Japanese Speakers 

 
                                       Ruben CLOS 

                                                   University of the Ryukyus 
 
 
<Abstract> 
The beginning of the 2020s has been notably marked by the global pandemic caused by 
COVID-19. Although much is still to be known about the virus and its repercussions at the time 
of this paper, linguists have been quick to show an interest on the effects of this global 
phenomenon across languages. In this study, an on-line discourse completion test (DCT) was 
conducted focusing on the speech act of comforting in terms of semantic formulae as used by 
speakers of Spanish, English and Japanese across different scenarios related to the pandemic.  
 

Keywords : speech act of comforting, coronavirus, contrastive pragmatics, COVID-19 

 
1. Introduction 
The current pandemic known as the COVID-19 pandemic seems to have profound 
repercussions in linguistic research. At the time of this study, the rapid popularization of medical 
terms into the mainstream discourse and the introduction of neologisms into the lexicon of 
different languages (e.g., “social distancing” or “anti-vaxxers”) may just be obvious examples. 
However, the consequences of this global phenomenon may have also surpassed the lexical 
aspect of language, giving linguists the opportunity to approach the ongoing pandemic from 
more dynamic areas, especially in those areas within sociolinguistic research (Piller et al., 2020). 
Events such as pandemics, wars and natural disasters might also affect behavior in so far that 
people must cope with the emotional distress following such tragedies, in which interpersonal 
supportive communication is a common behavior. In this study, the focus is placed over such 
type of emotional support, more specifically, the speech act of comforting as performed by 
speakers of different languages and in relation to a range of situations related to the COVID-19 
pandemic. 
 
2. Literature review 
2.1. The speech act of comforting 
Comforting is undoubtedly a complex process in which an individual aims to relief an 
interlocutor experiencing distress. As such, comforting received initial attention from 
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psychology for which comforting behaviors and their effectiveness have received special 
interest (e.g., Burleson, B. R., & Goldsmith, D. J., 1998). However, comforting has also entered 
the linguistic literature through the lens of pragmatics. If we use the categories of speech acts 
as described by Searle (1979), comforting does not seem to fit into a single category. 
Comforting can include acts such as expressing sympathy (expressives), promising support 
(comissives), assuring, agreeing with the hearer (representatives), and suggesting (directives). 
Therefore, comforting could be thought as a perlocutionary speech act by itself, which may 
need different sub-acts in order to be achieved. From a politeness perspective, it is not clear 
either whether comforting is closer to positive or negative politeness (Sekiyama, 1998). 

Regarding research focus, there seems to be a difference among studies involving varied 
situations where comforting takes place (Sekiyama, 1998, 1999; Kurokawa, 2001; Suzuki, 
2008; Shiomi & Yonezawa, 2008; Nakano & Shoho, 2011; Tanaka, 2012, 2013, 2014; Zhang, 
2014; Zhang, 2020 among others), and those focused exclusively on condolences around the 
death of someone (cf. Elwood, 2004 and subsequent studies based on it). From these studies, it 
has been shown that the realization of the speech act of comforting highly variates depending 
on the context it takes place. Thus, the study of as many individuals and situations as possible 
might contribute profoundly to the understanding of this speech act. In this regard, the severity 
of the situation, gender, language, and the distance between interlocutors have been the most 
studied variables. To this day, most of the situations used have been related to personal problems 
involving the individual and its immediate environment, more than societal, national, and 
international affairs. Also, previous literature on this speech act do not seem to agree regarding 
neither on a definition of comforting, nor the classification of comforting strategies. Therefore, 
research on this topic from a multilingual/multicultural perspective could also contribute to the 
creation of a categorization model for comforting. The present study aims to make such 
contribution by clarifying common patterns of comforting in different languages. 
 
2.2. Research question 
Considering previous studies, the following research question is addressed. 

In conversations concerning the COVID-19 pandemic, what are the common comforting 
behaviors displayed among Spanish, English, and Japanese L1 speakers and in what aspect do 
they differ? 
 
3. Methodology 
An on-line Discourse Completion Task (DCT) was carried out from February 2020 to October 
2021. The unit of analysis where semantic formulae (Beebe et al., 1990) in terms of frequency 
and topic. The main variable of interest was the speakers’ L1, although the degree of severity 
of the situations was adjusted to account for the diversity of possible scenarios related to the 
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pandemic. Countries and regions of origin of the participants are detailed follows. For Spanish 
(n=99), most speakers were from Spain (56), Mexico (19), Peru (8) and then other (16) Spanish 
speaking areas followed. For English (n=32), USA (14), UK (10) had the most participants 
followed by Australia (4) and other (4) English speaking regions. Finally, in the case of Japanese 
(n=33), all participants were Japanese citizens, mainly raised in Okinawa prefecture (24). 
Participants read four imaginary conversations with a close friend (see Table 1) and wrote their 
response at the end of the dialogue. The situations included topics of different degree of severity 
from the lowest (+) to the highest (++++). 
 
Table 1: Comforting situations 

No. Severity 

(SV) 

Title Description (English version) 

1 + Anxiety about 

the pandemic 

Your fiend: I’m physically well but sad, I can’t relax. I don’t know 

what’s going to happen with all this situation with the pandemic. 

2 ++ Discharge from 

employment 

Your friend: I’ve just got a call from work saying that they have to fire 

me because of the pandemic. They had no money to pay my salary. I 

don’t know what to do with my expenses. I’ve food only for three days. 

3 +++ Confirmation of 

contagion 

Your fiend: There days I had fever and so on, so yesterday I got it tested. 

They just called me from the hospital saying I have tested positive and 

that I’ve to quarantine at home. I don’t even know how to feel about it. 

4 ++++ Death of a 

parent 

Your friend: They just called me from the hospital saying that my father 

passed away. I don’t know what to say. 

 
4. Data presentation and analysis 
All the utterances collected through the DCT were classified into the following categories as 
shown in Table 2. 
 
Table 2: Classification of comforting behaviors 

Category Sub-types Examples 

1. Acknowledgment/ 

Confirmation 

- Reaction to the hearer’s situation 

(e.g., backchannels, expressions of 

surprise). 

- Asking for more information. 

Uff / oh / jeez /  /  / 

/ really? / ok / um …/ ¿Qué te 

preocupa exáctamente? (What are you 

exactly worried about?) 

2. Equity/Sympathy - Statements of empathy. 

- Feeling the same, being in the 

same situation as the hearer. 

Estoy igual (I feel the same/I’m in the same 

situation) / I know how you feel /  

 /  /  / I’m so sorry 
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- Agreeing, recognizing the 

hearer’s feelings. 

to hear that / It’s normal to feel like that. 

3. Self-disclosure - Positive statement/Optimism. 

- Negative statement/Pessimism 

Experience. 

- Other (neutral statements of 

philosophy, etc.) 

Ya verás que encontrarás trabajo (I’m sure 

you’ll find a job)./ A mí lo que me preocupa 

de la pandemia son los inútiles de nuestros 

políticos (What worries me about the 

pandemic is our useless politicians). / Son 

cosas que pasan (This kind of things 

happens). 

4. Advice/Obligation - Advice. 

- Statement of social obligations. 

All we can do is continue to practice hand 

hygiene, masking, social distancing, and 

vaccine and pray for the best. 

5. Encouragement/ 

Soothing 

- Encouragement (to lift H’s 

spirits). 

- Soothing (to calm down H). 

You can do it, don’t lose faith! / Relax / 

Descansa / / 

Cálmate /  

6. Offer - Offering different types of 

support. 

/ Do you need me to 

drop some groceries? / 

 

7. Other - Addressing the hearer. 

- Expressions of futility/lack of 

words. 

- amigo, tío, amiga, cariño, tesoro, bro, man, 

dude, girl, sweetheart, my dear … 

- I have no words / 

… , / I 

don’t know what to say… 

 
- Results by situation: 

 

 
In situation 1, a common tendency was observed towards showing sympathy (“everyone is 
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feeling the same”), self-disclosure (mainly optimism), and statements of social obligation (i.e., 
taking prevention measures to stop the spread of the virus). On the other hand, many Spanish 
speakers tended to state some form of “sameness” (e.g., estoy igual / I’m in the same 
state/situation) and negative/pessimistic views, especially including uncertainty and critical 
views of the government (e.g., Todos estamos igual, excepto los políticos, los de arriba y todos 
aquellos que tienen dinero y no les preocupa una pandemia... / We’re all in the same situation, 
except for our politicians, those in power, and those with money who are not worried about the 
pandemic...). Meanwhile, in English there was a higher frequency of offerings (e.g., I'm here 
anytime you need to talk or need a hug). Finally, in Japanese there were more expressions of 
acknowledgment and sympathy. Many also stated the fact that nothing is gained by worrying 
too much, so resignation to do one’s best in following prevention measures were more 
commonly expressed, especially taking the form of neutral statements, and advising (

Since it’s a new virus, it’s normal to feel uncertain. Let’s be careful until the day it’s safe. But 
if you overthink it, you’ll have more stress, so let’s just disinfect and follow the 3M prevention 
measures). 

 
In situation 2, semantic formulae of support were the most common in the three languages. 
Direct support for food (Puedes comer en mi casa. / You can eat at my house), and money (Do 
you need me to send you some money?) were especially stated, as well as indirect assistance 
and advice for looking for a new job, support programs/organizations (

 / The prefectural government has many support programs. I’ll 
contact you back later after looking at it.) 
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A common tendency in situation 3 was observed across all languages to express advice as to 
stay home and take all protocolary measures. Also, direct expressions of support regarding food 
(e.g., dropping groceries outside the house of the hearer) and staying in contact were the most 
common type of offers. On the other hand, expressions of surprise were more common in 
English and Japanese. Furthermore, different expressions of soothing (e.g., telling the hearer to 
relax, stay calm and take care) were generally preferred over explicit expressions of 
encouragement. In this regard, Spanish had the highest number of encouraging expressions. 
 

