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<Abstract> Dialogue systems, such as voice assistants on smartphones and communication
robots, are becoming more and more prevalent in our daily lives. Consequently, it is increasingly
crucial for these systems to communicate in a way that aligns with the user and the context of
the dialogue. This paper will begin by describing the basics of dialogue systems. It will then
detail recent advancements in generating utterances that are tailored to the user and dialogue
situation, drawing on examples from the live dialogue system live competition and dialogue
robot competition. Finally, the paper will explore the ways in which pragmatic research can be
applied to enhance dialogue systems and the potential for pragmatic research to be implemented

in these systems.

(—7—F] MEES AT L, Wafkil, MESRAT LT TavRT 4> ay, WiFnRy b
AYRTA4vay, KEEEHET LV

1 IL®Ic

MG AT AL IABERNGEET 230 P a—2%2T. Siri® Alexa’RE AV — 7 4 VPR
<—MRAE—H—2 LTHEEINSED, Pepper DL S ICaIa=rr—>aruaRy b LTHEE
XN T3, EFETE, KEESEETLVERVWENGEY AT L08ZLEonTED, 2otk
BEMEE B L DICFEARITBWTHIELFAIABDTNS.

WEES 2T 2IKREL R ZIMAL Y JER 2 7 MBI i 5. BIERFTED R 2 7 %317
THRIeERENELTEY, BHEIXRAZOFTEELENE LW, Siri % Alexa IZEARMICIE
RZAZRAEPIDGES AT LA TH B, Fry bRy b IR 2 HEHE T 056 S 27 213 3F
RAZIEMETH L. IS OGEHE LT, BERERODPE SR ANE L TTFRA L, B,
PIAF Y REEZIMNIZHE I M I o THHEINS [7).

MEES AT LOBERIIZEIEDS. 7, HFECEDELPL VWO PHEEE WS 22 TH 5.
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WKEDELERNRERIEENTE S, £, 7AXT7V— - AV X7V - IR, HEHE
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<Abstract>

The main features of the Corpus of Everyday Japanese Conversation, CEJC, include: i) a focus
on conversations that occurred naturally in activities of daily life; ii) a balanced collection of
everyday conversations that capture their diversity; and iii) the publication of audio and video
data for a better understanding of the mechanism of real-life social behavior. The publication of
a large-scale corpus of everyday conversations that includes video data is a new approach. In this
paper, we first present an overview of the corpus, and then consider the potential of the CEJC for
pragmatics research.

(¥—7—F] HERFE. GFLEEI-2"Z, 2" 20FA A%

=11}

1 FLC®IC

I'HAFEH % 235 3 — % 2] (The Corpus of Everyday Japanese Conversation, CEJC) 1,
SEGEREHLEFEME oY e s b TRBBEHERFE I - N ACEILFHELEEDS
AR B WVWT20I6FE &K D EEEMED, 2022 F3 iz —HAML 7, HE X
200z T 23— NATHD UNEIFA2023),

INFTCAMINTELHABORFI—NAE, KFEERLOEKEEHLORED
THBAREFE. BHERFL VoL NRLTIEERLERLEICRI AR SN,
FLREBOHESHORGETIERLS, WHEOEZDICEEF>THELTESLS oz
o, EonHHoaiEE AR, LArL, HERFIEXETFTOREBTH
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<Abstract>

This paper begins by reviewing the last 30 years of linguistic research on mobile media,
emphasising the scarcity of pragmatic research in this area. When studying mobile media, it is
critical to pay close attention to the differences between media and modes. This paper examines
and compares 'uchi-kotoba' (mediated language) to 'hanashi-kotoba' (spoken language) and 'kaki-
kotoba' (written language), and argues that descriptions and analyses need to consider the
differences between media and modes but also account for the impact of various devices and
communicative situations. It then introduces an example of a pragmatic study of interaction on
LINE, demonstrating some LINE-specific interactional features and emphasising the importance

of studying new media in order to comprehend today's reality.

[(¥—7—F] =40 X747, CMC, iBREIIE. [H1H 2 L id ). K

1. AFEORLL (ET 2500, XEOBH)

WME, A v E—=Fy b EANLE, FFCEANA L - AT 4 TR FHALZaIa=r—v a3 vAH
HO—fehoTwd, AfMIFE T, BE30EFILEDEN[ V- AT 4 TOFEMELBE L.
COMICE T MG D OHEMAVEZA R W L EEHT 5, A= SNS oz v
Va—Z&fplizala=ysr—vay (CMC) 28 [HTH 2 L] LGS naHf 25 55, %
FCIRIEDO KR % v CMC 0 ER-EAZ RS 2 13382 BRI Tld R W25 5 2 AR, [4TH
o) R TEELC &) & [HEC L) LKL AR OBHICHEEL, 4010 - X7 4
TOREE RED - LT, kA GEERPHIMORRZ Y ARM L3l a=7—v a vERBNIC
Uk, T A EEE FIRT 5, 2 LT, BIEAIA2 RS %\ LINE TO®R ) & ) 23R L
7RI OB 2 BN L, AT 47, T—F, BRCHHORRY EZER LA VR T IY
=2 v DS ENRIA%E o T EEN A T 2,

2. ENAIEKOERRWAE

AARDEAL L - XF 4 Tid, 1990 4EREED S 2 I AR EFOFICEE Likn, Hx 0%k
EICR PR ND D Lo lz, ZOFIHFLIL, 2010 FREpiTI TICov Y a vAIHEREZBZ <
W5 (BIEE 2019, HRAOSFEEHIOEEZM D ETEANA L - AT 4 T OWMRIXR»E 7%
poTwd ez ks, LaL, #FA—1LORRLLBEDORA~—+ 7 4 VRERICES
T, HHADOHIIEEL Vb DD, SHEFESEA L 02 RGREIH T 5, (RO
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ENAN - TA T ORMELES — | [SCEmEE] 93: 31-49.
ZFEMTF.2019b. [®AN4 0 2T 4 TICH T ECE — LINE OKFERREE O FF — | 11 M BORC AR
THAGERCE RO JFIE & 55/ 163-180. Bl @ < A L B HIK
Ewih3E. 2015, [TLINE % W 7= (KEESIC B 1 2 X Z(EE O 578 — RO 5 #EE & #hE
CEHL T FREM MR S84 7 4 7 & HARGEEIEDIE] 5-20. KBK : KIRFFIZR
IS - ARSI S - RIS - FHEG. 2018, [LINE To HAGEREER 200w E
JERFREREE X EIWio T2 h  [Hahv ] 2R T 2HER L zoBNRICh 2B TEE
FERTZEATEmSE) 14: 169-192.
HAGE:. 2000. THAGEY:] 19 (12) At WA HbL.
HAGEY:. 2001, THAGEY:] 20 (10) ®A¢ : WliAHRL.
HOERA.2022. TaL - YL - TLOBAEEDLOIEZ ZHAFEOFEL C LI LT A—L -
LINE® b &3] | THAGEL HAXY] 68:27-45.
WA, 2019, THRICHEMRE SR AE ] https://www.soumu.go.jp/main_content/000831290.pdf
(2022.11.03)
PEBAE. 2015, THERF A — A A v 2 — Y OREEMNT — B L REHORBUC X 25T —) [TL
BHEE RFEREIZE] 29: 33-23.
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HARBOMBHMAMREOBMBMICBITARIBE L LTO I§7M & TIE%]
Marina B. ASAD
VAN N e

H

<Abstract>

This study focuses on "Indirect Complaint" interactions in Japanese everyday conversations and
examines how Japanese indirect complaints are initiated and what the complainer aims to convey.
The results indicate that the complaints are preceded by an evaluation of the target, followed by
justifications, and not just by expressing emotions. This combination serves as a prelude to the
narrative of the complaint [“story prefaces” (Sacks, 1989)], capturing the listener's attention and
promoting conversation participation. This result suggests that the complainer seeks to establish
a shared evaluation with their interlocutor about the target of the complaint during the escalation

of the discourse.

[F—U—F]: WEORHEERE., BASE B, fH6i, EXb, @SRt

1. ZC®IC

TR DOITHIT, RO FX =57 v b ERFHEHMFENR—BT 20ENIT LT TE#E
F AR & BT (direct complaint) ) & T2 R &K B (indirect complaint) | @ ZFEFHIZ K
BlENb, BEOI T, REFEIEE N ZOHLITNRWE ZF 239 5 A iw DK IE %
XEEAHFICR M T 2%, SEEHEFICHETALTE b, B ORE 28 L THEL
THHHZ wkHD (BHE,2017) ., LML, RiizE£WT 557128 > T, *f
FHFICERALTHLEL I EOICED IO LTEOREOIEY ZHEATLO0NKE
BB LD, ENE WD & MENANMEROSGIE, REEFENLE T ONHE
ZREERFICHALT 52 LT, RO EEHFOISICR L THIIcRY . H a2 H
TONBERINDIEVWOIHENREG LN Z ETESE RN NLLTHDL, Ei2.
MEBEOARMEREITO ZLIC K- T, RMHRTEE B H IR T 2 A0 (R EFE) TR
BT WAL 72 ) BHGE T 5 T REME b & 5 (Edwards, 2005), Z Auis, i #2094l & 1
OXFERF I, FMEFEOMAN RN LABERMNEICHDIEBHICEHE TS 2%
LELWhb LRy, 2o, MBENAHERAICEWTHEHRFICSMLTHH
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ADMEIDIEI AWM EICL > THEHLRBREL D, (Z2MLTHEHLZD0E D
nEWV) O, AFEHRFICHESRET TLO - THMALTELX20EI LWV H D
ETHDH, I T, AMRTIE, ECAAFRFRFEICET L THEMARRMER] 2
FHL, HROPT TZDORBIZWRWE=FICHTH2AMEHEVHO LD & 581
EDX I ARMDOFEY BT 2D XZOHBOLLETTIZ I » THEEHFITH LT
fMzEmT 202N TLHIE2ANET D,

2. THEOARBRA THET 2 ETHA
2.1. TR ARMERA] OEREBREINDER

CIHETORMTHE TR, I(RERA ] X, RO X —7 > PR EHEOFEHETF TH
L THHEMNARWEN) &, ZOHBICVWRVWE=ZFHIIHFT L2 MWE, REOX—7 v b
TRV, FIEX AW EZ MM T 2 TN RO EEHEF ST 5 THEMN AR o
2HBFIC SN TWD, 2ok, TESEMNRWEN] 2, dEEFIcls T EEZ
ENTEHELLRVRRICKT DS TH D (F,2006) & FKIC, MHFICHRE, HJT
AKREL TN EREEZHHETLI5EITHE LTIRA D ZIICTK LTI EE ) AR
B, BFELLBRVWERIZIOVWTES Z LT, MFICEARMLTH LW, HHORRPR
Fbazm LKL T ) 2 LaRkDDHITH ($MH,2017) L LTHAD, £LT,
[RUGRA 2RI HEFEICIE, Riiia s O5MTHD TR EEE (complainer))
&L R EBEL Mo TR O % FEFE T (complaint recipient) | &, R OHMB LR 5 EE
L 2aWRW O TR FHRE (complainable matter)| &, £ DO RimFRELA 5 &R - L&
LD H MO [R50 — 4 v b (complaint target) | & W9 4 DOEENFMAET H, =
DLEANMHRPAOER LR E 272 LT, KIMEICKIT 2 THEMNRmEN] & [ A5
EEELPRAFEHFICENAT L, 277y P XITHLIRWMERBIIGT 2B OEE
AL 2 - BEWNTHMOSHEITH TH D] LERT D, MBI R W O F

WX T5HMEERTDEODO—D2DFEZ, GFELFEHIBARWOX —5 v Mt L
THENRAZ A F>TWD I £ &9 & Edwards (200528 WV Tl 540 T
Lo Flo, FRNIIARMKGEOEABEM CEMMITITONAD LRHEINLTND

2.2, TRIEEROARTER ] BT 2 ETHI%R

INFETO MHENRNmMEN ] OMAETAZW - -0 ik, THEMREERE ©
FE D . “Troubles-talk” (Jefferson, 1988; Roulston, 2000) & “Complaint Narratives”
(Drew & Holt, 1988) & W95 “OOHEEIC PN THHAIN TE =, WA DOEWIT,

—-19-
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“Troubles-talk” (X, RGBT HE LA OMW A FIZ OV TEEDLRFICHET S 52
“Complaint Narratives”%, FNH2 A2 K252 L (M, 2017) THD EFEKFIC, K
TE DX BITHKT 5 ARG O FK M (Drew & Holt, 1988) THH Y | HEMEA R EKRE WV
ZFFOFE Y (Edwards, 2005) THHH E NI Z L Th D, KFEICEIT S TRHEHR
Jiti 22 81 | 1X“Complaint Narratives” (ZAHY 35, LLFIZiE, THSOARMEN ) CBT 5
FATHRRDO ERMAZBALES 2T, AFRETIER IOV THNT D,

Drew & Walker (2009) & OF Traverso (2009) T, [FIHARMENH] O AEITA X
W2NZEN T, A E 2 o CW D nmil S, REMIZE 2 & kI
RIFRFEE D AW LA R T 208, AeEHFR LR RS2 RT & N2 Bl Rz
BB ZERNRENTZ, 72, Drew & Walker (2009) TIE A4l O 5 Z64/0 1k, ARl %
MEHHENZZETE ROV TEBI E LAEWVWARAE, LIZLIEXLED EICH
WCERBAT A2 ERBlE Sz, = LT, Traverso (2009) Tik. IR ) 1%,
T LHMAWIZITLD EERGT, LEFLIFRBEANFEOFERENGE I N D AHEME
HIFEL, ZORF, JMFEMHFICRBLEY ., TEEFEEAER TR T2 8%
boHrEEFRINIZ, Tokd, TREHNRHERT) OMAETAITERT2T47Z LB
TW5, £7-. Ruusuvuorietal. (2019) (2H W\ T, EEFMmBEOR ENSGmICER L
“C W 2 B R i R EE D BR AR A& o BT L 72 A SR . R R B O FEHi o ATREME L. LEIO 2 A
JICED2bDTHLZLEBWLNERSTE, ZOMEN DI, AW ke~ O X 55 F
DOBEMT, S HEOLSIREER. BLUSMEN DS RIGENICZH T 5% F
WEoTRELSEBEBINDGZENE X LN D, 1EHIZ, Ruusuvuori & Lindfors (2009) T
. ERGEICB W TIThbR D RATERMICK T2 BH O RuMEI L, 25880 EE
R, XROESWEREE WS FHERHERNE R 2 FTTHFELELTHLOND
e LN LRI,

PLEo X5z, 1EkFFRICEWTEkA a7 7 A N TiThbh b TRV
AT 2ANR NN, AFRICE T2 THEMNARBREXRE) o7 7 &2 ME,
MHEOLOVIRVICB T AMEORER~T-b O L5, WEE LI, B HM (2017) 12
FiiE, ADPBRBRLAEZZELRME L REN, RMRINCELNLLIDDEERI N
Do, e, WRFEOELNDIEFITH RFENFRAELLRRIZH > ZIEF TR <, JE
ENEBIC2DEA0LHD L bHREM (2017) IFEHL TN, BFEEZIFELEL,
RFEBRARTZD E VoG H CTHEOIEENMME T 256 TIXED L RERNPEL
RIICHEFESIN D200, £722 5 LICIER RIIB R AL 23 2 5 m 7 2 0T KR &
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LTHLMNTIERWEZD, RFFETIE, ZOREHONCTLIZEEZEMNET D,

SGHTT — 2 L LT, BABREBWEEOHFRET — NI TWD [ HAE
DEE— XA BB, 2022) A D IR R AR EE S B A B L. R R EE O B 4h
HOGHaiTol, 2—"Aho THENRHET] ORET — X OEREL FTOR

F1: THAREAER2FEz — 2] cs 2 HEENAMEN] 0257 — 2 0 FH

(1) K001-011 [& 54 i3 2 A i (00:17:46-00:21:27)
(2) €002-016 HZED A~ DA (00:17:32-00:18:33)
(3) C002-016 B 1 D BII 7= 12~ DA i (00:41:09-00:43:27)
(4) K003-006 %t~ D i (00:16:29-00:18:52)
(5) C002-013a f&HkHE % v 2 £} % HR L R 0 i % &) 55 (00:03:23-00:07:36)

RGRFBEORBBICB VW TIT ORI RFESEEMOLD LV 2SN T HITH -
T, BWBHERFT B ED LI RREFEIA T EERATL200ENE L., TOREIC
STRFESHEDNHFEMFICH L TMEESM T 200 E 5 Lz, ZORKE, Rili%
WmHE O (UToHERMIICETIRESESE A) 1L, BANICI BB TCRMHKFLEAT D
ZEVRHLNE R, ZO3ERIT, OFTHRFEHFLEREELESE T H-DIC
RWMOL =5y hEEHLLZERIC.OQZORBEO L —F v MR+ % & &0 3 )
R LThE, @F0FMEZ TIEXN{t) $2HERNAERRTDH, Lo LThd, £
OFERICELTIE, WEIZBWTHMICMHBHT 2.

TIZITWw) T EvwOo DiF, RMEXRATLHIELRAHICLE > THEELI RN E
M L FRICEHL THEDRMEZRNS ZL2EL TS, 2, AFEICBET S
MEY b X, 25 HETHOEIC, TOSHRELWEFEH T 2HECRLEZ R L
DOEDOFHELGBMICHIT D Z & 2R T, Pomerantz (1986) 12K D & A ik ah
BT HEYMOBERMARERE LT, RMOHRELZOMREAEFER LD L LT
WETLEeRETOEND, 20X R ARFRROHE BRN, UIE LXMW 558
EAXTITbiL, RMEHOELYEZ RTbOLIN TS, £/, ZOFEREHT
HoHESNAACEL TR, OMEHRFOERANRRISOTEENPLFLZ L, (2
T FEORKEZMI T2 &, QFRMEHZO L DOEELLT D Z & (ibid.:227), &
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m
H
£

£l

WO 3 EARBFTOND, AFETIE, Lo RmEICK TS Tl & TE24{k]
BT 5 RMECHE > Tiim 2 D 2,

4. SRR THEZEOARHERE] OBRBROBE

FH(DHIE, BHEBERICHD ANOLEOHBENRMKRFE THL, RAESZHH AL,
HMEEH T BIC, TOHICWRWEREOREK I T 2 RMOEY 20ty 5, Z0F
BIORFESE5E AORRIEVICB W T, RMKEES EO X5 ITHmEN LD D00z 0T
LR, LFO XD Bl REMAR O,

(1) K001-011ERe4: i3 3 i (00:17:46-00:21:27)

1 A A E:(0.163) Z DRI X (LI REL R o 2L 2 AfTokD
2 B (5 A))
3 A ZOFE[L Lo iF?
4 B [REfbicho7zbToTEIRI T E?
5 [5 4
6 A
[2-200AMAYE L-C b pid s )@
7 B B—, [OOKfTo AT,
8 A [25 [fTor0,
9 B [~— o ke s
10 A — FICws 5 EELE-T hhbihn Ry P ORRERORI]
1017: [#Pfi]
11 B [54]
12 A = ThELolEREESS:(1L125)RA20446)7 = A LL 252 TE
13 B ((54))
14
(1.6)
15 A = £ 12,1577 [E%{k]
16 B [Ebhfhd==Ho, Lar{Td 2R
17 A 5 A0.60) E(0.310) %9
18 B b
19 A KD (1.056) [FR k72 o e AT &
20 B [oic? 9 A
21 A =7 A 1:(0.203)% 5 (0.874) b & o L [ A D,
22 B [ROITZAHLL AR =
23 A =%3:
24 B — 18,20, 2247: [FBEDZ =4y MHT BAOFHED [EAL] OERIRT]

A E AL, Al Z =57y MCRHT 2R AT/ 18 5 ERIX. O R D Z
=7y NIHT HxFEHETFOERZEHRT IS LT, ETZORBOF—4 v b
ThHHANWOEHBLRIAT-T2Z L 2 HAT L[], ZRICHOWTHERMHEF & A EER
BONI[T,9ERZIC, ZORMO X —5 v M T 285 OGEMZ TFRG) [10]%
AT, L, TFfi) OFFFEOKIEE LT, MFEMFERE N HEBEZf 720 7
L5OHBIZEEEDLTD, FMEHFICARWOFEVICEGELTHH X250 E I 0NILELMH
RTERV, ZTORD, FHMEFENEORGE TR LEEEN S [FHE] % 1E41{bd
LIEFE A MG L CERIMT (12, 15], LW Dix, AR, TS~ R, [0
HLORHREEE ST [10]EWVWHI iz R L%, TOFMOERICHIHED Y =
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NIALRBRVTEINZOFMOARNTHD E VW) mikz B LA LATYORZIE
BT 206 ThHD, 22T, TEXA] OFFEELITIZLICE->T, HE@EMHFO+
DI ESD ZENTE, KEEMH T T (18]t WomEX 2 R T KIGEE I
Too FEWVWT, RUFEGEE A, 19 TETARMBOY —4 v ML T TANORE LA
ol EWIHERGEBEML, BHORWMEZENILT L LKL, BIZ [2DIZ? ]
[20]&, ZOMRLEETORIGNRIINTTZ, TH5LI Ll . XFEEF T B S AR O
Z—0y MZxtd 2 A0 TFfi] & 2o TIEY{k) & +mIc gL, A &3

LIci iz R binhaznz b IR T 2 MEBENRMRFE~OSMEHmLST D L
RIS,

ULEDOREB()DO I FRERN S, MBEMRmEWAOFE FREH T 5. AR
2=y MIxd o TR & 2hickm< TIESA] & v REIHEH T, i D WeE
YR L@ E AR [WEEORIE £ (story preface)] (Sacks, 1989)& L THEH IS
EEZOND, O XD MR AGKEE O ORFEESHIT, FH@)EG)ITBW
THHBLTRONAE, ZE L, AR TIE, BABOHEDO AFHIFFEIZBNTHE
FEOREBDHEHWIZTELTWRN S ERMIT /B IToNISGEDT — 2 & x4 &
LTWDDOT. ZNENDT —F OMEFRRPIC X0 S Blbs HiENBlE S iz,
o T, RHFEORIMBE ICE W TIE, Rl ¥ —5 y Mok 3 2 TFEfli) 720 23R
S, TES) nEATHE [EHQ),QOHAEI. MAEZZ200b 0 E1T o7,

KOFEFG)OXFES H5H L, MikRAETHY ., AL BbRMOIY—F v hTHD A
DEFOBADZEEZEF LTS, 2FEBEH A, LITETEFRBANL N
CLEMEMTFBICHRE LEE, 41THT TBholz) &b, Bl oL
T OEICH L TCHEEMNRFMAE RT Z LT, ETORRBANCKT LI RWER RIS
N, ZOBEBICEOFMETEY L L2V EY, MabHT BIXZE 5 L ADEISRIEM
WZxf U TR LfR i 277 L8], 134TH CHH ORI LAfF i 24 EX4 b+ 25, i
KLU, AWEFEHE AT INNITETCESOAY L OFFliZm#FA L., 1547H Tk 5 %<
BHOMMA E4T 22 N6, 29 L7 8-161TH OREHHHEHIT, A DET
WINERNTZFEXET D5l 2D < D2 RBORFTHEE TH D, Rl E A X
ISITHTAMOX =7 MR TH5AH5OEEMNFEMOIEL4{LE4TH> & 1717THTB
W E THM A RS, A BEHE TG L. AWITHE A o 72 B T3k o #1232
SNl Enghb,

Flot Ok, MNEHEHF BIL 1823/ THE TAMBHE L LBLZFTME2 I = Y
—RZHOERL, ALEELTVWIAERZ LY, 27{TECHBEBORMGZ &5
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318 ]

(3) C002-016 BT DRI =L ~DFNW  (00:41:09-00:43:27)

1 A Th HD:(2.665) BFHPUE Y 12T Tz (0.776) H D1 L v &

2 B 5 A
3 Ho, 125152256 495 [EHE)
4 A — <X# -7 >hhhhh[hhh
5 B [hhhh
6 A  ALTEDILLAVAFTER=20 2LAL A3 0V0HRE 71T E
B PR DA DDA
8 b, [29:] =H&F-olihrue
oA (a2 7e] A7 8-1517: PO RIS ER
10 B Hhhh
1A we, B2l AnafBRal «2vX
12 B 5 A
13 B A, 295025 AMNE DRl BELLE,
14 A A Lase LS
1547: [IE%1k]
15 A = fhlhro[E, e el #RINATHE-oTRID
16 B [54

(0.3) ((FIRFICEWICRAZ &5 5))

1777 [F#0 £ —4 v T 2405 @0 [ELL] OEFIRT]
18 B 725> TC&:0.607)(h )R A 7 213 (0.165) 2 % #) 2 L fr2igia o T [[Hv =il
19 TX(0219) 7 AL w: E(h) Bor]

20 A [25 %9 %9 %95 %5 2H=BkHE LB sTL ]

21 B 2 —Ah

22 ¥ HoT&:¥(0892)5— 2 —0O0b 3 AELTEF2m: e BoThAE T E(h)
23 Z : hhhhhhhhhh 18, 19, 22, 231T: BOEEoT Y/ —F
24 A (hhhhhh) Ty

25 (0.375)

26 A 59 =%H IR THEMI AT TEd L

27 B A

(S—A] DHSHLEITSZ LB RO, ZOFF TR SN RN Z KD 2298 05
FEE BH[8-16] D L8 1X Traverso (2009) 1238 W\ TH B 521, “Negotiations for the initiation
of (complaint) activity” (p.2398) & LTI Z b T\ 5.,

LLEDHERI S Rl ikaEE OB AE Tk, 3l 202 xmash, TIEY{L] NiEh
eBh. REBEEBT Fll) 205N ELDL I ERPLNLER-T2, 20D
7o TR R R EE 2 BT BRI, TRkl & TIEX k) &Wvw ) 2 SO EHE % ff
MT2ZERLEELNZEBTND,

5. TLHLERE

AR TIE, FICHAFBOHERFEICKB T2 HEMRMER ] CEH L, NIlE#%
FERED X IS, MFEHFICMEENT 20025 Lic, S OFR. H
ARFEOMBEARMREIL, Wyrwas (2002) TR E N7 & 91T, B2 5 R R GEH O g
KU THBINDI DO TIERLS  AWOF =5 v MIKT 2 TFH0) T ED | TIE%1K]
DFRFEP MR L TITONDZ N bhole, 29 LIERMKRGEDOHBOLFIZE - T
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L SRR TS R O RS R S AL, RITEBRE T D RN~ MR T &
Lo ZOD, MEBH RO X —7 vy Moxtd 25 TFfi] & TIEY ] & v 5 FE 56
HIX, R oOWiEE T35 TRiEE) L LTHRETLIZ N5, 7o, xtiHM
FLENRERELEFT DI, R kGEOBRBEHIC 5l ZRPFIS D Z L,
AU FEFEE DA Rk FE 2O 2P THFEMEF L ELBEBONMEEL Z L2 AFL TS
EExLND,

L2, RIFEIE, L ETHLRMARGORBMICERZE TOMLIEZbOTHY
ZOHDORWRIFEDORMIZONT, S ELHICL s TEDORI AF— U RS
. Eo X dkmEE(l (Clark, 1996) BiER SN D O DITEAR +HICBETE T
WV, 22T, ABOBBEL LT, HERFE T —ZOREIK L, TikEE O Tl

LR DR EREH 2 T L. RS 5 A W T O 3l EAR AL 23 A R EE ORI &
DEICHBTDOINEERZT LI ENETOND,
e BN

Clark, H. H. 1996. Using Language. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Drew, P. & Holt, E. 1988. “Complainable matters: The use of idiomatic expressions in making complaints.”
Social Problems 35, 398-417.

Drew, P. & Walker, T. 2009. “Going too far: complaining, escalating and disaffiliation.” Journal of
Pragmatics 41, 2400-2414.

Edwards, D. 2005. “Moaning, whinging and laughing: The subjective side of complaints.” Discourse
Studies 7(1), 5-29.

Jefferson, G. 1988. “On the sequential organization of troubles-talk in ordinary conversation.” Social
problems 35(4), 418-441.

ZMAHIL (2017). TRAGEREICHKT 2 HEOLMA— B - WA - Rl - B - BB TO#
F— AR KRR E S RS8R ], 22005 30, Pk 29 4 2 1.

INEAERR - RATEE - AR — - KRS - AERW - A8 AEF )H“"E‘mZ B R . {L\J%‘
o IE R - B, 2022, [THAFERERE 2 — 2] OBGEHE R [50 S
%528 MR ROR 29 K S, 2008-2012.

BRGH - EARE - MRk 2017, TEEESAM] $hEERE.

Pomerantz, A. 1986. “Extreme case formulations: A way of legitimizing claims.” Human Studies 9, 219-
229.

FEN. 2006, TH@EORMERAICHT D -BR—HBAANEELBEAREZEKRL T—) e s
FEREE] 8(2), 53-64.
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BAFFEORLEX TATEB] ORFEHE
HHAEE OREERY)
B AT T (ESHEEHR ) AEY T = a e ¥ — %R
LIS (NPO A T3 it > & —)
REPALT (BFEEREREFHESHENEE S —)

<Abstract> This study classifies the usages of the contrastive construction “A
NEG B (which means ‘Not A, (but) B’ in English.)” These constructions are
characteristic of Japanese Sign Language (JSL). Moreover, it points out that
element A, which tends to be omitted in Japanese, is referred to with this
construction in JSL without being ignored. In Japan, NHK (Nippon Hoso Kyokai,
Japan Broadcasting Corporation) broadcasts the program Sign Language News
845, where deaf, native JSL signers translate Japanese manuscripts. The study
compared these news videos of JSL with the Japanese speech simultaneously
read. The results show the use of three negative markers: words translated as
“different,” “not,” and one of the non-manuals (NM): “head shake.” This
construction has discourse conditions that convey information that, in contrast to
everyone’s shared assumption, it is B, not A. The results indicate the way

discourses are created between Japanese and JSL differs.

[¥—DU—F] : BEAFFE -Gt - OE - KFEBE - X2V 7L - EFBER

1. XL®IT

AW CIE, AARGEL R oMiEL O HAFGE (cf. KK - HiH 1995, 2000) 4#f
AOxH ML TAGE Bl OREEZSHAL, AARBFBTEHEARINL TV DLIEELY HAF
HTCIEHABETICIOMILTERT LI LAREHT 5,

AWFIETIE, NHK Fif==2— X 845 THM I N/, HAFHFHELZRELT H555%HK
DHAFE =2 —RAZHAFFICHMRLEZ b L, FARFICHENL TV EFAAREL T
WL, TAGEB] WXz LT,
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HATRHEORIHE [ATEB ] O

XL TAGTEB] THOWLRDIBED~—T—1X &> . LAV (%%x2kE
AHIZ#E D) | . NM (non-manuals, FHER) © THIEL | O3 2B3H -7, BiHE
20D FHBEEBICIINM ORI NEEE IR EIT T2 b0 o7,

2. HBATHRE
2.1. BED~— T —
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< Abstract> The purpose of this research is to reveal the upshift in utterances of
"gratitude" in Japanese language and to clarify its function. Upshifting in this
study refers to the use of polite style (-desu/-masu) and benefactive verbs (-
teitadaku, etc.) in conversations based on casual style among friends.As a result,
upshifts are observed in 52% of utterances of gratitude. Beneficiaries carry out
gratitude by changing footing (Goffman 1981) from friend to benefactor through
upshifting. However, because upshifting removes the display of an equal relation
as friends, a synchronized upshift is sometimes performed by the benefactor.

[(¥— 7 =Rl 77V 7, AV—FRALA VLT T b, WAH#HT7 . EHFEB
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FRITHARTEFED NEH) ORFEZBITL27 v 77 MTOWTHML, 20F7b &
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LV REFEATAIC O W TIRY K 5, Ohashi (2013) 1% Goffman (1967) O 7 = A AT —
sEBEHAL, TRH—5E (LN EI—0XWNE)] &V BFBEM S EEIT > —
YD E)ICHECEEORIZWMEL, BLEVOARHBH LB S 2 RFITHTH
L35, EVBRIANIREOZTFEFRIER#O LR CL-oTHEVEEDEDE, N
FUAERELDREFEITHTHD (K1), KFROERNE R I N LT, HEFFIZ
BOWTEHTHEER~OT v 77 P EWVMED ZRT AIKE L THD RO TIER VML
WoHZEThD,
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HYUMEST
TWNET

M1 LY ORI T 5

ZTo—hH7T, BEZE XM, >EVEHIALIAMRAFTLOH L LOSIHICILHSZ
LiZb Ry B#HTLIMALOTER~DOT v 77 M X o TEANR L O F B HR
BRAMICANTZ 2% K5 IcRhd, ZOREREONT V AOFHED DI FH
TEFREREL TS EEZOND (K2), bbb, RE SN LO2MARM 7 b &2q7F
DLW Lo THEMBRPERI N, WM RFENKT T 2 EATE 213 E £ I BRI
RTZLICEoT, BILLWAATHA ZERHFOHRELBFAIN D,

— ‘g‘fﬁ. }

M2 KAEtoRSHEEHETL2HFAS 7 b

0l

b, ZFEM2ERLE . BITEPLBESTLIEHORLVBMY T T/ITADOT v
T T PRI TKAREOREHEBONT VAR N, AFORBOT v 77
F (8 4TH) Lo CHEMBNRREINRZND EEZXD, EHOLD & RKET
TOLHERFTEETIT I T APTS]IERBLUSA] EHTaTVRAZANVLTHL
IWREIND,

COEDREHFOLY LVICET LT v 77 M Goffman (1981) Rk ~7z 7 v
TATOEIE LTHADIENTEDLIEZ XD, 7y T 4 7 EiFF TS
NH2ACOHY T, MEIPABCIC S TIEDLZRMBEMAE 7 v T 4 v 7 OEMITEK
STHBETLIZLEMBE~OHCETRLEWVW), 7y T 4 v 70O ELT 2
— ROEAMZE S ) (Goffmanl981: 151) Z &3 H Y . KFHOT v 77 b HEN
RRANBEBTHERSIEMHTL2F - EHInLH2FLLTCOT7 v T4 v 72 RTHOTH
LHeEZHND, RAEMEEBEO 7y T4 v 7B EICHT 2RI R TERT vy T 4 v
ZICEALT 2R CERIE., RFES 1 THEHBHME (4/TH) OXRBARLLNEZ LMD
LHATH D,
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5. ¥

B AT LA ENTET =X T DR, KARLOEHEHORFEICEW
CT v 77 FPOMBIRIT A% EBMER LB L. FEREFATII RN ERH LI
o, ICBHEO Y - Il THEBFZTI IO REBMWEVWEEICH L TT v
FYT IR BRLNTE NS Ty T YT MIEo TEHORE I 2R L, EH O %
EITREETTLIENTEDLEBERXOND, £, Ty T v 7 hiCLoTa— %
BA,. 774708k, $ bbb, BT 2/Sh5FLLTHLCRERT S22 &N
TE5, EHSNL2MMPRFHFL 7 2T 2L, @F&TETCCRBEBERIZRT Z &
T, KANRALORERBRERABILAEUD THRLL) ZENRFTARTHD, ZDO LI
Ty T 7 MEEHE DD BETAHORITE R TR T D A BIR oG
WCHNICHEEL TWD Z BRI D,

Z BB Rk
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AFEEEBICR oN S for sure DT
—IE L EREICEB LT

%‘# /L‘\ﬂj/—r
EMIRY: - RN R

erinaiwai72823@gmail.com

<Abstract> This study aims to explore the discourse-functional difference between peripheral pragmatic
markers (initial and final positions of an utterance), with a focus on for sure in present-day American English.
While the marker for sure plays the semantic role of epistemic modality, it serves to “reinforce what has
already been mentioned” in the right periphery and “signals topic continuity and anticipates upcoming related
information” in the left periphery. Moreover, in combination with but, for sure has constructional meanings,
such as acknowledgement, concession, face-saving, and anticipation of the main line of communication. The
findings reconsider usages of linguistic items on peripheries.