 
Acknowledgment of the death, expressions of sympathy, offering support and “lacking words” 
(inside the category other) were the most common comforting behaviors in situation 4. 
Questions about the situation and hearer’s emotional state (e.g.,  Are you ok?) seemed 
to be more common in Japanese. Furthermore, the use of addressers (also in the category other) 
was more common in this situation than in any of the previous ones, especially for Spanish (e.g., 
amigo, tío, amiga, cariño, tesoro) and English (e.g., bro, man, dude, girl, sweetheart, my dear). 
This feature did not appear in Japanese.  
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5. Discussion 
The research question concerned the common patterns of comforting for each language as well 
as the similarities and differences among them. In general, Spanish, English, and Japanese 
speakers seem to display similar content when offering support, especially in stressing 
situations of high severity. Overall, self-disclosure seems to be relatively more common in 
Spanish and English than in Japanese through all the situations analyzed. In contrast, the 
Japanese participants showed more instances of acknowledging the hearer. Furthermore, 
addressing the hearer with an endearing noun seems more exclusive of Spanish and English 
speakers, although it should be noted that a similar phenomenon might be also observed through 
the usage of the Japanese honorific system (-chan, -kun, honorific dropping/yobisute, etc.), 
which was not used probably due to the anonymous nature of the survey. 

Regarding methodology, as it was also an issue in previous research, some speech acts could 
be classified into more than one category of comforting at the same time (e.g., advice vs. 
soothing). Thus, whether more discrete or encompassing categories are needed is still open to 
discussion. It should also be noted that, regarding the variable ‘severity’, the type of event itself 
(e.g., losing one’s job vs. losing a loved one) may have also played a major role through all 
interactions. 
 
6. Implications and further issues 
As previous research showed, the realization of the speech act of comforting is considerably 
complex, being highly dependent on the situation it takes place in. Therefore, a further 
classification of comforting situations could also be beneficial for the categorization of 
comforting behaviors. In future research, other scenarios related to social crisis such as the 
COVID-19 pandemic as well as contextual variables (e.g., region of the country, rate of 
vaccination in that country at the time of the study, gender, age, power, distance, etc.) should 
be considered along with other types of modality (talking by phone, videoconference, speaking 
in person while using masks, etc.). These findings reflect the need of standardized procedures 
when studying certain speech acts across languages during specific times of social crisis. 
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Allocutivity as positive politeness: speaker/addressee-indexing functions of  
-gai[wai/zoi]-ya and -gai[wai/zoi]-ne in the Kanazawa dialect of Japanese* 

 
IZUTSU, Katsunobu (Hokkaido University of Education) 

KOGUMA, Takeshi (Kanazawa University) 
 
 
<Abstract> 
Allocutivity originally refers to a Basque phenomenon in which the addressee’s gender is marked on 
the tensed matrix verb if the addressee is given familiar treatment (Bonaparte 1862; Hualde and Ortiz 
de Urbina 2003). Kanazawa Japanese finds similar allocutivity markings in -ya and -ne. Male speakers 
can adopt -gaiya, -waiya, and -zoiya for familiar male addressees and -gaine, -waine, and -zoine for 
familiar female addressees and find it somewhat hard to employ -gaiya, -waiya, and -zoiya for female 
addressees. This male use of the endings can be viewed as indexing of the addressee’s gender. We argue 
that the relevant allocutivity is a manifestation of “positive politeness” (Brown and Levinson 1987). 
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1. Introduction 
Basque is “the only surviving pre-Indo-European language of western Europe” (Hualde and 
Ortiz de Urbina 2003: v). It is “a highly agglutinative language” (ibid.: vii) which “displays a 
strict ergative pattern in noun-phrase inflection (which is entirely suffixal) and verbal 
agreement” (ibid.: v). In Basque, the addressee’s gender is marked on the tensed matrix verb 
“when the addressee is given familiar treatment” (ibid.: 242). This phenomenon is called 
“allocutivity” (Bonaparte 1862: 19-21; Antonov 2015: 56). 
 As Antonov (2015: 55) notes, the term allocutivity “has been exclusively applied to 
Basque.” Although he argues that “allocutive verb forms are attested in at least Pumé (isolate; 
Venezuela), Nambikwara (isolate; Brazil), Mandan (Siouan; North America), and Beja 
(Cushitic; Northeast Africa),” he acknowledges “certain differences in the degree of 
grammaticalization and usage” among those verb forms (ibid.). Allocutivity can thus be viewed 
as a comparatively rare phenomenon in the world’s languages. To the best of our knowledge, 
this has not yet been identified in the Japanese dialects or variants. 
 Interestingly, we found comparable addressee-indexing expressions in the Kanazawa 
dialect of Japanese. As in (1), men can adopt -zoiya, -waiya, and -gaiya for familiar MALE 
addressees and -zoine, -waine, and -gaine for familiar FEMALE addressees.1 
 
(1) a. issyoni itta-zoi-ya[ne]. 
  together went-FP-FP[FP] 
  ‘We did go together.’ 
 b. issyoni itta-wai-ya[ne]. 
  together went-FP-FP[FP] 
  ‘Of course, we went together.’ 
 c. issyoni itta-gai-ya[ne]. 
  together went-FP-FP[FP] 
  ‘We went together. (You should already know it.)’ 
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Moreover, men find it difficult to employ -zoiya, -waiya, and -gaiya for female addressees. This 
male use of the endings can be viewed as the indexing of the addressee’s gender and allocutivity 
in the style of Basque. 
 
2. Basque allocutivity 
First, we examine how Basque allocutivity works. As we discussed in the introduction section, 
when the addressee is given familiar treatment, his or her gender is marked on the tensed matrix 
verb, as in (2b-c), respectively. 
 
(2) a. Jon etorri da. 
   come aux.3a 
  ‘Jon has come.’ 
 b. Jon etorri duk. 
    aux/3a/2m.alloc 
  ‘Jon has come.’ (familiar, male addressee) 
 c. Jon etorri dun. 
    aux/3a/2f.alloc 
  ‘Jon has come.’ (familiar, female addressee) 

(Hualde and Ortiz de Urbina 2003: 243; emphasis added) 
 
(2a) and (2b-c) all convey the same meaning “regarding both propositional content and 
information structure” (Hualde and Ortiz de Urbina 2003: 243), that is, John has come. In (2a), 
the addressee is not given familiar treatment. In contrast, in (2b-c), the addressee is given 
familiar treatment. (2b) is uttered to a familiar male addressee, whereas (2c) is uttered to a 
familiar female addressee. In these two cases, the auxiliary verb is followed by allocutive 
markers (male -k and female -n), respectively. 
 Likewise, (3a) is uttered to an addressee who is not given familiar treatment. By contrast, 
(3b) and (3c) are addressed to a familiar male and female addressee, respectively. Here again, 
the auxiliary verbs are accompanied by the allocutive markers -a and -na. 
 
(3) a. Jon ikusi dut. 
   see aux.3a/3e 
  ‘I have seen Jon.’ 
 b. Jon ikusi diat. 
    aux/3a/2m.alloc/1e 
  ‘I have seen Jon.’ (familiar, male addressee) 
 c. Jon ikusi dinat. 
    aux/3a/2f.alloc/1e 
  ‘I have seen Jon.’ (familiar, female addressee) 

(Hualde and Ortiz de Urbina 2003: 243; emphasis added) 
 
As exemplified in (2) and (3), the relevant allocutive markers can be identified as verbal endings, 
as summarized in (4).2 What is called familiar treatment can be manifested linguistically when 
“the addressee is treated as hi ‘thou’” (Hualde and Ortiz de Urbina 2003: 242). Basque has two 
types of second-person singular pronouns hi and zu, as shown in (5). Hi is employed for intimate 
addressees, while zu is adopted for unmarked addressees. Neither is differentiated with respect 
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to gender. We can see from this that allocutivity is not a gender distinction of pronouns but 
gender-marking of addressees in verbal endings. 
 
(4) Allocutive markers: 
 -a-/-k (masculine), -na-/-n (feminine)  

(Hualde and Ortiz de Urbina 2003: 243-245) 
 
(5) Second-person pronouns: 
 hi ‘you’ (singular intimate) 
 zu ‘you’ (singular unmarked) 
 zuek ‘you’ (plural) 

(Hualde and Ortiz de Urbina 2003: 150) 
 
Allocutive markers serve as gender markings for non-argument addressees. As Hualde and 
Ortiz de Urbina 2003: 150) point out: “Allocutivity refers to the encoding in the conjugated 
verb form of an addressee that is not an argument of the verb.” Therefore, these markers do not 
appear when the addressee serves as a verbal argument. Alberdi (1995: 277) refers to 
Schuchardt’s (1893) remark that “verb forms which select the second person as an argument 
are neutral regarding the allocutive/non-allocutive opposition.” 
 
3. Two sets of verbal endings in Kanazawa Japanese 
As noted in the Introduction, the Kanazawa dialect of Japanese has two sets of verbal endings 
that are interesting from the viewpoint of allocutivity: -zoiya, -waiya, and -gaiya in one set, and 
-zoine, -waine, and -gaine in the other. Their uses are illustrated in (6). 
 