[F—7— V] : GEFHIERR - L5 - BT XY 7 4 - FKEEBEEE - for sure

1. [FUBIC

FEREN DALIEICIG U 72 BIFA OHBE D& E, IR WCEERIGR OWIEE T H 5, ARTIE, alak
BEX ) T4 ZRTEGED forsure ICHEH L, ZOMEIC X BHEEDEVEZIAL »IcT 5, BK
FBICEWT, for sure 113 (1a) @ X 5 IcHi (fr) o—E8% MBI+ 2 THFHERH 5, (Ib, 0
Tl for sure 13 % 1L E NFEFHIH & FE3HK CREFGMTA (of Brinton 2017) & L CEFHINLTH Y,
AEE MBI 2 E (#E) 2XKL TS, (1d) D forsure 12, [dHBA] ZEERT 2 il
kIS EFETH 5,

(1) a. Ididn’t know if I would for sure make it out. (COCA: SPOK 2019)
b. For sure, there has been support for building these temporary shelters... (COCA: SPOK 2018)
c. But eventually, yeah, they will, for sure. (COCA: SPOK 2013)

d. Velshi: Do you think you got a good mentor?
Gardenhour: For sure. (COCA: SPOK 2005)

AR ClE, FEEEUH & FEEER (ALLER) < & 3 GEFERERR for sure Z IHTNR & 325, AfED

HPZ, for sure 233838 MEE R T L FRIRFIC, ARAEIC K > TRAZHGIKEERZHY 2L 2RTZ

ETHD, IHIC, but LIEFT IRCIEMICOERT 2, RIS, OITRERZIEE 2. JFUER
SRR IC > W THERET 3,
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2. 8%

JEIER (periphery) 1. LIXLIEHGHEDIZ L0 LD Y OfEERIET . Z OER T
FHICX o Tk TlE AR, HiEE2ED [ =y ] ORYID 5 IIREDNELE L TLYIEE
KA ONDE &b DD (cf Lewis 2021:353; F 77w b 2017: 86), FIH TIX, 7L F28n
RIS 2 HEFE . GEREAL. B & IO 2B &R TR L. Mia e [REFGRIVERET] 2873

(EEH - /NEFSF - BUR 2017; cf. Ohori 1998:194), (2) DFEETIX, BEEHI (M, FaGod.or
Avt—) OFEEIE (left periphery; LP) 1T well & you know. FJEAEL (right periphery; RP)
right £\ 9 3 D OFERGRIESAH G S TW B

(2)  Well, you know, there’s a civil war in the party, right? (COCA: SPOK 2016)
LP | WS HR% RP

Beeching and Detges (2014) (%, 72 & G QO EAERICHN 2 SFEER0 R aMRE 2 i & L T
ZT_“ L 7’2 (i% 1 )o

F1 KEEAORELHDOSEHROMAIC O WT DR (Beeching and Detges 2014: 11, Table 1.4)

LP RP

Dialogual Dialogic
Turn-taking/attention-getting Turn-yielding/end-making

Link to previous discourse Anticipation of forthcoming discourse
Response-making Response-inviting

Focalising, topicalising, framing Modalising

Subjective Intersubjective

ZOEIE, BALEIC BT BIEAEDSIEMIFE (asymmetrical) TH B Z L ZRTHDOTH S, L
L. LB DI, C ORFUIHEE 2B TH 2 L HFE2xbND LS iIckoTwd (R
XFFL R WHEALZE & L <. 213 Traugott (2014)),

Forsure 13, FEFFEH L L AU THVO NS, BERITH B surely 1T W TiE, JRLAER
T (R %KD 2 | BEEDHA S 2 XN T 5 — T (e.g., Aijmer 2002; Biber and Finegan 1988;
Greenbaum 1969; Traugott 2014) . for sure D EAEMIFITIXIZ & A E T\, Z L, IEEN ZREDM
AEDLEVREMLL T 1 DO L B HERBTH 2, FIERHEEERT b (DL
b) B LFIEANCTERBNARRIATH 22 (cf Biberetal. 1999: 854; Quirk et al. 1985: 620), % Dk
FEHERE (727 2 M - AHEAEREOREE) ORI S 2 ic T Tk, AR, BREGED —
NREAER L C forsure DHGEHAER S 22ic L (46, ZOfERE K 1 ORGHEIE 2. AL
BB EEMHICOWCHERET S (5 ),
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3. 7—4

7 — Z\%. The Corpus of Contemporary American English 1990-2019 (COCA; Davies 2008—) 7> 5 I
L7z, COCA I 1990 225 2019 £ F TOHRT 2 V) A JEFEER (K 10 &) 2T 2 KHl
Bia— N2 Th b, ZORECHNN—FTZERITIMZ, for sure T AV A%FECTI K RO 58
25 COCA T —& Y —A& LTEEL 72,

INE%Y v v L DT H [SPOKEN] ICPRE L, english-corpora.org D 4 v % 7 = — A % Fv» T
ZRH L 720 BRI RO RY —7 v RIZUTTH B (RI&T 7 & % 1 2022/08/24),

(A) :FORSURE, #FORSURE, ,FORSURE, .FORSURE, ,FORSURE.
(B) BUTFORSURE, ANDFORSURE, NOWFORSURE, ALMOSTFORSURE, SOFORSURE,

i, w5StoFH] (FAEIC 5T 2 BRI EUNA O ) & FEECRINL 72, b,
(B) ©v—47 v 2 for sure BMUORERE 1 v ~% T T Il T 3 v — 7 v RO T THEHIFS
FiodbDTHEHR, CNLLRNRICED LI LIT LTz, AFFT3B3HENEL K, &

4. BEDEBIZH 1T B fore sure DEHNEEIERE

AKEICIE, JIERIC I T 2 for sure DEHGERREEZ IHTT 5, 4.1 BiClXGREEE D for sure % .
42 BRI D for sure # 85T 5, Z Dk, 43 HiCIHEFATD for sure 25 but & ILiE 3
LEIC O BT R Tk

4.1 HREBER (RP) for sure——i@{t
HRELIFD forsure (LAT RP forsure) O FEE 7 ikEhtaE & L€, TR % 581k ] (reinforce)
Toafx A ohi, flziE 3) 4) TH35,

(3) 01 Jenna:  And they’re changing their life but also their kids and their communities.
02 Hoda: Yes.
03 Al Such a ripple effect.
04 Jenna: Itis, for sure. (COCA: SPOK 2018)

(4) 01 Jackson: I liked the way Lady Diana would make her kids wait in line, you know,
02 at amusement parks and things. Like everybody, I thought that was so beautiful.
03 She was good, you know.
04 Rabbi:  You felt an immediate connection with her?
05 Jackson: Yeah. I loved her very much. Yeah, she was my type.
06 She was my type, for sure. (COCA: SPOK 2009)

3) TiE. S IRADDAESL T TIEARL, FHEEPHAIEZTWEDTT] £\ ) Jenna
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OFE (011TH) 1R L. Al 2 Such a ripple effect (ERFNIETT ) LiBY, 04 1THD Jenna D

It is, for sure V3 It is [such a ripple effect), for sure DIFIER D 3G ME S N2 FGETH Y . for sure 1T Al

DRENEZEILLTWD, (4) TIE. Jackson 2354 7 FICICH§ 2 UFEN 2 FK S % L7z 0k

L (01-03 TH). Rabbi 7 [ X4 7 HiIic 3 CIcBLAEZ A £ L7222 ? | &:4a T %, Jackson

DIRE T, shewasmy type DV IBENTEY | forsure 122 BIEICHFEL NEZLL T3
(5) Tld. FENFHHY A v 2 =T AV v FEFFOZ LDV THEINLTWS

(5) 01 Guilfoyle: Well, it’s official, the royals have their own Twitter account.

02 Perino: Oh!
03 Guilfoyle: Iknew you’d be excited about that. Now you won’t be able to
04 put your smart phones down, for sure. (COCA: SPOK 2015)

Perino %% Oh! & BEE %3 L . Guilfoyle i Perino SHEET 2 L bh o Tz, [chTx=
— b7 A UBFRE RS RETLE Y] CHEIT 5, &2 Tlk. you +BIENEE &\ S IREETE A 03K
DRINTWDEBEHICMET 2, Forsure 132 DHDOFFEICHTRE L, Perino DEIEEIREEIC D W T
® Guilfoyle DS Z O T2 5, (6) IFFHEMKEDOCVEY TH 5,

(6) 01 Lisa: So instead of being kind of under the surface, we’re just actually dealing with it.
02 Dylan: Right. And you’re open with it.
03 Steve:  Yeah.

04 Dylan:  Well, thanks so much for sharing your story. It’s an important one, for sure.
(COCA: SPOK 2019)

Dylan (04 fTH) % Lisa iICFEDtLEBR~, Z OFEEEE L7l 2, Forsure |ZFHliFERE i A1 HE
L. Dylan OJE# 2180, FEOMKAE % ~— 2 LT\ %, It animportant one TIXTERTDFEZHED your
story BMRAFUL I NCTH D, T DRHBLD BILBSREIC BTk L T\ 2

Z DX 31T, RPforsure \IZFATHRIEZ BT 2@ E 2B 2, TNBMNHET 2 2 v £ — I3 IHE
HIEIRE D7 (0 Bl VIR L, REFE ORI BIE I N,

4.2 ERBER (LP) for sure—5ERE{RGE 29 - BEBROEA
—J7. ERIED forsure (LT LP forsure) 1Ci%, [EEEMESE (topic continuity) Z 7R L. BEHEIE
WMEBAT L] BErAONE, HlF (1) THD,

(7) 01 Vinita: He really was the predecessor to Instagram and all of the other things

02 that we’re seeing now.
03 James: For sure, I mean, Warhol elevated photography to a fine art back in the sixties,
04 the seventies, and the eighties, way before we think of it in the context
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05 that we know today as fine art. (COCA: SPOK 2013)

Vinita 28, 7 4 —4 (01 fTH He 1% 03 fTH Warhol DT &) 134 v R E 77 L5 HBEICT 2D
DETOHTG Lo N2 o b2, ZHITK L James 1. [TEHIC (forsure), 7 4 — L%
60 AR, 70 F, 80 FRICEEZ 774 v 7 — MCHRIEI S, ZNESHA BB 774 v T —
FELTHIZA YT 7 A CHEEREZ2 2T 5 LRIOC o7 Ll REMA TV 3, C
D forsure \E, THEAIC (ZRICOWTIR) ] LEEEMBEE TR L, $00 5 BhE S 2 HiiFmosid~ 5
NTWL L i2ALE2HEELH 5, (8) dbFKoHITH 5,

(8) 01 Scally: 1 think that there’s a human story here, where the city is also, perhaps,
02 trying to affect attitudes and to help people see these individuals
03 experiencing homelessness less as a nuisance and more as a neighbor.
04 Siegler: For sure, there has been support for building these temporary shelters at public
05 meetings, too, even in some of LA’s more tony neighborhoods. (COCA: SPOK 2018)

MiiE. TROF—LLVRADAL~DRFTRZEZ 5L L T3] L) ED Scally DFF ITH
L. Siegler 73 [TAIC (forsure). B Y EALRADEMEEH T2 S, 29 LWy = v
X —DFFEEFEL T E TRl LFE—FEE~OBEFREZEAL T 5,

DX S, LPfor sure (XEEERZ N2 ZEROHEREZ R T, RP forsure DB LR, LV E
CFRED S X v — VICHBET B HEA2H 2,

4.3 But £ 2H2F B for sure DIEX L FEV D W 1= EkikEE
4.3.3 RP for sure + but——BfRETR., 7 =4 AHH
RIT, but LT B for sure DERER TS B, £ 3. RP for sure + but I35 1F % for sure 1Z 13,
[PRAR SR | (acknowledgement) & [7 = 4 2K | (Brown and Levinson 1987) OFERELIFL & 7z,
flziE (9 TH 2,

(9) 01 Ferguson: ...But the president has to be a little bit more blunt about this and explain exactly
02 what his goal is, because it seems pretty generic at this point and minimal at best.
03 Acosta: Marc, you buy that?
04 Marc: Well, that it’s vague, for sure. But 1 don’t think that the vagueness means that the
05 president can’t do much. it might mean that... ((talk continues)) (COCA: SPOK 2015)

KAFHEIE— M CTRANRDFRIH L 2> L T 72 W & 5 Ferguson DFEHEIC DT, Acosta 78 Marc (T
[ BWETH? | EJF;NRTW5S, Mark (3¥]® Well, that it's vague, for sure & Ferguson DS 1T
W R 2T 25, Fimsid but LAEOWHERTH 5, P32 FEREEZR~RZ 2L TREIN
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TIREMED B 5 Ferguson D 7 x 4 ARIED 729DIT that it’s vague, for sure HHIEE TN T3
Fischer (2010) & % — v HUAOGEGMIRS + but i | ORGHEIC B T 2 FEHGRERICIE 7 = 4 2R
ERBNTIEERLD 2 LIETET 525, 2D forsure \ICHEEOHEIR D 5 L\ 2 5,

4.3.4 LP for sure...but—5E45 - BREER, XAV 74V DFE
WEWT, LPforsure D but & DI Z B2, (10) T, BAEIZOJFRRK & 7 2 #ish o 7 £ 2
TAvy (BHEFERETAY 2=V 2T 52 L) 2 RT3 -0 ciliinh o LB HIROMM %

193 &9 Deborah DIREICOWTEEINT WS

(10) 01 Hari: If the purpose is to decrease the amount of distracted driving,
02 couldn’t the case be made that, when I change music stations on my car radio,
03 when I eat, when I talk to another passenger, I’m equally as distracted?
04 Deborah:  Well, for sure, there are a lot of distractions that are facing today’s drivers.
05 But one of the things that we know is that all distractions are not equal.
06 It’s the distractions that... ((talk continues)) (COCA: SPOK 2011)

BRNEI RO T L BENAE L, ZVARELEZ b, BREE T 2, FIEE LEETHR D FIERIC
BARELTCWEZLIChbAR WA &) Hari DFFRIC, Deborah 1 [ H. DT, (forsure).
ROVFFAN—kA Rz IR ENO N TChET L] LHBEERT 5, L L bur T, 3
TOFEEBELF L Tl &KL TWL, Forsure 3G X U4 — v O BHICE LB T L
T, @ (THEDIC. 203]) 2RL. BAOGRIH 22 THILTw 3

(1) &, EETORFLEHICOVWTORFHETH 5,

(11) 01 Dylan: number one when you go to the doctor’s office the most frustrating thing
02 as a patient is the long wait. How do you kind of get through that?
03 Thomas:  Sure. So for sure, you want to make sure you show up on time. And if it’s a first
04 appointment, you’re getting there twenty minutes early to fill all of your paperwork.
05 But I like to recommend is that people ask the check-in person, is the doctor
06 running behind? That way you don’t have a false expectation about how long
07 you’re going to be there. (COCA: SPOK 2017)

HESE 72 L WREBE T DR WA B BFIRIC &5 MLY% %> & Dylan 2VE 3 %, Thomas (33 < ICITEE
3. Sure. So forsure,... (FD@EY, KEICZFD@Y T--) LHRER (BIUCHRE) 243, #
D%, bur (051TH) LARET, A TH 2 HM~DBRE LT > T <, Forsure...but 13, 28 (E
fI~DBEE, aia=ir—vavoX{vI4y) 2Bb2HEFOTEELIIC LLEDIT, ZOR

EEFHL, ZWICE LT TOFKSEME (floor) DRFFEZAIREICL TWw 3,
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44 58
SFERIT (12) okricEedwohd, LaL, BCEHTOWZEHREREICOVLTIE, £D
B X VBN Tw a2 L ) BREMEOMRS » 2 X 5 @bz (Bl 2L, mrFF
(facework) (% RP - LP CTHIE T 2 K¢ d Lz, #4

(12)  LPforsure + BESHEZ + RPforsure
EEMGERT -
BIEERDEA

(B e B0 0 7 R B AE)

LP for sure...but RP for sure + but

S - BRI, EBRER. 74 REH
ALV T4 vDFH

5. ZR

BRic, TSR & 2 i CROR L2 lEicowC ot (1) 2z, Fiics I 25
FEERIC DO W THEMG L Thv, Fric, RP RIHOBAEL SN2 dialogic (2 HOHAN) &
anticipation of forthcoming discourse (#4Ht D #kaE% FllT 2) D 2 BEEEICEH 35, b OEREIT
LP for sure 1 b BIEL X L7z, LP for sure...but T35 \T for sure 13FEH ORI, T bbb AN AR
B QEOHMNER) 2R L7z, I, 232y —vavorfvIfy (HENE
AP E R~ DIRE) & THlT 2HAED D o 7, Z ORERIT, £ 1 OGS I VEAICE EE D
TEERRBTEHDOTH B0, WHRFECRIL, for sure DT D 2 BERED bur & DREIT B0 THIEE
ENHTHD, COREF, BMICHKTHORIRE L CORLIE O A 2 BN IcE RS 27210 Tk
SRR O BEERRE A A NV T L A RB L TV, XV AEIEEA2 b BES XU —
7 (talk in interaction) DHI TR & 75 2 RO BEAECITE ¥ & — v % Wik 2 W¥»H 5, F5

6. HHYIC

G TR, forsure D JEIEY (FEEIE & FEEAR) 105 \F 2 HEFHEREDE V2 S 21 L 72, Forsure
FRERRIE &) T4 B RT EFFFIC, FER TSGR ek L. REEUE T [RhEkbi 2
AU, BEERAZEAT 2 ) SR DL L 2R LT, 51T, but T B for sure DR
X EFER DOV EHEEE (BRER, 5, 724 AKE. A4 v 74 voTFill) iconTh EE
L7z, RIS, iRz E 2, AE O SFERXOMRICo W CTHRE L. ORI OAIE
DHE BT, MG (ERH e OIGEEIRAR Y) b HEFIC ANGEHGRE RO BRER T3 5 LT %

# L7
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*AROMEICEL T TICHEER A v EERNAR I E T X o2 3 R oEFEE 0T L PR,

e, (NGB I ECHERLERE L B E 4, 7=, fi&ﬁﬁnéﬂ%_,\ﬁfﬁé ¥ L 72 Sl L ER e A o0 &

DB L BT E S, 2 LCifsihiED 2B CIIRERTHE ¥ L2 XRE A ECHLBR L BT,
$ﬁ%@\BTKﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ%%%ﬁﬁfufiLmMEHDS@i%%%ﬁk%@@To

iE

2.

1 7203, Bz for damned sure D X 5 TNEERTIOBID RoNn b, 25 LARHICOWTIIHEBR Lzv, F
Bl% CHNTER T L2 ILNAeE I E&# R L LT Ed,

2 FKBEDOR T4 FTiRAFT 579 BIZIEE L7z LR L7, codicid (1d) K807 & 5 RIEEF o 3l
BEEINTLEo T, TTICHEVHL RIF 2,

3 RN ERS R IR THL Z i, 2 — Y BHED well ICH N TV 5, well 13IFFITIEE (dispreferred response)

(cf. Schegloff 2007: Chapter 5) % ¥/~ 3 %,

4 —JC, REYLPEAIFRP CHMT 2 LicBZHICOMEMAH 2 X5 icdEbhd, ZORICOVTE
EHESAICKEREE R AV P 2EW, EHHB L EFE T,

5 For sure + but / for sure...but & ]ﬁ]ﬁ@‘lﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁ@?@ﬁ MhEFETLBEINT WD, HlZiF, HEED no doubt
+but (Simon- Vandenbergen2007 16). F A YEED zwar...aber (‘true...but’) (Giinthner2016), HAFED [ffEHic

LLAL (Th,ete) ] GEIF2021) %ETH2, 29 LELTHITEL OBEEICOWTRSEBET L 72\,

SRR
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AV/ FI7A4APARDOSERMAALLHBT7 24 AT =7
KE T
KB T %K%

(Abstract) While traditional im/politeness research has focused on one-on-one and
face-to-face interactions, our daily life often involves multiparty interactions. Based
on “Mounting” discourse in LINE group, this study analyzes the evaluation of complex
facework and associated im/politeness in multiparty interactions. It points out that the
evaluation of im/politeness can differ depending on the direction of utterance and of
face interest, and proposes a reconsideration of the participation framework in the new

interactional situations such as SNS.

11l

(¥—7—=F]1:AY/ FIA4 AR - ZH508MB - 72427 =2 - % NEKEFE

1. Ftwic

AR CTIE. ZABMHETRICBTA Y/ K74 AR 2ZE2BICLELRD
BEORMAELSHEHN 7 24 AT =2 KDV TERETH,

TFTHAETRICBT 225K ICO VT, Goffman(1981) D& 5 D Heffl 4 TIiE K %
S HETE~DS 5 %2 K X - # (ratified) & &K X LT v 7% v (unratified) I 45
Fohd.25% K I N7HICIEEE L T (speaker) & FEEE % M 1J & 1172 # (addressee),
%2 5.3 (side participants) '@ ¥, KB I N TR WH & L CTHEBH (bystanders)
L AME R T B (eaves-droppers) 23\ 3 (M 1),

ratified unratified
O O O 00
Speaker Addressee Side Participants Bystanders Eaves-
dropper:
\ pp 3
¥
Overhearers

1  Goffman(1981) D % 5. o #:iH &

AHEANCTRINET, SARRRBICBUIHLFLMEF (ZUF) 05501k
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WHADHMHREBITObNTE R, FABHETHTRIN1IORFELIIRRY, GHL
FHRHFICHLTHTEZMI T 200, ZRICHLTHESED LI ICEAEL
FHERRL T 22T 2HLER D 5, 728 2 1 EmA(2008)TlE, XD Xk 5Kk
HERED DO SHEMNFERIEHINA TS,

BREF B U L

WEERHY F B - AR, T8 - JET S ko X, REEER. B6 4%
& DRE OB o

A A A EFIEY - F~0F Kk, FHEER, HBI5E

@ 258 fH Ak 7 BBz =7 0 8. [F— D% F~ o E M

®

T, HMR AL OFSEBEMIDED VLT E—LX AL BEACITDODRATY 5,

204 v/ FI74 b ARESEDRMEA

ko4 v/ T4 AR ROET AL, GELF - HEF_HRoeh ik
B 23% o 7= (Leech, 1983; Brown and Levinson, 1987 %), L2 L. F=Z=FEDEE L #
BICANZ ZLoORERBFINOGOFRI[ PAZABRICEOTDERINTW B,
Brown and Levinson(1987:12)1%, [ 4 3 fh 0 K, FrICE =ZFH O HFHEDOHE L BH
LTEY, ZRRBEAPEFZ T LIV DR I22CECEERY L FIOMHAETALS
ABTEDBPoT VS| i, Leech(1983: 132)i3 [ =F 1 HEHE & L CHFHE
TEEIPREEBZERTHY, HE2EVELFoRERHICET 22 FoE
BicEdsnri0dEBEARAERTH L] LEMLZLELT, K74 42 2AHRICHT
2R alasr—vavETALORREZEML VS, L2LliFed, HE

RIELCOVTOEENRHERICE CREERAL TV R,

2000 FARLABEEE L C % /2 Eelen(2000)F % BER & T 23N T 7o —F Tl &
o ANZoffie L<To [—RWEZFAL A R] &, #ifibotae Lo [ZXRW
FIZA4 P22 ZXHL, —RWEZ7A4 P A 2AZRNREHAREEDIRELLEZD
NTwz, 25THdablE. PABHETRAZEOELSOLRAMEEITHRIIC
BUIZA Y/ FIA4APARBBBHICE > T RELE)  [EHABHEHE | 2EH5DH
ZHEOFER. FELF/EEF (RUF) oXFNECHET Ao TEICLELE
%9 %, Culpeper(2011:234) 3 = v 2 =74 AV L LTDAL VRIS b+ A RBoH
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TaHhT, (4 vy FI4 FARFEFEZ) 2= v bick 2% F(addressee) & A L <,
ZnEHICT 5# & F (over-hearers) KM I CTF A vanz | &, MHAFTARIICE
F2A4 Vv EIA b A R0BEMESSEORMAEZEML TS, LAL, ZoEEEC
bbb, EROMATAZNRELTA Y/ FI4 2RSS ABMHEITEIC
FUIEZHORMAICODVTHRHLAZMERFHKRATIZEAEHFEL & v (Xia and
Lan, 2019),

KR clE, ZABMHEITHBICES T4V ,/ T34 ARARCEOLIUTOEDLD
BHET D,

L ficnd aRiGics T (FiEom T o3 HH)

2. o7 A4 2% (724 AL WIEWED T )

LA L T (rALAVE Y /v RTEL5) K AF3/ HETE) o, b
%0 (X R 7 0

4. Z DR, o7 24 ZADBHICHLCTCEORE (kb Eobhnd) O
Av/ FI4+A2RORE)

3. BEEG B o AT

ST e [~y v T4 v 7 BMfTbhTw b B L —70 LINE TR
EVTHhHd, vy rvT4av i, BaoEMNEERES LHELLEZY, HFEZ T4
LAYV T2MHEGREDL 2 T wEiEd, KEQ23)Tirahiez Yy /K74 4R
DEEPLAM L HC 7 24 22 MFE LV ECMEMN T TV XIS ICRAAWV X I,
SHERLEVOWEIRIA P AR AL T7T7TY— | AKFTAESVWE FTF 23 TR
BENTW2d0EHHALTCWE ., Thbt BB LEFTAZBEBKLZIFZ A4
REEATRLAESL, REOEGRIC Lo THE 2B, SFLFOHC 7 24 X2 &EHD
ZMBREFODDOLIEA L LN TELLDI, COLXIBRBELEEDRAy -
DEAEZCEDODAMITY—FHAVILICE>T, BELTFRETLE FTA 0EF %
EH AT FTICHED I LICR D,

MEEEIE. KR¥ (B oF =2 AEHDO X v =2 HNT % 7 v —7 LINE TO
POV LDEMTH L, OV —TITE, BHEEHIFEEL O RERIT 32 %
HEANDFF8I AVSMLTEHY, WHEY -7 VEHOA v FEEZHEKLED OB I
HHTI2HMTHHAINT WS, DAV AN=pHET Y =T, -3k v
Yo7 LT,
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(FREEHI] A:32ma vy rxy b /B:32miTyy=7,/C:27T®#A

| % AES 537
BRENEKTT,

Bl2ED (&) TY,
1 | & |77 —MIBEZTBW0BOAALABEERIRRSLYN LI ZTIVET, 16:18
EFRETEBEVEEZITFTTORVWOBD AL L LELA LITNIERS TR 74— b

EBROTHENETOTAZELA LS BBEVLET,

2 | Az 7 16:29

3 (Blrav7 18:07

4B INDHLAREIC3 ¥ AT Z&ICR-7-0BTY, Wik AL < BFBEVWEL X 18:08
EN

5(Cclzrar7 18:10

6 | ClEZLELE 18:10

7 | ClATABETABALRY T | 18:10

8 |AlBALIYTY ! | 18:36

9 | A|E (KFRABEME) 27EICALTEETVWE0BTY 18:37

10| A atC 18:37
(HAEH) TRRICP>TETH?

11| C|MeechksETEYT 18:38

12| A(REYT (F14R) 18:41

13| C |[SFETwitterlg LHT=DTEIAELEL7+RA—-LTLIZETWNE 18:43

4| C|l| (TAT~E) 18:44

15| B|®RES5YAy FLALEDANE 18:45
BFERYBEFERDRBEIZ 72D TE

16 | C |ILRIFSNSEARICA Y LHIEEFOLNREEERE CSEEARBIXF 2 BT, 18:47
EIAHEBE O ALBREDITT

17| B|xwzsh, ®TTahk ! 18:51

18l VYLD HEE - \ \ N 1855
BERE~N, T =7T ittﬁﬂ’\]it%@i;ﬁ%%ﬂ%ti?t‘&()

19 | C R OFEL R WSNSAERB LA > TELNTHEF A LA LR TT - | 18:59

20 | B|ZvY=7HZ0BBICF Yy A F~RF FFROT () 21:13

21 | A |ZNiE & Z S0P 2 Lo TE LIZAAIEN 21:16

MEM I, HEEROBEFC T Y7 —F 2KET 32205
L. RFEFRTHE AL BBRZ Y I7CINET 5, BlafiiF<., 4B

hEs., zhicx
THEEF — L~

DDA L ZNICkZ o HEHMN ZIT I a0 FMTOLY LY THo D,
ZABEICEA~TIRE WS HENEZANTIC RT3 EWwR 5,
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MWTA BOoBETHZ CHRAL Y TRi%kY), TCTRHEEOHRMY TH 2
AN LcHBEELZ®E2Z2, AZzhic [ BALEYTT ] EREFEL, RIT TFZ
[(KFLHEBTAL] 22vichbFEE T3 OBTY ] LKLz LTAD
MAEfToTWw2, CEALAIVAEVADT, COXFEEIHTOZ LML E VKA
hbicmdonizdboZeE2bhd2R . [ ]LvwH Db r2EEOMBEH VW
22 EMFELA-> T L e@BEMNICERLTCHY, MBLAECHMNL GRS
Bhd, $7.[7vichbd] LIS KRBEF. [7vichda@gErd%] LwvwiH
CIETI2HRENRAREZEREL CWLID, BEELAZHLTWI b X DR

PREECHTIZdDTHIBNEANAACHATELRLS, 724 ZABLIE2WTH,
SHERBHLORENEERZ [7vichshrd ] Lviilifie LTith®H 7 = 4 X 2 HMHx
MICESILEN T 200 TIEHEN, RFEOAELLT [7iCh2IhdH5L Db
WHSlOET 28 THL] LWwHIHEBLA-,TEY, HC7 24 A Em®LLTW
kit s,

RICEZVDX, 16CLUKOMIYTH 5, CIFHA T, BEKD 7 7 7 287 ik
ABEIDEEOASDEB TR INTL RN L B 1T BN, BRiCkERNL
Mo CHBEE~HITCIEHEIAI L2 TC, [HFBEO2L AR E2F T &7
FARALZ2%FTH, 17BlRRZhiEHLC T2z, ®TTahk! | LIHEDHLT
BROERRZ, ~HFOARCDZ 7 7OHMBITIIERET, ICL L THRADBTR AT
WRWEWIEGERY BT, T2 v Fan Ol dE-o30,.] LREZTI. — AW
Flaver] bwuiBELCL. TavyHrdoidE 2y e~z iz, C
DILLETA2REDOD, avHF L THIZHATRUARILLVE WS ZeREEIN TV
LWV b, MBI B -MCEENARRLZD, AREFERICL w & cfiifi BT
W EHERING D, EBICRICLVW CLHSD 724 2 2@ b #AEL o, &
iz, [HfEE~ Tvy =T RBRME L RETEEENZIFT L L0 &, Bk
~NEYRRFEICB LT, Ty YT Eavyr (KA) LoxlEffe, 2y v=7T
= [Fedbndkil] tHiET2, avyrix &l cby, zvvy=T7iF L
nAEE] thrhb, SEERAELMTF 724 22", HE 7 2 4 X 2K MEAM T
52k d, LHAL, CCCTRARTAMEREEDT VBRI TONL TS LW
2755, $hbb, AEGHEEZEECL T HEFCLMEESCIEEZ XL LT 21
e, FAEEDREILS, T2 747 "FVRDENEHE 2T RELL VS
fifE#lcH 2, ccciE b ks, ARICLWZ LicffifEz BvTw3icdh 2
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boLT, B BRECMMBEEDZ2H-rDI XIBFHELTCVREIbDERXEIL
HRTEZ, 2¥ 0, KA LEBBIUPZ Vv Y =2T07 24 R%2ELMEMNTFEZRSZD
FE. W TCLWAR] 27— L, HC7 24 A2 G0 2008HEETH D L
SH% 6w T 2 07,

ZRICH LT, 20Bldzvy=7CThr2H0banFMchEICHEESTS, 2%
[Fe vt ldvznwn] taix, 1ISATZobnZ-HE 7 24 20fiE%2 B C
ToTwb, AP [zvy=7] thoTwdid, Anosrinbd [FLbhk
iG] C ACHIE I Nz vy =T 2ko7 24 RT3 bDEEILN
2, 2L, CORMUMBERLEZ [F¥A4F] 2 [FFFFILT0) 2w EeiER
TOIRABTELTHOCINHKO P LEEHEHICE>TEY, ZOLIICHMMICHZ TS
ET, NV EZF—VEAY VYT ERFNITY Lo TWn 5,

L2l 2I1ABoAC Y = 4 Affiff2iFd v, 2I1ACE [ Zhiz k2 oatto®
2boTELEBAEN] X, GRimAINLTRVWEd0D) 2y =T TK
RO BATCHEARN] &, vy =To07 24 ZABE/H%Tansdd BEA
D7 A AMEEHKET 2, T2, AUFEADP-UAoTELT, EERT LI A&, #
Feh c MEBAHREZT2HEEH IR > T3,

TP, K13 s ARICEHEZRELHHFETCHET OB~ I Ry FPEMETI E T, T
D LINEZ A =7 Toeh) ikl hbN TR,

9A, BATHWVWOLRTWVWEI AT TV =ik, WIFhd, SERED LM I
TELIHNRL,. RFEOERICI - THMTEINAF LT NOH 2. [ “HOR L F7 TV
—] THBZLVSILHATEL, 2FED, HFO7 =/ RICWEL T2 XHIcRx
TC.ZDEHAC7 24 ZDEERTTONTEY, 724 AL LBH B, & biT,
HFERBEECHTOATLEN, ZRICE->T 72422 REINIDRESLEH
DB, FHECTHIZZOMMOL Yy =T TH B,

4. Z NBHAEfTHECET2A4 Y/ F74 4R
DEonhzstz, 5B ANBMAEGTRICETEAY /K74 P32 Bic
FERFTRzRZLEDODNDE 3OO ERET 5,
O % NEMEATRHICH T 2RO M5 & B L a5 e
Hid U 72 & 38 (2008) o sy < ix, S0, HAEMBN, S5 EEN BN 2 0 3 %
TELRRFEBEREDDOFENETLOOLNL TS, L2 L., RifKicsF 2 [HE
AR AB.CZLEZND2L Ay -V ERBETOHNLTWEIRLd22bbT, #— A
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—HELTZENIEHNTIREETR> Ty, THIFELFIELL T L THEE
EHCCTH, ZOHRRERHE L2720, BXEORBOBMIVBHEIZI b LEZ2LN
2, BE#ITbh W E3BHEA VY FIA beAAEN 22, LINED X 5% SNS T
OFLWHAETRRE I, e x84 s [FEMEE] BRI L2055 5 /RS
bHb, Thabb, NEMEfTAECEWTA Y /K74 P eiFlidhz b0, v
FAVELIH LM THRERLLIEFRS AZVwDTH 3,

@ % ANBMEATHICE T 55588 & ko

Z5F 1, FEMNICEHERINLNEFEETE LAY, REFEOBBXRAET 2133 7228,
HEB TRHERICEZ I E Ao Ty, BEASRTFICh 5B, &3L(2008)
THEMINTVWI LI ASENFREZFELED» DV LT 2T Th, aBHFEIELD
BERDZEL9, Thbb, RUFLIER 2 H560ZX T FHOEOETH 5, #
FHDORLY EVDBEERDA, B, ZAV—7HTEHEKNEED CickoTiTbh
Tw3Zbid, B2LTEBAZE2 2, COLINEDOEBMA Y N —3FEERICHT 2
et mBEE VI ANMBEFREREBICERIATCEY, ~BRNICHATREREF IR
HEOMMBIELEEZLNTWVSE, TNRENTH 26 THELE] 32220
FLLTHEREINTHOEREDO TR, BELILVWE 2202 d Lhkwn, #
D55 5 # (side participants) DS 5 O EEEW AZElicowTircokHic, ¥v %
HattRMAHmE D o TEXL T LELRD B,

B % ABHMETBICBFZ2 7+ —< v R

Goffman(1959)i3. AT A B 3 [ HCE L2/ (self-presentation) | @ Il % 5 i
L7z, Zx 3 s o0 Lok sic, HEfTACEWT [EELvwHEHD] %
E2RL XS5 ET 5, Haugh(2013:48)i3 7 =24 2 [ 2R ] oflHicES #EE, 7 =
427 —=2% [(JF) SB/BITHICL o TASRME OFFM 2 KRFT 2T7H ] AL T
W3,

Goffman {3 X7 + =< VY R & N7 3 —< VA0 G X 2 HEHEICTEHRNICHEL 2
boL [MEEHN 2 (BEL,/ BHELEIAE) ] DDCHBELEZ, N7 45—~V 2Ty
R, MEfTHOHTFICHLTD [HLE] 6habDTH P, Kok ric, 894
bOSMEDT T2 NGV 3IABHATHEZT > HAE. KALbZETTPH LD T
2B LHK T LMOSMEI»OMAETAZBEINL TV W) EHILM D
DTREVELI 2, EBA B, Ced [HES0HEE | oFEZEHRL WL L
F, BRE~NATEZRFT 2B ho T2 2oL TH2, LaL, HFEICK
2T, YOl HHACEBREREZVARIELZZIEIT THE, T ABMHETAHICE VT
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R BB EE R oE (G, BE FME, L) MPEliE e L CREL T 254,

ED XS BACKRE DX ) A HETERTRE 20 W IZIEFEICHEICR L5 5,
FBEDODHCERDE, 2 ANciF@EVIERIMoNTH, HloNiciEFF I 4 P VK
FA MV BRELAENCZIRON, $EELIFMMEB b 2ARELED H 5,

5. b Y i

EBRoH2CH T IMAETAIR, ORI L P A 2R CHEROME L Th T
ZlxloxmAZF ik, 2 AEPHESIEISNS ETfifbhdcd L, Tnb
DEMBEMETHRRRICECTA Y/ FEIA4 P A REFEZ BRI, HiEFo e 7
= A AL DTS Y, S5 H L HEB#E (bystanders) D F1E % & ® 72 25 O Bl &
CHEHMER T AR -2 WO P ICT ILERD B,
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%g * %iggug %Fﬁﬂ@f &unﬁﬁuﬁﬂé’j‘u il Cf%‘?”é%‘?%
—1 think DfFFIZEER L T—

KEIREE (/) — FIVE DL T RF)
TTARBET (FhR)

< Abstract>
This paper examines the differences in interpretation of / think between L1 and L2 speakers. In this
study, an interviewer (L1 speaker) and interviewees (L2 speakers) respectively coded all instances
of / think that the L2 speakers used in four 15-20 minute interviews, using Zhang’s (2014) functional
categorization of / think. The results show significant discrepancies in the interpretations of / think
between these speakers (43 out of 87 instances (49.4%)), among which seven cases (8%) may
potentially cause misleading communication (e.g., the intended meaning of “mitigation” by the L2
speaker was taken to mean “emphasis” by the L1 speaker). The findings suggest the importance of

developing metapragmatic awareness among both speakers (McConachy 2018).

[FF—U—R] XA ZEERHGRIER - [ think + BRSGEFESE - B - SR Z 2

1. XC®IiC

FRERAY A & o AfE: (epistemic stance markers) 1%, FELFEDOIE - lBEAEHT LT
HORERY — SN TS, FSHFEEORBAIA Z o ZAFOERSHEE
FFHBARIC O W TITREICZ < OAFER 2 STV 25 A (Bardovi-Harlig & Salsbury 2004;
Fm@m%%ﬂM%ﬂmiM@&Dw@mymD@)\%E®@@\%ﬁ¢:¢@%ﬁ%
LB A # v AREB OB LM & FOMINE NS | A XEE EilcER L
IRITIE & A L, Bl xR, REMRBINA Y o AE#,TH D 1 think 1 XFFFEFRE -
FREIHEABEE 2 S < (Kirkkdinen 2003) | vEBhEDG 72 S ORERE R ¥ o AAEK
R WIRBEE N D EENESIERATEL LR D EFbILTV S (Bardovi-
Harlig & Salsbury 2004) . L2>U [ think (%, BEROMMIHEHAINLDHLR T, Funlf
WHHEHIND L WK T 5 L 0Bkt H 5 (Zhang 2014)
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ZZTAME T, BRI O 2FMIC e D HAREREOFGETHE & FEENGERE

REEE M, WE OEFICHIEE S A C D et 5 2 L 2 E L T, () FEE
DR FRRER A U T 1 think RN L0 EMECEGEGEITED5 X525 () 8
F & WEERFEE O 1 think OFFFUII 2 EHIEEN A C D0, LW IH 28 5BETD !,

mm

2. WEFE

AIFGETHMT 2 DIE, HEENFEEE 1 AL D LRV~ B 448~ R &
Ea—lZBW T, EEHENMEA L I think TH 5, FEHEIOTNRL 20 Ro&ikET, %

FEEIENEE LT BARORFTEY, TEFPICHRGEERORFIN 1B L, FEER
Flx, HARTOIEGEEREDN 15 FLULELOBMHBTH D, b, 7— X IERIAYF,
FEHELEANZOHEZRBEL T2 b OO, HEGE LI LRI R 1o T,

FERGIE. (1) BREREE IC K D FBEE~OEN A v 2 Ea— (B ISHRE) | (2)

A ZE2— R TORY K FETHELNIZFEEBT D I think DFREZ = — R L
727 —4%. (3) LR BEEERE N E O I think D%z 2— ML LTi=5— 2 Th 5,
MDA v HEa—F, A1 F 2T —ThHRFEEENSFET L 13 1 TITv, ¥
FHI, BFET, BFEE. WFENL 6 HED 4RIz THEM LT, RFHTIE. B8
OO, LG TN, Bl RTERERHTATEARL NS 3DD FE Y Z71TOWT, &
5ORRE R MICREFEEIT R o7,

# 1 Zhang (2014)D I think DEERERI534E 2

HEhe FERNE
AHEeZZ (Tentative) RHENS . REDRE, HROR S Z2H#KT
1 (Mitigating) I%E'?J%E‘Z EMZ L, WEERSWHEZRNT, BETFOmRB ZH#D.
e
#3H (Emphatic) TIRDOESWEIRD 5
ikaitmik (Discursive) A 2= —2a ORERDLIZDOEOREDL 5L O
A (Bvaluative) FRICR D5 LFEOHW - FHiiE &3 (W oRE

QDIBVIED A o # Ea—Tid, FEHENKFEROBEH D I think OWEBLEFT % B AGE
MEEGEE OFEH LTI EE L, £ 10 Zhang (2014) OHRE L 72BERERI 2T ST
BE O I think OFEAOBER%Z 2 — NMbLiz, 72, ZORMIZOWTHHMALEE, 3)T
i, AV Z a7 —ThAREHEENERE - BEREILT—F%2 b L, TXToOFH
B O 1 think %7 11206 THREERNZ = — R L., ZOMIUZ >N T bl E RSl L7z,
72%5. Zhang (2014)i%, # 1 © 5 SOBEENSMLTHIMTHET 2T T, KL
DDHDIELIRRTND, Flz, FFED h— U FOEBRMEZIMEICOVWTHER LT
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5, IO, FTEE - FEEEEN 2 — MeT o, LTEF A&, LEIST T2
ULoWEeEbiF 22 &b & Lz,

F—=H IOV TIE, £, (DA X Ea—iE, TRTCEERERILEET, 28
FOME U7 1 think i L7123, £0%, Q) THOLNFEEFIZX D [ think D= — Kb
T4, QORFEEEICED I think ODFERERL LAY TEF L, MROHEIEEOH

BEIZDWTER « BANZONT LTz, s, FEE L BEERE 2 2L Lo Z 2T 7215
HlE. TOWT IO ELEED 72 G A TS e o To & B de LT, BRI, R EN
IARHESE) & TRREEIERR] ZHREICH T, BREEED [REER] 0L e T Ga
LD Z A L CHIEE R eV & B 2 T2,

3. SfrofER

3.1 RO EREER

ARETIE, EROBEERIZOWTOSITREREZRE LTS 2T, ARORED—>T
H 5 (1) FEEOBEFRRZB U T I think OFERX N LY EEICRFEEE DD L0127k
LOPZONTHRFTT 5,

#2 HEOSEEPEE - REESEO I think OfFRP R 284 (%)

. L () THY =3 B = =y adt
4]
A 100 0 100 333 53.8
i (/1) 0/2) (4/4) (2/6) (7/13)
s 333 50 37.5 66.7 52
S (1/3) 1/2) (3/8) (8/12) (13/25)
PR 0 50 44.4 333 385
HR 0/2) (3/6) (4/9) (3/9) (10/26)
712 6 A # 57.1 62.5 20 66.7 522
WP 6 1R %)) (5/8) (1/5) 23) (12/23)
e 46.2 50 46.2 50 48.3
ariit GEER) (6/13) (9/18) (12/26) (15/30) (42/87)

By aNOETE, FRIROBIEERYI think HHESL

£ 213, FEEORKIEENT [ think DR, FEEANEMEF (12827
—) ThHHINFEFEEDOR TRR > TWEBEOEIEEZR LI b D THD, TiDOERD L
BY . I think DLERE 8T HID 5> B, FHLF - B & FTHRDES7ZDIL 42 1 (48.3%)
Th oz, BEEEROFEENAFHI45%~50% T, RERBEAZET R -7, £z, BRI
THTH, FEETHEFLW L CHEOEMBENE L, RN RGEN M ELEE
ZBNDITH PO LT, BRI HEE THBRIAIEF T 50%L L& @mh o7z,

BFEE OB EFNT 38.5% & . OB L Y LHEERPORCELS 2o T0DH, B
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B ESHERTH O 2 & FERG RIS A T thinkOFERUCHEH L T—

HNZAHT LIz E 2A, TRIEFBFICLDPRENS LV KFEONFICLDENTHD
ZERbirols, FlzE 2V OBFHRORFETIE, THEEZIANTHETT) &
WO BERNCH L, BEEDOHBERSF, T bREDO~A VT 4 I2O0TORENE
fahic, TOPTIIHIDE X RN DARBAEE | ] think DEEBMAEA STz, L
L, MPEZORFETIE, RITORWL] R 2 FE TRAEBE] ICOWTEETIR
PLCD Ithink 3% < . L VIXH & ORBROFNRZ I D 7o [think ZERT 5 2 & 7% <,
BERARWT DRI TD I think 1ZEFHONEBNTHDB R LT,

DFEY ., BFENOD I think 13 TFHAHIE) A2 <, BPEEZIT REHER] 7L T3
FIWr ) LIS 1 think 735 <MEbiv Tz, [RHIHEIEG O 1 think 1ZHEEERE SCIRIZ & H>
. BEWAERE & LTI think D FTREZRFRO P TIIR B EAL RS bDOTH S, FiL32 T
HERR T AN, ZOLEITEROIENIRN A FREENEWNEEB I LI, 20T &b,
2 Y OBFHR L BFELOBMEEEOEL V) OIE, BIZRFONEREEL TWDHEHT
T, BFELEZEBRBEb TN RN EE X NS,

SHTORER, (1) FEHE OB E 8 U T 1 think OFEXN &Y Tl RRERE 5D
DX DDNENH FITONTE, HEERIIE T EERbEWVWEE ThoTz, Fiz,
BEERIZIE, BRIV b, SFORNENREELEZ T\ Z N bnol,

32 FfRIROSAR
KRIETIL, RIRONH & EBEOERFEOH 2 EL L2 9 2T, ARBOL H —HOOET
B B (i) FEE & BEREREH O 1 think OFERICIZ /2 EEEN 4 U5 O ONTERT D,

%3 RO
o LT e WEEE | AP
NS 30 3 1
KEFN 1 0 0
R 0 0 0
PR RGN 6 9 0
FRATH T 2 2 10 3 1

3L, RROFHEE Db DOTH D, HFINA 2 27— Zhang (2014) |

O HREMSET, BTN FEEOBRIANE TH D, HWIKEHIT, f1 2=
T FBREOMRP =L TV LI TH D, R3DLBY, THREE] TBEVOfE
WITEN RN — AN 30 I T b %<, Fio, THEEER SHIES 27— 228 9 f
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LW Z DT E b D

Zhang (2014)iX, I think QIR 72 EWHERRIL TFHIHIET] TH Y., EORERENILE S
T TORFH - BREEAEAR - FHESE - BB & Vo2 OMOBEHRERBELTVDH EE X
TV, Flo SERL TS PT, TR & TR - &) OBEEOMICITH 2/
DR DD Z R LTS, MBIROSAEHD L (RWVIKEHS) . FEED IR
R La—NMeL7olo, BEEFEED ) SMRLZb00n 5 6], FEED T
il OB THESTZHDONR, A o2 a7 =% B8 Leoxbohicon 14, =0
WH 16l -7z, ZnbOFlL, FEEOBMAEEI BRIZZITRONTND &) A
T, HRREEE L EZ 605,

Wiz, BEED R o T- 261 & ERREEED H o 72 2 Bl et 5, S 1 & 203, il
BEDS 7270 o T BRI 22 BT 5, BB 11E, U DS FHPICT T MANT OPRFETH
D LFEL TN Z L 2ZT CORFEEN. SCRIT 1 think ZFFA L. EHEANICH B0 R
FTHELNEL BoTHEY, BEORVERFHRZ T N, ZOFICONTIE, (v
a7 —LaVOWIN [RHEFE] LN~

Pl = U (%) Line 97-101

A HE 2T —: Okay. All right. Well, so you go to Seattle. How often have you been to Seattle?
=SUN Um, in two or three weeks, I think.
A BEE LT —: Uh-huh. Okay.

PR 21Z, T U PERE R ST OB OSFT A ML EORFETH D, T

EFEE A F 2T BT TG SRR U, B2 2R D & I think D

AR um, hmm 72 EDZVERD DY | $5-072 & DY51#0 T 1 think 28D TN D Z &8
RTHEND, £, $BE1 & 2 &L BITORPIXTITHND [ think & 72> T3,

P2 7D (BT 6 HK) Line 85-97

AT —: What's your favorite beach?

THY: Uh, Shimohama (laugh)

A BT —: Ah, okay. Why do you like that one?

T Cause it’s close from here.

A BT —: Uh-huh.

TAaY: And also not many people.

A BT —: Mm-hmm.

T Um, and, I think, um, hmm, and wide enough. (laugh)

PR3 L AITERZEEEOH 720 TH D, 31, =IORFEZI T 7oA V&
Ea—60bDThHd, TIFEELZITAIOWTHEHMN., T F ORI
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RNl KANEZTTIZ) 2T, Mk E5R0o TR polenZiHE L T D,

W3 = (BFE#) Line 252-267

T3 And she was always sitting next to me and she was super friendly person.
A EE LT —: Mm-hmm.
T3 And I-I think she really wanted Japanese friend, so she tried to talk to me in Japanese

and then, um, we talk-we talked every single class and then we decided to go to café
or have lunch together some time, and that’s how we got that close.

2O [ think \ZOWT, =IHFT IRfEFE] 2RO, MO AR E S o TH D0
POBERNTE, FIEZIZTWMATZ Lo TV OR—F Rt BNET, | LaAy
Fl7eo —Ji. A2 a7 =ik, TiE) SR L. T8I T think 20 ik
BANTNDZENEL WIELTWDHEDESWEHITTWVLDOTIE] LT 5,
P4 bEED B> 72 r — A Th 5.

¥4 = (B8%F) Line 147-155

AHEE 2T —: Who is the most influential or important person for your study at Maynooth university?
B) = Um, here, during my study abroad?

A B E 2T —: Uh-hmm, yes.

Vo=t Mm-hmm, I think one of my professors. Um, he was teaching two classes of me. One

is The Politics of the EU, and the other is The Politics of the Ethnic Conflict, and both
of them are really interesting.

PRI, A B a7 =R EERONF 22, HEETEENOB D N, a3
SR TH D, A F T —F, k3 O IOR LR, 3R SR L7, —
Ji. Ak, TEER) 2L T I think Z#EH LT 5 &R L TWe, TOBmE
LT, THEROREXZET, BREFHOTRLLN L, MELRWZODOL DS
721 LaAr LTV,

COXDICHEENE U r —RAEBIET D & BN LT WE A T D ] think &4
CIZ WE A T D Tthink B3 % Z L 3 b o T2, ZHUL L think DAL D SCH OFEGERI 72 AL
BEIZLDHDT, XHRLIKIZBIILSD comment clause & LT D I think \ZIZELEED D 720>
Teo FOBMIL, CH - SERD T think OFSRED TRIESE ) X T8 Lo 72 b DIZRR
EEINDMHELEEZBILD (Quirk etal. 1985)

AU L, SCBRICELIVD [ think ([ZITEEERS 2 MEM DS R 67, SCHTH > THHEL
BER I o e r—A b B DD, THUL 1 think & IS B~ DO S% TEWARO T
O RHDLETH D, BRI, um hmm 72 EMO 7 ¢ T —DBEEA > TWDHEHEEIT

X TH - CH Rl E - FEEOMITN TREEERR) MR L Tz, 7272, B
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WOFHENY &7 IERBNRWIGEIT, MIROIRNIENR D 7= DBIEERZ < e o7z,

DX D IRITEAD [ think IZONWT, A VA 2T —OFHEEMEY UE, [TRERGHE
T I think 23252 & T, BN FRITHTHHEL S OIS LTS LW LT
WoH EEBZOND, —F., FEFIL XD I think %, FIZ—LZRET TRERARNZRE
RELTHRRLZZDIHEHLTNDLZ R, RO A Ehbbiol, HEARZR
BRI L UTHERT 2 Ithink 13, BEETHLALGED TLE S ] BEEL TWD ATRekE
bHDHB, ZIUCONTIIE HICTRAE L BENLBIIRDTIEAS D,

SSHTOFER, (i) B H & BFEFRE O 1 think OFFFRICIZ22EHREE DL U5 D)Mo T
. FEERNLE ORENH LN 5T, BRI, SCHAD T think T, IROFRHY L
72 HILRRBN 2 NGET, FRIROENIER Y | BEESA U S RetErnm 25, &6
2, BEESEE DA 2 C a7 — 3O TRERLGE] O I think % THFH] £&625
DD > 7o DIZR L. T XS I FEEITITA bR T,

4, FE&®

AR T, L BFEREW O 1 think OIRIROENZONWTELRLZ, 2FETOA
YHET v aid, BWEGAAE I ET TR AVOBGREREICHLBERT LS
PNTVAHN (Young 2011) | FEL T - & R OGN A & o ZEF O FEFR OFRE A
KR EZRY, BOOBL WG LES T THRICZTIED LRt & 5,

ABID I think \ZOWTIE, & LF & & FOMRD?IE > THIFRISE & 2R 025
MEARIIIRERPEEERIFIRVED, EOVORIROE VIR 3L Z 2L, 7T
IE - BT OBENHT Nl bBx NG, HEX ERLVINVDOFEEETHST
b, WA TE D 1 think WEIZEDRIE TZT LD b ATREMEN & 5 8%
FEWESTAZERMETHLIILERLTWS, £F0 LT, FEECIUENTE 5,
EHRRALVSVLRERDIAFRLOZI 2= —va VORRIZ, WHCHOZEDE
RV B, P L OBREEZHEEL TOL D2 EEBPRHEICRY ANRD Z EBRHREEN
D&, IERL b TV D A ZFEMGRINER (McConachy 2018) D WEEM: 2”2 L
TWsEEx LD,

B3
AMFZ213 ISPS BHFE JP17K02999. JP20K00908 DBI% A2 T 7~ b D Th 5,
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e

'SEIORIE, < ETIORFEDOYEEMOMROAEREFTRTLOTHY | EHIHF
HELTITO D THD, ZOWRDOHICLY | BEEHE - FEEIZOVWTOMRE —
AbT 2 Z LIXERLTH 2R,

2 KRR DOFIFRITHIR Th D,

31 think so\ZPE VY AL LTSN TEY | BEICIERRERA 2V AER TN e B
Z. BITIEEDen o Tz,

ZIROCHR
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FEWVEWEBEWEBEY @ 7 A 7 =— 8RB B S e M
ATHE—H
FORRFERF BN AL R R AR B AR A iR B = Ky B 98 B DC
gingerale@asagi.waseda.jp

<Abstract> In the relevance-theoretic literature, dissociative particles in ironical utterances,
such as huh, are standardly considered expressions which linguistically encode a procedural
constraint on the higher-level explicatures. Although this view leads us to treat a dissociative
attitude of irony as the higher-level explicature, it differs from any lexically encoded ex-
/implicatures, in that it is explicitly cancellable, and that it is subject to Moore’s Paradox. This
suggests that the attitude is constituted as neither a higher-level explicature nor an implicature.
This article argues that the traditional view which treats an ironical attitude as a higher-level
explicature fails to capture its nature, and that it should be construed as an analogue to

“conventionalized indirectness” of usual indirect speech acts.

[F—U—F]: BEMEER - 7 A o=— GKRKRE - THEMEBE - BHESHEITH

. BLFOERLERRE

(S AIEVWWRE] L0 )H I (=(la) 2FREET DITAHIL. TORERZ2EINIZA
BHIORKPEBWVWE NI Z L (5(1b) OHZHT ., TOFHFLFENREDOH - FHETO KN
BWEE-TWBHEWNH ZE (=(lc) ZbiaEL I 5,

(1) a. CRRIZWDI NN EONERZNDL) 4 BITVWVWRRTE,
b. 2022 % 11 H 26 HO K FEIZTWVWWERR T,
c. FELFIT 20224 11 A26 HOERENR VWV KRTEEE-TWS,

L0 BRI VBT, HRMICHENNE p 2 BRI 2EEN D, TOREE D
pEtBE-oTWVWDHEWS Z LA, REBIIHERT 22 &8 TE D, Austin (1962: 48) 7 G

E.Moore D S %D 5> “imply” LIPAL Z OHRBEMRIZ. 5 0 OFE M. F i
MEHGRIZB W T, H D REIEDERE (explicature) 75 IR EE (higher-level explicature)
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EELEHMBN e A0 —fEE L THMBEIN TS (cf. Wilson and Sperber 2012: 23-
24), BB OB TE ZE, (1b) 1TREFE (la) ZTICHBEINEZRETHY ., (o) TZED
REIZKHT L LFORE, T obbRRRETH D,

REIIKHT LT LFORETHDL LW ZOME L, —ooREIZHLTHEITIND
EMWRERIT TFELFIiE- ERoTWD ) tnobpice EEbRn, L& ZIEFELF
WIELE D RFEMAT (la) 2FaE LGS, BB (le) 122 T 5 LFIX 2022 4
11A20 HOREBWNRR THDL I LEFEATWVD] L0 mENREEZ X0 BE M
DEVWERERZEL LTHEILTLIZLIChD, MEEEGTIEIZIOLIIC, —DOREIL
ML) 2 ERESEER LERICHLLOD, 2056 ERRET-7-b0 L LT
HINDONERFBRICHERS LEBMERRECTCHDLLEEZX D, ZNIETRDL, &—
T=F—AT 4 VIR EBEWHRTO “imply” IZX->THLNDIFEL FiL-- - LTS
O ETHABAREERREDI GO —2L LTHMBINDIEWNWHIZETHD,

B FHLERNT A0 =—2 5o TWEH I ERHLNREAICIE, B imply 1T
DAarfelen, WE BLAZLTWETERROTENWTIHA T LE s W I RWICE
WTEHELFERBET T (la) 2HFELLLET L, ZITHLFEBLNLLZEDHZWVWNK
RELES>TWD LEZEANTE—RIITHRS L THEEEMEN——720 TFELFIT
ZOHRVWRRIEE B >TWND ] LW mBEMEBEREREL>TZmREELIZRLT,
ROVIZTFELFEZOAPVNVWRATZERATEATLERVWEESTND ] ol
BB NSH S NS, BECH LTCODIZHEMEERS > &5 2 5 Uiz e % Bk
a1 [TEEERVREEE (dissociative attitude; Wilson and Sperber 1992, 1993)] & IE(Y, =
NE7A ==l GRRELARTONS HOBEETH D,

2. TAOZ—ERRBLFHPIEK

D (la) BEHI TH-o7L I, FEAEOSEERRITIETNET A v=0/VICH
WODPEPEFELENRBRT LN TEDL, LALFIIZIE, 7T4/r=—TboZ &R
ZOBRXD ) HICEMMFITOENTLES TV DL EHERABGFET S,

(2) a. FEWIEVE E W AW,

b. W H T A, (TEBI)
(3) Lisa: It’s a good tape recorder. It’s a nice one, hunh? (Norrick 1995: 690)
(4) Mary: Peter’s a genius, huh! (Wilson and Sperber 1993: 22)
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7l 2 RIC, AAEAGFRERSTOROERICHLTASL S (2a) #3iFLI L
To5E, ENETAR=—TRNVEDELTHRITI201TMO THETHDL, bHAAL
S MWLM HLRDOERZmMAWVWEE ST 2a) 2HFmELEARE L LA TN E, £
DEITHMELEZL LTHMROMERIZED LRV, AN ADR S OEDERK %2 HHES
HZEBRELBVLDOBELNR A THoLERELTHLRLETHD, MEDLLT S I
TAR=—%F55TVEbDE LTMRINTLEI, 2D &IiF, 2a) BT A r=—
ELTHMRENDIDIE S OEMPHROZITRY FOENWTERWEWNS ZERLTW
5, B LAMBERDIT (2a) 28 TIEWIEW] LW RFRA=YEFATHIZY | BFE

AW DAMBEIZEVIEINTWEY Lo ERXNEMERS I LEDIEI»TEA D,
INERBEDOZ LIE, WUL TR A—Y ] 28T (2b),(3), 4 KB L THETIXE
L. THOLIEFBELORAZUBRMBEENIC [T A n=—FHAERB] LMEEF S,

1 ATy 7 A m=— 2D BB I BRI T A v =—F3E 0 mRE
BThHorLEEBEBADNTWVWD, Z0OFx L LEROBRLEEZGDLEDL L, TAr=—HHK
Bz Rt s (Rt =y 13, ME PR RBOEBEOAZZOEBKRERLE LTHE
LT D LM TWD &S Z &2/ D (Higashimori 1994: 99, H AR - F A4 2003: 99),
BHEBERICHE OV REDOEENGREEDETLOLY Fae kAT 5L 09 Z 0%
X, MEEHERICEDODRDOL I RLOGNICBNWTEOLNATELEZZAFOIEHATH S,

(5) Mary has, confidentially, failed the exam. (Ifantidou-Trouki 1993: 70)
(6) Eat your vegetables. (Clark 1991: 246)
(7) She is a linguist, but she’s quite intelligent. (Blakemore 2000: 475)

Lz (5) KA END confidentially 11, A7V —BNEBEICRRICEDEZ L 2B

DDA SNTHEZOTIEHRL, ATV —PRABRICEDLLZZELEZ2HLERNERD
DELTHEELTVAZLEZBERL TS, ZOHTIORRIL (A7 Y —RRBICHE
Bl EWIHIRBIZIEIHEREZER L TELT, DLAZFOREEZAKICLELY L9 EE
LTFOREE, 7hbbERRE HwrRMLLTVWDdEE20, FAALELTO
confidentially 72 ENRI-T OMOB XL HREFE~OBMEWERR] LMFEIEIND,
LW x, TAe=—HHARAZFEMMS T D NIV R hunh? 23 confidentially
DEHICFHELFORE LT 2 (describe) EHEHATH LIXEZMNE VD Z L%
BETDHE, LO TRHBENA—Y] b3 7 A n=—FHKRAPEBET LIEREIIHT D

FELTPOMBEREE Z#/R L CW 25 (indicate) £ B X D19 DHEHARTE, 2L (6) ITBW
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T B D T D 4% kﬂb%@f%éo T IER T — RIS TREE LFA LA Uas
DZLEMUTND] EVWI LRI ZEEN, ZOBRD S LICHLFOMAH
A RT, (6) OMEFIXCORLICHED 2T, METEABRRED T ND (3
LTPEBETFERHEZRERDLIIMLETND ] 2BOCBMBEDTH D, (7) OHAD FER
W, LI SEEETHH & THRLE P2V EY O ZFENREBRRICHDL E VI E
B(ZOBAREREE TR MBICY25) NEFEMEHA but OPITFIND Z LiC
D, MEFRBLIEAFIEITCRINTZAATOHLOICHIBISNDZ &IZD, 29
LR LICEDRET TRREE/HE~DOFHROGI] ST, 7 =—FHR
BICEFEND IV 72 8O TR /NG (dissociative particle; Wilson and Sperber
1993: 22-23, Fraser 2006: 28) & Z 4L & [A UHRE= FRiME®REZ b oL B2 b & 7,

2.1, 7TAO-_—BRARBICHES THMEBEIRMYALAETHD

Lo L, BEEMEBR FHROEICE s TEBONERRERE HES —RICER L
Al HEME (cancellability; Grice 1975, 1978, =K 2022) Z# K< DIz LT, 744 v =—HEH
FEUCHE D M REEIISENICa— RIS TV A LFTIMYVIELAIEETS D,

®) Al: Z 2T, A7V =T RICE LR L
B: DEVRNEICLIZWV->TZ E?
A2 HNR. NEIZ LS &

9) Al: BWEEZHER I,

B: £ > Cans ?
A2 #HNRR . i Lo R &

(10) Al: fIXFEFE L DOITE W,
B: ZD 225 THIMTDHD?
A2: #NO . AL L 2R U I

(1) AL: FWIFWHEEVWE AV,

B: EFHDODOH Y ?
A2: RV L R 2R K

LHAA (11A2) ZRFET D2 ZEEFHIBRNENOER, ZNTH (8-10) OF A28 LD
EOBRAAHIFTZZICE 2 (REHTRZWLWMADL ZZBIIEVEET, —BEMRIC
BELONDEZE-2THWNEAY), ZOELIBEBNOEWE, T4 0=—HFFRIICH
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LTELSNDEHHNEBEISEARETOLHEETLRVLEWN ) 2L 2MRRT 5,

2.2 BRREEL—TDINFTFIR
SHITAr=—HHERE (BLOT7 A r=—— ) FEFORGELEEK [ 5A—7T D
/XZ K27 A ] (Moore 1942, Wittgenstein 1953[1968]: 190) =4 U & & 5 (Sakai 2021),

(12) #M B> TV B L. THLRITMAE-> TWB & ixlban X,
(13) #HEIWITVWEHEHVWAE AW, THORIEFEOFE I mAEWE ITEDR W L,

Il #HiCHRARTZEY , BHEO PR ERFET LI LITFORKFEORELFE LFNELT
W5 EWIEREEEZ “imply” 75,7 5E (12) ORAFEM (=2 —T DT K7 R)
W, TR - TW5D K 225 M AKEYIC (subpersonally; Recanati 2003: 310) ot & %
BREE TFHLFERAE - TWLLEESTVE ] B, EETH5EFICBNTTCSE
BESNDZETETS THREELNLVTOFE] ELTHBPSh S, RIC (13) O
AR ORKREBEED B LFIEMAFOHEPIMA NV RATEATLRVWE B STV
DEIBRTRHENBEL LT DL, ZORRKRELERT DG FMTEOFE HAWE
FTEDZRW] EOBIZFEIXELRWVETER, EEOLZAH (13) 1T (12) & HERICR
HAHIZELS, ZTOFRIL, LeATAr=—FHAKRALE VWL LS, TP imply T2 &
KEBITHSET IEFELFER - EBoTnD] THDHEW) ZEEWMSARRT S, 2
ITHREY, THfNEBEZSREE THDH EEXDLRETEHRVWEIICEDN S,

3. PTAOZ—CLMEEZTADILTH
AT LOBEEZRIIC, T A o =—HJRAN 2 — NMET 2 pEAI L X EKRE
BELEHMOLRVICHDHETERT D, 2OVBETA e =—0ORMUEEZEHRES L
AT L L OWHFFE (e.g., HA - HHA 2003, 4 etal 2021, Itani 1994, =5 1997, 74 [
4 1997, Nishikawa 2010, Sperber and Wilson 1998, Piskorska 2014, Wilson 2006, 2009, 2013,
‘mﬂ%OﬁﬁﬁN%)mﬁﬁéﬁ AFROEROWHEINDIREEHN 225 D,
CBEEEER TIIEEN T A e s ——REBRMBEFEO ML R Lz LT,
%L%ﬁm%@%é-%%%1:~¢a:af%@%ﬁ%%%é@%mﬁ%%%E%T
FTAITAHELTEROVIS LW H A THD (Sperber and Wilson 1995[1986], Wilson and
Sperber 1992, 1993, 2012, etc.; cf. Witek 2022), Z V13 [3 18 {4 ¥ B DHEFENT A1

==K REA~DOFELFORETIEIRIKRE~DOMEDERE~DF L FORE L
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T AT AL LTHNTSNE Z L2 E%T 5, D0 74 0=—Iofk ) TeBEMREEX
5T “BR-BREE” DL52b0L LTHICHEMSNTE LD TH S, THEMW
B R B EARECORCHETHLARAVE T AABOTEIT T NS L, ThEN
EZHEMAEAREETHDI EEZEZDERORTH T INIIES LRV,

ZLTHE T, MBSEFACHOLRS (14) PREMCEREZHELOObHEL L
THRBEHEARACHI L e ELDHE. COMORIIE (2 ORFLKBEHELD L &
GBI L | LD FEMERE T O I ca— FELTVWE L B2 BIE, 20
—HT 2R THRIE? | LRbREFELER (Wi, BT L2 THEOKE
MIEE 2O W - &b FASRIEBNS — FEHCETRTH L, BEDSETL
~OERME LR W LA A o L0 S B IE, AR ChETICRY LT
Ao =—HHERLWTHTH S L L bic, MBS ETAICHE D REI IR 2 8k %5
THHETLRVEWVWI Z L EWE->TWVD,

il

i
Ay

[V

(14) Can you pass me the salt? (cf. Brown and Levinson 1987: # 0 91-92, 181-199)

(15) #Can you pass me the salt?; but I don’t want to know if you can.