(6) a. issyoni itta-zoi[wai/gai]-ya. (male speaker) 
  together went-FP[FP/FP]-FP 
  ‘We went together.’ 
 b. issyoni itta-zoi[wai/gai]-ne. (female speaker) 
  together went-FP[FP/FP]-FP 
  ‘We went together.’ 
 
Some scholars point out that men use -ya, while women use -ne (e.g., Kato 2009). It is certainly 
true that women will not employ -zoiya, -waiya, and -gaiya; instead, they will use -zoine, -
waine, and -gaine in utterances to both female and male addressees familiar with them. In this 
sense, the difference between the final particles -ya and -ne can be seen as gender-marking of 
speaker. This is comparable to speaker-indexing in gender, like the pronominal distinction 
between boku and (w)atasi. 
 However, there is another interesting fact: Men employ -zoiya, -waiya, and -gaiya for 
familiar male addressees, while they normally adopt -zoine, -waine, and -gaine for familiar 
female addressees. They find it difficult to employ -zoiya, -waiya, and -gaiya for female 
addressees. The female use of -zoine, -waine, and -gaine can be seen as the indexing of the 
speaker’s gender, but the male use of the endings should be viewed as the indexing of the 
addressee’s gender, namely allocutivity à la Basque. 
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4. Kanazawa -zoi[wai/gai]-ya[ne] as manifestations of positive politeness 
We can go another step further to view these verbal endings in Kanazawa Japanese as a 
grammatical manifestation of positive politeness. As illustrated in (7), -zoiya indicates that the 
speaker now finds the content of the clause to which it is appended, as seen in the first 
translation. In contrast, -waiya indicates that the speaker already knows the content of the clause 
that it follows, as shown by the second translation. Moreover, -gaiya indicates that the speaker 
is objecting to the addressee’s utterance or assumption by verbalizing its preceding clause, as 
in the third translation. 
 
(7) [between two of males playing cards] 
 A: tugi dare-no ban-yatta-kke? 
  next who-GEN turn-was-FP 
 B: ore-no ban-ya-zoi[wai/gai]-ya[?ne]. 
  I-GEN turn-is-FP[FP/FP]-FP[FP] 
  ‘(Oh, I forgot [you’re forgetting]) it’s my turn.’ (-zoiya) 
  ‘(Of course,) it’s my turn.’ (-waiya)  
  ‘(Come on! Don’t forget) it’s my turn!’ (-gaiya) 
 
As seen from these three translations, -zoiya, -waiya, and -gaiya could threaten the addressee’s 
face in Brown and Levinson’s (1987) sense because they imply that the speaker is trying to 
adjust the addressee’s assumption or knowledge state in one way or another. B’s utterance with 
-zoiya can mean ‘Oh, you’re forgetting it’s my turn,’ the utterance with -waiya means ‘Of 
course, it’s my turn,’ and the utterance with -gaiya means ‘Come on! Don’t forget it’s my turn!’ 
 In fact, those three verbal endings do not “mean a negative evaluation of the addressee’s 
face” (Brown and Levinson 1987: 70) because they presuppose that the speaker treats the 
addressee “as a member of an in-group, a friend, a person whose wants and personality traits 
are known and liked” (ibid.). These elements are typical of Brown and Levinson’s 
characterizations of positive politeness, as can be seen in the following citation. 
 

    Positive politeness is oriented toward the positive face of H, the positive self-image 
that he claims for himself. Positive politeness is approach-based; it ‘anoints’ the face of 
the addressee by indicating that in some respects, S wants H’s wants (e.g. by treating him 
as a member of an in-group, a friend, a person whose wants and personality traits are 
known and liked). The potential face threat of an act is minimized in this case by the 
assurance that in general S wants at least some of H’s wants; for example, that S considers 
H to be in important respects ‘the same’ as he, with in-group rights and duties and 
expectations of reciprocity, or by the implication that S likes H so that the FTA doesn’t 
mean a negative evaluation in general of H’s face. (Brown and Levinson 1987: 70; 
emphasis added) 

 
The second and third underlined parts coincide with the traits of the verbal endings in Kanazawa 
Japanese. As the first underlined part shows, these endings presuppose that the speaker is 
approaching the addressee with solidarity, familiarity, and sometimes friendliness. 
 We can find two more pieces of evidence for viewing the Kanazawa verbal endings as 
linguistic manifestations of positive politeness. First, one can adopt other neutral endings such 
as -wa and -ro instead of -zoiya, -waiya, and -gaiya, as illustrated in (8). 
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(8) [between two males playing cards] 
 A: tugi dare-no ban-yatta-kke? 
  next who-GEN turn-was-FP 
 B: ore-no ban-ya(-wa/ro). 
  I-GEN turn-is(-FP/FP) 
  ‘(Oh, I forgot [you’re forgetting]) it’s my turn.’ ((-wa)) 
  ‘(Of course,) it’s my turn.’ ((-ro)) 
  ‘(Come on! Don’t forget) it’s my turn!’ ((-ro)) 
 
Suppose that the speakers A and B are high school students who are playing cards for the first 
time after they came to know each other in the same new class. They are more likely to use -
wa or -ro as in (8), because they do not yet have shared familiarity or solidarity.3 In other words, 
they need to give each other familiarity treatment to use endings like -zoiya, -waiya, and -gaiya, 
as in (7) above. This requirement clearly shows that -zoiya, -waiya, and -gaiya constitute 
positive-politeness counterparts of neutral or unmarked -wa and -ro in Kanazawa Japanese. 
 Another piece of evidence for positive politeness can be found in comparison with polite 
or deferential counterparts such as -desu(yo/ne), -desita, and -desyoo, as exemplified in (9).4 
We can see some elements of “negative politeness” (Brown and Levinson 1987) in these 
particle sequences. 
 
(9) [between two males playing cards] 
 A: tugi dare-no ban-desita-kke? 
  next who-GEN turn-was.POL-FP 
 B: watasi-no ban-desu(-yo)[desi-ta/desu-ne/des-yoo]. 
  I-GEN turn-is.POL(-FP)[is.POL-PST/is.POL-FP/is.POL-FP] 
  ‘(Oh, I forgot [you’re forgetting]) it’s my turn.’ (-desita/desune) 
  ‘(Of course,) it’s my turn.’ (-desu(yo)) 
  ‘(Come on! Don’t forget) it is my turn!’ (-desuyo/desyoo) 
 
Markers of politeness such as -desu and -masu correspond to the second underlined part in 
Brown and Levinson’s characterizations cited below. In accordance with the first underlined 
part, the meaning of the markers is essentially avoidance-based: they serve to distance 
addressees in some social or human relationships. In this respect, -desu and -masu can be safely 
identified as negative-politeness counterparts of -wa and -ro in Kanazawa Japanese. 
 

    Negative politeness, on the other hand, is oriented mainly toward partially satisfying 
(redressing) H’s negative face, his basic want to maintain claims of territory and self-
determination. Negative politeness, thus, is essentially avoidance-based, and realizations 
of negative-politeness strategies consist in assurances that the speaker recognizes and 
respects the addressee’s negative-face wants and will not (or will only minimally) 
interfere with the addressee’s freedom of action. […] Face-threatening acts are redressed 
with apologies for interfering or transgressing, with linguistic or non-linguistic deference, 
with hedges on the illocutionary force of the act, with impersonalizing mechanisms (such 
as passive) that distance S and H from the act, and with other softening mechanisms that 
give the addressee an ‘out’, a face-saving line of escape, permitting him to feel that his 
response is not coerced. (Brown and Levinson 1987: 70; emphasis added) 
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Based on this evidence, the endings -zoiya, -waiya, and -gaiya, and -zoine, -waine, and -gaine 
in Kanazawa Japanese can be characterized in terms of positive politeness. As summarized in 
(10), they exhibit pragmatic contrasts with their neutral and negative-politeness counterparts. 
Unlike their neutral and negative-politeness counterparts, the positive-politeness endings 
presuppose familiarity, solidarity, and sometimes friendliness. 
 
(10) positive politeness: -zoi[wai/gai]-ya[ne] 
 neutral: (-wa/ro) 
 negative politeness: -des[mas]-u[ita](yo/ne), -desyoo 
 
 In the Kansai dialects, final particles like -yan and -yaro can occur in particle sequences 
like -masuyan, -masuyaro, -masitayan, -masitayaro, -desuyan, -desuyaro, -desitayan, and -
desitayaro, as in (11a), which suggests that they do not have paradigmatic relations with -masu 
and -desu. 
 
(11) a. issyoni iki-masi-ta-yan[yaro]. 
  together went-POL-PST-FP[FP] 
  ‘We went together, didn’t we?’ 
 b.  ?? issyoni iki-masi-ta-zyan[daro]. 
  together went-POL-PST-FP[FP] 
  ‘We went together, didn’t we?’ 
 c.  ?? issyoni iki-masi-ta-zoi[wai/gai]-ya[ne]. 
  together went-POL-PST-FP[FP/FP]-FP[FP] 
  ‘We went together, didn’t we?’ 
 
In the Kanto dialects, -zyan and -daro are in a paradigmatic relation with -masu and -desu, 
which hinders sequences like -masuzyan, -masudaro, -masitazyan, -masitadaro, -desuzyan, -
desudaro, -desitazyan, and -desitadaro, as in (11b). Likewise, -zoiya, -waiya, and -gaiya, and -
zoine, -waine, and -gaine in Kanazawa Japanese cannot co-occur with -masu and -desu, as 
shown in (11c). 
 