EHT (15 IZRDBEY, (14) FLA—TDONRT RIZAEZELIED LV EHIZENT
b7 A n=—FHARBELILBL TS, ZOFEFEIT, (14 OEKREZIT IFLFIME
FRFBLPICHEZET L AERBEL WD) TlEkh, H<ETH TEHELFE THExF
NEELFICHEEAET LN TED] OEBEMVIZR - TWVDH ] S LTHTINDZ L
ERLTWD, bz btaE2x2L, 7Ar=—FAEXRH (BLXOT A r=——#)
D HEREE N LB I ND LEXOND “BIOL R L “ER-BREER”
ERRT AT, RLTT A r=—FHRBALHAT O FICREENTZT K- &
7RO TIERL MESETAZLAETLIRICAELN IS EEBICT 7 AL TE
HEBECHEHDL VW) Z ERERTE D,

UEDHERIZEID . 7An=—RNEET 2 RHMOEBELS LOHMESEITAIIETOR
hTOEBRERECHEE L LTARSATVAVE W IFOLELL LEARTEANRTE LD
WHES, ZLTZhIE, 29 LERER—b0BOEBMHEEsEATL —RBE TS 23
FEEROIBIZa—NMEINI DLV I HERHERINTZLWHIZ LTHH D, B
ZOfEFS, RO AW SHEN/BTHES AT HHEMICUD TRHEZMITSELZ E V)
RTEROLDDLOELFELTWEN, £5 LEEMMEHNIEHEETICEZRDEL LY, O
TIHEWEWHEAVA AW LSl EEFHWOD ZZFEEZMIZEITT 5,

P2
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EREMHOZEETALOARS [wVH] & [ A] OEBHMAIBEEE

THE &
BiR & 1 K%

<Abstract>

This paper is concerned with the linguistic characteristics of two Japanese teen slang
words, maji-manji (~ ¥ !) and pien (F¥Z A) . The particular interest is their
pragmatic function from the viewpoint of “the three-tier model of language use,” which
a series of previous studies (Hirose (2013, 2016, 2017 and others)) has proposed.
The main claims are as follows: (i) Maji-manji focuses on the so-called interpersonal
relationship rather than the situation report in the model. (ii) In contrast, the use of

pienis based on the situation report rather than the interpersonal relationship.

¥F-U-F =Yl F2A, SHEMEMO=ZEET A, RILHE . S ABR

1. 3t®ic

AfiEES, BE L Fo—-HThs [=Vil] & [FxA] OoflzRFERL.
FUR EHEN 2R ST 2220522, 2L T, EHoo—EDOPZE TIRIE
In [EHEEHO=ZEETr] OBlu»b, MEABROKHEZHWT 2,

(1) a. HIEBHERELTE | PEHE-RE.. vV H (Kudo (to appear))
b. BEADDL 5% D machook TEARy 7BV OIRrh 0wz A (L (2021b:141))

(=] . 2016 E2 5 2017 FHEZ P LICHITL 2 EHHZ LI TH 5. XIRIKAF
WeREoEWKER AT, (GH LBzl sRBEcary, [ELT] FolE
MEHEOH RO T [HEL I FOFEMBE. 51013 % Ol 0 EFW 2RIz #
TORB LELCTES, £ XA BADNEREZS /v b fLLAHFE L
Fo—fchy, ic [ELT] 2RIE, BREFANCHoN 2,

LTFci, chooREEZKALLRBA»OER L LT, =Y ] ZREHE LD
b ABRHBICHEZZELIN 2D LIV AAIZZOMTHL L2 ETERT 2,
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2. FlR
[=YiH]) & [U2A) 2HEBEEE T 2HE ST & L <, MABILEFHEFAICHEL

L7222 0nkAEr R BToN5, AEiCix, WMRHEEK, HE. 2L
OB O HE IS 5,

u

2.1. BEURRYE LM

(2) a. iPhonefinz, =Vil, b. BRIALRBELCTE->T?292-AUFzA (HFEH)

(3) a. AT —FEKRLFTE | v b. dHAERENZXA (HEW)
(T (2021b:142))

[~y oiazbd, Bbh)oXHic [FxA] bHEMREGE2HMlcE s, oF
IR E S TH/RES & THES &) WA E®REERHbo Twa,

. MEEERVE O
(4) a. Zojh~wyiHi! b. BBV FTTF—2bn THLAKL., ?
(5) a. h~vvlE LRI ERLIPEEET DS b, MBWMo T TTUVRLAL o4
(6) a. FHEZEIEIATEL, RHic~wvH~E L, ° b, KHICLZ AT L=
(7) a. SHICLFTEC=YHED~~T b, 2o D LEHRTETCTRALDS
(8) a. wViHAaRELAFFa2vToF& b. Uz AZRI <TI0

WDy, =yl & T2 A] PIEEHFOKILEEMER [72] L8RS
HEER (7] KERLCwafllchs, cnbiF3T_XC, BEAHFAL L TCoRFMEA
Hysoc, [=yH] b [P2A) bEEHFAL LTCOMEDET S, TORT, #
FEIIC D EBL T2 vz b (cf JRFESEH LR (2018), K (2013) fil),

AR AU
(9) a. FEzZzI>TwYHEZERIY b. X427 EFL vk CPLALRATY
(10) a. WYk~ HELEL, ¥ b, BHELEL2LIIETT U2 ALLY

B (2017) 2 &ic k3 e, Thl 2 X glEzFSmokhFAcd 2, 904

wphE (] AMEBHOKIEBICEVWT WA, chARFHFoZRicx L Tl EFic
RERT IO AMAETH 2, 10)oKMF X1 3, BEFicoTRMELED

—75—



AARTNGRES 025 FARRBREUE 185 (2022)

NEAEMEGCETIRICHONE, LD LiEELL, MERHEEDICHEFOR
EEHRELAERBHETHZ ) HTHEMULTWw 3,

3. HEM

2 fioFEHE»L, MEAH TR, HULAZFERHCTH2 L TFHlTEZ22d L0k
Vo LALLBMTIRART ) ICHERSFLET 2, LT T SURMKHF L, BWRHE .
Al (hedge) ® 3 micowT, MKRBHOFHEDE N EZERT 5,

3.1. XIRDIKFE
(11) a. ~iH, b. Wz A,

(1D XS XA R CBAERBRCENPEL 2. [F2AIBIELE ]S LLERIE
LE | 2RLTwaeTPHlces—FH, [~V o EfABRICIY & o lZWEEC
»5 (L (2019:66)), TN KRB OFHEHEBERICEITLI NS EICiE~7 X5,
[CZATE TN 0w fTAEDEF /)~ b RAEDT, ZofTAICEEMFTLNE [
Ll bl LTIl ownwTFaricBREIND, Lo T, R0 BN % i
T2 eRUBNAESTHE, —H (] dxnc., FhiErRILETHY ., EiEE
RETL2DOFERIATE RV, 2F Y, FHLFeLTo o] ik, T
DREVRRICE o2 KT hTE o, MEFICAEAHROAHEEZRO AL
Mweboh s FREREcH 5 (LHEE(2021b)), k. BARMHGEO EBEMEA (2022:109)
id TARY I, KRT, $r%i0l4, EEL, Bz Re, vVl HoEHAR, | &
ERINTWED, ETaz [~V ] ofloEKIZ, COERICIFTYTIFES A
W, ZDZ bbb IV HIESEKERROWEBEEZEA TS LRI 2R R 5,
BB, ARIEENE®REZRF 7220 TH] L wHIRF25ERAL L CHwS &
KXo, BEMRGIF L REOEEELZRAZTCLICRD, OB, WE TR~
DEERBWRN T80 0 28—V a wIREECT, UKD A2 H#EY) R R ZHM 3 5 2 &
Wb Nd, 2F 0 [Vl oY) REREMG 2 ICE. SURCRIICK Z S KAF
T5L W5,

3.2. BoFEMH
3N.0ER2BEWRENOBHEA»ORZETE, £l1loXiicEtvbhd,
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EREE
=] NEEE
Tz A [SADNESS] ¥ 7= 12 [HAPPINESS]

K1:T=vi] & [FxA] oE®ENE

(12) A: AIEHR~YHZDb, (13) (B TUzA] ORExXH > CTWwW3 2 & 2AHETIE)
B: 2?2Y90nwHEKE? A: Z=FRRENTCLZALED,
B:#z2 7?2 895w )ER?

A: TESIWIEKR? ] o TEIWHEIE?

K1ofREF. 12)BLTANOARFHEICH KESKMEI NS, (12)0FEHE B, [~
Hl OfEEZH o Tz LTh, ERFNOARENELL., A DRSS OEK % IETH
CiEET 2 3WEECH Y, (12B)o Lk icfscencE s, —H V02 Al 0K
Lk M 12 [SADNESS] £ 72 12 [HAPPINESSIC R &E & hu, SUIRIC X » CTHE A 5 i
ETEL, LT, (1DDHEEBA.[CAA] ODBEKRZA>TVIICb22Dbb
T, (13B)o XSl ERT L BTEARA Y, ZOAMIC, A X [TE 5w EKE? |
STEIVIER? | LMVWRFT LR TE %,

3.3. Bllox 47
(14) a. BRHLSACHEARRZLEDUEALTE, {(vVb ool /~vil), (L (2021a:107))
b. w0, ROoMELZEL LBl (=Y 822l /=Y /¥ 2 A} ! (Kudo (to appear))

(Ma)oBEH [~ L2 ] LIRS, FEOREIEH L BT AR %
52%2, 20779, GELFICHNT2MEFOLRITEL 220 8ERH D . T ABEF
CHLEERE U2k v, —H, HEFKRFERr2EY Y] @&z 5 e, Y%
KHEOBHEBRI ZBHR I IC Lo T, MEFCHAHORMELG 25, TOME, HE
FRFELTFoOPHEAZERAZEBR T2 2R3 TR0 AR’od, XWA2LBEN RN
EBRTw e TE S Fiz L HEFichraCHtmOoABEER T LT,
FELFR T=y8ho ] LwHIBHARRBEEZEL T, KY 747 - 724 2DER
KIbI N xMEELo2, KE»ABEREZMEFICEBETLILNTE S, &
ol b . T~y ] FRCHABEBRICRELZRHTHZ L3 o2 5,
—HAEEORY ERT(14b) 0 XS B XRT T2 A EHWZ 2 LIETE R,
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IR TCAAIDORTHRENELAPLESTH L2 L ICERLTWw S, TR, [T
ZA] DFERAMPNRLIZEDIIBDDTH S I v,

(15) a. FA. FHHEHZ 2 72DICA —NEhDd oz, 5. EThHD2HW0, T2 A®
b. HitEtnsd o726 L L THICE S VR A
(TRE (2022:205))

XMEZERLAZTRIE. TETHho260n] ® [FicZ )] Lo KRB, &L F2H
MEAN RN H 2L I MR EE522, x2ic [Fz2A] 23z, E#
Mo IbMHEo T, BAIEZBWMIT 2R EE N5, A T(15a) TIE, X
FOuUES LI DFEANIOBAMICEHEML T b, Z 0L ofEMIE. (15) 0 Xk A
b [U0AA] BLXUORXTFEAMLZ(16) L KT 2 LWHEICR 2,

5y

o

(16) a. FfA, EH#IAEHZ o= DIC A —NVEE Do 5. &THDH 0, (ibid.)
b. HTCHEN B 2 o 7=h LB L K THICE S (ibid.)

BUEAEEMN LAV LT, FHAEORRAVHL T3 AKEMEFICE R 5,
Lo T [KaA) 5L OBIET 207063, B S % BT 5 3 i
BrxboTeHEILND,

CCECORMELILDZLUTOLS A D,

[v il 24
BRMOX 47 | By ICERNT 2R E0mM | L XRS5 8L S oM
£2:[vYH) L [Vrh] OBMO LA

4. SEFERAOZBEIT AL LR [=VH] & TUVZLA]
4.1, Hirose (2013), EE# (2016, 2017)

3HiTHLICLTERE =) & TU2A] OHESAZIHT 2B, Eilo—
HOMKICET 2 [EEBEMO=ZJgE T 0] R RNTH 5, BEWIL. SEEMEMHIE TR
PR |, TIREEHE |, T ARG o 32o0f@rbab, SiHoF>HCH LY (2
FOMEOERN T L) 28, HEOXS I [AAC], 2V EEOIEICH 2 5.
HAZEO X SIc [AWEC]. 22V FE - EFBOEARICHL 220X >T, 320FD
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MALbEPELZZ EFRLTWS, (B (2017:2))

Wit - S —— O e - S — 0
(FhEy B ) (R E )

it - Q = H wAFREE : S — H
(R EC) (BB )

B S —— H s - S —— H
(49 E ) (HyE )

1: 2fACHL D% X2 : By ECHhLo BHAFE

S:EELF () O : Hil (&) H:@#ZF
— i bs == {Ribd O : RO E R

MR W (2017)IcE B L LT, S CRARICED A OMHE AR IC L
Db, ONRIMEOHETRNFLELANACICS 2 DA%EET, RINACIKCH 50
BHAETH 5, RWTER, RES SHARN O ZMHRL, ~ TR WEIERT 3
fE. RAME . BWEACIKCX2RUBEE*LAMWACS SPEEFHICEETIHE. £
LTt ABIfRIZ. AMAC S M FLolBesEE L. AHT2TIETH 3,
B 1okdic, EEETIHRIIEE LRI E 22— L. % 2 icnt NBIER o & 2555
INBBICRDL, —. K2oHARECTE., REBEIRAKE B L OO0 ABE 2
DAL L T2 —77, RILHE T ABIER & —R{L 3 2Bk ICR o Tw 3,

4.2. T=ViH]l & TUxA] oREEE B X O ABR

Rifio ZJEFTAOMEREAZBEE ALY AT, 6z (=Yl & [0z A]
Ry L&y, MRBEOBERENE2F 072K 1 2HDTITEVLRLEELL, [w
HlwciE, Tl )BT 2 ERBROAHEIAH L L xib%k, 0%
D, CORBHBCHIERERRIHEDb-oTHE LT wbEBEMFO X TFEW %
LAITRY | R aRTIochort vz s, cheizzse. [=oH] %
AT 2., BruzRTeERICHRET L0 X0 s, WABEGREHFE T2 C
ERX T F—HARKOLNTWEDTIE A2t o Bl EZTTEI ERTE 3,

(17) 2. BRAB2ARCHAIRBZILEbDNEAFLT Y, (V2o /< Vi),

b. duo, FAOMEXRITL LR ol (Y82 /Y H Uz A} I
(=(14))
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[~y u2o2< ), bLARFXV#EMA () &vo 2 BE ARELME L. RILK
Hewsilmicseci, BEREZIMELRSERKRINEZTHLS, LarLl, 2ok
HeLC IBEOHVRE] L@ BIN2mEDES RS, —MKRic, FERIB
HLXoThabIN2IA27L0s, WABEFROMFZELL X5 LT 2.0
b, 22T, WnERZE 22w (=Y 2HAT2 L C, MEFICHR
DEBEEBOAELSL, FETRAZVWDIOD, HHEDOEBE WA =27 Y ATRET LI L
BTED, ZOMPE.33.TAHALIBH OB PERE N, 2o [HBF S DR
Lo, [~V oFER2OAIB I NAERHBHMRL VY XYk, BRALH
ARRBPICEEL Y EREFEL L L CAELIZERGOMETH 3,

—H T xA] E. HCOBwEHET 2 2L, 2% VRS o flHH 2 BE 7 2K
Bchz, bbrA. EATOEM] & w5 uf NBERFARBBKARELH 2 2 L ik 3.3.TH
=, BLFEFThENE THELV] L) BRELZHEFICEEL LS LT3 ERBHKF
fEL. Zhze [F2A] &) FEBACEL TV L2HRTH 2,

(18) a. U'zA b. =v i

(18a)d X H e, B XMA A VEREC TUAA] BRFEINDI L, ZOEBEER»HLHZ
FRBEPHEOVWI NI LR ERKLZ R TE L, —H. [V ICIIRKEDE
VDT, (18b)D XS ICHFHEINTH, RAFHOLHEEZHAMS 2 L IIHRETH
2, COFFErpLD =V ZRARE LY DN ABRFAELZEN ST 2RBCTH 2
DL, TCZA] FREMECFEFRBEIPNAERATH L LRI 20X b,

5. b bic

A =Y H] & T0AA] ORBHERE» LI, ZZTHLP TR > 72
MEHOECEISEMFHO=TBET AL OBEA»OFHT 2 AL, 2 LT,
[~ ] W ABRFAmSIcEEAE 2, RUREE R THE—H, [ A
EANABEGRHAEL ) DRAMEEATHE L 2T RLE, SKRiIE. WAL oW
HotiReoliKe, WEDORAT v 7 L OWBICHEDHEHP %2 LT T & 2w,

H (UTFTOURLIZTRT202344A 1 HRKHEE) :
1 https://twitter.com/hamuhamu9434/status/1583665734441664512 (%5 H : 2022.10.22)
2 https://twitter.com/wayne_tsuki/status/1292707148296671232 (%% H : 2020.8.10)
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3 https://twitter.com/yjJKAivapraTATW/status/1541622259819106305 (%% H : 2022.6.28)
4 https://twitter.com/papa_pachomaru/status/1639913858025549824 (% H : 2023.3.26)
5 https://twitter.com/hiyori09tales/status/1549300141987078144 (#%F H : 2022.7.19)

® https://twitter.com/Ruru_chan70/status/1640964518951133184 (#f H : 2023.3.29)

7 https://twitter.com/yaki_Typhlosion/status/1566779168326443009 (& H : 2022.9.5)
8 https://twitter.com/srsn_ysyk/status/1292100710948130817 (£ H : 2020.8.8)

° https://twitter.com/fearal8/status/1589988745230848000 (#fsH : 2022.11.8)

10 heeps://twitter.com/onyo0131/status/1641067584325046274 (#% % H : 2023.3.29)

1 heeps://twitter.com/full_metaller/status/1297000208954359808 (#%f& H : 2020.8.22)

2 https://twitter.com/tamami_skgc/status/1556129716800614400 (#%#i H : 2022.8.7)

13 hteps://twitter.com/1982_shovel/status/1458199585826873345 (# M H : 2021.11.10)

4 https://twitter.com/603sawapippi/status/1557314342965886977 (%% H : 2022.8.10)
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BRICAVWOLNEZ A X7 7—DER

A El i
R R A b

< Abstract >

One of the functions of metaphor is to exaggerate. A great deal of laundry, for example, is
sometimes referred to as yama-noyona-sentakumono, “a mountain of laundry” in a hyperbolic
way. For another example, heavy rain is hyperbolically referred to as taki-noyona-ame,
“floods of rain”. In addition, an extremely hard job is metaphorically referred to as oni-
noyona-shigoto, “a devil of a job”. This paper attempts to analyze these metaphoric hyperbo-
les which stem from image-mappings from the perspective of grammaticalization, and claims
that these metaphorical expressions have undergone the process to a greater or lesser extent,

which result in the different usages.

[¥—7—F): 4 A=Y« X&x757—_ FEE, FE

1. FLHIC

ART 7 —DFEELEED DL LTHECLPEEOHERLZE T 5N 5 (Goatly
1997: 164), il 2 ¥, A HAZZFE SEH M a2 — 2 PSR (AT, BCCWI,
TIEAN—Ya v 270, 7— &= a v 2021.03, ) TlE. RD X 5 hFEHsEE
ER ORI

(1) HEHO A XIS o HAKDOKI BRANLLTF — X7 o 7o — .
RPNV RKEZIICRIATH S ...
(PB59_00404 7020)

ZZCcR a7 —X0o@E] 28 oS TRZOLNTWVLEH, ~aeF—X
OHIEMMT 22 TMoOBIEENE T 2HERIES A, Stz Ko
E57% ) BHAZBBACHTROZZDICHAIN T ZICEE R\, [Hlo X5 7% NP
KXo THEI MM 2L aMplra— 2 EcRfticiztAER226F, oD
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KHBIEHCHFHEN A b THILEDNE, L2L, FROAZ 77 —13 2-4) O
IO EELAEEHAERR Lo TR L2H B,

2) D XS RFDP, HrLH~E . (OB0OX_00002 21390)
3) .. HHLD &> REEH T, (LBi5_00033 20650)
4) ROXIBEREIFEFo TR LAV, (0OC04_01461 950)

AW TIE, COIIBEEBELEFEDOAZ2 77 —ICHALTCUTD ~HE2FEST 3
CEEBLT, CREICREINTELAA—Y - XX 77—l NH%E2HTBIEEE
DHKE T 3,

A) DA A=Y - AR 77 —WHROFIRRHABLFAXER TS,
B) XiEbofRESIckoT, 2ay McARL S 34FG0HME, X O,
FRT DB TELIRBERARIPRAL S,

AKEORNIIROMBEY TH B, H2 HTREA A=Y - 2277 =BT 2ETHED
R EMER L. B 3 B TRIFESMZ LD T 7o —F 2N T 5, % 4 fic
. 7 —RAAZ T4 LCTEOXI BENPJ IO XS5 A NPT X5 7% NPJ ©=
BB L T 2R A2, AR OE L DITEH S5 BHiTIT I,

2. AX=Y - X2 T7—
Lakoff (1987b) 1. & A £ 7 7 — (conceptual metaphor) & IFEBLRE LD DL
LT, A A=Y « A X7 7 — (image metaphor) D FE X 5L T 5,

(5) a. My wife . . . whose waist is an hourglass.
b. His toes were like the keyboard of a spinet.
(Lakoff and Turner 1989: 90)

Lakoff (1987b) IC X 3 &, & A &2 7 7 — MBS E (conceptual structure) %
BRI 2T, A A=Y 2277 —3EHFNL LA A= (mentalimage) % 5
B33, BEAEKICIE, Ga)yTR<WEH>DOLMA A=V 2 <LHOE> DL A A
—JIEBRINT WS, AKIC, (5b) TR<EBE>DLMA XA —IB<NE> DOH
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AA=VIEERINTVWE, 2ZTOLMNA A=V EELCHENARDOEELRT,
LaL, DA A=Y, KR, HHRAEDOCRES NS, HTEA X -V L HHN
AAXA=V D ERIDILICERTILELND S (Lakoff 1987¢: 146),

ZLTC. WA 77 —LRMICA A=Y - 2277 —bEELENhEZ LD B,
Lakoff (1987a) Z1BEHEL I N7z A=Y - A2 77— LT 208AMEZRLTWw3

(6) a.pedigree B: RIFFEIK DO OLITA A =V R A A =V HERPFEEL v
b: dunk B RIFEEBOLINA X =Y R A A =V EEPEFELET 2

Bz, TRER] #EBEWT 2 HFED pedigree 13, THEOM ] 2EW® T 2 H7 7 v &
i piedegrue BB TH D5, TOBKRELOTRICIK, <BOH>oLWL X IR
<FKHEH>DOLMNA A=V ICHEBREINEZA A=Y - 2277 =2Eb%, LrL., B
ROFEFEFHEIC Lo T<BEOHM>D LA A= Fbide ALl boTHH, L
e oT, AAXA=VEHBY AL bDEhoTWwd, —JTT, "ZAT v FFR—n
DIEFYIva—t] ZERT 2 dunk 1. [ 7 v F—SFP—FVYhtoBETHED
MATOEZMAYICET] LI BERbFO, 2oX)hLHMER, BHEOLHA A
—VBHEOLMNA A -V CERIAE LTk THEBEEINE, LAaL, fido
pedigree L 1IR7% ) HROEFEEHICL o T dunk BT 2HEDO LA A — VX
(Ex7] bOTHY, Z2OGEHREBRD 42721 LD TH 3 (Lakoff 1987a: 144),

3. &

RICKFE R AT W 2 B L ic 2w T HE /% L T <, Traugott (2010) IZ
ol WELicNT 27 7e—FHERREL ZOFEET L, ~AIRSFHELK

J %4/ (reduction) ICHEREZHTE2T7 70 —FTHY, b5 —J713HEE (expansion)
KR EDHTCET 70 —FThd, KR TEI> L0 L IHEDOT 71—
FERET,

Bybee (2015) 3. XiEfbics F 2RO —fle LC AT ITY —HL5R (category ex-
pansion) Zf5fii L T\ 3,

(7) Grammaticalizing constructions also have slots or categories that start out as

semantically restricted, but expand or become more schematic (covering more

meanings) during the process.
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(Bybee 2015: 127)

¥/, A7) —HERIELIELIIEKOEB (bleaching) {5 Z L ic/k 2 2 &2
Bybee (2015: 129) iC X o TRfia h T3,

Bl 2 1E, HAREFEOYIGFE can DFER N T 2V —fL5K & Ek o E AL o A EH
CEX2bDTH B LN ENDS (Bybee 2003, 2015), fFDBh#zE D b & IT 7k > 72 cun-
nan FZICKRBFTH Y, TLWonHF O EZHEB L LCIHFL WA, LrL, H
WEEH I L2 LI 2B oBBITRIh Tl tichsd, 2ol
X, can ® FEIE D mental ability 2> & IH/A < ability # R T b o~EHEAML L & %R
4 %, FIC, YIRS EE I 13 root possibility D FEREL Lo, ZhicfEun
FiEo R vy Pic AN Ob0ERMR D XS D,

F: can D XiE{L (Bybee 2003: 606)

Stage Subject Main verbs

Mental ability Human agents Intellectual states and activities
Communicating
Skills

Ability Human agents All of the above

Overt actions and activities

Root possibility Human agents All of the above
Passive subjects

Inanimate subjects

4. E=HFR

KX Tl T —AAXT 4 L LCHBEIE T ZIEDO X 5 2 NPJ[ILD X 5 7% NPJ
[BOXSANP] D=flEKS. CNHLRETA A=Y - 227 7 —HEDOFREH
THLH. NP DRy PZERTEZ2ENOHME. RO, HFRT 2L TEIHE
RNAEICEWTERIREVZRE 5,

41. [#ED &S5 & NPJ
BCCWI i WT, D X7 NP] oFEHlITL£24 RS2 22, NP DR u v b
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WWERTIHAFE LTI TR KM] (10 fl;41.6%) & [3F] (9 #l;37.5%) 2 K¥*%
5@50

8) a. LBV ECHEDO LI AWT. .. (LBk9 00245 1280)
b. ZH 2 LED XY BRFLRNED .. (PB29 00363 16720)

JAAR e dpl e LTy THRT T/AE] TR 25% 1 flF2o 1202,

9) a. RBEDO LI BEEXML AL .. (PB32_00158 42000)
b. BICEPFEor»r B LB B/NEE L /2,
(PB29_ 00248 49510)
c. .BDXS By, BEEHICTHoA»EHRAL TS .
(OT03 00045 26910)

CCRBETEZTXRTOMHFlICETHBET 201d, NP O2rn v FicERT 245
MR <HENIWES L HILNWA AV ERLTCWEZLTHL, fE—ffifte L
[FEfE ] AZE 2o d 22, TN <EEREIZA>S WIS A X7 7 — (KA 2006) D
Bricks2dboTchreiiicE s, £, [OXIAENP] KLoTHFRIN T
2O NPOELIPEDOEZITHED, O LRF<HE>DLIA A -VDBRER
HEELDTHB I LERBT S, L7225 T, Lakoff (1987a) Dy 3EICHE 5 & . dunk
DEMICEBT VI LICR B,

LEo@%Ero, DO X5% NP] TENPOARB Y FIZBWTZ2H T3V =Lk
BITR LN, <E>OEALDIELALEATL AV EFRS T ONE, Sz
N, fFo X277 —KRBEICHBTEHLFEIFETLTCVAR D LEEZLNS,

4.2. Tho &k 5% NpJ

i Mo k5% NPJIciE#B 422 1cd 3, BCCW] s 3M1Llo X 5 7% NP
DRAGIEAILT 59 HlIfEECTE 2, COIBbFRBAYOHELKE TDFHER (eg. 1l
DEXIRTF) B &, 43611F (10) KRINBZ EXHIICHBOEFEEOZDICH LA
TWwb,

(10)a. Ko FLiclhio X5 e BAMBELrNTW S DT, (OB2X 00116 92150)
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b. o X5 2BED ... (PB59_00285 27480)
c. WD X5 & TEAM SR R Y 2T T3... (LBc9 00162 47410)
d .. LMo k>hKEFEX AT LD LIFLIEZ 572, (LBn9 00216 1000)
e. AEDOBOF IR IO XS AERABATELL Lo 7%,
(LB09_00222 1700)

CZTHKRENDOIX NP o2y bicAkRT 247 LT [TA] 2 [FHHE] &
Wo kR ERODOLL, IR IRE]Z/M] tvokEhE2RzhvwboE T
BESBEINDIZ WS L Thd, KRICHAER B2 LEHLILICRZ 2 &
WHIDIR, HDTARA—Y - AEZT 7 =L LWERBETHY, MHEOLINA A -V R
ARXA=VEHERIFEZTEEZLLZDDTHELEERAD, — /T, A2 7 7 —KRHEH
FhREFEZw (&) TRF) [ZH] 2 NPOoRay FIcillz 20, <MORE IS
UP>t w5 79 4<) —+ AX77— (Grady 1997) i Zic X 3 & 2 2R KZEw»,
DA77 —CXoT, ARBMAERI LML [E&) TRFE) 58] 28
AERN, TOEREOEZINCRAZ ZEDAEE RZ20THE, 2. [Hho X5 7%
NP] 255 RONRETZ2OEIHOMEDOL I DOATH S, 2O i, <lh>D.0LW
AX=—vomht G UHofllHrERLIn>0H5 227 BRT 5, WwRIT,
pedigree 2 & dunk B o P EFE ICALiE DT 2 B EHR D B,

Lo T, DX 9% NP Tl>RATITY —EREAD AR L HI2BRERIZEDH
N3, £72, <li>oFAl MM TH 2 b, Wb [EDXS57% NPJ &b
bEAEIT LT B RS T oN S,

4.3. [RD &S5 %4 NP

FHE (1990) X R 20HFWATR]I DA X7 7 —DFEAEZEML Tw 325, Jeicfl
L7 BCCWJ ECcikzofffliZize A BlEantv, LirL, 4 v&—% v}
TRUTO XS BBl OFELZD b5,

(1)a. Ro &) 2FELHEALH S ..
(https://www.leglabo.jp/blog/entry/post-126/)
b. RO X5 &L & !
(https://blog.goo.ne.jp/nissinbasket/e/e62dedb35¢c055¢2e864e9609d69badae)
c. S HOMKMIZRD X5 RETF...
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(https://minkabu.jp/stock/7908/pick/10000000002658769)
SHEE R0 X ShAhy b4 ves 2ilGE T - ]
(https://sakamato.com/mitoma_goal20230103/)
A4 A ] BROKD RAEX

(https://www.buzzfeed.com/jp/tsunchikonishimaki/neko-hoihoi)

iR e ld KRESCERY, [RDOXS57% NP] NP OR®B Y MICEHHEL KK
HEAABERAETHY, ZNRIGLTZDOHERONRD ZIRICHEE &R T
End, xR (2010a) BBEARHBAAR<E>ICH L TRIHRELTT V7 — L
FAEICLY) <Bu><ELS<HOS>IREL>RELRDH 2 LWMEL TR,
(1) CHEJFZHM2FRT 20 Z00TnoEHEICd Y TEEL R, 2K
T, fex KR (2010b:62) 1Z. T2nEC W] B LEEE2EBFLTCERE [KE
WlTEW] 2B TRl odeiHihzclickoTC, Rl D4 XA=YIiCHNE I %
WHTRECTHHIRATREEE o] EFERL TS, 2F 0, KKko<H>D.LHA
A—=vorb T IREV]TRG] UAOMIEAIZIERR2CHERLINALHER, <R
>EFEREGRR TIELE ] R TAIEI] Lok b DidHKRT 2 CESZLEEZDL
N2, ZORIKBEBWT, THRD XS % NPJ & pedigree HICEFT 24 X =V - A&7
7—=ThsrenH2Lilhkb,

DLEXO . THOX S NP @bt “fl X0 A7) —fLiRE <H>DFEAL
BETLTEY, LELoBRED ZFohTRIVDEATVDEI LW Z LIRS,

5. b YIC

AHFFE T, DO LI % NP LU X5 A NP [BOXI%NP] &) =207
—AARTAEBL T BROA A=V X277 =P EOBRERTHE 2L,
K, XELoRE#ICEY) NPoxuy bichRT 2 4FNDOEMECHRTE B
BEWRNE R AL 0w ZHEREEHEL -,
BRBICAMIESIEZ 2 ~o0MEHAEHEML CsE v, F—ic, 2R %
ERBETFOLND, ARMTRERIEOHALL Mo X5 NP NI X5 7% NP| [Ho
X9 NP] W) ZHlic i REKR > T B2, HAMNAREIRO X 27 7 —3flic
b [HEDIXIZBNPJIHPLCLOXIANP] R ESEELET S, 72, BRAMmIcL
TH o X >Iciiinzit] £ THBEoWL] 2DV W] Lok Xdic [NP,D X
7 NPl YA IC b S L AR %2 L 2B RO 27 7 =0 BEINnNE, F T,
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HRICHWONDE A5 7 7 —DELE

XHELDOBREZICH T 3 EROARAEBETONSE, KT TIEIEREOAZ 77 —DX
FALCREEDBGTFHET DL 2ERMLEZDY, COoXS ABREERELIHERICONT
LI s T, L EDOSICEL CIiZ, S%0FELE L 720,

FEHI—/R
FE 7 EFEMFE AT (). TIHARHAEEESESHa -2 HWSEHRI (FHE N —
Ya 270, T—X =Y =3 v 2021.03, ).
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B = FD commitment 75 AR EERE as % & 0HIO EKRMR

ok M
ZERF (FHEANAN)

toku8nn@gmail.com

(Abstract)
This study reexamines parenthetical as-clauses that appear in sentence-initial or -final positions us-
ing a commitment-based framework (Geurts 2019). Parenthetical as-clauses have been characterized
as expressions representing conventional implicature (CI; Potts 2002, 2005). However, this argu-
ment does not explain why negating the content of as-clauses is rendered felicitous, unlike other CI
expressions. This paper contends that parenthetical as-clauses indicate assertoric commitment and
hence require interlocutors to share their commitment to the content of the clauses (“commitment
sharing” in Geurts’s terminology). Commitment sharing can be a starting point for negotiation
between interlocutors. If the hearer declines to be committed to the content of the as-clauses,
commitment sharing does not take place. This process explains why the content of parenthetical

as-clauses can be denied in contrast to other Cl-expressions.