5. Conclusion and implications 
As we have shown so far, the endings -zoiya, -waiya, and -gaiya, and -zoine, -waine, and -gaine 
in Kanazawa Japanese can be seen as linguistic expressions of positive politeness, standing in 
some paradigmatic contrast with neutral and negative-politeness counterparts. The female use 
of endings can be understood as speaker-indexing (gender-marking of female speaker), while 
their male use can be viewed as a manifestation of addressee-indexing (gender-marking of 
male and female addressee). This male use of endings is comparable to Basque allocutivity. 
 Kanazawa Japanese and Basque have some common features like the basic constituent 
order of SOV, agglutinative characteristics, postpositions, and post-verbal auxiliaries.5 From a 
typological point of view, they can be seen as more or less alike. As far as genealogical and 
geographical relations are concerned, Kanazawa Japanese has nothing to do with Basque. One 
cannot deny that there are some discrepancies between the Kanazawa Japanese endings and the 
Basque allocutive markers.6 For instance, Basque excludes allocutivity marking from verbs 
that select the second person as an argument (Alberdi 1995: 277), whereas Kanazawa Japanese 
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does not have such a constraint. 
 However, the Kanazawa Japanese endings and Basque allocutive markers exhibit some 
interesting commonalities. Both are highly restricted to specific social and human relationships 
between the speaker and the addressee (Rijk 2008: 111-113). 7  Neither can appear in 
subordinate clauses. Both are “a strictly main-clause phenomenon” (Hualde and Ortiz de Urbina 
2003: 243). Neither can appear in questions. “In the most conservative usage, allocutive forms 
are also excluded from interrogative sentences.” (Hualde and Ortiz de Urbina 2003: 244) 
 Along with the typological similarity, these commonalities encourage a further 
comparison between the Kanazawa endings and the Basque allocutive markers. This 
comparison will lead us to an interesting hypothesis and research questions. Basque allocutivity 
can also be viewed as a linguistic manifestation of positive politeness. Some dialects 
(northeastern Low Navarrese and Zuberoan) have been reported to have a more polite version 
of allocutivity (Hualde and Ortiz de Urbina 2003: 246), which could in turn be seen as the 
negative-politeness counterpart. The hypothesis gives rise to questions such as whether Basque 
allocutivity is stricter than the Kanazawa endings, whether it also allows some leeway like the 
Kanazawa endings do, and whether it is possible in solitude speech, for instance.8 
 We are currently working on the research questions including those with the hypothesis 
in mind. We hope to have shown some interesting parts of our approach to Basque allocutivity 
with respect to comparable pragmatic characteristics of the Kanazawa Japanese verbal endings 
-zoiya, -waiya, and -gaiya, and -zoine, -waine, and -gaine. 

Notes
* This study is partially supported by JSPS KAKENHI (Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research (C) 18K00563).  
1 The following abbreviations are used in glossing: a(bsolutive), alloc(utive), aux(iliary), e(rgative), f(emale), FP 
(final particle), GEN (genitive), m(ale), POL (polite), PST (past), 1 (first person), 2 (second person), 3 (third person).  
2 We need to assume a slightly more elaborate system if we consider all possible forms of allocutive conjugation. 
See Rijk (2008: 809-824) for full conjugations of allocutive marking. 
3 The notion of familiarity or solidarity here is not an often temporal, emotional or “psychological” aspect of 
relationship but rather a longstanding, cumulative human relationship between the speaker and addressee, as Rijk 
indicates about the conception of the pronoun hi that motivates allocutivity: 

The other dimension introduced by Brown and Gilman, “Solidarity,” will serve very nicely to elucidate the 
symmetrical use of the pronoun hi, on the understanding, however, that its definition be tailored to the Basque 
cultural situation. Here indeed solidarity must be conceived of as an objective social reality: psychological factors 
play very little part in it. Thus friendship is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for the use of mutual 
hi. The kind of solidarity that is relevant consists, above all, in being subject to similar living conditions: children 
raised in the same family, hamlet, or neighborhood, workers on the same farm or in the same factory, and so on. 
Age differences strongly hamper solidarity: a gap of 15 years or more is known to virtually block the use of hi 
between adults. (Rijk 2008: 112; emphasis added) 

4 When the predicate is not a copula, the politeness markers take forms like -masu(yo/ne), -masita(yo/ne), and -
desyoo. 
5 For an overview of Basque grammar, see Laka (1996) and Hualde and Ortiz de Urbina (2003). 
6  Unlike the Kanazawa endings, Basque allocutive markers derive from morphemes of person agreement 
(Oyharçabal 1993; Gómez and Sainz 1995). 
7 For instance, Rijk gives the following characterizations for the use of hi that underlies the allocutive marking, 
which overlap but do not coincide with the use of the Kanazawa endings. 

1. The alleged familiar form hi is never used by adults to small children, not even by their own parents. 
Traditional lullabies nicely illustrate this: the baby in the cradle is invariably addressed as zu. The critical age 
for the subsequent transition from zu to hi varies a great deal; it ranges from roughly six to as much as 15 years 
of age. We may note that, however much affection may obtain between young children and the surrounding 
adults, there is but little solidarity, at least in the sense defined in this section. 
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2. Aside from rare individual exceptions, spouses never use hi to each other, although they may well have done 
so before marrying. Apparently, the vastly different role patterns assumed in marriage are felt to preclude 
solidarity between husband and wife.                                (Rijk 2008: 112; emphasis added) 

8 In Kanazawa Japanese, male parents and teachers can address children with zoi[wai/gai]-ya but not vice versa, 
which is comparable with what Rijk points out: 

Actually, in view of the firmly egalitarian ethic of traditional Basque society, such asymmetry is quite rare. Even 
between employer and employee mutual zu prevails, or, more rarely, mutual hi. Only within the family context 
does the power dimension play a significant role: parents will address their teenage children with hi but not vice 
versa. (Rijk 2008: 112; emphasis added) 

However, children can adopt zoi[wai/gai]-ne to address their parents and teachers. 
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Investigating the online processing of pragmatic elements for adjective
sentences in Japanese and Chinese: An eye-tracking study*

Yusuke SUGAYA

Osaka University

Abstract
This eye-tracking study elucidates the pragmatic implications involved in scalar adjective expressions in Japanese

and Mandarin Chinese; it thus reveals cognitive processing behind the production or comprehension of those

utterances. Two experiments specifically demonstrated the hypothesis that, as a simple utterance, say, “T is large”

can result from (or imply) “T is larger than C,” “T is too/so large to/that ...,” and/or “T is large to/for J,” its speakers

need to conduct online processing of competitor, standard, and judge pre-linguistically, owing to which adjective

sentences (in a positive form) can be seen as subjective, context-dependent, and include variously interpreted

connotations.

Keywords: adjective, scalar, implication, eye-tracking, visual world paradigm

1 Introduction

The public and most linguists appear to consider that

form-meaning pairs of language are completely cut off

from the speaker and the hearer (called conceptualiz-
ers), as if they would exist independently. In this con-
text, meaning is considered just the association with a

form, as displayed in a dictionary. Although this is an

easy, convenient view of language, however, it is obvi-

ous that there are more than that on the mind of concep-

tualizers, when a linguistic form is produced or inter-

preted. Summarily, at least, linguists need to consider

subjective, processual aspects of meaning as well as the
content of meaning.

What are conceptualizers thinking, consciously or

unconsciously, while producing or comprehending an

adjective expression? It is considered that most ad-

jectives are indeterminate by themselves and context-
dependent, which means that their meaning can vary
according to contexts or situations: for example, you

can state that a man is tall or short, depending on com-

parison classes (e.g., members of a classroom, people of

the same age). Therefore, the aforementioned question

can be specified as follows: How do speakers/hearers

process contexts in their minds to produce utterances

containing adjectives? What types of context should be

processed for adjective expressions?

Correspondingly, the present paper maintains that to

output utterances with scalar adjectives, conceptualiz-

*Correspondence concerning this article should be sent to: Yusuke

Sugaya, Graduate School of Language and Culture, Osaka Univer-

sity, 1-8 Machikaneyama-cho, Toyonaka, Osaka 560-0043 Japan. (E-

mail: sugaya@lang.osaka-u.ac.jp)

ers should process one or several pragmatic components

among competitors (C), standard (St) and the judge
(J)/hearer (H), any of which shall be detailed in the

following section. It is necessary to note in advance

that most or all adjectives are potentially scalar, as even

seemingly absolute adjectives may take a comparative

form under a special context (e.g., “this egg is more bi-
ological than expected”).
In order to verify this assertion in an empirical and

scientific manner, we conducted two types of visual-

world eye-tracking experiments (Sections 3 and 4). This

methodology presents visual images relevant to lan-

guage expressions to elucidate the conscious or uncon-

scious processing of those visual contexts with high

time resolution. This enables us to look into the black

box leading to scalar expressions and validate our hy-

pothesis.

2 Theory on adjective meaning
It is obvious that adjectives (A) are syntactically and se-

mantically connected to a noun (or NP) in either pred-

icative (N+copula+A) or attributive uses (A+N). In this

paper, an object that is expressed with an NP is called a

target (T), the most significant, prominent component
of an adjective expression—without any target, an ad-

jective expression could not even appear.

Sugaya (2015, 2020) offers other semantic/pragmatic

components, referring to the literature. The second rel-

evant element is competitor (C), which is defined as

thing(s) compared with a target in a relative judgment.