Keywords: as-clause, commitment, conventional implicature, corpus, sociopragmatics,
speech act

1. 1IC®IC

AR (1) ok S57% THAHEE LTHOWSNLS as Hi (parenthetical as-clause)) ZXf5RIZ. Geurts (2019)
@ commitment OHFAAE VT, 2 OGRS EBRRT2 U . Potts (2002) ZIFAHD as Hiz 2 &
BITHFL T3, (la) D as HINTIX predicate 12272 2 #97 (solved the problem) %% did THEZH#: 2 bh
THEDH. (1b) D as HINTIE. Hi (cryptography is a blast) BAEMWS TV S, Potts (2002) TiE, Zzhzh
Predicate-as, CP-as LFHINTWS, Hi% as @, (2a, b) OREDMEHM STV 5,

(1) a. Juan solved the problem, as Sven did. [Predicate-as] (Potts 2002: 650; FHfITEETH)
b. Cryptography is a blast, as Alan claimed. [CP-as] (ibid.: 624; FHRUIEETH)

(2) a. FAHIOD as fHild conventional implicature 2R3 RH (Cls) D L FTH %, i LT as HioH

BREFELEoTWS Z e ARWIcEEENS D, (Potts 2002, 2005)
b. CI ZHOWEIL, #FLTEHEFLHEOMRIC LIS QOEMAE O, (Potts 2007)

95 3 EITHERE S 2 X 51T (2b) ORI ICIRE ORI D 2, ) CT KRB HARD L. as HIlZH &
FOUMEDMRIILR T VAN D 20256 TH 5, £ I TARTIE, & 4HTID LiF2 Geurts (2019) D
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B % FOcommitment 7 5 W= HANEE R as & &L HIO BIRFER

commitment sharing DA Z VT, as 2RO RFEMRILAEZ N L. BETFOLE2 5 as
DHNEDED & S WCHFENTHESNZ DL ZIHGICT 5, ZL T, fhae LTEURND 3 mEk TR 5,

(3) i as @IX THINONENETH 2 X51KES ) LS TEELFO commitment] ZRIHT 5,
il. commitment OBED SR 2 . as Hild assertion I L 2R E RS, b CI RIr Bz
D. commitment sharing % %R 3 3%,
iii. (i, i) 2% as HIOWNEDHED S NPT SICHML T2,

2. FATHAZE
2.1. CIRKRLTOD as HDRH

Potts (2005, 2007) i&. conventional implicature Z/R3Hk4 72FKB (CI£H) 2H->THH., CIERBROE
BRIESC D BFESAFI 2 BIR D ST LTV 3 2 BRT W5, BIZIE. (4) DIFAM the cyclist 1%, BN
B 72 E I (Descriptive: [Lance Armstrong battled cancer] &\ oD BB D 2 BK) & 137 U728
KIS EE SN B E0k (Lance Armstrong is a cyclist ¥\ S EK) 2R LTV ),

(4) Lance Armstrong, the cyclist, battled cancer.
Descriptive?) = Lance Armstrong battled cancer.

CI = Lance Armstrong is a cyclist. (Potts (2007: 668) &k b ASLIZAEDETIH)

Cl REOEERDEHLMANERE K& Bz M, CIlRHEOEKIX, #EENTHLFrHEFOMD
common ground IZA2 WS RTHZ, DFH, MeEHEHTHEAF L L kSN 2 EHALD T, FELF
WKeoTh, MEFICL-TH, ATHIZIPUARDI L LTHAMENTRmRIN S, HlzIE. (4) DHE.
CI &H the cyclist DEKRTH % [ Lance Armstrong 7 cyclist TH 3 Z ¥ | 13, MEFIC X > TRERI D35
Ko7z, BElEEDNED AU VB WD T eIckd Y, EBEL Potts (2007) i3, [HETFDS No, that’s
wrong ERMLTH, 1FLAEDEE. Lance Armstrong battled cancer ¥ \»5 Descriptive DA% &7E L
TWV3 XD ICZITISNS LIRRTWS (Potts 2007: 672-673), ZD &k 512, Cl RKHE, MEFITkoTH
EONRICZIU W E WS RED D 5,

Potts (2002) (&, AFETHES as HidD CIRBO—FE LTHEHLTWVS, (5) DX IIT. as HINDAEH
HTH3 I e HHINCER T 25ETH 2 LilbRTWV 5,

(5) As-morphemes conventionally implicate the truth of their complement |...]

(Potts (2002: 684) & b ASLICAEDETIH, MHUIEE)

INETOD Potts D—HOMELHEER 5. CLEIHTDH S as HidHEFHOLEES U WRBE RO
rFlENG, LhErL, a—RSRAT—XEBETZL, (6a) DLW as HONBEEEELZD. (6b) D&
12 as FIOWEICHEEZ R LD LTWAEIBROM) 5 0,
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(6) a. “But I am not an unmarried young lady, as you are.”

“I am not so young any more, ” Tess rejoined. (COCA: fiction)

b. Robin Roberts Our thanks to the Game Show Network. For more nostalgic game show fun
check out Game Show Network’s “Play It Back” series featuring each decade’s best shows,
that’s starting September 7th as you said. Bob Eubanks Did I say 77 Robin Roberts That
was close enough. You still said Garvin, Gavin. (COCA: spoken & h ASIcEDHETIH)

(6a) 1&. BHETH23ELFD THHEDRD XS BARBOEVLETIE RV WS ekl HEF
TH2 Tess 25 THAES 5 ZHUILHE KRV EWVWIBREZLTWS, Tess i, il LFMIEARI EHONA
WHRLTHEEZ LTW2DTIERL, S CLRID as HIONEEZGBELTWS, (6b) IZDWTHI[FEIER
T»H %, afiLF (Robin Roberts) {$H& Wai;f:ﬁi‘éof: & 512, Game Show Network @ Play It Back >
V—XHMB9HTHIZMES TETH D] LTV DM, Ef%. HETF (Bob Eubanks) X [T HEEWE
L7z EEERISCTIRE LTV, ZDRDE LFDRE (That was close enough) > H5H % & 512, FHL
FREEFLFEBRICERTAN E RRZHNZ2E > THED, HMEFICL o THDEHRZERTNWS, 25 L%
Bz iz e, FAFD as fild, HEDOSNRLTSITEL T, o CI KRB L Bz 2Rz ROOTIZRVWrE
W RO 2, REITIE. Z OREMRZHEEES 2 72DIT o LS ERERE L. ZoRRICOVT
B3 5,

3. ARERE

3.1. AEEFATOHE

ﬁéﬁﬁéﬂﬁ@ﬁ%i (1) TH5 D, B L, as Hidtho CTRE & FEICEE S US S WRHEE R > TV,
BREMETT 5 Z e FHlEh s,

(7) 7R M
a. A 74 Y EDF7 A b (the PsyToolkit platform) % (Stoet 2010, 2017),
b. Prolific ZFH L. 7 XV HHEFEREESE 10 2 ARE T % F i,
C. 74 T7—XEEFALRRFTEORT N VX LIFRSN, HEFORENERPE S 2k 4 DORE
(Extremely natural (EN). Somewhat natural (SN). Somewhat unnatural (SU), Extremely
unnatural (EU)) THZ 2 ENE W - 72,

d. 3 - SORTfEbN S Predicate-as & CP-as Z&HET 21RE (No, that’s wrong) % & AR5
BilEfeR Uz,

3.2. AREFABOHER

LUR, (8) 225 (15) £TH, 7 A MTHWRFH e BREREDOHERTDH %, as BIISCEISTRHID 2 D
DRATHRH Y., as HINDFFEZ. 1 AFD 2 AFHPDNY) T —2 a3 5B %, natural 2» unnatural 2> TA
BHZh o7 ik KFITL TV, (8)-(11) i& CP-as. (12)-(15) & Predicate-as TH %,
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(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

B % FOcommitment 7 5 W= HANEE R as & &L HIO BIRFER

[CONTEXT: A few days ago, Speaker A said to Speaker B that the tunnel has been under
construction for three years. Speaker B wants to point out Speaker A’s mistake.]

Speaker A: Just as I said, the tunnel has been under construction for five years.

Speaker B: No, that’s wrong [intended meaning: You didn’t say that].

#iR: EN (2), SN (4), SU (3), EU (1)

[CONTEXT: A few days ago, Speaker B said to Speaker A that the musical has been running for
two months. Speaker B wants to point out Speaker A’s mistake.]

Speaker A: Just as you said, the musical has been running for two years straight.

Speaker B: No, that’s wrong [intended meaning: I didn’t say that].
fid: EN (4), SN (3), SU (3), EU (0)

[CONTEXT: A few days ago, Speaker A said to Speaker B that the new train carries over 500
passengers. Speaker B wants to point out Speaker A’s mistake.]

Speaker A: The new train carries over 300 passengers, as I said.

Speaker B: No, that’s wrong [intended meaning: You didn’t say that].

fiR: EN (2), SN (4), SU (1), EU (3)

[CONTEXT: A few days ago, Speaker B said to Speaker A that the new concert hall can accom-
modate over 2000 people. Speaker B wants to point out Speaker A’s mistake.]

Speaker A: The new concert hall can accommodate over 1000 people, as you said.

Speaker B: No, that’s wrong [intended meaning: T didn’t say that].

fEiR: EN (3), SN (5), SU (2), EU (0)

[CONTEXT: A few days ago, Speaker A said to Speaker B that Speaker A bought an older version
of iPhone. Speaker B wants to point out Speaker A’s mistake.]

Speaker A: Just as I did, Mike bought the latest iPhone.

Speaker B: No, that’s wrong [intended meaning: You bought an older version of it, not the

latest one].
#iR: EN (3), SN (5), SU (1), EU (1)

[CONTEXT: A few days ago, Speaker B won second prize in the lottery. Speaker B wants to
point out Speaker A’s mistake.]

Speaker A: Just as you did, Juan won first prize in the lottery.

Speaker B: No, that’s wrong [intended meaning: I won second prize, not first].

&3 EN (6), SN (1), SU (1), EU (2)

[CONTEXT: Speaker A is not so young. Speaker B wants to point out Speaker A’s mistake.]
Speaker A: You're a young unmarried scientist, as am I.

Speaker B: No, that’s wrong [intended meaning: You're not so young any more.].

#E3: EN (3), SN (0), SU (7), EU (0)

[CONTEXT: Speaker B is not so young. Speaker B wants to point out Speaker A’s mistake.]
Speaker A: I'm a young unmarried scientist, as are you.
Speaker B: No, that’s wrong [intended meaning: I'm not so young any more|.

#%: EN (4), SN (2), SU (4), EU (0)
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(8) 2B (15) ITBWVT, (14) BUME. TARTDHF —R T as HINOHNEEGET % that’s wrong % #i - 12RE
DEBEDEERE R, MBNTED B2, b, Potts D FIREERD, as HIONEELEET
3 FRBAI SN HEN LN DT B, ZhUuE, Mo CI R R D, as HIONEHNETH 2HRE
L THEEE MO common ground IZA 2 D TIFRL, dEiL FrHMEFoOMTHBI#LE L TRET 205
H D negotiation BFTHONZ Z L ZRBLTWVWS, ZDMT, (5) O—MILIFHEZEORMDHZ VW2 %, Z
NEBE X CTRETIE. commitment OHIFIA & Potts @ as il 2O ZAE L TWVL,

4. Commitment-based theory IZ& %53

4.1. Commitment (CDWT

%%, commitment LRI OWTHED T %, commitment ¥ 1%, T4 SiEEF D EHH» HIRE I WM&
T, RS, aIa=r—yaryr MltF e OMCHRENZEFRZAID 31748 CIEX 2R
TH23 Y, ZO7 70 —FTRIEBOERELUTD X5 ITHA TV 5,

(16) TEELFAMMr2ERL, MEFNZALZIMo I, FHELFLHEFEZAILE I VIR
PN T 2 EBBHTIF SN2 DH (2K 2022: 7) &0 HHEME (normativity) O8RS, HFE LF
DEEZE T %,

DE D, HiEDOEEEGE L FOEEPREME VI LN ZMEETIRA 20T R L, TZDFGEHINGFEEHTY
IVIRB IR IFI R 2B DRDD ) 20D FERIC & o THEAH XN 2 H#EIN R BEfRE X — 212 U TR
DEMEEZEZ S, RETEHRHAT 201X, ZOHTH Geurts (2019) TRE XN TV S social commitment &
N VAT D 5,

Geurts (2019) (&, (17) ® & 512 commitment % [FELFI. THEF) T © 3 HEHRTHRA TV,
Z D 3HBAMRIZ Cupp ERSN, Tp THEEWIHHRED D LIITAT D) EWVWIFHELTF o OB ETF b ITHT
233y FAY FORIETHZ LHASATOS (A 2021 : 89),

(17) [Clommitment is a three-place relation between two individuals, a and b, and a propositional
content, p: a is committed to b to act on p, or C, pp, for short.

(Geurts (2019: 3-4) X bASICADETIH)

(17) 1336 LFMA 5 O commitment %278 L2 EFRLEDS, BEROEHEZFM S5 LFOaEIC commit 35
EWVWIRTH D, ZH% commitment sharing (LUF. CS) LR, (18) IZZDEFRHTH %,

(18) Commitment Sharing (CS)
If Cqpp, then ceteris paribus Cy o p (Geurts 2019: 17)

(18) Tld. TEELFMAZ T BEFM S, KRl FHEH LRI AUL (ceteris paribus), &% LFHFEFE L p
PRSI D X 5 IWATAT 5 &5 commitment 25K T2 LW ZEBHRRNENTWVWS, DF D, Geurts
(2019) @5 commitment 1%, FHELFLHEFORMBICL > TEILDTHRILT 2BHBTH D, WHEIZT
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ANBFIUZHOL LR WBIRTH % (Geurts 2019: 19)19, (17) & (18) I2DW T, Agnes 7% Bruce i “Clyde
is mowing the lawn” & assert L7HEZBNCEZTHAL S, Geurts (2019) DA ZIE. £3 (17)
D Copp DD IODT, FELFIEMEFITHLT (19a) D & 572 commitment 2R3 Z &Ik 5, €L
T, CS g Aud. (19b) @ k512, MEFMBEE LFOMmEIC commit 35 Z &1272 5,

(19)  a. Agnes I Bruce 2%t LT [Clyde is mowing the lawn] VETH % & 5 IR ((17) &b
Capp)
b. Bruce % Agnes IZ%f LT [Clyde is mowing the lawn] 2’ETH % & 5 IZIRE 5, ((18) &b
Chp,ap HEIL)

CS sz g Aud, i [Clyde is mowing the lawn] 355 L F LM EFOMTETH 21EH e L TNEEEMT
HEIND 22Tk b, MEFICCS BHERINGEE. ZO assertion (& TEHOBREEZ 51 L WwH K
BEZ BB RVDT, FHEOEHCHG LRV LIcs Y, CS oHllAaDSE 2 5 &, assertion 1 M3 L
FORETDH 2 L ICRESWHREIEBR 21751 L WHLEITHRL, MHFICLZADETH S X5 RkHES 2
LRI ITR) (RENCHE D S HRNBEREZRE T 21758) WS e TES, RETE, ThE#EA T,
as HiAY assertion WHALI L 7-KHDIH 5 & & T T 5,

4.2. as BI®D assertion 5L &

fliod CT KBLEEH W, as HIONENEES NP TWERKZMRET 2 5 2 TBEITI2 5 DA Green (2000) D
W% TH %, Green (2000) 12 LAUL. (20) X 2 DD assertion IKHFHTE 2L \WS, DL, if snow is
white then grass is green ¥\9 assertion THH, &5 0 2iF, FEFEFREIFTEHVWDOLZ WS T
commit LTW3%] &\ as HiD3RT assertoric commitment TH 5, ZD as HidD assertion & L X % R5H
WZEWT, Green (2000, 2018) 1 (20) D & 572 as Hi% a weak illocutionary force indicating device (weak
ifid) &EFFA TV S,

(20) If snow is, as I suppose, white, then grass is green. (Green 2000: 447 & D ARZICEDEEIH. MR
FEE)

weak ifid {Z2WT, Green (2000) 1 (21) ® XS ICEHAL TV,

3

(21) For the use of such a parenthetical as ‘..., as I believe’, permits the speaker to undertake

assertoric commitment to a content without asserting it. Doing so can enable the addressee

to understand the speaker’s peculiar commitments without the speaker having to shoulder an
unwanted argumentative burden.!?) (Green 2000: 460; FHfIFZEH)

(21) TIIMEBE, Tas I believe D & 5 RIFAFIZEHT 2 Z £1T & o T, 5 LFIZ assertion DA & EFE assert
T2k, ZOWNEIZDOWT assertoric commitment ZRIATE 2| LW ZehiREATWS, #HF
FHUE, FHAHID as Hilx assertion D—FL VWS Z ¥ TH 3,
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INFETHRTE Geurts (2019) OFEHA & Green (2000) D73H % I as HiDH XFEHRIIRHEE 2
5. as fHild assertion ® &k 512, FLFD assertoric commitment (7% LFIIH EFITH LT as HIONE
DETHD LIRS 2 L) 2RHITZRBTH D, ZAUIMAT, HEFLo CS 2ERITIRBITHS
EERB. CSEERTZLWVS Zid, MEFR as BITRINALNEIZ commit T2, LRV RD
BB LB D, A, AEOINPTIICHBMLTLS BB, bL CS AL, HLFbM
ZFd as HIONEEZETH 2 X5 WIRES 2 21T commit FTAUX, i CT R L FHIC, as HINOEHRIZ
MEEEHOMEAFE L Thbh s, —77. @ELFD as HIZ X o TR LANAEITH LT, HEFNEEL
oD BEEERR L2 D T3 280k T MHRMZBIE) ¥ 2MTbh5813. CS BRALET. as BN
HIEIEEEM D common ground IZA SR WVWEWZ B,

ARTE, o CIRH LR, as HIONEHNGRESINRTVHICEH LT, ZOHREEHMmNE R %
commitment-based theory OBlH HMET L7z, fwe LT, fAHIE LTHEDLNS as Hild, THINOANE
HETH D EIIWEES | 20 I5E LTFD assertoric commitment 23 L, commitment sharing % M & F
WKRETRITH 2720, HEFRZNEHET L2085 hOERIEENLDOT, HEINPLT W I L E I
L7z

&!I

32

AREDTTL 72 %% 25 FRERGERORERER 2N T 2 5 A TREA LR AX Y P2 EE o 3HOEH
i DS 4 #5525 MEEHERYERTaX y b2 BE oA, RIRRFO =AM, RIGERE
FEEMIRARD A Y N—=DJT &, =—HEKY Ling Supper IFRRD A Y N—DJ7 2 IEHHB L LT 5, Ao+
- B BRI RTEZFORETDH 5,

Nt

D AR TIE Potts (2002, 2005) D HFEHES

2) FH (2020: 26) 1< XAUL, implicature 1& MR LWIFEEIER L TWS L INTH D, AT K T conventional
implicature 2 MEFMHER) LIERA, AL TIRRHCXBIR . TRANEE) LPR,

3)Potts (2005) T, FEFIFRAEDBRETRSCEIF, ALEES expressives & ¥ £k Cl REM DI TWS, 25 L2HH
Mo, HECE AR ZITHREL TV DI o CLER) TH 2,

“Descriptive 1% Potts (2005) #2 ¥ T at-issue meaning (EIRSANREIR) L IFEN2 DD LAKODIDTH S, T
CI RELO BRI HILEMMAEREMIZL TWE 2 ESHERT 20005 2%, CIEHDZOMORHIZOW
TI& Potts (2005) 228, 7. Gutzmann(2013) IZETHEDOFROEN- T DR -TED, Cl REIOWR M
BT 25 A THERXHETD 5,

%) Potts (2007) Tk, ZOFE%E assertoric inertia ZEA TV 3,

6) Fiuz 22— 2% Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) (Davies 2008-) T %, M HI% 2022 4E 9
H2THT® %,

DT o REREREIIFE CHENRbOTH Y. S5H I MERIETIT O LELD 5,

8)(14) FBRREMEVA, ZOERIZOWTIESHOFEHE Lw,

9 commitment DHEX FTREFRIIEEA TH %, FIBEF DD HIZ=A (2019, 2022) % Michael (2022). #HXEEMAGHO
V52 51% Elder (2021), BIHHEMFER D% & Boulat and Maillat (2017). speech act BIfETIX Fogal et al. (2018)
BdH B, F7-. Michael (2022) ZHENENEID 2 BHIZZ T TiE i< DIENARZER D commitment OEHICEE 2% E
MWD FRL, EBRIC L > TREEMEEL TV 5,
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10) commitment X — 2 ® speech act 1283 2 WHFLIEE LI <. MacFarlane (2011) Tl assertion ¥ commitment Z
DWTDOWIFEE Peirce (1934) 2 T#lNLE Z 2 BBRHEAT WS, 7z, REMLIIEDFIEI ATV,

D Geurts (2019) 1%, common ground Tl <, CS BHFEDEHNCED 2 L WS BT - TV D,

12)Green (2000: 460) Tl%. “without the speaker having to shoulder an unwanted argumentative burden” ¥ X1 C
WEHM, THEEHFORMEIIRL S, BIZIE (6a) DESICHEFOEATWIHELLRLRD I % as HiTS OO
A, WLTEMEFr» SIS N RENE D H 2 L Bbh 2,

13) Z 2T, # LFAE T commitment sharing ZER L, 24Ut LT EFEXFEMNIHAEEZEEL TV5 & W05 Eik
T MFRMREE) 2 WS RBZAVTHS,
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KT OJHEr OB EWLTKARLEOR L T
—REN BT o ELBFEEL LY EVICEHL T—
]
ol NN

< Abstract > The purpose of this study is to examine the close
relationship between friends. To approach it, this study analyzes “self-
deprecation — agreement of self-deprecation” sequences, which causes
inferiority complex of the self-deprecation’s speaker. Results of the
analysis by using Conversation Analysis as the research methodology, I
found that the speakers structure the conversation relying on “The
recipient knows who he is”, and the recipients also shows by his response
that he knows the speaker. Therefore, participants were referring to each
other's knowledge and using it as a resource to structure their

conversation. This could be one basis for being intimate.

(¥—7—F): 50 - BLL WG - BOTBER - AE - #S5

1. BLdic
fhdr e WL ERT 52 L. BFREOHFICLt oAb ThreELLN
%, fil 21X, Pomerantz(1984)Tix, 6 L F © HIEMFERE (self-deprecation) 1Z%f L |
MEFARAELEZEA. TREELTF~ofHicoa 20 HEELH 2720, AL
RREZITS5, dsvid, AEZzEIsccERTs el TVWE, —F, H
JECHBEL, %2 b2 CHAELL, BT 2752752 b 55,

fh 75, MONBEIMRZMEET 2 e p, Wic THLVWEFGE] 2RLAS DL LTl
Wfebn b Z &b dH2 (Bateson 1972, KiF 2004), L2 L. ZH23HE B L wEIF
HrERTDIDOLEARZDITHEAL, ARDodbDE LTALONEZELH D, 2D
B, AL, TN HETHIEEEFCI D2 E X, FuLHBERIERE DN
FErHws vy (KE2004), —FCHEFD, IREZLHEBLALAZ 2R T D
K, Eofe ) FELFOFEL AL 2HEULZY L ok TiEEH W2 LAHL H
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LI T3 (K 2007),

DEDETMEL2D b D22 Y . WNEROMEL WS Y Y -2 2 TRE
IRV LI, YUEoamsMER OB L WHEGHEEZHMAL 2 2 L3 TE %,
flui, 2db2d [HLWw] tRIEDEIRIELERTOELI D, 2. HXrDH
SHBORB R EAFEICHEEIND XS hfhhor, FREVIHTIIAA— L
LCHET L) afheodr, ZOHE, BILIOERAEVWAEDY 55bDD X5
biLd, LrLladb, 2o Xk) k4t L EoLH LT, 2hhd—hLok
IBPLE RO LEVWI IOV TR, T THYCHMbREZZFEINT AR
hollEZbND,

2T, REERTIE, MOTBEGREBETZEVIRY LV oERS, BL WBEGRNT
FRHET 20 THE LI VEENIZOTEEL, Zoeh ey Rirodhc [HL
VBB AFIHINCWw R LR FIRT S, 25T 52T, BlILETOKREILT
Ta—FLTWwERZWL, 20D, KRRCTEFRXFHT —20hr»b, HETRY L
F-EESBBEERT 22DV ERMOE L, D ETV VL,

N2 DERFHFICEBWT, 5FBO [BFEE] B2tz iz, 2hEToif%k
CHwTHIEMITWw 2, il X E, TP (2006) i3, EFE2FHICHT 2 EEoh T,
(BT F XTI FOMBREIETOLFEOAMEOMRME LTHAEI LTV 2
(p.46) Lk _RT W3, LR o T, [EBHEOHNDOBEIRIZ, Eito o8k 4 7 )5 1H I
WTIEFTTRAZS](p46) Lo, 51, EAK (2009) T, BIHEDOLIHFITEH W T,
h5FER Lo [HEZBER] 2S5 CoMETRICELTERIN TV S L 2 IEHH
LTw2, ThbDZlhb, NAORFEEZNRICALZDOB LI 2ERKT L LI3A
MicFERCTH2LEZOND, 72, ARRKRCTWMY LT 2HHE, Ko, BEHL S
THNBEGAEENAT IO Ab o ERE YT, BEHEFATISMEICERT
20 EHERTZ2LHABR . DIBRER L ATNIERERGEETH 22— T,
ITNEAALCLY LV AMET IR TEIHT, HLIORMIcHD > 5LH
AbNBENPHLTH 5,

DLExE 2R KR, KARLOMTESLEA O LX) AiiEoRTEL 32

WICERL, ZOPTRESMELLPRELZHMMT 2 EcHALTWIHER, X
LIt E 2, BEAREICOWT, RSO FEZ A, BEEEH EOAE LA AT
DEE,LLTLLT L, 2o LT, 2FESMERLOBL CHARER D X S ICZbH
NTVW2DO0EEELTVE RN,
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2. F—20HMA

AfFRTRF2200F -2 %HEHL =,

1 213, TalkBank (MacWhinney 2007) (¢t X LT\ % Callhome 22 5. 2 %4 D
HABERESHECL2EFETE2RA L2, 2 A (342 F) FHELKFEICHES FH
WMETH 22, NFEBET AV AICHEL TS, I4F @A FRIREPIEEDNR
BleHo T2, ¥IkdoooFHiEfay 2z L Cwd 2 ehrn, RIFEBERF
ThHdZEeEHHEHMETN G,

b o 12, THAEHE S 2 — 2] UNEfL 2017) 25 2 40 HARERGES
FICXdEBRECORE - BT -2 2WMA L7z, 2 A (BELBREA) Fh¥oRHK
ATHY, KHELTHEL, BETHHEICRIMMTHr e wH, £, BEIIKRY
btAdcd b, sBEEIhCcH 2, 7. WAREFIHLEATH S,

3. S
3.1. BL NHEELMT 2 HE LGS

DTo [Wh1)] #RCA X5, ChiZ@B¥FForFr e ORCHED IADOEFETH
2, HHT 2@ 2917H (=) L 301TH (=) TH2d, b, WikoHFFRLL
I onTiE, fRicEHlTFsR1IzZRINL N

[WiH 1 T~ A 7] Callhome 1607 15:05-15:50]
(WA ERTCIE, IABAFIERL, [EELAAPFLT] XTI LIRS VHT
KTV, 2R LAFIE MR A W] CEFAEZRLTWS,))

j_ .

13 IA TN XS ? [(TRA-

14 V2l [hhh

15 AF b A DATENNATE T AR [LRE
16 I A [haha L ® (h) X (h) L (h) &
17 hoho.hh

18 AF L FAREASNAT E

19 IAd i naffilizgitnsc i@z ng ?-=

20 AF 1=Th (HN)Eo&5 3 ARELLB.(0.3)5A.
21 iﬁ:zbfbvscl:ot,cot.

22 HF D A

23 (0.7)

24 1A RBERA,

25 (1.0)

26 HFbrdkoIholhk::EHED,

27 (2. 0)

28 HF MBS H L. =

29 — 3 :—</}_\t¢<a%>>$A;DH%fZ>?huhuhu

30 =>4 7 .hhhhhh ¥ hd h 4 h:

31 IA *1.ht.ht.ht.h

—-100—
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32 717 ¢ haha:
33 I Y RAR o T ?
34 AF 19 Ahi:i.(EhPhoTh/ th_XnAn-)bhrb~A.

29 fTHALOMMBICESZ T, IARHFICHL, EENFERLS XS ICh o7,
BEMN2 L5 mod, LEMLTWS (13, 191TH), 2R bt L, #F 13,
Bz eldcEdhnwd HMEMYVIITEL2X5 ko E XD (15,17, 2017 H).
AFDIGEFELCRL, T4 (2294 ] LHENARFMEZG5 25, LA L. %o
D, AFIR THHEOM ST W3 bArd] &, HHFDEENHCODVWT L —F X
Y3 oK) mFHEET (260 281TH), 291THIEZD X A FoHFEDHR DM
BECTEHIND,

IAD29THORFEICHEHT 2. [P d] LI IRKBTHLLEERT
RIFADBH (I4) cBMidsEcERIATwE, LEB->T, IFTRANHES 2R
KelLT, ZOoARLVDAFBRBTCI2rEHTVWEILEEXD, 2D b, 29
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fEDEZALICLDMHKE L TOREDRE -
PR #EDWE ORI O N D55 RE O MM

o oA
HOUHR TR

<Abstract> Utilising conversation analysis, this work focuses on complexity of participation
in institutional multi-party activity of the School Management Council. In the meeting, the
principal takes a representative position to deliver the report, but has not been involved in
the work; which is instead carried out by the practitioner-in-charge. The paper illustrates the
principal’s practice to request confirmation without ceasing the reporting by a temporal gaze
shift to the practitioner. The practice makes it relevant for a minimal engagement of the
practitioner to approve or complement the content of the report. Such mutual orientation
promotes groupness providing the report from the organisation, not the reporter individually.
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DEBICESS DL LTHMIALDZE, bLLFESTLHEREZLADI A DDA
Ve TOXRIRMEFLEEBEMOBROZDRBIIHL ST < #@EEIT OFEKD
MEERFLEZEEREZEEFT~5ETDHE VD ZODOEME W 2 (Mondada 2013)
SH, OQFDOHEFEMIICTFRLER NS Z LT, IEEHEZZIT LN L, EEH
CHMENEOMBLERT D, TLTEFEIT HE) TR TR ITFoOREHEZRL
(Stivers 2008) . H 7 % 7K §& HDLDWITRANROEFTEE S > THRELMET D, =
D@EHRLEBHEO RN RMEAEERS, HikbInza8x 27 L., BEO®REN
BEEEAO LB ESS O TEAL, MkE LTOBETHD 2 ERERIND,
FH 1T 3EAEULEOREOAEFEPIMELI Y BT LR, ZEARIC
WEINLIGHETHDL, MEFILZCATETEFOEVIZOWTOHEB AR, —
BRIl a2 B 2T, ZOoREETOZ T FICEBEHT 2B ET 5 (Lerner 1996),
ZLTHEDORETh-TmZAEL., 7T ITHTEBEICHBE LTS, — T, ®E
FHLEZERELDIL, HFEROKRADIZEDLLTHWVWEMNT NS Z &6, W5 AKX
BITHTHDHLZ &, MOV LIEERBEE~OEMT N2 LOTHDLI I ENRRBEIND
(Schegloff 1998),

BHH1
1wk HO- () RUWTFD:
2 FHE () AE%E:
3 ftcE /o TV DT
4 (0.5)
S FT (L)
3 A E R
WEE R ( 94&%%»
a7 07”_%9&% $:
Z\ili ff/t, 'I/I< })Ja ’J\ )3 K)
FKHE SHH & -
A
8 =5T W9 DI
W HHMET (>EBE) ‘ \‘->; >
2 BuoesEd ¢ __';‘;‘ v SN _‘:‘g
w
17 8)
=B HE o+ A !
(0.3) >>> JJL
BHE 7L b
10 #HEH s () To)y < #WE T T ,
17 9)

—-108 -



fF D% &AM X BHMRE L TOREOFE AR HRIAE OFBN A 5 N5 B 5H OB

WEFICLD 6-8ITHDHERFHIZIT, TOEFEHENL, REOXITETW T2 &4k
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HHLET D,
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<Abstract> Japanese gyaku-ni ieba (‘reversely speaking’, GK) as a discourse marker raises
the following questions: What kind of reverse relation does gyaku indicate? Specifically,
does it indicate the reverse relation in logic? Does GK just provide an alternative way of
describing the matter, or does it also involve new information? Is GK compatible with
ura-o kaeseba (‘putting it the other way round’, UR)? This work provides a comparative
analysis of the functions of GK and UR, based on the quantitative and qualitative analyses
of corpus data, and sheds light on their relations to discourse participants’ thought and

understanding.

(¥—7—F]: s 2, GG, BEEME, BrRe i, 3 — 20

1. BC»ic

HARED Nifics 213 (GK) 13, 2 oRiRicdh~on 2 NEDHET COBREZRT
720, SEMFEI D O HE L 2GR e A2 b, GKIFHFEWICfEbN 228, Z il Ic
DWTUTOMAEL2Z2— W] 3D X5 nBlhs»bolifffz KT D2, Fic, GK
D i tc O M LG IC B 1T 2 [ ] o Btk (McCawley, 1998; BF%, 2006) iZ H % @ B>,
T 52 BERRALoECERTO», TR EDNENEHIERIEDL> T30
o BT, HPOKE [EAELEZ] (UR) LixAMHE DD,

HEHICET 2B TIEI GK & URDEVRED D L I\, HKablfilo o, ek e ik
OEE RN O HREAFRFRICBI T 2 2 T I E AL H %528 (Ajmer, 2002; Fischer, 2006;
Lenk, 1998; Mann and Thompson, 1988; Onodera, 2002; Shinzato, 2017; Webber and
Prasad, 2009), GK ® URIZ2 T oMM « LM RFIEIZ R Y 7= 5 2,

RFFETE, 2—=ZAF7 =2 %M TGK & URDHFIOER - BT 2T, Zh
ZNOHREPT CORRKELZMBIAT 2L Ldbic, MEOLKEIT), Zhickh, GK &
URDHFEHCOFEE LHEEOREC LD LI ICHbo T 0 e EET 2,
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2. SEATWRSE & 08 A
2.1. ®fTHH%E

FIRECE IR ER S, FEH L, v 7 L CHMARREREEE %> 72, Weblio

FEEEL (GRAS 7 v — 7R &4k, 2022) ik, GKoEKE 2o HMBITH L TR

NoOMEPLREZGORE| 8LV s epnomEisdbEbaE| Ly, fiFD
BRICHETZHFZL LT URBETFOLNT WS, [LFEMMEEME JLEFH] o )
DETE, BROL LT PFROIEFSLHARKETHE L, I3 E] LdH, BER
@& LCamblpic s 2 [ AED» LT 2 (Sora, 2022b), [HEEZEKFT ] oW Tik,
BEW@r LT [RALEMNZEOHALE 5] LE»N T S (Sora, 2022a), [JAFESE MR
Bk KEEAR] 1cid TE2BF ] oHoE®ROIC [(THEZELIE] OFET) #ol» oS
ZiE, WoFSWHEZITNIT] &H 5 (Sora, 2022¢), LT, 20bofFFEETIE, GK
LURERAFEL LD TW2

EFEREE M (Mann and Thompson, 1988) Tix., ka0 B Z i€ OBEBR ZH > TH
Brc¥ %25, GK & UR 34icxflt (Contrast) fE#{t (Elaboration) & \» 3 BH{g% %
ThoLab, 2R EOFEM TR A v, FEEEHICBI T 2 W98 (Ajmer, 2002; Fischer,
2006; Lenk, 1998; Mann and Thompson, 1988; Onodera, 2002; Shinzato, 2017; Webber
and Prasad, 2009) ®hic 3 GK % UR IC DWW T QM - HAFMW R FRIFR Y725 kv,

2.2. THEmE

SHRRHORTHNAELTHE (F) WENRLED XS KlboTwaiconwT, Fiff
HLMBEONHT 2L LT w3 (McCawley, 1998; %, 2006), HEic, SEDff
Mics T 2 EOREESL Y v 7 FICHAICOWThiEm I LT3 (AR, 2019; %
B, 2017), HKFEHCESHERHOBER AL IE L HMET 21013, HICEEPH LR T
EUTiEAaS, BRICHI2MEMECHKIEBEZELL LR EFHLE R 5,
Tl e L, M omBEN ABFREE Lo THL, mdp e qicL T, mEX
Zlp—ql(phbidq) ¢32,, M [q > pl (qadiEp. 19— 1pJ (q
ThwhbiEpThw), 8XUWTqp = qq]l pThHVAELITqTAY) N X
Wi, R, HEMiEhz, 22T, [—) F@mBENEEoMRE, £ (1) kmEo
BEAZRTHEL S THI MAEOMEX L2 oMBRFAMCTH 2 (HHOEHIXF L),
Fric, X22E8 a0 1E, XORBEHELETH L, LrLMEXAETH-TH, XD
HomElzE & FRL v,

AN R E (O E) LR AERXAIT 2 2 L ARETH D, HlxiE. 2023
F2HOHEIE 28 HTH 2] v imBEIcy LT, 2o 2023 F£0db b H o0 HHED
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28 Hzb, Z0HIFE2HTH S iF. BIEMBICHSCTRETH 228, 2hidd Lo
2 ORI 5 b O Tl v,

M PHmIcs I 2mM e EHMmOMRIFERLZEST 2, flxiF. [NAK-> TS
B IT I BRITOEF, 2O00FROMICHEIBMICHONZBBETH Y BN & EBE
BolkAv, T2 MEX2LZOMPLERZEL C LT, NI IRTE RV (R,
Eﬁm&%ﬁmszua%%hﬁ\%n%n77ﬁyv3v(wmmm)kiwﬁﬁ
{t3f (invited inference/reasoning) &R IEN 3, #Hl21E, [HITEPREZ I LTWVE L5
WA TWEDEAI | Ew )T, TMAK > Tz bfZr 3] v ) RENZR
HAIL S 2028 (77X 2vay) TH3, 7. [/ —r2BLTNED
a—e—%filET L L] EEDNEEGAE, TORICH2E [/ —r2EL T EGE
DHa—e—ZffliitET2L (L hdbokba——zfliEL RV &)
GRERAWS DITFEHHTDH B,

2Ol RENAYRECLPRIOEN A L OEMGN 2 EELEDL 2T, AES
KEWTIRHEEICITON DD, SEWICEL Wi ORI A2k b b, BELHE
ICEWTRELZEL 2, Ao ZACHHLZbDTH %,

EziN
[F=]

3. A

BRBAAFBEEZSESM 2 -2 BHERI] (BCCW]) 2T, GK & URIEDOWVT
XFHIE (R XIRIEE 200 7) %17, URICOWTIEPHEPN A [HET | oFkT
OB 3EEBRAL T, ZRFN 196 B X 63 0B % &7, £ T HIHIAK% B8
LB EC N BIcBb 2 FEAT 24 71280, 2Bl 2 4 707 %172,
ZLCx 4 7ofMBECEELHENLL 2%, 7IVFTOMELHR - BIEL L, HiC,
FRFNICR LT GK & UR o Bk 2 HE L 7=,

4. REBECNRBICEDL? (24 7]
GK B XU URBETHFIETOBBICOVWT, UFDXSIcx2 47 A~GRFH T, A~
FarEMORMEEFRTH Y, AW, BIIE, CIINE, D I3HENEETH S, B
200 FEOWNEICEDLZ S D, FixaioNE ORI GEIFHZ L), G LB Lo
SWiizTth b,

4. GK ¢ URICEHDLZWNBEHXEZ XL UPY 43, C GHl) tizX (piasid
@ Y (@qThRVALIEp Thw) 2HEETH 22, A GF), B (), D Gl &E)
TEXEYRAMTE Y, ABIXFBICOWTIE, XBETHo>TDH Y REE LIRS 7%
W, DIZowTId, XOHEAWY LoDk X AFAEBEGO &L EicRon s, EFFHS (&
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b/ YT ERB) Kb B, E11 L E12 3 X & Y #BIT 354 T, X &Y BLE
OIER e EEOBEBRICH 2856 % E12, 2N 0BRICH 2856% E11 & Lz (ET.
A, HEN/ BEM LA OB, E2 13 X & Y AH#EEI L2 WIHE L wilA
DEBALRY) TH3, D, E2 . F, GTlt, X ¢XBI 2D X OHEETHY, 2D
MR THlo, #i7zk] OB%PAEDb> Tw3,

ERozx A4 7ozt GK-UR D B#fatkicow<, #lzr$, 2 -2 (BCCW])
OffIhD NFicg2iF] & TE2RE ) 3xoFHE, BERIAEET, AR
% [#] (FATERw) THRL, XKicx 4 7%Rxd, BCCW]oF—2DKREICH v 7
N ID & BAMRALE % T L 7=,

(1) ~ANELLOXRZ, MBE» LI EEIRVAL, {MICE 21X /URN AT
T, ZHAECTAVHRERILZD ~ABELL, EEZTIERITMEY 2L
(LBt9_00152 9260) [A 5¥]

2) i, A2V T TfES> TV IMBEME N, LRIVERS>THRIE, 3TH %Y TH
HMTehreEZTHWET, {FICE 2 #UR}, 4 2V 7 Cffio T iR % (#
SBAE, TREA X2V TRTESASTRE, A2V THEZOIDOTIEAWE
BwvE 4, (LBb5_00012 1180)[B %]

(3) HEREfFOBN L WS DRMrLES>L, CoLoicz vy eTT, #2
IV HECHEFECE S DE AR ENER L v 2 eid, {ExREiX/
GK}. Cot&0FEFH L olEABEETCE R, DLAZOHAZ ZMHD &,
BETREDOTHL LI LFxr o3 EArHLCLEsTAEDTIEH AW
7>, (LBk3_00072 12500) [B 5]

4) 7THVH Y FEEEZ S °F k. JRE, {(FSx X URN EndoTZ e TT &

. (OY15_06072 230)[E #i4 12]

G) EtmEcct2ENZER LI DEFADRERTHY IT L., {(Hics 2
JH#UR), BRI T C L BB B 2222 3L BBE L np el
AT A, (OM68_00001 289020) /[F K#ft]

(6) 2o ) EAREEYOREE LR LT T, (HKE 2 X /#UR} GEELHL T
EITVIOFEWELTEY LT, (OM35_00006902230)[G £ (E it z) ]

Al(Dics T, M p & q% Ipp RO~ ANESLL] XU [q #FLRBELFLTTH

BiidErAwv] L3428, GKOFBIHZ2 XBLFEYRZAZN (phbidql BLO
fqZabiEpl KT, 2471 TAM] EHEhs, 220, XOHY bR
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DLFRLTWSE, GKIZURIKEZEZ CHOEATHZ, A 2) XL G)iFEbic [B
Hl ox47Thd, AiFHFIZIGKzZzE&LH T, GKEZ URTEEZIRZ 2 EEAHATH S,

3T UR2&LHlcHY, URZ GK iciExfizCcdHATH 2, ABIIE T7H Y
EVEEIE] Ew oI —Ahb, [ZI0IBIRFALZFHTCHL20IF, EETIH IR
2007 L) BERERERAMLILEERT, Lz >T, GKD & A T RIEEDH
R ERBOMBREERT TEHS 12 eofrcEd, GK% URICEZMX COHAATH 5,
AHG) I, EFmEo@l o228 0B AL T, EHEECHE W
ERMIICB A A A TSR LTWwE 20, GK2AERT DI [FREEL] BB oW
Nz, URICEZWZ 2 L AHATH D, HBI(6)I1X [GRIEL (Ewiz)] Lotz s,
MR RE W /NS ] F, TRBEESNEIW/REW] LRI THED, b
HEDEwikzeEzonhs, 2O GK % URCEXMZZLAHATH S, hp, [#
] [ERE] IREMA2MEHCERLZbD0TH 5720 [E HA 12) bEde &
2, L2LEEFCMATEREL W) HALEAE2E5220 TR TEHLE TR
ChbRINZEHIC, FVv /TR HOENICERL TS 720, [G KRB (F0it
Z)] &l TOXIEHWMORNENED Z2HEE T X VEY D D EEALL,

5. TR

5.1. BB 47
ETRMOSMOMEELR1ICRT, FICEHIRELIZ22KRFTRT,

K1 GKBLUCUROHMAICED 2 wmEERLKFEREOBNITER

SHTEHE Rz AT
A | BE | Cxt [Di|ERS|EMRS|EMRA|FRE GR|AH| &
o ERy | 11 12 2 1t b7}

&

=SS

GK 9 13 29 1 58 14 35 3 26 6 196

(UR &
w | g | D | A0 | @D 1O | 67 | (19 | (@) | (0) | (0) |N.A|(109)

® (G?(Ré: 0 5 1 0 28 22 3 2 1 1 63
N.A. | (5) (1) |N.A.| (28) | (20) | (1) | (1) | (1) |N.A.| (57)
o)
GK

(U i 4.6 6.6 | 14.8 |05| 296 | 7.1 | 179 | 1.5 |13.2|3.1| 100
% %) (11.1)](76.9)[(93.1)| (0) {(98.2)|(100) | (0) | (0) | (0) |N.A.| N.A.

(%) UR 0 79 | 16 | 0 | 444 | 349 | 48 | 3.2 | 1.6 | 1.6 | 100

(;Ifz? N.A. [ (100) | (100) [N.A.| (100) [(90.9)(33.3)|(50.0)|(100)|N.A.| N.A.
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%éi?};é? 1/9 |15/18|28/30| 0/1 |85/86|34/36| 1/38 | 1/5 |1/27 | iﬁﬁi
T #5R (9%) (12.5)[(83.3)(93.3)| (0) {(98.8)|(94.4)| (2.6) |(20.0)|(3.7) (64.1)

FKLICRTHEY, DA IZ. GKIZ UR D3 EH o7, HFilE, UR i E11
CEI2IcERFLTwE DI L, GKIZ C, E2, G TOfH s ~TRED Y. E12 2 HiK
fh v, R, 2 TR 64.1%TH - 7208, AIROF WL A4 T B w24 Fic
L L T3, Btk oA, FRERENICHEET 5 L. OGK & UR AT A% £
4 713 E11, @QGK ez D3 C. E2, X UG, QUR it D13 E12 Tdh 3
EAHTTE B,

2. GRS
CPlEZEFTGK & URDEM ALK E T 5, FEABIT, 4] (FBETEARWV) B
T 1?2?72 (v AHEK) TET,

(7)) TaEf] ] cE—mohLABERIC L s TEb NS, EHT 280 clGEo H
WoNBZDEMR, FICE 2 X #URN TR KXo CHEEAREH L, E50 ] o
KR LENEDTH %, (LBb7_00034 57040) [A 5¥]

@) NoBEOe#H e wd ok, {??2GK/ Ex BT}, WIHCLHAHZICABA 2w
Zt0hbobhDLS LGN LET, ESTL x5 b, (PB26_00137 90500) [E #H 15
12]

9) zzchLrhInszy—e20RLEL (B R, —EDREAhbN
4, {(GK/HZREIT, 2hU Loy —e 22T RkELAZLE LTHM L ORRFN
Ry xR snwitflaick s w3, (LBf3_00026 63210) [E s 12]

(Mm@ TG mE e o#AKY o L2 HifEHRE L TidT w3,
GK Wi ] oF®RcfibhTey, EE [S2F] 2RCHIC [#Wic] Lz
BHAMECH 2, UR TCEHFOMBEORZEFIRL LT =aT vAREL 2D FREAR
TH5, B)ix. BHE (EOLHH) cff > EE (bod) Kool ziR~xTw 5,
DEFHERTHLIPECEDH D, GK BRICMEEZ KAV CHAT v EE2EK L, URIZIE
HErREfMf T wEELRZI L (R, WEOARH) 2R X Rh=2T v RA%%EL 2,
BEARMpc ) b TE b, NIEMARREEIC I 20 b AR bo 852 (Hl. T4
2 ETFwichoTwad ]| vs. [TIHAR] otz TARILD 721, TIRZERLICE TWw 3 |
vs. [HEICFE2HFOTHEERT ), HIL, 2= AT —XOHWHITICIHVUTDZ &R
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Bz, OGKB XU URIKEHF 2 [#] /TH] i, H AR on 5, @GK
CEBEWT, [ WXOBRELLT Ao, FHizkh] OBKERL, [KA] 0EKTIIX
B 2B ERHE AHICER). QURICEWTIE, HIcRLEICH- L EREHN L v F
L%, @URICHEWTIE TH] 28 [EATWw3HE] 2% L UREF TBhTw3 szt
WMLEYVRNWEVTZ] O=a2T7 v ARRIHEAERS W,

BB LU IcH TS GK & UR 0#EWwid, FLH@% BT 2, 72, KlicknT
GK & URIKRY 22RO 2y (CHE., EMALE 12, EfiE2,. GRE) FLERLEO~O
EEBICEDboT w5,

6. Fim e HANEER

GK &, XXy bicix, M#hic] LRV AEomEZMOF T Tildh~2 X5 i
TEZ, flai ko X5, A7) Tid, UR LFBRIC, #omBE oKLz iiite 32
GEMFPE-STHELB S, 24 7B, E2, FIowThHEERTH %,

FEEEM R IR X e SEBRE L T BFEOMBN AR IEL (HEETE v
HBav, EPEMLAELNY v 2 LHipIclE M5 WREES H 5, AWFSE L. GKICB
LCitHF eEHFORESCaIa=r—vav el E#easc e 28 iffcE %,

PRSP HEABICHE G35, GKB X VP URDFERTIX,HMIC conversely=e reversely
LHERT 2 LRTES, YOI MR EEDoT w2002 D 2 081D 5, £
DR AWIEIC BT 2 0B AEMCTH 5. 0121 Bl on the other hand, C 1% conversely,
E11 X by contrast, E12 1% actually, G ¥ in other words 7 £ D3EYI 725 5,

7. kiR

GK & UR O FIC X BRI & 2 3t B 72 Bl 23B89 b 2, G BEBA (R 2 0 IR BE (R
ZATICH ST —N2AT =2 %EN - BWICHITT 2 2 LIT X > T, BENRFFE
HO»ICko7z, GKIZEHHEA X VIAL, =27 v2bHoE GK & UR o Atk
WEREMTH D Z BRI N,

KA I R OB R LT E A R T 2 200 EEA TRV E R D, XD
K. BYNCHER - BRI nRELEH S TEEED 5, AT GKitowT
EWBEEEEY TH 72, Boh2zARE, Ao EPLaIa=r—vavitBILdac
EBTED,

e
AWFSE 13 JSPS RIF 2% JP22K18461 Bk 2% J 7= b DTH 3,
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SNSIZBITAHERE TESIYFT B ICHD [EH5F] oA =3I —HERIEE
=WE R Y
AR NN SR e ¥

<Abstract>

This study analyzes the semantic usage of a novel expression dozo-suru, frequently observed
in Japanese texting language, and discusses its semantic structure from the viewpoint of
reference point construction. This paper points out that these expressions are divided into
two major semantic usages, and then it claims that this expression consists of the form of
"quotation 'dozo' + suru". In conclusion, it is found that the quotation part refers to the
utterance "do6zo" in interaction scenes such as daily conversations and make it possible to

mean two different acts performed along with utterances.

[¥—U—F]:SNS, #Hrark#H, fLIRMMAE, A b=—, ZRAME

1. 1ICHIZ

A F =Xy POEBERIZEY, FLEERLHESSHELIRARIFEER S THILE
) LMENSH LW ESEENL, AFRTIOED 85T 5] RBlb, =
W PR (2021) ICTHT SN VT, E5F] REELFEERIZ, Y=Y v /b AT 4
TETZHEA TV Z b, HIEEE] O—2ThHDLVRD,

AFTIE, 20 1852325 RBIWCEH L, Twitter Z W TEEOHH 4 INE L
o bT, RATHFRTCHEB I TVWD (X522 of#Bzb el TOBWRAEEZHL
DT B, SHITETHEICMEZ, 2 —R2FAVWTHETASTICB T A5 2]
DEMEEBEFALNICTHILT, BEEFE - FLSERFOBANLLHKRIICE
F2 TE5Z) ORBERY ., ARBOFAMRERAIEIZOVWTEREEZIT I,

2. [¥5ZEF3] REIZHOWVWT

FLOIC, AFETHROE D 85T 5] REICHOWTHBEIZHAT 5, AR
TY =¥ A AT AT ECEHEBRINLIRATHD, UT (1) TEEAZZET 5,
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(1) a. (LYT) LYBEBARNAL, TobBhiclrIZL e
b. 74 v vaBLTIKESTEIZELTE®

ZOXOIC TEYET L) REWX, SEIEFREARTHERASA, EERMOMEIZE W
THERBREREF S TWVWDLIZLENEHZIDH, o, INHLORBUT THARHARFEEHE
SHEHM = — R BCCWH] X THAFERFHiF=a— XX (CEIC)] IcBW THNAGE
ELTOMBIEN OHTHLZ b, FILEERAORIATHLI EEZLND,

3. EATHIR

(E524 %) REAOHHEITHIRNIC, 852 CMT 2 RITHREZBET D,
FF.IEIE) I TLTCLKEEY] REDOKEOSHEMLXE I L (LEE 2000),
ZTNOLORBAE TETDHEDICLEHEICHEWMEIZEND & WX BEER S (cf
i - HE 1992), £/, HARBETIE (T EIWn] REDXXROFHERAIZEL - T
<UEESREODBRNRRBLINAZ D, ZTRNOHOEXNEMIET S TE5ZF] O
SERFTHY, XV T A OBHFLHBL L VWO REZHS Z AP LNEETH
HLEEETIMELFEMETD (cf ThH 1980), &b, [EH 2 13 iTAEREIRIC
BMbb, <HE><Fa>Lnolt<#D>%KT (f XWN 2015),

(52 ICHT2ERTMEDEZ T, DR EDORBMES Z HVTHH&21T -
TWAZ b, RETETLEETHAIEESSEIIRTS 5% O EER
L72bDTHDLENVZ D,

4. I 1
4.1. HHrFiE
TATHIEED TS 2 ORMERE 272 LT, TE5FT 2] REOBEWRALIZON
SHTEAT D . HTICH =0 Twitter O [RERBRR] #EEZHNT 1852925
LEDOWERE % & T G % 368 BIINLEE L7z, HIFIE 2021 42 10 A 16 H 75 2021 4F 11
A2 HIZERELT,

4.2, SrHTAE R
SGMTOFER, T8O 2T 5] REWZITKRO LS REEABEINTZ,
FF.ARBICBT D [E5%) 3@ (§5) &FETHLZET, 2TMLLO
TASEEZIT) ZLAERTRBELELEHIRA TS, TOE, BKRNRITASCH
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EEHRESNT, AR OFEBLIXRIC L - THIWATREE D, LT TEI>ET D) £
Btk T85%F) BRI INOLOTAREEIZ. RE< QT T220ETH
ENTED, 1203 (ATANCML2DITRE2RT<BD>1TH]. O 1213 B) ]
MO EOBEE M- EBIEEO RKNARITA] Thod, ZOMRCHE L TREKICH
LT 5,

42.1. 252425 RIDGISEIRL

(5295 RBOBEERMIEZOWTHN - BLT 200, WELEZAFOFIC
RONTHFERIOBIREHIZ OV TR D,

EF.Q oL lESE) & 195 oMCETZELREN 60 AL,

2) (VIO9BAIOANZHLT) IBRICEIZ] ThENET,

INHLDORBETHEAENIHEIEIFEIMNL M), [~ REIFEETHDL, AT
. UERERBRL (5295 RELLTHIDB, ZRO0oRBITEED 8525
5] RBLEERY FRTLOBEBMEBBELTERERINDIARETHDI2D., AT
AT EEERVWRALPLICBEET L L LT 5D,

2OHIC. Q) DEOIRTESELEIET D LWV I REN 8K (RRFIALEET)
BlgEani,

B) BITU—<>5 6 ABREHIZTLEHS>ZLTD

AKFETIH, CNOLORALEDTC EIZTT D) REALHT DL ETDH, Ll
[E9F] 1oL 2»EF20RALORBEEIITHLT., 2 SIICEL TEHI®BESE
XITTHEET D,

422, 15245 KRB 2-HO>OEWRMIE
DHFRERND T899 2925 RBEOBWHEN 221K TED EERML
Too REITIE, TAZNLOBEHRBEICOWTHLLIIANT 5,
FFIESET D) RBUCTBITD (L5128 (A) TN L0728 %2 RT <
H>ITH] ERTHOICELT, UF @) ICEEfE%TF 5,
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4) a. (LYT) LYRENZWVWMIDL, TobBEIEIZFL It
b. (BEHEOFHLINTHOAIZKHLT)ELARANVNDTHTLIFTTEIZLAL,

BT, NMZH LTS 2DITA 2B TS, BB TIE TES ] N<fhd >
BbObETHLIIERERINTWAED, ZTOLORIICBITS [E5 2] 1Tk
DOEWRMIEC—H LTS,

WIZ, BY T 6O ROBE Ao TcBEEDBEMNRITH] 2RT bODEK
BAELLT (5) 2% T 5,

5) aa QBEOFEMNRRIZ) T4 v vaBLTIKESTESIELTRE®
b. KLWOLNIZLHIZLEHZT 00, (hE) F#) Thed
c. WL —FIAHRETOEHIT/R-TL DR, MHE~NE I ZT D070,

G) Z.TEFTIRIHTHITANS E Vo EEEED BRI RITAEZREL TS,
(B) X, (Da,b DL IRTEFT I THIF L L Vo BEBENMIZEALETHD, £2,
7y va] R TWMEES] REDO X ITHEEZLEELNP RSN DMEmICH
D, THNHIFMENRICKITD TESF] oBWHEBELIZ L2,

5. BE1

RETEIZT D] KRBT, ANTREZRT<BO>ICHDLLIFETHD L
D EINEMEE D BARK AT R FFICEET 2R T ZLNAELRDI2DOTHS D 0,

AT, BEEHEN ((BIAELTo TESZF )+ ®h§5 (5] oI s4ET
bDThHDLEELET DL, ZOFELIT, AURBOMIHHBICEAOND 2) DXD
BRAFFEIMFEORBEANL L IHFIND, ZL T, ZO(BIAELTO TS 2 ) R
HE (2018) Dk ~2% 5| AAFE] CbHimdLEZD,

SIMAFEITEESIMICL > TRIN, SIS D HFTEITFHFEOHNDOIREEFE TILR
<V JFEANE LTHEM T —RMREERIIHIND, £, Zab 05 HITERDY
2 (WD) T EIF/EB) LV ERANT, AL LTHEAESND &V 5 M F
D, FlZIE, TRz 1T 2FE—InbR225ETHD) (U0 2018: 242) O L 5 e KE
BT Txa) REIAAFEBECEA L, sl (Txra) L) 2 LX) 2L T
W5, Zhicx L, “Don’t you ‘hello mother’ me!” (ibid. 242) @ X 5 72 F I L 5| 4
HOMWEMHAETHD L&, A =3 — (metonymy) Z/r L C, BIHENLESH
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REEEBRICHDITRHCMEEREZRITMEEZFE LI LbEHSL TV D, Lol
T, TBREIBRSA, LT LE) ERSN, SIHEORIITTHEBRICH
DFEEDOTH, DFED (FHEKRHALZALCTD) ZL2RLTWD,

SIMAFTEO Z N OO MEZHEAT, 5232 RADERIIKD, hitDB
i T2 COBBRMENDL, BHRBICREIT L T892 Bl la@Eo f.om s
LT (TE5%) dwvwHrZ @) 2T LEELICC W, TOD, IKEMH
BELTIESZF) LHEBEBARIELGLIVONRRENTWDIEEZOND, AR TIE,
ARBIZBNT (6) D THREIBOLIICHERFLHEICAON L EFHE LML L
BBEINDIZLENDH, HUKRBNHBERFELOBEDY EZRSLE XD,

(6) a. 110cm < HVOLZDFIZJEATEVE S ZL LW
b. AMKBZT-VOBEESZLERLE >0 CTREMIER B 7225,

6. S3HT2

5EOEREREZ T, AETIEL CEIC DEIXMB L AT LA [OEHLY] Z2HNT
(E9%] 2B0RFET—F L, AT 257X OHitkODEE L HEHEE OBIE
AEIEILONZTOIZLT. MEMTRHBEIZKITL TEH5%F] OHEELZAS
PIZT D, WELZHAFIZETH TI1256TH 2,

6.1. oy b7 il R

SHORER, &7 2P 105N T IBEICEIZ, ] DL, HERAENH
RENT FHEDOSHERREOIFELARAVWETHENSIA TS ZLAHALNE R oT,
BIEMFZECIE, TS 2 Z TTK7Za W] REDRKEDSHEEX LIS T 5 &S
T, L2ALOHWORE, MAETAGRIZBNTIE 52 32056
DAHTHEAIN, FEOSHEARMERT 2R8FETLT N Thole, ZOZ LD,
MATASBEHICE TS [85F] GIRFEOFTEREALEBERO>NS, ~EOLTHEAS
NAEMIZH D LR B,

Fro, BEERFEOUIFEOBBMEOBLA TIX, 40 floTF—ZIZBWT L5 ZF]
EEDRFEOMBICRFEENDORFESHHICTHWIT THL 2O OBE ML - T,
SHIIZEDDBLREFELERICEENMTOAL TV DT3B TH -, FFIZIL,
BECEbETRFTEEMELEZY (K1), SVELEV T O RLNE (K 2),
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HEATZBEIZBW T, [ES 2] REMTHETEMIATEEHEFITHT 21758
BRZ2RTRAL L HEAHSA TV IO THNIE, it & X ®E GEESHE) &xT
LbEEDOIA IV T2 BEDLEDIHEITR, LL, EEICEEFLHEOL A 2
YZEBL, FEREMERLAELYCEEICAbE TCERFLRAB T ASE LR O,
CoZ eSS, METRRBEICE T 2% (892 LREDFRIEERBEKICHD
LWz b,

— = s | o [con | 32 an eaE
REE F=x Ly E3F 7 i = . -
T e r—— e
00:04:00 00:04:07 00:04:42 00:04:47
X 1: 223 ID_S002_007 \Z3 ) 5 55 & @ik X 2: 255 ID_T016_004b (235 1F 5 363k & B 1E
7. BE2

SEIZBWT, TESF32%) REIWCBITS TEHZE) BElHAFEHOIEMHIE L
LT UIEIZIEWIHIFELAEBERIIHDIOONERINTWND EELE LT, AR T,
BIEiOMEATABEICBITS (52 OMAEEROSHFBERNS, YERBICBT
5 TE52) WEEMRICHD (METABHICET2EE £S5 2)) 2 r-TLEx
5, TLTEBHIZ, ZO(HEFEEHS>X)) 2R ELTHTDHI LT, BFESH LT
bILd 2 o014, () ML DITAEZRT<BOITA> L (b) BfEEO <GENE
TA>ONTNNEBERT DI ENAHRERD EERT D,

b AMIZ, BEEFEOP THLIMNGZEELEZVERLED T28IC, Mo
IVHEBELLTVWLOEZN LT, BMOXZERBIMT 52 L5 5, Langacker (1993:
5-6) 1L Z O &R DR GE B (reference point), = LTI D X 5 i@ HIHE )
% 2 W S BE 77 (reference-point ability)
EMHEOX R EERT L ETOR
M7owAEK3IOLIITHAAL L,

COBRMENITIEE (HDWVWITSFFEHR C: REIE

R: BB=
%) LIPS NDHFEETIED D00, R Tea—7 b

[D: X—= f@iﬁﬁ%ﬁaﬁﬁ
L HERRE, AL DS HREO PR A B 2
BRI ZOFBMEINEDL-oTWND 3: Z SR (Langacker 1993: 6)

-127-



AARTNGRES 025 FARRBREUE 185 (2022)

(Ih AL 2000: 86), DB MAFIHOILENMIETETZ A =3I —] bMWD
WCHEDLEEAZO —DOTH D,
COBREREEA. TEIXET L K

WX, Y FEFHO T EI>ZF] K40 B~ DEDITE WETE
LoACEOBEAREEALTLD N

f:y)&: 2 /)@E\:fiéﬁf%%%j—: k 75§ \~";Eﬁﬁﬂﬁl:ﬁi1‘ért’f:)‘?l
TEBLERS, K. (E5ETH) 0N ,

ERICBT B (BN ATED (25 2)]) N
NBE AR & LT BRI B % :
HATHIZBT 2 RFE L5 €1 (=T # @***"E‘*

NN X4: TEH>ZFF5) KREWCBTD 852 @
By, TLTCZo T, ik, MHELTA 2/3%7,',;%:%

OEFBBE SN, SHICZ0 (G ML

LN EBRARELTNTLHZLT, (&5 2 5MAETALE CTITbd 2
DDATHy (a) NS S DAT R 2R <EDITH > (=Tw) & (b) WEED <FEETH
>(=Tw) ERKTEZEAOND, [E5FFT 25 RETIE, 2O RSMAKELH L
2 TS 2 BEE (32 EHEPIZEICE-ST, TROLDITA%EITH>Z a2
TIENTEDHEERD,

Ll ESZEF D) £ (B) TlE, S D [HHE~EI ZFT D07, DX
T, BENIED BNEET AL IIRRITAZRTH L OnBE SN, b
X, TWEE] REDOXIITEERLE L TATERIGHRERIND, 2O Lk,
B)e DX RPNTEERAMICIEZZAZY 7 7 —ICLDIMENERETH» DL EE X
B, TIBHIE T8 T2 REOEETAEZRTHISIRELLZLDOTHD LE
BTEL, LL,. ORI RAFTENRONTEY . TOFEMII LTI,
FORED, INHIFRIELTIRELSDOODIERTHLI LB XN D,

B, ARMICBIT U EOGIHEBREELODHERSDODEIIITRT I LENTE
5,

ESETORE
1
[amzamorese)  +marsa) |
WETRIBHETESE)
RIEHIBDTA REHSRRSTA
WA fo-----
_ REEDEME BiEE DRENEITS

(*577-)

Ks: 5295 REOBKHE
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8. BbViz
ABTIE,. HLHLEE] LBTIH&FREL TE5FFT 25 8o\ THHr - BE%21To
7=o —J5. Twitter LI2IZ (7)) DL I AREHROLFLET D,

(7) a. IRRDZACHBELEOTETREE THLLIEXT S
b. 7 /MLy b=, EHEohX L BT D0,

(7 OTZACHIF] R TSERs] IRERBTHLIN, 22 CTEEHE 42 &
CONT, TREMN) KD 2R HBTH) ZaxRLTWHLZEnb, 52T
L) REEFAKOMEZRFDETREIND, 2O LS I@EMENDL TITHE K Tix,
SEOBEKRSHIEL T TR, BEFOLEKREL VoS EICHD D AR Mm% 3
HIZAWTWE EEZ BN 5,

2 U

Tk, 2000, TEIG & SCOBRA 2 % A7), FRILERR - (WM - T, [HAREOIEQR)
TH VT 4], 164-234, Fl: P E)E.
Langacker, R, W. 1993. “Reference-point Constructions”, Cognitive Linguistics, 4, 1-38.
A B A - MEEATHI. 1992, THEHE A ARGE CIE—%GETIR—] , A < A LBHK.
ZWEAE Y - M AKER. 2016. [TV T, &9 %) —SNSICB T Dk &5 2] ok HiE— ,
TEAERmYSH 23 IREREERLED , 16, 81-88.
A SE. 1980, TXCRIGI O , EIREIR () TR SRR E 55 2 B30ik] | 157-219, HI:
KAEFEF L.
HWNET. 2015. TR T A bR ARPSEIT>LIEIn>), [FHREOEKRR —RKFEHEEO
HWRm L EMR— OO U R E < S5EW > 5 128 B, 195-216, Hil: 0> L HE.
WAEE. 2018 IS ARBEOEN Y LoV 2B —JIHA4AFEEZOERITELZ D LI1T—1
P37 mrge e =), 1, 241-250.
AL IEW. 2000. TR S FEFHE] , Ha: <5 LB HM.
FEHa—2
AL - RAWE - AR — - BRAR Y - FHEW - MBMEF - R - BRnE - &5
W - I Bk - EBAE. 2022, [TRAFEAFNSGE 2 — XA —f&GH - BE - ig—1, BExE
FEMFERT, THESEa—AZ) Tey=7 F#E#He.
7 EFEM R (B AGEEE SEYMH 2 — X2 BCCWI)]  http://www.ninjal.ac.jp/corpus_cente
r/becewj/

* W EE

ARIZEBARERGEEE 25H RS (20224F 11 H26 8, A>T 4 VB TBWTHEEL
THRNEICME EEZBLEZLOTHDI, BREICEL, BER IS 2L S o7 F A2 ICEHH L
EF T,
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BHMRHEFEFBICEJ 5 speak of the devil DERHAFMMWILTEIC O W T

<Abstract>

The phrase “speak of the devil” is commonly used in conversation under three
conditions: the person (a) has been mentioned earlier, (b) is visible to the speaker,
and (c) is a human or an animate being. However, exceptions where one of these
conditions is not met exist. This study employed a corpus-based approach to
examine the frequency of these exceptions. The findings reveal that these excep-
tions have been rare but consistent since the 1980s and 1990s. The study further
argues that the three conditions form a set of preference rules that allow the phrase

to be used if one condition is not met, so long as the others are fulfilled.