As mentioned earlier, a speaker may perceive a boy

as either tall or short, according to competitors or a

日本語用論学会　第24 回大会発表論文集　第17号（2021）

－185－



set of competitors called a comparison class (Kennedy
1997). Unlike a T, this component is basically covert or

pragmatic in that it is not externalized in the sentence

with a positive adjective, say, “T is tall.” As this entail-

ment pattern has been addressed in a number of prior

studies (e.g., Hansen and Chemla 2017), “T is large” or

“a large T” can result from the judgment “T is larger

than Cs or a comparison class.” This is rooted in the

Sapir (1944)’s statement that, with only two existents

of the same class, A and B, the judgments ‘A is less

than B’ and ‘B is more than A’ can be translated into

the form ‘A is small’ and ‘B is large.’

Next, “T is large” or “a large T” may result from the

judgment, say, “T is too large to put in a room” or “T

is so large that people could not lift.” The present study

characterizes this as standard (St), which is defined as

a significant value over which an event may appear, or

the boundary of whether an event can emerge. For ex-

ample, a code is regarded as short, since it cannot reach
an outlet (= St). Note that the term standard is inherited

from Bylinina (2012).

Lastly, let us introduce judge (J) and hearer (H) as

other components: Note that H is just one case of J.

A speaker may consider not only his/her own judgment

but also others’ judgment to make a predication of a T.

We define a judge as another subject evaluating a target

assumed by a speaker. This subject can be hidden in a

simple expression, as “T is large” or “a large T” may be

a result of the judgment, say, “T is large to children.”
In the case where the subject is a hearer, this is con-

cerned with so-called joint attention (Tomasello 1995),
intersubjectivity, and theory of minds.
In summary, we assume three implication patterns in

using adjective sentences as in the following:

(A) T is θ. (/ a θ T)⇐ T is θer than Cs.

(B) T is θ. (/ a θ T)⇐ T is too/so θ to/that ...

(C) T is θ. (/ a θ T)⇐ T is θ to/for J.

The left indicates an overt form, the simplest connection

of A and N, output by a speaker, as a result of his/her

decoding an implication. The right side shows covert

implications to the common AN expression. As clari-

fied above, (A) is concerned with competitors, (B) with

the standard, and (C) with the judge. The following

experiments demonstrated that there are actually three

types of implications for scalar adjective expressions in

Japanese and Chinese.

3 Study I: The objective display

To validate these implication patterns, we performed

two eye-tracking experiments, by which conceptualiz-

ers’ thought and unconsciousness can be observed in

relation to a targeted expression of language, as the pop-

ular proverb says, “the eyes are the window to the soul.”

Furthermore, an eye-tracker with a great sampling rate

(normally, 60–300Hz) is capable of revealing momen-

tary mental actions of language processing.

Specifically, we adopted the visual world paradigm
(Tanenhaus et al. 1995), where it is assumed that the

things on which attention is focused in a visual scene

would be concerned with some language processing re-

lated to its area. Briefly, individuals must be processing

what they are gazing at. This method is frequently used

to examine the effects and processing of contexts.

Prior studies employing this method have presented a

wide variety of visual stimuli; nevertheless, we assume

that they can be largely categorized into two types: the

objective and subjective displays. The former displays,
as is shown in Figure 1 (a), not an actual situation to be

viewed but rather a manipulated, artificial image; for in-

stance, four items are equally arranged in grid squares.

Conversely, the latter shows a natural, common scene at

which one can cast an ordinary glance from one’s own

viewpoint to make a judgment, as in Figure 1 (b).

Snedeker et al. (2003) Kamide et al. (2003)Sedivy et al. (1999) Griffin et al. (2000)

(b) The subjective display(a) The objective display

Figure 1: Visual stimuli of prior studies.
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3.1 Methods

This section shows our objective style of eye-tracking

experiment. Although the targeted items of language

are scalar AN expressions, we consider the adjective

category broadly and flexibly. To be concrete, while an

adjectival phrase, say, “a large box” can be translated

as “ooki-i hako” (大きい箱), “ooki-na hako” (大

きな箱), “dai-no hako” (大の箱), or “oo bako” (大

箱) in Japanese and “dà-de xiāngzı̌” (大的箱子) or

“dà xiāngzı̌” (大箱子) in Chinese, many of these

may not be assigned to adjective by each individual

language system. Additionally, Japanese is considered

to include two types of adjectives: i- and na-adjectives.
Nevertheless, they can make a reference to the same

thing—there is a slightly different nuance, though—so

all are considered objects of the research here.

Participants
Overall, 17 students (11 Japanese, 6 Chinese) at our

university took part in this survey, and earned 500 yen

for participation.

Materials
They were asked to make judgments in 36 trials (9

stimulus Adj type adjective Japanese Chinese modified noun

T-C-St-D scalar 小(small) -na - 箱/ (box)
T-C-St-D scalar 小(small) -i - 箱/ (box)
T-C-St-D 箱/ (box)
T-C-St-D scalar 小(small) i(sentence) - 箱/ (box)
T-C-D-D scalar 小(small) -i - 箱/ (box)
T-C-D-D scalar 小(small) -na - 箱/ (box)
T-C-D-D 箱/ (box)
T-C-D-D 箱/ (box)
T-C-D-D scalar 大(large) -na - カップ/ (cup)
T-C-D-D scalar 大(large) -i - カップ/ (cup)
T-C-D-D カップ/ (cup)
T-C-D-D カップ/ (cup)
T-St-D-D scalar 小(small) -i - 箱/ (box)
T-St-D-D scalar 小(small) -na - 箱/ (box)
T-St-D-D 箱/ (box)
T-St-D-D 箱/ (box)
T-C-St-D scalar (small) N-no-N - 箱/ (box)
T-C-St-D scalar (small) N-N - 箱/ (box)

T-C-St-D 箱/ (box)
T-C-St-D scalar (small) *chichyai - 箱/ (box)
T-C-D-D scalar 大(large) N-no-N N-N カップ/ (cup)
T-C-D-D scalar 大(large) N-N N-N カップ/ (cup)

T-C-D-D カップ/ (cup)
T-C-D-D カップ/ (cup)
T-C-St-D scalar 大(large) -na - 靴/ (shoes)
T-C-St-D scalar 大(large) -i - / (shoes)

T-C-St-D kutsu/ (shoes)

T-C-St-D scalar 大(large) i(sentence) - kutsu/ (shoes)

T-C-D-D color 赤(red) -i - 財布/ (wallet)
T-C-D-D color 赤(red) N-no-N - 財布/ (wallet)
T-C-D-D color 赤(red) N-N - 財布/ (wallet)
T-C-D-D 財布/ (wallet)
T-C-St-D scalar 大(large) -i N-N マスク/ (mask)
T-C-St-D scalar 大(large) -na N-N マスク/ (mask)
T-C-St-D scalar 大(large) N-no-N N-N マスク/ (mask)
T-C-St-D scalar 大(large) N-N N-N マスク/ (mask)

filler

filler

filler

filler

filler

filler

F

G

H

I

A

B

C

D

E

filler

filler

filler

filler

filler

filler

Figure 2: The list of all trials, including the fillers.

Figure 3: Examples of visual stimuli.

sections × four trials) by choosing an image best

describing each scalar expression among four options.

Figure 2 indicates the contents of presented linguis-

tic expressions—modifiers and modified nouns—in

Japanese and Chinese. Moreover, look at the column

of ‘stimulus’ of the figure, which denotes the type

of component to which each of the four drawings

belongs—target (T), competitor (C), standard (St), or

distractor (D). This is illustrated in Figure 3: In the left

one, each cell includes [1] a standard (a ball cannot be

contained), [2] a competitor, [3] only a target, and [4]

a distractor (i.e., the T-C-St-D type of stimulus). In

addition, the experiment examined color adjectives to

compare with scalar expressions.

Procedure
All the drawings were presented in the same manner.

Consider Figure 4: After only four options were dis-

played for three seconds, a linguistic phrase appeared

at the center of the visual stimuli. Participants were re-

quired to choose the most suitable itemwith the linguis-

tic phrase; they can also select the option that nothing

describes the linguistic expression. Note that not only

all trials appeared randomly but also the place of four

drawings functioning as T, C, St, or D varied according

to the trials.

3.2 Results

The eye-tracker (Tobii Technology’s Tobii Pro Nano)

recorded gazing data 60 times per second. Moreover,

the areas of interest (AOIs) had been set up for four

square cells containing T, C, St, or D in advance, so the

experiment counted the frequency of where each partic-

ipant gazed at among these four sections. Furthermore,

we calculated additional averages for about every 16.6

milliseconds, some results of which are demonstrated in

Figure 5. The red line at 3000ms indicates the moment

when a linguistic expression emerged in the center. As

a premise, a higher frequency of fixation is assumed to

mean some mental processing being performed in rela-

tion to such a gazed place.
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Instruction: situations
explained (self-paced)

Fixation: self-pacedTime (t) Options presented:
3 seconds

Judgment: press a key;
[1] [2] [3] [4], or [5]  

・・・・・ + ・・・・・

3秒後に真ん中に文字が出ます。

それがある（含む）絵を
　　[1][2][3][４]

の中から選んで下さい。
（どれも当てはまらない場合は[5]）

Instruction: situations
explained (self-paced)

Fixation: self-pacedTime (t) Options presented:
3 seconds

Judgment: press a key;
[1] [2] [3] [4], or [5]  

・・・・・ + ・・・・・
1 2

3 4

Figure 4: Procedure.

Firstly, consider Figure 5 (a), which is the result of

Japanese adjectives in the case of both C and St being

presented. Although this was common among all the

results, participants first looked at a linguistic phrase

(the area ‘L’) appearing in the center (3100–3300ms),

as shown in the yellow line. Moreover, their eyes visited

the areas ‘T’, ‘C’, and then ‘St’—above all, they focused

on C and St more frequently from 4000ms to the offset,

ignoring the option of distractor completely, which sug-

gests that, when considering an adjective expression, it

is necessary to conduct some processing of not only its

target but also a competitor and a standard. Figure 5 (a)

shows that the blue line (i.e., the area ‘St’) was the high-

est at the later stage (around 5000ms), which is different

from the results of Chinese, as illustrated in Figure 5 (b).

One of the reasons why the blue line was late is likely

because the process of an St, or reading the context of

an St, must take more time than the one of Cs. Interest-

ingly, you may find that such a process of St did little

appear in Chinese adjectives, which reflects the differ-

ence in the property of adjectives between Japanese and

Chinese.

Furthermore, there were unexpected but interesting

results in the subcategories of Japanese adjectives. Fig-

ures 6 (a) and (b) indicated that i-adjectives exceedingly
evoked the processing of St, compared to na-adjectives.
Also, other scalar forms—N-N or N-no-N (e.g., aka-

zaihu or aka-no-saihu ‘a red wallet’)—did to a lesser

extent, as shown in Figure 6 (c). The following section

will discuss the reason or theory behind this.

The others in Figure 6 are the results of the trials

that did not include the ‘St’ (i.e., the T-C-D-D case).

Note that, owing to limitations of space, the results of

the T-St-D-D pattern cannot be shown here. Compar-

ing Figures (d) and (e), scalar adjectives made partici-

pants consider the area ‘C’ prominently from 4000ms

but color expressions the area ‘T’ instead. These con-

trastive results denote that, as expected, scalar adjec-

tives involve a comparison with competitors in their

meaning process, compared to color expressions. In ad-

dition, it is found that Chinese adjectives represented

a much weaker tendency than the Japanese ones, as

shown in Figure 6 (f); this may suggest that Chinese

adjectives are less typical as a category of adjectives,

(a) T-C-St-D: Japense adjectives (b) T-C-St-D: Chinese adjectives

Figure 5: Results of the experiment: Japanese and Chinese adjectives in the case of T-C-St-D.
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(e) T-C-D-D: Japense scalar adjectives (f) T-C-D-D: Chinese adjectives

(a) T-C-St-D: Japense i-adjectives (b) T-C-St-D: Japense na-adjectives

(d) T-C-D-D: Japense color expressions(c) T-C-St-D: Japense N-(no)-N

Figure 6: Other results of the experiment.

or less adjective-like, than the Japanese ones.

3.3 Discussion

These results lead to several generalizations. First, the

use of scalar items (in AN/NN forms of different lan-

guages) evokes the process concerning a competitor, as

a scalar predicate essentially includes a comparison as

an implication: T is θer than Cs. Since this result is con-

sistent with other eye-tracking studies on the same topic

(Sedivy et al. 1999, Aparicio et al. 2015, Sugaya 2019),

it just works as fortifying similar research studies.

Significantly, the experiment brought novel results

with regard to not only the contrast of Japanese and

Chinese adjectives but also several scalar forms in

Japanese. As for the former, the results suggested that

Japanese speakers may be more inclined than their Chi-

nese counterparts to read and interpret an event involved

in a situation (i.e., standard) and to allow its context to

be included in the meaning of adjective expressions.

Lastly, as for the latter, three modification construc-

tions in Japanese—A-i B, A-naB, andA noB—showed

relatively distinct results in the current experiment, as

discussed before. Consider Figure 7 to comprehend

the background of this as an explanation. As illus-

trated in the figure, Croft (2001) assigns the three con-

structions to different conceptual spaces in terms of the

degree of “object/property.” You see that i-adjectives
are more of “property,” or less of “object,” which may

lead to the idea that they are more subjective, context-
dependent, and quantitative (scalar) than the others. If
so, i-adjectives could allow for more possibilities for a

reason of judgment (i.e., standard). According to this

feature (no>-na>-i), speakers are more likely to utilize
the reason of standard (T is too/so θ to/that ...) for a sim-

ple utterance (T is θ/ a θ T). However, it is necessary to

conduct additional tests to reinforce these generaliza-

tions.
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Figure 7: Croft (2001: 95)’s semantic map for Japanese nom-
inal or adjective constructions.

4 Study II: The subjective display
Unlike the previous experiment, this survey provided

the stimuli of the subjective view. As clarified earlier,
it was expected to be capable of acquiring the data of

gazes and judgments in a more ordinary and natural

manner than the objective display of visual stimuli.

4.1 Methods
Participants
The experiment recorded the eye movements of 11

Japanese and 9 Chinese participants, who were under-

graduate/graduate students at our university, and were

Japanese and Chinese native speakers, respectively.

Materials
Figure 8 demonstrates the drawing or sentences pre-

sented. The experiment focused the most on exploring

the role of judge that could not be addressed by

the prior survey. All sentences containing a scalar

expression (e.g., tall/short and large/small) referred
only to targets enclosed with blue boxes (i.e., “T is

θ.”), but it is expected that participants would also

gaze pragmatically at items pictorializing C, St, and J,

enclosed in green, orange, and red boxes, respectively.

In addition, the data of participants’ eye movements

were acquired by the same screen-based eye-tracker,

mounted on a 15.6-inch mobile monitor.

Procedure
Those materials were presented as in Figure 9. After

reading an adjectival sentence, the participants watched

a drawing (see Figure 8) for three seconds to make

a judgment on whether (or to what extent) the image

was relevant to the sentence. They rated the degree of

matching on a five-point scale at the last display. This

course was repeated according to the number of stimuli.

4.2 Results

This survey also imposed areas of interest (AOIs) on

each item in a drawing. Note that, unlike the prior ex-

periment, their sizes were not equal but varied accord-

ing to each item’s size (cf. Figure 8). This and unequal

distances of eachAOI from the central point, are consid-

ered the trade-off for advantages of the subjective style.

Figure 10 lists the averages of total fixation duration

of each component. Overall, you see that participants

focused the most on a target, as all sentences overtly

mention only about the target. As a result of ANOVA,

they gazed at AOIs of target to a significantly greater

extent than other components (p<.01). Consecutively,

let us below denote the results of pragmatic components

(i.e., C, St, and J) individually.

First, the competitors seemed to function consider-

ably in any scene in both languages, which has been

easily anticipated from the prior survey and the litera-

ture (e.g., Sedivy et al. 1999). For instance, consider

the results of the trial s-1, where the participants sig-

nificantly viewed a man in blue (C) that was not at all

mentioned in the sentence, compared to any unrelated

item (t-test, p<.01). Accordingly, they considered com-
petitors to interpret the sentence concerning a target.

Moreover, the results of the standard were less clear

than the competitors here and the one in the previous

experiment. The average values of St were higher than

other items, but the AOIs were imposed comparatively

broadly including the bookshelf in the center of the im-

ages. Therefore, this experiment cannot precisely state

that participants read the situation of St. In addition,

only one type of standard was shown (i.e., “the girl is

too short to reach the snacks”). It is imperative for addi-

tional studies to focus on the implication of St by testing

a wide range of standards.

Lastly but most importantly, the results of the cur-

rent research revealed the role of the judge. Although

the sentence presented before did not include any ref-

erence to the judge, the participants frequently watched

the judge looking at the target. This tendency appeared

in any scalar item in both languages, as shown not only

in the list of averages of Figure 10 but also in the heat

map of Figure 11 (the left figure is shown for compari-

son). This suggests that, regardless of linguistic forms

(i- or na-adjectives, AN or NN, predicative or modi-

fier, and Japanese or Chinese), scalar expressions were
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緑の服を着た男性は背が高い

The man in green is tall. The girl in orange is tall. The girl in orange is short. The blue and white ball is small. 

The blue and white ball is small. The blue and white ball is large. The boy in green is short. There is a large cardboard box in the center. 

There is a large cardboard box in the center. There is a small cardboard box in the center. There is a white cardboard box in the center. 

target

competitor

standard

judge

Image presentation: 
3000ms

Fixation:
self-paced

Time (t)

Sentence
presented:
self-paced

Judgment: evaluate
the degree of matching
and press a key
[1], [2], [3], [4] or [5]. 

+

・・・・・

・・・・・

JAPANESE

+ +

・・・・・

・・・・・

CHINESE

Filler 食器棚のとなりに青いゴミ箱がある。
There is a blue trash box next to the cabinet.