[¥—7 —F]: speak of the devil - BEH M - 838 - HAM - #LHENK R

1. 3L dic

KIFE T 5 speak of the devil T HAEAFED @2 Fhid| KHY T 5ERHA
TH2, UHEHREF EEOAMEZOKCHEFTLEREATOIHELTLEY] &)
RREEMic ik L (Baldzsi & Piirainen 2016: 29), JG4 13 and A fi% v, X
FHY) OBW A I N T/ (e.g., Speak of the devil and he’s sure to appear.
(Gray 1939: 264)), L2 L, HETE, HEIC L3> 2 AWAEAZ oG ICHA
ot ErxMEFICEAL DA ETNNS (e.g., X: I heard Sally got tenure.
[Sally appears.] Y: Well, speak of the devil. (Gasser & Dyer 1986: 388)), ff#& <
Gasser & Dyer (1986) oftib# T x 2 &, YUFRAOFHELEIIOD 2 Ay »
EHf O XFECaHEIC Ao TE Y (i), @0 AYMBRTEE O HTFNIcyE
MicBn (HEM), @z AW EEYMcHrd (FEM) v 3 oot
gFond, Larl, YEKRHOX VLS OoEFEBELTCARAZ L, TRLLDE
tFowFnr 2z s WERP -EBRFEET LI LBa2»2 ((1-3) ZR),
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(1) HEDGES: Who’s the boy? —— BEAN: Little Bill. All grown up now. War hero.
—— HEDGES: Is that so? —— BEAN: Expecting him home any day now. ——
HEDGES: You planning a big homecoming, are you? —— BEAN: Like I said, war

hero. Big deal, town this size. Speak of the devil. [LITTLE BILL'S WIFE

APPEARS.] That’s, uh, Little Bill’s wife. Pilar. (Edge (Film 2015))

(2) ASHLEY: What’s her name? —— SOPHIA: Michelle Foley. I thought maybe I'd
show her around this weekend. —— ASHLEY: That should be nice. —— SOPHIA:

[TEXT MESSAGE ALERT] Speak of the devil. (The Wrong Girl (Film 2015))

(3) BoB: We are celebrating tonight. It is Evelyn’s birthday. [A BIRTHDAY CAKE IS

SERVED AT THE TABLE.] Speak of the devil, here it is. Look at that.

(The Infiltrator (Film 2016))

(1-3) Tk, 20zt h, FEOAMAATE RS ZoEFHNZE (BEH M ICE
K), GEEDOANYH» S A — PRz (HRECER), EHAL COFORF
KTy —FREENCE LR (BEKBICER) ©, YZRAPFEHI LTS, K
T, bk’ EROQOB0 Ko a2z A vEHE [EHH
WL RS | & 0 3, The Oxford English Dictionary (2nd Edition) I & fuiE, 4
HRBHOMFEHIZE <, talkof the devil &, ZoEEHIZ 1666 FE0 b D TH
%, 2023 F£FECTo 357 FMICHEY, YUERHEIKL AHEFLMECHDODLTE
Zed, Fido X5 niERAmNWIEERENoOFEET —YEHI LT hr ok,

% Z CAW% <lix, The Movie Corpus (Movies) (Davies 2019) 2 & fili i L 7=
254 FlickKk o %, (a) GEHMMWEREFAIEOBRBEMFHINL T2 D00, (b) 3
IR FEH T o EREEL o2 RET 2 (5B 3 fii), 205 2T, (o)
BE - HEZEE - FEKED 3 £H0—HBERFALZLLTCHDFEALED LN HE
% @ M AI{A % (Preference Rule Systems) (Jackendoff 1990: 35-37) o #4 %»
bEET S (B 4 i), ¥ 2 HTIZ, Movies oD F — 2 NEDHELRRT,

2. T—2AWMEDHFE

AWFZE il 4 2 Movies (3 1930 25 2010 ERETTICAMET ALK 2
5 THOMBOEEFELOMBEINE a2 THD, TOHBIZN 2 &
BTHDL, T—Z2ONEFIHEIUTOBY THb, OMBA v 42 —7 24 RILE
VT speak of & W) XFHEMBLEZ, OMEMPEL L TRRIND 1862 Hl
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% Microsoft Excel @ v — FICHi Y 2, FE¥CTHUF L RAE 2T — %%
MLz (272 f), O T —2 2 BEL, EEGSEZBRIILE (26 ), @ftF
HoMRHECTD, EBEOMG T speak of the devil 2 HEFHEI hTwAE AR
F—xicBEMLZ (8 H), LEDFNEIC XY 254 BlosgYH % MmH L7z,

3. MABERURERH

AKEiciz, () EHRNLEEMRIEORE#FM I TEHY, (b) woWEHFKE
LD h%ikRd, 2564 flECoEBEOMGEHERL, 25 AW/ EW» () %17
XHRIC B CIHE®R/FERE & 2 56, () RETZOHBTAN B ICEHL S/
EnxwHpl, Gi) GEY/EEYLE R 2HGO P — 2 vHEE (FREQ) : #&
(%), 100 i#EC L oMEE (FPM) #ER T CHMBL 2,

3.1. Bt

AWFEcid, HER L HHEHRO 2B L LT, Birner (2006) iC X 2 43 % % 1% 1
T %, Birner (2006: 46) X, KB T 2 EWM D #H IH (D(iscourse)-Old/New)
L EFiIct o CoEHoHIH (H(earer)-Old/New) O flA &b 226, [HIEH
LHEHE 4 ORI FTw B, D-OId/H-Old i3, 51 2 2D FAfr
X4 % FCTw3, D-Old/H-Old (Evoked: Identity) X BEHEM 2R —R T 5
BEM<H Y, D-Old/H-Old (Evoked: Elaborating) I3 %47 XNk @ F i & 15 Bfb e
WENLCEBESOT LN BEWTH 5, D-Old/H-New (Bridging Inferrable) &
FATXMROEREBELEREZNL CEESTONSE®RTH 2, D-New/H-0Id
(Unused) BRI XMTEREI N TR0, BETFXPAo>Tnwd L TR
HLTWEEMTH B, D-New/H-New (Brand-new) ZETXMRicE R I hTEH
L3, SLFPHEZFIAMSAVERBLCEEHRTH 5,

AWF% <, Evoked: Identity @35 &ICRY, B0tz T IRET
2, % 1 CHEPBHOMBEREE YR T, BEHMEL2 2 3 Identity o Efl iz &2k D
77.95% (198 fil) % diw 2, BEH M C#E K T % Elaborating ® F i3 4.33% (11
#1), Bridging Inferrable @ FH iz 6.30% (16 1), Unused ¢ Brand-new O
flixabeT 0.78% (2 i) TH 2, kD 10% BERZOLMFICERT 2L
Bard, N6 0EKEHIF 30 FMRE 40 FRIC 1T HIFOHEHEIN B P, K
RoFEF 2 80-90 FRLEOLV2LBEINIKEY S, KoL Lo ETHME
VAN REHFETH D (10.63% (27 fil)).
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#1 B
1930s 1940s 1950s 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s 2010s &t
D-Old/H-Old: FREQ 2 3 3 1 6 6 35 49 93 198
(Evoked: Identity) % 0.79 118 1.18 0.39 236 2.36 13.78 19.29 36.61 77.95
FPM 030 031 028 0.11 059 042 142 096 1.47 0.99
D-Old/H-0ld: FREQ 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 7 11
(Evoked: Elaborating) % 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.00 079 276 4.33
FPM  0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 004 0.11 0.06
D-Old/H-New: FREQ 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 2 10 16
(Bridging Inferrable) % 0.00 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 039 079 079 3.94 6.30
FPM  0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.08 004 0.16 0.08
D-New/H-Old: FREQ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
(Unused) % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.39
FPM  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01
D-New/H-New: FREQ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
(Brand-new) % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 039 0.00 0.39
FPM  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01
Koy H FREQ 2 2 0 0 1 1 5 6 10 27
% 0.79 0.79 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.39 197 236 3.94 10.63
FPM 030 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.07 0.20 0.12 0.16 0.14

3.2. HEH

RKHIETIX, 25 AW/ FEWD speak of the devil O FHEELH ICYE W ICH I,
HEEPHBRcE 2B, HABAtoXxE W AT ERET S, £ 2 KHEE
DEMRCCOAEELZFERITLICRT,

K2 HEEN

1930s 1940s 1950s 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s 2010s &at

fHaM®H Y FREQ 3 6 2 1 6 9 34 43 85 189
% 118 236 0.79 0.39 236 3.54 13.39 16.93 33.46 74.41

FPM 046 0.61 0.19 0.11 059 064 138 084 1.34 0.95

f#ZM% L FREQ 2 0 1 0 1 0 9 17 35 65
% 079 0.00 0.39 0.00 039 0.00 354 6.69 13.78 25.59

FPM 0.30 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.37 0.33 0.55 0.33

WM 2 7 THEBI A 74.41% (189 Hl) % Lo, iz 32 wEHEHIE 25.59% (65

Bl) icBE s, HARECERT 2 EFIE 30 £/ 2 Fl, 50 F£Ri< 1 Fl, 70
FERIC D HIEEINE D, KEHE 90 FRUE»SHERAIEMT 3,
HWREMECEK TS 65 iz, UT 3 247 chdbhsd, i, HE/EY

-133-



HAFEHM S 25 MRS FEEm e 185 (2022)

GO b REGHCES T RATHIZ, TOFRLELT, /v (T ),
HEHACHBERZ AL EH B ), Eor 727>y (16, P71 (5
), EHodEBREEL T (16, = (46, & 2 #) »dHs, i, @
EHREEFLNL CRELSHICHEE T 2860 25, Eif (7 #l), (FHMho) B
fB2E (1 #), Krnr (1 #), v7r4+EFE (2 F), HHEF (23 f#), *-—
o6 Bl BET LN, B, EXPRABRELEARTERX VD OB RIEY
HIcHG T 28 a8d 5, TWwE (1 6) ik (1 §l) »EF5h5, #EIEHE
WOFKERY, REHHOMETI2MELEFELLERT LTy, LKA
DEHFHEMMERLELEEZLND,

33. A&EH

AHFH <k, Silverstein (1976) 1 X 2 # @AM /E # & M L, [+human] 7
[~human/+animate] & & 2 ARG ICHEG T 25 A ICRY, HAEMEZ WA $
EIRET D, R 3 KK pHOMPHMEZFENRNT & icR T,

*3 AN

1930s 1940s 1950s 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s 2010s &t

[+human] FREQ 5 6 3 1 6 8 36 54 108 227
% 1.97 236 118 0.39 236 3.15 14.17 21.26 42.52 89.37

FPM 076 0.61 028 0.11 0.59 057 146 105 171 1.14

[~human/ FREQ 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 3 3 11
+animate] % 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 039 0.00 157 118 1.18 4.33
FPM  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.16 0.06 0.05 0.06

[-animate] FREQ 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 3 8 15

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 039 1.18 1.18 3.15 5091
FPM  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 007 012 0.06 0.13 0.08
R FREQ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.39

FPM 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01

[+human] @ FH iz 89.37% (227 fl) <& Y, [~human/+animate] @ F {1
4.33% (11 #fl) THh %, MEFELEADLE DL L, kD 93.7% (238 #l) X HEMEZ
Mzl TWwdZ etk b, [~animate] O HF X 80 FEMR LUK IC 5.91% (15 fl)
ERD THABTEDI2BNFAEL TS, MEYOBKHI L LT, 5k (2 #), &
<y 3 fl), #OH (3 H), HHR Q1 HH, BELE 1H), 7725V - (1

-134-



BURIEFEIZ BT % speak of the devil DFEMFHIILIEIZDOWT

%), HoRMKEERE (1 #), BEE (1 #), ZH (1 #), e (1 ) 1%
Tohnd, choB3EAYTCEIIBMbroATCARBMCEDLZI DTH S, K
L L 1 HlIEHmMoXRICAITRG oL EELARONEZEAETH D,

34. 85 3 fioxe»

% O3 Hicix, EHMMWEEREAEIERBEECE® 2b 00, —E oMM
v ond o rR L (FBEHME] (11.04%), [-#HZE] (25.59%), [-H4E
1 (5.91%)), ILEHEFMDO% <1 80-90 FR 2 LFET L LERL 2,

4. BEANGCRICE IS EE
A CI, B HEAE - AEED 3 L0 —HMERTTHOHEHREED S
BB EEH AR R (Jackendoff 1990) o @lsi» b EE T 5., EAEBAGKS
i, HBoEBEXBHA» K 2MERZTH Y, BEHAME T, ZoHAMMBHEE I N
AW ERY, ZoBRAREAENAE WS ICIEMRTHLE R HATH B,
x4 B RN - FEEoOAEDECLofFRHEAEEZ R T, K 1 X
R 3 CTRAEL LEEMIIBRAL 2.

# 4 FtFoMlAEGDLE T E OMFFE
BEHME I B4 FREQ % FPM

A + + + 136 60.18 0.68
B + - + 53 23.45 0.27
C - + + 18 7.96 0.09
D + + - 7 3.10 0.04
E — - + 4 1.77 0.02
F — + - 4 1.77 0.02
G + - - 2 0.88 0.01
H - - - 2 0.88 0.01

AFefrizdEnacdhy, ROMELEL, 2o 60.18% (136 #l) %
b, A DGAERRODMANEMAETH 2, BCD F&EHF2 -2l v
ATHb, IEOBEA2L, A XV DMWMBERKT IS, £/, BCD D=
EEEME, B, FAMOIEFECEEERES A5 E L TWwb, EFG ik
Sthx oI h A THB, BCD oME L HL~% ¢ EFG 13 X v JE#uA
Mchdt#ErLonb, EFG 0 Bkl z (4-6) cZF 3,
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(4) NI1COLE: We're this close to solving a murder that nobody even knows has hap-

pened. [CELLPHONE RINGING] —— MILO: Speak of the devil. —— NICOLE: Re-
ally? —— MiLO: Hey, Bobby, what’s up? (The Bounty Hunter (Film 2010))

(5) HANNAH: [TO ANDREW] This is Curtis. He provides light for Western Maine...

—— ANDREW: Oh, yeah? —— CURTIS: Yeah. Hannah: ...and single-handedly
keeps the deer population under control. [...] —— CURTIS: Speak of the devil.
Got some venison from the deep-freeze. (Tumbledown (Film 2015))

(6) HARRY: That chick in the casket, she won’t even match up with that ringer you
been toting around. You ever think about that? —— GAY: Actually, he did,
Harry. [CELLPHONE RINGING] That’s why he’s cremating the body. ——

HARIAN: Yeah, you ready? Speak of the devil. Gotta go. Perry, nice to have

known you. (Kiss Kiss Bang Bang (Film 2005))

(4-6) Tk, 2hFh, BAEFCOLTHEL T 2 EIC%Z%E (Bobby) # 5
BB ® o 2B (FBEHE]I-ERBEI+AAEED, BEoBHBGERE ICcE T 250 h
TRSZLAEBHEOBAZI Y HL 2B (FBEHE]I+HRBEI-AEAED, GEREE
WD 7= kKZET 23K (the body) 2 EUOH TP E > 2L I BFEDLH -
B ([+BE - -AEM]D o, YEKRBEAEHI LT 2
H &t ziizrarhoadchbs, %442 2 6% (7) & (8) KR,

(7) GABRIEL: What are you learning in school? You learning fun stuff? ——
JOHNATHAN: We read, do recess, listen to music, dance. —— GABRIEL: Rec...
What kind of...? Dancin’ around? That sounds very arty-farty to me, bud. Speak
of the devil. [FART NOISE] —— JOHNATHAN: Dad! (Man Down (Film 2015))

(8) DANNY: [CELLPHONE RINGING] Hello? —— MILES: Look at that, Danny. Right
on time. You've just earned yourself extra minutes on the next task. [FIRE CALL
SIGNAL RINGING] And speak of the devil, there’s the bell for Round 4.

(12 Rounds (Film 2009))

(7) ciF, BEF¥¥KRCcH-ZC B L, REP arty-farty L L 2%, KE
T AICYEREAMFEHINLT WS, (8) TIiX, the next task DEX & 7 3 K
KBAROEREVEFBE L ICH A ZBICYZRABFRAIATCNS, E& L,
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EL L b RENEM L TV,
RTHEBEELED L,
WIS ETA NI AARBEEDSE

UMrEzxzEzx s,
Tk b,

Hi & 1 fart 2 X X

= Zh

2O bbb,
ol LR R (-

SEMITZIT B v
BERLIITTCERETZ2BEIVOT Y IR TTW 3

AN

=
ELCH AR HEoHHEICINE > Tnd EEZLNLS,
5. b i

-

ARINDZEFEZLND,
BEW M - S8 - A 3 £ FERBENEREZRL
SR BB MEERY,

AKWrgETid, YZ KB O
RELLO2LEZREL,
ThDHC

/RGPS

— DMt E XL
5

HOIEEM R oREMFHA IR TS Y,
BEHE - 1R - BEE AN
ExERNLE, B TRE L LT,
Rz b,
& EFTCHFEINDL DD,

(BN N7
FF 3 A N 7 4 S HL A

FEH LRI EE AR R o — %

EKEEEER A VHEHPHCIELSFHRBINSG & v EIET 5

N3, REMEEL L TR, OETXRoFEWNL RESHICEES T 3FY 0BG
2 |/ R

QUEZRBAOHEHOEBICIE AV EZEAERLY
CEALZVWEWIHAFH OB DL B 20T rhERETFo5N5,

SH
=1
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Theme of “Speak of the Wolf/Devil and He Appears”.” Proverbium 33, 29-50.

Birner, B. J. 2006. “Inferential Relations and Noncanonical Word Order.” In B. J.

Birner and G. Ward (eds.) Drawing the Boundaries of Meaning: Neo-Gricean
Gasser, M

Studies in Pragmatic and Semantic in Honor of Laurence R. Horn, 31-51. Am-
sterdam and Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company.
Silverstein, M. 1976. “Hierarchy of Features and Ergativity.” In Dixon, R.M.W.
(ed.) Grammatical Categories in Australian Languages, 112-171. Canberra:
Australian National University.
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and M. Dyer. 1986. “Speak of the devil: Representing Deictic and

Speech Act Knowledge in an Integrated Lexical Memory.” Proceedings of the
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Jackendoff, R. 1990. Semantic Structures. Cambridge: The MIT Press.
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Ny v aZTOEF G ERT XS EFRLIC
(11 I H R
i N N

< Abstract >

This paper shows some tendencies in the order of hashtags on social media. Since hashtags
can be placed within the text unlike the traditional metadata, the way in which hashtags
are placed displays an interesting deviation from the word ordering in natural languages.
This paper focuses on hashtags indicating “location”, and analyzes posts on Twitter and
results of questionnaires. It has been clarified that (i) the “large to small” order (e.g.,
#Japan #Kyoto) is found to be predominant in Japanese posts, but not in English posts,
and that (ii) the order of hashtags is likely to accord with the order of media images rather

than the order suggested in the text.

[¥F—7—=F] : ~Nvvaxr, BE, EEWE, ~1vFE—X 1, SNS

1. ZBL»BIT

KR, Ny v a2 Z70BFICE T2 HAEEZELZ b DO TH S,

Ny aZ S, V=Y e A AT 4 T D Twitter IZ 2007 F T B L 7z (Pasho 2017,
Twitter Japan 2022)s CNEFEAMWICIE, »y v 2L B@®THTI V., AX—-XLAH A
HErxEHEET R OLFEIRHR AT EHDTH S,

Twitter % Instagram & 3o 72V — S ¥ A AF 4T, BEL 2728 0¥E%
B - KRR TOBWELRET 2, 22hb, "y vaXlE, ATATDYRT LH
BIFT 2 A2 T =2 W2 DL VR 2EDI, EEL A vy v ax7i3, GEOHR¥H
PHREGHOL IR, av Ty YHKRPOGHLEETT — Y DR ETIB T 50k
DXy 57— 187D Zappavigna (2015,2018:32) 25+ 2 X 5ic, F* X b
HEDOHNE Ty — AL RICHERET 2 L8 TE 3,

COXI Ay a2 RO TOFEEN R IE, WERN - 55 &8l R
5 EMEE LT & T\ % (Caleffi 2015, Scott 2015, Zappavigna 2015, 2018)2%, HE D »
Yy aRZDWPEZOREICOWTOMRIR, EEOMBRY TlERFABTH 5,
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Ny YAy ZOMT Yl £Y ¥ 72

Ny a R TDEFICOWTIE, V=Y ¥ A AT A THEIBCRANEZE5 2 3 b 17
Tl wv, Lol THEWA] SEZ2HVCHRBET 2 vy vax278% 0w, 53
MAREEREEL IV RS VIR TV,

T, HFRBEVIREEEATLZ, Vv XA AT 4T LOBRMNICSH 2
vy aZZoFiciE, (1) X5, MREROIEF 2 (Z o RBZ T Hhig) scin]
BERDONRBH2Z2—H.2) DLXI I IHFEANTEZ S &, BRI ZEFEAKE AL
TEHI2HELEDTC, MEPELZ OB H 2,

(1) a. T#AEH#MN ] (Z DM O % & &M I Twitter IS EAFTE)
b. [#EE#AR | (20 % & LKL Twitter ICHEEGFH)

) a. [#DH#V#P#E#5 | (ZOW T % E LM IT Twitter ICEBEE)
b. (#7222 0#8 L v | (Z0W % & DM IT Twitter ICHEBFE)
c. TH#XUIR L # a0 23 #EV ] (5% @Queen18006894 (2021)* )

o () 3. BERRBGATWICUELCd L2 o THEEZ2] (THEHD
BALTEEVWR LI, . (2) . MEFEOSHEORHF KT 2, TEIK] R
ThdEWVZ X,

AAELREI Did, (1) DX 5%, HFRBTHTLIMEIEL D LRV EW
Baiwcdh, BEQMFAEMICR S X5 RERMESELDZTHE I, L) LT
3, —REREGEELrLHN TS CEBCOEALEEZBER T3 3. ARAEE
BlF+ 2 LcoAARSLY P, SHCHLIZE MO EZRH L, 2, SFHEH
LoEsMmBEEELZ Cicbonn s LTI B,

2. HFcEDL2BIR—EBEEEZSRL T—

JEFIicBb 288 e LT, AWK CHERT 2 0. FHEMconicity) D& TH 25,
Mgt e 3, BREBE%OBBRTHY ., b rMoMEn e - FHEEHR> XS
BAWICBEBR RO L xRS, BEMEE. SEXRAE ML, » 2 SERIOHE
BREEHL R oTWE3DPICOVWTOHPEZAALZ LTCHEMTH 3,

Haiman (1983)T ¥ Iconic Motivation & L T, (i) RO SEXN M IZXHE O
BRI R M IC TG T 5. (i) REOSHEEN R THMEIZ BRI NRLEROM
R ARSI S RIS AL (i) NEEEBE oS R, BRNALEL T,
Avt—YORIXCHIGT L, LI T EeEREIFLNTWD, 72 Givon (1991)T it
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PERERY - Lo - BRI s bRl B T 2 RSEEEORBE . HRF DI
LRk DN D —H 2RI MEEDOERWFEH 2 & dronhTnwd, 2hbik vy
AR TOEFICHVWEIEBAETH S S, Ak, HBEER, EAWic, 2KER
MBI X5 BFZME2522db0TiEARV, ~yvax 70l ) TP EFICED 2
(Zo i RFZ2R2AMAE L  ZORTOHEAROTR R LEZOND,

3. BFeRT v v aRS0EFroMBLEZERICET 3R

SO RE LT GF] 2RFT vy v a7 ICEHL L, BFTICOW» T, K/
BIfR. EHetE. Cwvofe, BBRMEICEDLDIEE2E T 2 A TE 5, AR TIE
Frio Tom#l] bwornyvazrehoicoMmeE ML, ] X, Bt L
ToORELFL, IFIFThEPHENIOTEAVALLHFINZLDTH D,
Twitter DB EZHLICEFZBEL. Ay 22 70 HF EBABRT 2D TR VD
CHEM I N TR WA E SO L2, KAFETIE (@) & (o) ZEICTWw, 2hZ
NE A LHESHCTHML 5,

(a) B 2 W EBIR L BIRT 5

b) FA—F - T wEHOb D% T &0 250G

(c) HkFE®, "nv a2 ZUNDTFER L - FNINEATATICET BELIEL
—H &3

(d) & suffix #h5r (ftd 7 F 2 + X 9 #, Tsur and Rappoport (2012)D F \» 72 X 4))
CHEWT, WO MYy 7 - T —<=%2RTXI7PHEICKEIND

() EGT Ay v I HRELREEREILAIC, ZOIEREDAMERT X 7/ BERkIC
fliE sz

(a) DEKEBB T 2 7201 T4l 48 # EEEE] v a5,
THIB I #5t ) i TN =K, TwaCH # BB i< TR—/N 2w BIR AR
VF B, (0) KOWLT, Bl X BRI T ORET, B S ms [—) T8
BNUTCEHINEGEBELCZO®RD Ny v 22 70EFGHEECHRLIEFECRING, &
WOBRBEFTONE (ZREBEIPZSELLEZLDTHS),

4. HENLZEEEREIE Yy Va2 SOEFICO VT DO
Twitter Lo oot e, 77— FHFIC L HUIR Y 7r LS BE AR & E o B £
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Ny 2y TR BT ERERT Y 7RO

DaHrE X CRELEZ L 72,

(A) Twitter £ O D ¥

Twitter FOHFFHEZ WG L. Ny v a2 2 7 TR I N2 50O RK/NEFR LA CNHIC O W
THlizfTo 7%, SHEETOBRVEFH L7720, HARGE - LEBRMEHIUT L 72,
MNRT — & Twitter D API Zflio TG L 72, RO xMizT&FT— 2 (HAE
et 129 fF/3CsE % AR 149 1),

(AR L4 | KR bikyoto] LW XV EER, D7 L
ClnyvaglZ 7=~y vaxZUNOXTFY%E&E T RIl)ic, B
iaRT27efiicd &L

FEAE HL v vax77r—7CBT 5. 5Ma2RT 2 7o/Ic. T K=>/N]T/N
—KITHATZ =] b lRE2B2 0 2%, ML CAFTHML, 20
GEtE Ay v LA, EEAZUTICERS,
BE | () 220270Micilox 7 R3doChBERIE TH]I 43,
Q) MEBBTE B2 72 EeanTe [H] k3856 (F: [#X#H
#tkyoto |) IR CH A 2., 3) IE& Bt AT [HI KR 35E (fl:
M# (JE%)  #5#)) RN Z 5, 2720 3) OREH#EICIIBEIREL D
D, FHH e &7 “#kyotoaqarium”iZ T DT AN T W 7R\,
RMER O HARE®RM 1204 (EFEEAH :2019/1/1-2019/1/10) O FFfli 2 F* 112, %
Befe 149 fF (BARAEHH £ 2019/1/1 - 2019/1/31) @ 7F-fii & % 2 12757 3,

TN
=]

oul

1 HRFEER 129 fFic 25w T o FFAf

A K->/ NhN—>K [FERXT—n
BlSs i - EAkECL A 58 28 34 or 357
WEHES i I (FE4DD) |1 6 7
EHoEwicH E:JIEED D) 12 12 0
BEEI O HD D ICH 0 5 0

FK2 o WEER 149 fFic o v T o

B 1% Ko/ =K RRT—
MEEE - JERkECTHE 52 96 32
MEHEsvwiorzvict (F:Eaorw) |7 3 27 ([ U %t
DEIRE L)
EA Dot GE:AEED ) 1 1 0
REEILOELD-DICH 0 0 0
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FERB TR, ThoXR]I B TR/ AT =] 02 ELRRZFO>NE, &=
2L, Bl2f (H—>—%—%) 28 108 QRN EA3HEE) Rorv, £2C%
R ERBETH -7, 2L ZENTH, HAZBEMEOMICELAZR T b,
EE HAXE EERWOEICOWT

HAFE#BE I TR—=/AM] 2 T/h—=K] o1 2f5d 0, EFHEKWTRBCERIELE
Thotz, ThiE MEFKEL] oEFIRHRCHEL O IAEELZEDEZETH,

FHICBTIRBMEIIL 2, BEENLZHK I T2 Ex2LN D,

COMRMMOSEL LT, ME52006) O, MEazBaZErRe LT, R
ROEFLEELOEFICOWTOREZ SHEMMINICIT- 2 EE2S BT 2, Zh
i, EHE I [ R/ DEBEARTHEY OO, BACLo TREFZZED
HIER NV — 7 CRFEPEELZ D ETH D, X 5IT [part-whole (H: &k L 5
53 1) | [state and federal (H: [3#FB & JH ]) ] local and state (H: [ & 77 ]) ] % T,
FEOIHF & HAREOIHF R ML T3 2 bR ohTw 3, #lE(2006) ©fEHE
HikBAMEICER SN2 bTTCRAEVY. [HRETRAS/ISS L HWETRZ
CIERO V] W RHTOEREZRE TS,