大きなダンボール
ooki-na danbouru

大きいダンボール
ooki-i danbouru

小のダンボール
shou-no danbouru

M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
Japanese 1.25 0.52 0.45 0.26 0.03 2.19 0.59
Chinese 1.03 0.41 0.51 0.33 0.12 0.10 2.21 0.48
Japanese 1.51 0.64 0.40 0.27 0.64 0.20 0.17 2.30 0.82
Chinese 1.33 0.57 0.36 0.32 0.45 0.25 0.12 0.04 2.21 0.47
Japanese 1.64 0.56 0.79 0.45 0.33 2.51 0.41
Chinese 1.38 0.66 0.64 0.21 0.02 2.25 0.45
Japanese 1.08 0.52 0.65 0.35 0.12 2.06 0.52
Chinese 0.87 0.56 0.67 0.49 0.12 1.79 0.77
Japanese 0.77 0.35 0.36 0.22 0.51 0.33 0.30 0.07 2.06 0.38
Chinese 0.69 0.45 0.53 0.44 0.36 0.18 0.00 1.68 0.84
Japanese 0.72 0.37 0.77 0.39 0.45 0.20 0.00 2.21 0.56
Chinese 0.74 0.31 0.83 0.41 0.36 0.22 0.02 1.94 0.66
Japanese 1.10 0.50 0.34 0.24 0.37 0.22 1.95 0.49
Chinese 1.06 0.43 0.42 0.14 0.36 0.15 1.77 0.65
Japanese 1.30 0.57 0.67 0.55 0.91 0.75 0.24 0.18 2.76 1.02
Chinese 1.88 0.82 0.34 0.26 0.11 0.15 2.53 1.56
Japanese 1.50 0.75 0.24 0.13 0.60 0.42 0.23 2.31 0.80
Chinese 1.87 1.03 0.52 0.54 0.13 0.15 2.40 1.20
Japanese 1.37 0.75 0.44 0.32 0.83 0.46 0.32 2.51 1.24
Chinese 1.68 1.19 0.61 0.62 0.46 0.28 0.23 3.01 0.50
Japanese 0.86 0.59 0.63 0.36 0.68 0.75 0.37 0.21 2.35 1.06
Chinese 0.74 0.37 0.34 0.15 0.72 0.15 2.32 1.20

s-8

s-9

s-10

s-11

Unrelated Sum
Language

(Seconds)

s-6

Target Competitor Standard Judge

s-1

s-2

s-3

s-4

s-5

s-7

Figure 8: Materials: Visual stimuli.

Figure 9: Procedure. Figure 10: Results: Av rages of each component.

Figure 11: The results: Heat map.
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likely to prompt an evaluation from the perspective of

others, employing the so-called theory of mind, inter-
subjectivity, and joint attention.

4.3 Discussion
This experiment largely supported the hypothesis con-

cerning the implication patterns introduced in Section

2, primarily focusing on the judge. Clearly, adjectives

or scalar expressions appeared to call for some glance

at pragmatic elements around a target to comprehend

them. Reflecting on the parallel between perception and

conception (cf. Langacker 2008), hearers seemed to ex-

ecute mental processing of those components. More-

over, as admitting the symmetry between encoding and

decoding, speakers need to take such pragmatic compo-

nents into account to make scalar adjective expressions.

Furthermore, owing to the homological relationship be-

tween language and thought, those expressions can be

said to have the implication patterns concerning C, St,

and J.

5 Conclusion
This study addressed covert, pragmatic meaning (i.e.,

implications) and conceptualizers’ conception (i.e., the

mental processing) hidden behind the overt use of scalar

items or adjectives. It posited the below-mentioned hy-

pothesis and designed two types of eye-tracking exper-

iments in order to verify it.

(A) T is θ. (/ a θ T)⇐ T is θer than Cs.

(B) T is θ. (/ a θ T)⇐ T is too/so θ to/that ...

(C) T is θ. (/ a θ T)⇐ T is θ to/for J.

Consequently, they largely supported the hypothesis in

a complementary manner, although it is imperative to

conduct additional tests to find comprehensive distinc-

tions among various scalar forms in both languages.

Nevertheless, it is possible to remark that the current

study executed novel experiments and uncovered previ-

ously unknown facts. Moreover, the scientific method

taken here turned out to be useful and successful to elu-

cidate invisible, concealed cognitive processes and im-

plications behind linguistic expressions.

References
Aparicio, Helena, Ming Xiang, and Christopher

Kennedy. 2015. Processing gradable adjectives in

context: A visualworld study. Proceedings of SALT
(25): 413–432.

Bylinina, Lisa. 2012. Functional standards and the ab-

solute/relative distinction. Sinn und Bedeutung (SuB)
16: 141–157.

Croft, William. 2001. Radical Construction Grammar:
Syntactic Theory in Typological Perspective. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Griffin, Zenzi M. and Kathryn Bock. 2000. What the

eyes say about speaking. Psychol Sci 11(4): 274–
279.

Hansen, Nat and Emmanuel Chemla. 2017. Color ad-

jectives, standards, and thresholds: an experimental

investigation. Linguistics and Philosophy (40): 239–
278.

Kamide, Yuki, Gerry T.M. Altmann, and Sarah L. Hay-

wood. 2003. The time-course of prediction in incre-

mental sentence processing: Evidence from antici-

patory eye movements. Journal of Memory and Lan-
guage 49: 133–156.

Kennedy, Christopher. 1997. Comparison and polar

opposition. In Proceedings of SALT Proceedings of
SALT Proceedings of SALT7. Ithaca, NY: CLC Pub-

lications.

Langacker, Ronald W. 2008. Cognitive Grammar:
A Basic Introduction. Oxford: Oxford University

Press.

Sapir, Edward. 1944. Grading: A study in semantics.

Philosophy of Science 11(2): 93–116.
Sedivy, Julie C., Michael K. Tanenhaus, Craig G.

Chambers, and Gregory N.Carlsonb. 1999. Achiev-

ing incremental semantic interpretation through con-

textual representation. Cognition 71(2): 109–147.
Snedeker, Jesse and John Trueswell. 2003. Using

prosody to avoid ambiguity: Effects of speaker

awareness and referential context. Journal of Mem-
ory and Language 48: 103–130.

Sugaya, Yusuke. 2015. Inside the mental mechanism of

evaluation processing. Papers in Linguistic Science
21: 153–182.

Sugaya, Yusuke. 2019. Distributed pragmatic pro-

cessing for adjective expression: An experimental

study. The Proceedings of the 36rd Annual Meeting
of Japanese Cognitive Science Society pages 990–

999.

Sugaya, Yusuke. 2020. Constructing Evaluations: The
Meaning-Making Process of Adjectives. Ph.D. thesis,
Kyoto University.

Tanenhaus, Michael K., Michael J. Spivey-Knowlton,

KathleenM. Eberhard, and Julie C. Sedivy. 1995. In-

tegration of visual and linguistic information in spo-

ken language comprehension. Science 268(5217):

1632–1634.

Tomasello, Michael. 1995. Joint attention as social cog-

nition. In C. Moore and P. Dunham, eds., Joint at-
tention: Its origins and role in development, pages
103–130. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Investigating the online processing of pragmatic elements for adjective sentences in Japanese and Chinese: An eye-tracking study

－192－



ポスターセッション
Poster Sessions



 
 

 
 
<Abstract> 
Although some studies have been examined the resonance of utterance or the process of empathy forming in conversation, linguistic 
characteristics of phatic communion has not been fully explored. The purpose of this study is to clarify the categories of phatic communion in 
the opening phase of conversation from the perspective of pragmatics, and to investigate how phatic communion works in the acquaintance 
relationship. All the analysis supports that phatic function works in the metalevel of utterance, and the shifts between polite style and plain style, 
past tense of “ta” and non-past tense are for adjustment of psychological distance of speaker and listener. 
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ワークショップ
Workshop Sessions



<Abstract> 
This study deals with the politeness effects of present and past tense forms in Japanese and English. In both 
languages, tense reflects the speaker’s contact with the hearer(s); the past tense marks their psychological 
distance, and the present tense their closeness. The two languages, however, differ as to the degree of 
formalization of tense meaning; the past tense forms in Japanese, but not those in English, retain the 
meaning of past time reference in their politeness-related usage. The two also differ as to the effects and 
environments that are linked with the present tense forms.  
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Quirk et al. (1985:188) (verbs expressing 
volition or mental state)  
 

7 I wonder/wondered if you could help us. 
 

(polite) (formal)

 

(cf.  (1982) Brown and Levinson (1987))

 

8  

(https://www.huffpost.com/entry/chick-corea-dead-at-79_n_6025aba7c5b6741597e0cf31)

2021 2 9

 

7 Negative Politeness Strategy NPS
Positive Politeness Strategy PPS Jakobson (1960) 6

Addressor Message Addressee Context Code Contact Contact
 

Message
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(cf. Shohamy and Gorter (2009))
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Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
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Routledge.  
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<Abstract> 
As a linguistic method of communicating the prohibition of a certain action to hearers, modern Japanese as 
well as other languages can convey the intent of the prohibitive utterance through grammatical and lexical 
expressions. In making a request, it is necessary to maintain as good an interpersonal relationship as possible 
with the hearers. Making the subject explicit does not lead to consideration for the hearer. We analyze 
prohibition signs in Japanese, English, and Arabic from the viewpoint of construal and politeness. 

 
 

V V

(1) (2) 2011  
 

1  
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3
Construal  

 
3 “Smoking kills.”  
4 “Thank you for not smoking.” 
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(4)

 
 
 

(5) 8
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(12) 
 

(10) (11, 12)
(10) No Smoking, Smoking Prohibited (11) Thank you for not smoking, Thank you for 
observing our no-smoking policy (12) Smoking kills, Smoking may harm your health, This 
is a smoke-free area, Clean Air Zone  

(11)
Thank you for not {littering/ parking here/ 

using paper bags/ feeding the animals/drinking and driving}
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No Littering Photography Prohibited
Goffman (1963)

(the normal)  
Goffman

 
{Your body/ Your heart/ Your wallet} will thank you for quitting 

tobacco

Thank you for not visiting at this time

1 1
 (1981)

 
 
 

 
(13) Mamnu eltadkhen        

 
(14) Eltadkhen dar belsehha .     

 

2  

 
(15) Mamnu3 tedkhol  hena.     

   
(16) Mamnu3 eldokhol hena.            
       

(15)
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rihet elsagayer betgebly dyii tanafos 
asfa bs balash sagayer men fadlak

 
 

 

 
 

Brown, P. and S. Levinson. 1987. Politeness: Some universals in language usage, Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. . 2011.

 
Goffman, E. 1963. “The stigmatized self”, reprinted in The Goffman reader, ed. by C. Lemert and A. 

Branaman. 1997, 73-79, MA: Blackwell. 
. 1981. 251-264

. 
. 2011. 103-112

. 
. 2020.

22 207-210 . 
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Abstract  

According to the criteria of evaluation, the utterance can be broadly divided into evaluation and non-evaluation. The 

evaluation, as one type of speech acts, can be further divided into positive evaluation and negative evaluation. This study 

focuses on the speech acts of negative evaluation and contrasts them with those in Chinese. Since the speech acts of negative 

evaluation can be a threat to face savings, the considerate expressions are used often. The examples of semantic grammar 

structure based on considerate expressions and strategies related to such politeness will be collected and analyzed. 

assertives 2008 72 73

CM
30    CM https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=viAUeR1_V9o

CM

1a 20  
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500 https://news.yahoo.co.jp/articles/cd1b8e18342b95ab0be50e1a6e3fdac3d9f464a3  
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<Abstract> 
Since considerate expressions are generated by the conventionalization of politeness strategies, known as 
universal phenomena, we assume that they can be observed in all languages. However, the contexts and the 
vocabulary in which they are conventionalized varies depending on the individual language culture. In this 
paper, we present a case study in which factuality adverbs are conventionalized into agreement expressions. 
We exemplify the difference of contextual constraints between Japanese “tashikani” and English “exactly”, 
showing that the former can be free from the original sense of factuality, but the latter cannot. 
 

“exactly”

BCCWJ 18042
12172 67.46%

(factuality) cf. Lenker (2007) (1) (2)
 

 
(1)  
(2) 

BCCWJ,  
 

 

日本語用論学会　第24 回大会発表論文集　第17号（2021）

－209－



 
 

(3)

(3) 
CEJC, C002_015  

Leech (1983)

(4) 
NUCC, data067  

(discourse marker)
 

BTSJ
161 317

66.3%

 

 
 

(5)  
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NUCC, data077  
 

(5)
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(6)
 

(7)  
 

(7) 
NUCC, data037  

“exactly”
exactly factuality

 
 

(8) At that point they were playing for pride, and hoping to make the final score more 
respectable. That's exactly what they did. (COCA, 2012 Blog) 

 

(9)
exactly

exactly
 

(9) “It's not because we're too lazy or don't like exercise; it's because at so many gyms, the 
culture is all about punishing and depriving yourself, not moving for the joy and genuine 
health benefits.” “This is exactly it, and exactly why I will never do any exercise in a class 
situation, or with a personal trainer.” (COCA, 2012 blog) 

 

 
 

(10) “I think he is a top artist in USA”, “Exactly!” 
(11) “THIS is an example of healthy thinking. Great role model and I am happy to see her head 

is on straight.” “Exactly. Different people, different body types. …” (COCA, 2012blog) 

exactly
(discourse marker)
Yes, No, Really
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(12) exactly
 

 
(12) “I guess that guy may be a culprit”, “??Exactly!” 

 
I guess so. , I feel so. , I have a kind of similar feeling.

absolutely, definitely, indeed, etc
 

 

exactly
 

   Exactly 

    

    

    

    

 “exactly”, “absolutely”, 
“definitely”, “indeed” 

 
Leech (1983) 

 
 

.2012. 22 33-40 . 

.2020. 228-243 . 

Leech, G. 1983. Principles of Pragmatics, London: Longman. 

Lenker, Ursula. 2007. Soþlice, forsoothe, truly – Communicative principles and invited inferences in the 

history of truth-intensifying adverbs in English. in Fitzmaurice, Susan & Taavitsainen, Irma (eds.),  

Methods in historical pragmatics, 81–105. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter. 

.2021.

57-77 . 

.2018. . 

.2019. . 

BCCWJ NUCC  

( ) CEJC The Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) 
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付　録
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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 24 回『大会発表論文集』（Proceedings）（第 17 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」、「シンポジウム」、「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、「シンポジウム」は当該シンポ

ジウム内の発表 1件につき 6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、参照文献を含む。「ワークショップ発表」では、当該ワー
クショップ内の発表 1件につき 4 ページ以内）。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（中央揃え）、氏名（右揃え）、所属（E-mail

アドレスは任意）（右揃え）を記し、そのあと 2 行空けて要旨、本文を続ける。（裏
面の「原稿のイメージ」を参照）

　　　 　* 共著論文の場合は、著者ごとに「氏名（所属）」の様式にて右揃えで記す。
　　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．原稿のヘッダーやフッターには、何も記載しないこと。
　　f．注を付ける場合は巻末とし、本文と参照文献の間にまとめて入れる。
　　g．  参照文献のフォーマットは『語用論研究』の投稿規定・スタイルシートに従う

こと（本学会のホームページ https://pragmatics.gr.jp/journal/contribution_
rule.html 参照）。
＜特にご留意いただきたいこと＞

　　　　　（1）英語の文献と日本語の文献を混在させて、アルファベット順に並べる。
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　　　　　（2）英語の文献名は、内容語の語頭は大文字、機能語の語頭は小文字とする。

　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、行頭をインデントしないこと。

　４．キーワード
　　ａ．要旨の下に 1 行空けて「【キーワード】：」と明記し、日本語で 5個以内を添える。
　　ｂ．キーワードと本文との間は 2 行空ける。

原稿のイメージ（1ページ目）

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。（この際、タイトルの変更は不可とするが、
内容について、発表時のコメントをふまえて修正を加えることは妨げない。）

　　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。

タイトル
氏名　　
所属　　

＜Abstract＞

【キーワード】：1、　2、　3、

・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・
・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・

＜共著の場合＞
氏名1（所属）
氏名2（所属）
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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（2022 年 2 月にオープン予定）にて Microsoft Word
か PDFで投稿する。但し、ワークショップの場合は、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。

４．原稿の提出期限

　　2022 年 3月 31 日（木）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る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 大会総務委員会 発表論文集（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、2022 年 3 月 25 日（金）までにお願いいたします。
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Request for submitting manuscripts for the Proceedings of 
the 24th Annual Conference of the Pragmatics Society of 

Japan（PSJ）（Vol. 17）

[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 
the symposiumsymposium, in workshopsworkshops, or posterposter sessionssessions and are willing to submit 
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 presentationslecture presentations 
should be no more than eightno more than eight pages, for the symposiumsymposium (applied to each presentation at (applied to each presentation at 
the symposium you contribute to)the symposium you contribute to) should be no more thanno more than sixsix pages, and for workshops workshops 
(applied to each presentation at the workshop you contribute to)(applied to each presentation at the workshop you contribute to), or poster sessionsposter sessions should 
be no more than fourno 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 (all content words should all content words should 
be capitalizedbe capitalized), the author’s name (family name CAPITALIZEDfamily name CAPITALIZED), and the author’s 
affiliation (e-mail address optional), followed, after two blank linesafter two blank lines, by the abstractabstract and 
the main text. (see “The Image of Your Title Page” on the next page)

 *   In the case of co-authored papers, each author’s name and affiliation should be written 
right-aligned under the form of “Name (Affiliation)” with one line for each author.

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 
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be preceded by one blank line.
e. No information should be included at the header or footer of each page.
f.   If notes are included, they should be placed at the end, between the main text and the 

reference list.
g.   References should follow the style sheet of Goyoron Kenkyu (Studies in Pragmatics）（see 

the homepage of PSJ  https://pragmatics.gr.jp/journal/contribution_rule.html）
 *   English and Japanese articles are not separately listed and arranged in alphabetical 

order.

3. Abstracts:
a. All abstracts should be written in English and should be about 100 words in length.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 and the first line should not be indented.

4. Keywords:
a.   A maximum of 5 keywords should be given below the abstract, preceded by one blank one blank 

lineline and ‘【Keywords】: ’. [Refer to the figure below.]
b. Main text should be preceded by two blank lines.two blank lines.

The Image of Your Title Page

<Co-authored paper>
Name1 (Affiliation)
Name2 (Affiliation)

Title
Author’s name

Author’s affiliation

＜Abstract＞

【Keywords】：1, 2, 3,

・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・
・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・・
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2. Other important points2. Other important points
a.   Aside from necessary corrections based on comments from the audience at your 

presentation, manuscript contents should be faithful to the content of the presentation 
actually given at the Annual Meeting. Especially, you are not allowed to change your paper not allowed to change your paper 
titletitle in the proceedings from the one at your presentation.

b.   Manuscripts should be written in EnglishEnglish (the same language you used at the presentation).
c.   Papers in 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] or PDF) should be uploaded through “LOG 

IN (Mypage)”, which will be open in February, 2022, on the conference homepage. In case 
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 Thursday, March 31Due no later than 23:59 (JST) on Thursday, March 31stst, 2022, 2022
＊  Please note that the submission page will be closed after the above deadline and you cannot 

submit any paper after that. The Conference Administration 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 Friday, March 25th, 2022:
proceedings@pragmatics.gr.jp（Lala TAKEDA）
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編集後記

　『日本語用論学会　第24回大会発表論文集』第17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、シンポジウム発表5件、研究発表21件（日本語発表18件、英語発表3件）、

ワークショップ発表4件（日本語発表4件）、ポスターセッション1件（日本語発表1件）、合計

31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25回大会後は『日本語用論学会　第25回大会発表論文集』第

18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。

＊従来、巻末に掲載しておりました 日本語用論学会規約 は、紙面削減のため、割愛させて

いただきました。学会サイト（http://www.pragmatics.gr.jp）をご覧ください。
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