B) REBBHANL TR T v 7 — AR X 39K
AEBBREMEFICOWT, MAER» S DMIED 720, HARGE DR %M A7 T
THbH 37 v —bFHE®., Google 7+ — L %FHL TiTo 7z, MEHITKELEDF
LTHY, »~yvax ZBIERBEIT 100%TH o 7,
Fikik, B R ey v ax27%0 T8HE] (BERHICIES) 270,
BEZZMFHCELS »OERBEZR L., HEZRZFLTIL I DDTH 3,
LT, At~y vagzl72Heiz2E&k e 2offRicovwciirs,
o [ (7
o [R¥I] mEIRIT 1 HE. (RRICfTo7%2, BTk, ZZTRRICDW
ToRMEE T %,
® TR :HnUER, #BAVE, #R A, # KK, BT E T, (ZoIM T, EED
FEIRE T T#RA] A TwEd ] 2H0ETRRAL TV )
e X[ (A4)
o [RIU] RAICHZARIE 47 = FOX] T2 72,
® ZEGE #nUHl, #BAVE, #K AL, #0 7 = FOX, E 7 o7 |
i, TBAPE) [at#) TRA L ik TRATESHHEoR ] v AEBGERH 5,
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Ny Y ay ZOME Yt KT 5 7 I

WEER 39 M- SEMRIERZRIL, Ta#E) T#80E] T#RE] ot %2 25 7
L7 E2Rt, (A, BHERIBLOEXFTRLTWS)

14 - 14 -
2 = 12 4 —
10 10
8 8 -
6 6
4 4
2 2
¢ Rk RN FRR SRE KRR (RS e Blemeit  BiieR  SeBk Rkl RaBOR  tRameB
M1:3EE%2Z o Cca i B 2:3%EHFELXZOIHE TEHE T

B (T (A) ebic, T#BIVE] o] T#IRR ] oI 1 A 2 fiTH o 72,
(7) T T#5#] 32 70RHEHZEEDL L (4) T T#RE ] T#EHE
[#BAVE | DIED % 2 5 72,
5% (7)) & {4y oz (RE] coiRRIE (7)) @R md) <. (1)
BRAEBRYCTH %) PEAKRTIAEELZE2ZONE, LA L, WiFLic, [KREL] <
AL Ty [#E ] (RIIAVHIAZ R T 2 7)) BEHIC 2EE8E VO IE,
KNEBRIEOWTORBORKMTIAVEL I, EELLND,

5. "y vakoERFLMBDIERFO—EICO W T DRI

Twitter D X 572 Y =¥ ¥ VAT 4 7T, BELHEZEMICHMT 28T
2, SAVFE—ZANBBELPO, AT ATOHENy v 22 70HE ORBRICEHE
LTy r—rlEL2EmLE, AESRE LTSRS KT 5,
o [R] & TEE] 23F—C, AT 4 7HEZME 3WHEL 72,

3: () A A=Y
o i (v) (=) ()
o [RH] H#EKIT1 HE., HEFL2 O FRMEITIT-> 2,
o T oyl #IRBE, fTo C& 2, #FELEME
@ A5 47 KXYy FHEGAEL, T [REFITFLME] & LTRLEZAEGKE,
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() FIRMEF - FRMEoIR, () FHECT [EHE] 0 Ficin,

BHRMEMEFO S CBIMT 5, (V) 1 [4 Y FoBRHIIEs [(RR] coiEe L
ToRMIE (+ FERE - [HHR] TORFIE) ] 289 <T [HEF] < "PLME] olF
THb, () FEHiL [AFT 4 THIGRDOME] »—WT 22, (F) G#ic [AF47
B DN 3D [FLe | < TIRESF] 2R3 DTh 2,

MR OfSohnk 39 BE»EEIZEZRIL. T#EF] & T#PRME] OO
Fik 7T 7 LTRT,

E) -

o L T

7 =

a0 02 04 06 08 10 00 0z 04 a6 a8 10

X 5:2 WHEEZ D TEDEHIG X 6:2 WH%x % DIEFRTEHTEE
() & () CiF THIRMESF) 28 [#P LM ] XVEiicz25anr 982z (&
BAY) =(x)) oL, (F) TRFEOWHL - HEBEFLETH - 72,
EHE ATFTATHBOER2BICTEETTCERRDPED > b, HEOHE
W2 0322, LRVAHEBZER S~6HBRETHs20, MOIEHT FA LT
DEGIE - A XV FOXKAEELEHYOXR -T2 hEEHRLI I E2LNDE, —
oA EREBECRALZZEPHEFCHELZAREIRE TE &0,

6. U
AMEOTEHAMRELZLD TH T, () BAEzRT vy a2 7OoREEICD VT,
Fonkr—2<clid. HREERET [ Ko/ OIEPER & 7% 2 1725/ & 47z 53,
R CIE R o, MISEMOE VI, #152006) &bHE D X RHRTH -7,
(i) "y v a X 7OEFE., AT 4 THROIEFE L —HTLr2@EmMBE S T,
SHOPE L LT, RO EeRFETFoNE, () Mo~y vaxzr7dHveifiE, f
K, BAR2ERPEZEACR, 2N T ho 2 7P EBELIPNTVEXRE ST 5. (i)
MEFF—2 (55 58 icowTid, Ay MRERIIELE [RIA] CoORTIEEZZ 2 723
BTV, IFTE LB R ~DIHEFOPEELS 2 T - FFiT 5,
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"Ny v a2 R S OHRTHRINDILFICE, T v b7 x-S B,

2 @Queen18006894. 2021/7/20. URL:
https://twitter.com/Queen18006894/status/1417354425018978311 £ b (& 2023/3/27).
3 @TTT_yamagata. 2021/11/17. URL:
https://twitter.com/TTT_yamagata/status/1460913768188178432 X b (£1#:2022/11/10).
PREDOX 7R AEDRBONBRAB T o0, B ERT 2 S icb B AR
BRI X > THIBL 2,

SoT#=5) b THMEE ] Z2MA T - e Bhindh, 777 TROSHEL L,

e LEBEN
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W DB D Z T TR EAT %) BE Ol S fER S %
A5 =
B E KT

<Abstract> This paper compares the vocabulary denoting the speech act of
confiding in Japanese, Chinese, Korean, English, German, and Russian from the
viewpoint of figurative language and describes similarities and differences among
them. It classifies the vocabulary according to what sense each item is used in to
mean “to confide”. The six languages are similar in that they have many items

»

with a sense “speak”, “open”, “take out”, or “show”. The items with any of the latter
three senses can be given a unified account if the act of confiding is to be
conceptualized as that of opening the speaker’s heart, take out and show what is

hidden in it.

[F—U—F]: BEiHE - AF 77— A b=I— - P&t - FHEHROESE

1. FFim

HEAAT R ERTEHFAOBERE c BERIICIT THIEHT L) Nea:< ] REDXSD
RIEGEIRBONZL GEND, Afeid, EAITH] BFE L2 LKOBALDL HAGE -
MIEFE - WEFE - K55 - FA VB - o706 S THBRLELNR - HELZH L
MCTHZEHRERBEMET D, AMOL O A0 05 AGEEMEIL. HNEE
Bk AARGEXE A DT, BEBENICELLAA—DODFHEICBNTHEREIRNES
5> ThiE Tld7e\W (Web of Science 3 KX O CINII DR FRIZ K %),
AFRTRE LT IO TEZEHHFICHLLINATATLICSWI &2 (Fitf#we L
T) MEFIEAd) ZaRTHEE (UT, BARIALEL O LT D) ThD,
BRALDANRIF. BN ETHEnL, £ TR TH v (B IXBEEER L) 23,
TERDBEZICHDL] LWHIZENREETHY, - T, LEAMEONETH-T
b IR THEFAT2 0L 2T TEDAEHFICEHDS ) ZEIZIFELRVEDITHD
R, FTAZBLED I OESITITAPERNTRVWI EEZEETHHDOHLAE N
7=
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HREOBMNROALZIE, LTERLEERZEDL, H—BFo5aELrb THEL
~ (~asecret) ] 721 ML H %~ (~one’sheart)] L9 (FIFFFEICL - T
ATEFIAT & OMFER EEZMHED) T T~] OMBIZANTHEZDLZ L THDIN, M
BREMELETEFARY, FATRHIBFEE WO BT TV — O E TP I E DN
7o, 20TV —iF 7 e N TEEEFRSLEEZE 2O D,

F—HZBEPTIY—FRIRODIN, VYT AREARRBEATEBEBOHETEL
DAy 7 r—~<r hMZHFNRTED L THi-Tz,

WIZ, EDOEIRBENGAT EBRT D) EWVWHEHTHEDLDR LK - TRELR
OB LU, BT, ETIEMRBET SMOZRICE > T, ZANRT U IEFER
FRRFEWIC L > TRET 2, #l2E T(AEFZE) Wod) 1F TkERLT) ICRBND
EARBNPOEZEZTC<HT >V BAZ EAT L IXFEERERD A2 TFET )
LWV EBWREF SO <HET > L WIBLA L, confess ITFERICED <FDLH>Lwn
IBRMERET D,

2. 6 ZFE O FELL A & A E
6EEOT— X E LR LIEBAPODELTCELOEEREZ T (K1) *1

1 AARGE - HEHGE - @EE - KE P VB -2 7B 20 5 AfTA] B
(FAL#ERS 34 T Tmwd)

Y HaTs AakdTsc BAAT S (ML B) gaobailEH Al sulif]l  tdnxinlik
O] tdnbail#H H] (LA E. 1) kopayk[# A 1-hata kocoy[45 JE]-hata
tayta capayk[H A]-hata (LA L. %) speak outone’s heart speak (out)

one’s mind tell (LA E, #&) wvygovorit’ vygovorit’sja govorit’po dusam

(BA k. #)
5 : confess fess up admit*® acknowledge own own up (L E. 3)
gestehen eingestehen zugeben bekennen Farbe bekennen

einbekennen (LA Lk, #fl)  soznat’sja priznat’sja (LA L. §2)
fEW % 0 WMET 5 (B) chanhuiliF1] () yeychaml[i###;]-hata chamhoy[# #]-
hata (LI E. &) pokajat’sja (§%)
itz % A+ 2% (A) gonglfit] gongchéng[fiFi] gongrénl[fitil]l zigongl[ H fit]
(LL k. ) cakonglH f:]-hata (#)
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Z L4 : hépan tuo chalfAEFTLH] ()

549 5 : confide (3%) doverit’ poverit’ (LA E. #%)

S . vydat® (§&)

57354 9 : hoypholi#E#1]lul selo nanwuta (#)  podelit’sja razdelit’” (LA L,

)
1%72< : (kasum.ul / kantam.ul) thel.e-nohta (§#)
e Woed SbEdsr LT MifEHd (k. A)  taoxIin[{HL]
tdo xinwozi [0 & F1 (BL L, ) nay-po.ita (%) outwithit [[#& % T
52 &% F z)]letitallhangout[I & &5 3 1] (LA E, 3%) auspacken
() vylozit® vylozit’sja (LL k. #&)
i< k< RAERMmC i MEgEd 2o (k. B) talrt]  talalnk ]
tashilmsz] (ML L. F1)  key.wuta selthol#ifl:]-hata silthol® H:]-
hata sil-thoceng[ # ™: 1% ]-hata tholo[™: # |-hata thosel[ M i 1-
hata thocenglil:{#]-hata thochwullil:Hi]-hata thophalil:f%]-hata
tho[tt:]-hata (LA b, %)  spititout [[JE&ZMH< J] ()
% : come out come out of the closet [[FIMEEHFTHDLZ L ZH2 3 1] come
out with (Ll Lk, %)  herausrticken (Jf)
<L WY : pour out (%) izlit’ izlit’sja (UL L. #)

BT o5 0 obrusit’ ()

B3 toudi[iBEK] toutangl@EME] (UL E. )

5 MEZET S (H)  daolfl] qingsulWiif]l qingtulfiirt] (LLE. H)

HiK$ :  ocangldilg] kkaci twi-cip.e-po.ita ()

REs: W2y L5805 MFZ2823 (8L k. A) baolu[##E] liangchoul 5%
$1  lidngdil 3% & ] liangsil 2 A1 shi‘ailx %1  tanlal 4 5 ]
tanla[#H# ] (LL . #) nay-po.ita (%) reveal disclose disbosom
unbosom declare expose (LLL, %) offenbaren sich offenbaren
verraten (L L. )

MWW E IS kka-nohta (##) bare lay bare unveil uncover unclothe
undress (LI k. #%) enthiillen (4l) obnazit’® (#)

W% : chénqing[[F1E] ()

1% :  phye-nohta (#) razvernut ()

B o Mgtz < APz MlFz#H< #ES25 (Lk, A)  plgan I
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dan[#FFHIE]  pilgan I xue[FHAFWIM]  pithudil#FHHF]  pilil#FEH]  pilu
gandan[##EMHMH] (2L £, #) kasum.ul heychye-nohta kantam.ul
heychita kantam.ul yel.e-nohta sok(.ul)/ma.um.ul the-nohta
philyek[#izJ#]-hata (VL I, ) open openup unlock (Ll E, #) o6ffnen
sich o6ffnen (LL k| ) otkryt’ otkryt’sja raskryt’ raskryt’sja
priotkryt’” (LL L. #)
D 1685 BEELEL EE2EL pnxEs

X U5 :  baolidaol/EE] ()

< : pwulta pwullim-hata (PLL. ##)

fif # & »9 : disburden unburden unload get off one’s chest (LA I, %)

vygruzit’ vyvalit’® (LLE, #&)

i &% : come clean make a clean breast of

zoft . ELoEMi< EMTLS BETLS %b5 (LB, H)  jiaodailz ]
jiaoxin[#Z.0»] shizhaolsZ#H] téuan[% E] zhaol#] zhaogongl[FH#]
zhaorén[#11L]  zhisha xiongyi[H#TMfE]  zishoulBHH] (WL E. )
capok[ H IR ]-hata caswulH & l-hata (UL E . &) blurt out cry on
someone’s shoulder (UL k. #) beichten singen (LLLE. ) otvesti dusu
posviatit’ ispovedovat’ ispovedovat'sja ob”jasnit’sja v ljubvi (Ll E .

)

FFE6EHOMELME LTI, <FET><HLI><HIT><HBEEDL>EWVHH AN
CIADLNDFENEZ WV, HBO=Z21F, HLFOLPERIATWDIbOE, B0 ERH
{ZlitkoTiL, REZZEELTHEATANMESLINA TS, EEZXD LR
—MIZHBHTE S, BT DEIHIICHEAOAZ 7 7 —FRBLREBENH D B 2D
5, Sweetser (1990: 42, 45)1%. KM R FTE L NHRIER & O A Z 7 7 — )78k
ROXPFEZRBRLLOTHY, FOI605H5H DT EHEEBMHEFITHE /LB S L
R, EIRRTNAEN, FAFEOZ ENEHBREICLYTEEL EEDbRS,

WICHERE LTI, <@BO2>1E0k - - BICAO, <HT >0 PO (i
<Y IFH - HF - #HIIEL, <METFTAT>EO<AESL >0 FA#E (Ba2R5s)
IEFEICZ Y, ZRLOOMESAR TN ETNDOSEO LT T ENNDLDLDONE D M
WOWTIEASBOMBEL T 5,

BB, RELEBACEEERESCEGENBD OGN D, X, WMhrxd <2
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SZERFZTOFICASTVAEA LD E<HT > L 2EE8T 5, £72.0 T FED otkryt’
IHBEXDTIELCLT KST70bdb0a) 5 {(TlAhThbdb0%) <, R
T2 TV EMD) TR EEZMTT) 2791 2 EORED (RIBITHHR.1988) .
WEEFE O phye-nohta \ZRARIZ TR T ) T(AZ) BWTER <) 2 EOFRFEHR (il
BIENH. 2018) HTHNTHBY . BAMHEORERBBHMICIZS TRV EZ2RL
TW5,

3. EHBIMRGEEEE OB

Lakoff and Johnson (2003[1980D) D& A % 7 7 — B H W5 & (<) (TR
M (B RM e IE) & A RS2 mkiE) L oM CHEHE O ERNXIET 58
THEAHSND, 6, TEEZMHL ] 28I DL, BT HHENRNHET LHHIC, AiE O
KNICHD2HEERDE (=) DEFOLPICHDIEEK (OJFERK) 12, EHATAIC
o CRRICIR M E AT ) BRI TR S BAT A0S RSB E AT ) R
W, EHEOBROEFERYWEOREIZ L DRENEFEOHROFREEROBRBIC L DR
iz, thzhdiads0Thsd, =°

INLOEFEOI L, OVBAITRR IR E AT HOMBEEE S LR GE
? make a clean breastof TH» 9, FHRWVWI LEZEATHZEN, TR LELT
MR THDL o] LTRSS TWVWS, ZOHRT, ZORBICEFAY 77—
EHTRABHOA M=—b0bb, 2FEV, mark» [HE (20 5)] &
IMRMEBERETL T, TAICETT D BRAT D 7ur2EB®RT 50 LIS
(iR TTrtR] 2HFT A F=—1FZrO0—flTHsH (HiF 2005: 151) L&z
LD,

cry on someone’s shoulder %, (FiRT7 kv R] #KT A M=I—0D 5724
ThdEEZHNDLH, Deignan (2005:65, RFE T8 EH)TIL A b= —HkD A ¥
TZ7—] OFlELTETFLNR TS, 2EV ., Thix TEE., BEXMIZHECRH NS
TMAEFEL, AEEZESHTIL2BHRT 2 LM, EEOTEINFRE Y ICH
EFORETTIORNLI N LARVE VI RERERF>TVLHEVI RIZBWVT, A b
S-S T AFE TS (RET9H) Lanb,
KHOAR=I—LWoRNnbRLE, THEELA<) TEZ2E 2 283 RET
TutA] #RTHETHD G 2005 162) LERXLND,

4 . Hrar e s AR B
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Brarig A2 77y —IXEMHNRAZ 77 —2IE L TELNADL Z LBZ WV, L) T
ERFRfE STV A A (Lakoff and Turner (1989: 67); Lakoff (1993: 210)). & HIZ
BILTH U ER AR ROERA, CAERICRAON DU TO X S 2IE A RER
RBEIZAENINTWD Z ERER SN (FHREM, G~G)THMELZR>TWD
unravel, vystavljat’., razorvat'® & bBEEMEOH HEHKIL, ThEh NFEL] TA
Hicsod) (425 THY, MEAT2) BEALEHEFEICETREZL20,

CEodbn

1) HVWoOlYAZ2ZOHZTOHOE A THAT, TotOBEIZLE-> TEWE
BT, TOBMZTOAHZO T ZF O THIT CAYE, (EAWMA T2 2 4] #riflxx

B 19)
= k< HE
(2) 20 bARTIIROBELLREDO LI IT, bRLEOFICERL TN EE
ST, [HIE] FZS HS THYDOLIEREZW > T Z0MiHARZ0EICHRENT XD
L Cwsdo<Tcd, (AE: T 2)

(3) He broke into my very Soul by it; and I unravell’d all the Wickedness of my

Life to him: (Daniel Defoe, Moll Flanders. Penguin Classics: 366)
PILENICE S TROBORKIZITWY ZHh, RITEREO - YOEFE M ICYiE
FlLi, (F7x—TFEN - T7F7 02— (F)] AW CHE : 176)

(4) ixot’ivnutrenno stydjas’ togo, ¢to vystavljaet svoi intimnejsie duvstva. tak

skazat’. na «vseobséij pozor», (F.M.Dostoevskij, Bratja Karamazovy. Polnoe

Sobranie Soé¢inenij v Tridcati Tomax, Tom Cetyrnadcatyj. Izdatel’stvo Nauka: 423)
HoObo b NEREIEALZ VDT (MO B LbD) I35 2 & &2N.L TR
Lanbb, (RRAMZT72F%— [HT7~—Y705% (F)] FCE : 5 9 4)

(5) Ved’ja, tak skazat’, duSu moju razorval popolam pred vami, (ibid.: 446)
EoTHEEZ, WbiEbREFORICLER > —DIlHlo ThHELATT L, (FL:

9T

5. ME AT 2 ) B & 35 A Ay 23R

3. TH~7=Xic, TEAMTR) BFICBKZIND A M= —0 —#IL make a
clean breast of X° cry on someone’s shoulder \Z 7. 52 L HIC<LOFEME FAT
> EICHEENR D D, i (2020) EHENRNEZ L ORZOEADORENITA L
Coleman and Kay (1981) ORI EMIGM /R E X FICE SO TRERAE L, S 5icHEA L
WO REERTT A ORI b EITE TEE O 2R L | Lakoff (1987) o7 m ¥ 1 7 -
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YFUVAFEWIERHEEMLTRE L,

LR U< LOERME FAT >, ELEEENTADOLERZTLHD , REL
ey T VA ORMKEBER AR TRE O—->2>TbbHDd, TOLDITHMITH
OEHARNBERN, BFETAHAHFAOBEKO —MELTHAAETALTWS (Zix Mtk
KJ DN THYTIEED) Z L ITHEREY,

&

1 TH@E32) 2L, BEOBA (SHT><REL>) "o TEHHHAK
WX, HEEZRT2-0FEELTOHTRAr 208 AICBESED,

2 nYTHEOBFEOBEBICEETEREARAZETEORINNRS 278, HATHDOERII
FTRETEOENIVBERTHD, LWHA U T+ —~ 2 FOBMCHEVETEEZNR
KLLTET D, #E, RYTHEOT —ZICH L TEHERERFRA SR
BFZe Rk LR GREE (4 FF) @ Olga Anosova KICKZERMIZFIZAR 7, JE L #HI1L
HLEFS, Moo RbhiE, ETEHFORMLTH D,

3 admit & acknowledge \CFAL TIX, L F O Loz, b TWniawnwz &% HFEMW
CEATAIXRTHELDRL TV AHINH D (FHEM) :

(Pip D% AN TH 550 Jaggers £, 2O THEARRE TCHEHIIHT bR

PEDEFANL ., TORLFTHORMEDERLIZRSTZBIZOVWTIESD LT5,)

“....But now, about this other matter. I'll put a case to you. Mind! I admit nothing.”

(Dickens, Charles. Great Expectations. Penguin Classics: 412f.)

I acknowledged my sin unto thee, and mine iniquity have I not hid. (Psalm 32:

3-5, KJV Open Bible, Thomas Nelson.)

4 Dancygier and Sweetser (2014: 65, RE 90 EDIC L 2 & (BB IXRT L TH
DY EVWIRE Ty —3b D,

5 ZHh &7/ Dancygier and Sweetser (2014: 83, FRE 115 E)IZ k57 L
YT 4 v 7 &Mz mental detox (L DfFEEE) I EDHHICH D, BIL [H 5 Ak
DORENFEOIREIZSRND] L) e THHEREBEZORENLORE
LEILORNRD ] EWVHZETHETDT LTV

Z M SCHR

Coleman, L. and P. Kay 1981. “Prototype Semantics: the English Word ‘Lie’.”
Language 57(1), 26-44.
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7 —F—1 Bt 2021 4F)
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Sweetser, E.E. 1990. From Etymology to Pragmatics' Metaphorical and Cultural
Aspects of Semantic Structure. New York: Cambridge University Press.

it fFZ. 2020, 7o b2 A 7S SR oM [HAENRESE 22 BK
RFEFmCE] (5 15 5), 161-168.

S E Gk

Glosbe #¢3E httpsi//ja.glosbe.com

NRRFET M. 1980. [HFZE AR BT SR R EE S (5 5 i) J O - B JEAL.

Open thesaurus.de Synonyme und Assoziationen https://www.openthesaurus.de
bn - B EME PE LFEMmAE. 2016, [H A &M (55 3 )] Al « /NEEE.
Sem I - L HERR. 2002, [HEFEKREEIL] BT @ SRR AL,

Thesaurus.com https:/www.thesaurus.com

IS E M. 1993, TAS SCEMFrEE s (55 ) J L - M0 a.

FRARIESE « ek - PR F - A I0IE =#%.1988 [T ZE+ M dE it ] BOAt - BFJE £,
Wa=F - MG — - BB - & RIS, 2018, /N B 8] SR - /2R,

—-153-



AARTNGRES 025 FARRBREUE 185 (2022)

[fhe OORAEDLS]

—REICHITIEHCER—
A %
HEERFE

<Abstract>

This study examines how Japanese speakers describe themselves as X na hito or X suru
hito [1 am the kind of person who is/does X] in conversation. This X na/suru hito
construction serves as a platform for self-representation in Goffmanian sociology
(Matsuoka, 2021), albeit stigmatized as a sign of a speaker’s arrogance. A quantitative
analysis of approximately 200 hours of conversations shows that the construction is found
across age groups, used typically by female speakers, and often co-occurring with certain
self-referring expressions and clause-final particles. A qualitative analysis identifies

several interactional patterns preceding and following the construction.

(¥—7—-F]:00%ZA -BCET -  HEFEHHE 2 — 2 - BN

1. EC®Ic
1.1 ARARTHE SRR

AFEILBVWTHEISMELPADHEIZOWTELZ L ZIC [AA.OORALELL IHE
HOOTDE2ABRALI DI ICTA]ZHVDE DL, 2. THREHNSS
2= "] TRUTOERTEARONS,

H=H1 DELU Y DA DIEBIBEDZDHRE A,
=22 ZNRICBE>B0 DAL BAT).

CHOLAZFOREILE, LELEEESCKEAREELFOoOBELE 2T b,
gt P LEOHNLE EHHENAZY T2, AL IC Yahoo! IEET [ - TO
O ANl tFEFT2E,. [FohibeArvnid il [TohzrhEni A%
MEzAETT) L) HEBTHENAREIRECHZ | THER A AVWEEZ, HD W
BABEWHEVWERBST | ALEDarY FARLNE ElB~F— 2R EMAETE,
THR ZREML TV LI THTERBIHASD I LA 2D TR AV F L X
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FhaoTid] EFFENTwE (HAGEEREEE 1999: 164-165).

1.2 R1THE

2001 FFiC LT 28 ERE L 2R EIC I I, [ThbE2L-s TR ABRATT L] &
WIBWHET LD HL | EEZLAIT62% 2, HIBICX 2HEAREIIRO
R, BHEIOVLERDTPICEL, TLBLEOCEEBL2PLICHERT L L
Tz (U LB EFERR 2001),

o s, B (2021) 28 [R->TOOARAERL | K2 TEHICESD
EEBL TS, B (2021) Ic&kniE, cHIFHCER (self-presentation; Goffman
1959, 1981 ¥720) &¢MiEINn252Fvwo—2THY, OOWCHY T 2 &E % F> AM
ELTHELTIELVWEMEICHFA 2HMREELIND,

AHCRETRE, a2 0BYo T MRENRE A>T, [FEOADICH T 27
MHs0IEF kR T 27200, BOKCHET2ERAECELELS LT B8 2o
ATE ) rER S (FEM 1995:110), EERLHMMAE L TOIL TV 5,

[OO0%/ TN 2> THBAETELHESFNAEEZ, BCETRIKODWTOT:
SOHEP R EIENE P EL T, ERE0aIas=F—vavoc#rioLd
W TOOR/FT2AN] LEET20h, REOHFRLDL S KIEET 200120
THEEHO 2L E> Ty, ZITAMETE., SFELFEFAALICOVWT [OO%
SFTAAN] LR AELZFVWEACETELELR, HEOSICE T 2 EETHET
2, MEFBEIRD2HTH 5,
ot 2 7L 1 [OO0%h/F2AN] HiElF., ffickoTlroLicBnINdon
ME#E2 OO0k $2A] RiFFx., ook AmnofcHi, Lok

SIIEE I N D D

2. BRERE

21 2FEER

AETIE., BMAOBMBICL 24 v 7 r—~A ez BERE L THVE, EF0
ISR L 2 REAE LB L aaek (12 M. 49 4 B e TBEARBHERE I — 2
CINER S N2 KR KA - - EoBIRICH 2568 7= b I X 5 Mk & (577
FL K 188 IF[E) TTdH B,

2.2 Ak
¥, 2FER»S OO/ 323 AN #FEraEhsv v zaciastiL,
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REEHIEHEL TV MR 2EM 2B LA, X, MIERE 1 COWTE
W EifTol. ?WOBAR. OO /325 AN] HiEOHE, RiEEOREME, ik
TR THD, ftd THABRE2ICOVWT, BT LUPHRET 290D LE D D% —
YEBELHEMN DN AT o 12,

3. ®BR
3.1 BE

(OO0% /32 N]FiEIT. KREEBOMH TR 5 FH. THARFHFERFE — 2]
Tl 4RSS, 1IFEADZD ONBHEICHE S 2 &0 FIF TN 1.3 H, #
HTEHA 007 E RS, FRELAAEARIT, REEMETL A THE S — 2]
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<Abstract> Through comparisons with the words bang, wei, and xiang, this paper aims to
explore the usage restrictions and pragmatic functions of géi in Chinese to shed light on the
pragmatic aspect of construal, a concept in cognitive linguistics. The results indicate that géi
is often used in private situations and intimate relationships. From this, two pragmatic
functions are adduced: showing an intimate relationship with the hearer and shortening the
speaker’s personal distance from the hearer. This paper further suggests that the concept of
construal is not simply concerned with how the speaker construes an event, but that the aspect

of the speech situation should also be taken into consideration.

[F—U—F]:4% - EHAHIR - FHFHRAMRE - 27

1. IIC®HI

WEEORZRBEL L LT, “4B7 (give) BbIT oD, “47 IXiEMmMERICS
WTEMIZbTEsTEmINTWND, ARRIIZEEZTE AWITKY . “H7 (help).
“N7 (for), “M7 (to) WWEEHMIONDIXERHTHZ LT, “4H7 OFMAHIRK
CEEHmOEEEZI N L, RASHETFCREIND #4275 (construal) | OFE
AR A BET 222 BN ET D2,
ARIERAHNSRY LTOXI RERITR> TS, KROFE 2 #i TIE. SLATHF
TEEAMB LIS AT, MERLAROMES T 2R, H3H TR, “47 ol
PR OVGE A mmoe 2 mat L, (827 ) ofEHmMimaim o, KZIZ, H4HT
ek iEElw, S%OBEEZRT,

2. ELATRFRR

INFETOMETIE, FEFED “A7 CIEHEAERZHFAOL > AL A TFEW
HSNMBRIC L 2EBHHROEIBER 2NV E SN TWD, flZ2 /L Th k953,
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¥ (2009: 4) ERZEEANFA VLN DS (1b) 1% TFEAGOSMICEMT 5 ) &k
TEBY, EHmMNEEERO X ICHEBL TS,

(2) AFXECTIETHLOAN] FRFWMEELHLDONDINE NP HEFOLEG, ZDOA
~OBREREGEEWRTLLERILBSVHICR-oTLE S, (P #HiT, %
AN L L BEERNE L V=27 AR TLEY, BAIT L > TiEs
O TARERBRRBICRDLGENH D, (#2009: 4-5)

FEFETEH., “B7 ZHWZ (Jla) R T2o X)) REHBGHEE T RS, “4H7 ITHAR
HHEAFE LTOZEFEEZHEALTNHICTERV] LR TWD (8 2009:5),
SFED, BREOT T ANV EMLMIRE LV =aT v ARnb5H, MEFNH
rEoANT, Do BETHIGE, TTIANOENEEZT-ZTN L, —F, TEE
DT THRICEREEZEBREERLL, HMEFogs2Mb 3. #icx L THIE
ZBHDTH D,

L. “B7 ERVWDLIBARYIHICK L THHEX 20220 T, BARG M1
TWD, KL (2005) FTRAER EDRUTFE2ET NI T HFERITHEZ LT
WHIRBL ). THRFEN FET 2RO 2R, THFCFBT 2RO N2 WIRBL] LD
3O, R L YT oRBEREEREEZRLTVWD, HERTHELTVD
Ky & THENFTZRD LK) TiEX, “@7 oHICIEEEERNE L =2
TUARDY, KL D EFERLTND, xR THID,

(3) a MW, XMAR. REMEE,
b. B, XA, RFHREE,
(FL3CIE (19A), (19°), 7K7T 2005: 116-115)

B) IFEHEDR XA EZRD) THEZLTWHRWT, LEXFTEZ T 25X TH

%o KIL (2005:115) 12k B &, Ba) 1T [ SADOMWERZ THUENE LN D
FFoTWAEBRCHOBRWAZER LTIEHWLNDLN, PIFEOANCHND O TH

-163—



AARTNGRES 025 FARRBREUE 185 (2022)

RIEETERVWEAINPLLTRLZEIE VNI =aT VAICHI 2570 RILICR D )
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FEEmAE R L, ‘A7 ICIEERmIBERHIRS D D L FIET D, 272 L, KT (2005)
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WWERLTWDIN, BEEEWKRT L “47 13 “87 2Tk, “N7 . “W7 I
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THZENARNEIDEVIBIENG “4B7 2BLEZLTWVWDLR, FEHFOFEKTIE,
“o7 ORI, BEGHAEE VDL EEDR S, BT, BLWHMATH - T
RER L ESTHIEICB W TIE, Ba) XELNIC W, Lo T, ARREIE T
R ERRELT, ANBRBEBREEFESEE WD 200 MENE, 47 D
FE R BIEI R O e 2 R D .

3. BE

AEiCIE, “%G7 OFEMROHIREZEY (3.18), i Gu(1990) IZ X 5B T
T A (328H), FhEL LT, ‘4 OFEMMIOEIEEZ 2 SIEL L (3.3 H),
2 FToOERwmNEEELET D5 (3.4 ),

3.1, “4” ofFERMBIR
FEmrbFIE . ARIL “H” BT I7AX— b eGm CHEFERHRLWERICHED
NHEVWHIHERAHBIRARET D5, UFTE “HF” 0 “N” . “N” OIEICESET L,
T, BT OL CH OEVHLLRBREL LD,

(4)  a FREECHI, T 0B IR
b, PREMR S, RIH KA AR

(4a) & (4b) (T L bW TS FIHKBZMOE, BLENEVOI D Z T 2] OEK
ThoH, “B7 BAVBEND (4a) DFHIE, FBLFCL2BEOMLMT N L
b, K EPTERHALV-THEELEZARN—F, @b) T L TECHZIZS, 2
T, (4a) T T7AX_X— P RmCTHE ERB LOMFICEDRL, 4b) TS E-om
MEERNICEDLDN D, 2k, “BiE” L “UARE” OEVWILLLEMT LD, “BX
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b, X R AIRAER B — SN, E B

(52) & Bb) IFEBHIZ TEERHRTLEL FTTIR, FOZTWR-TLLEE W] @
BHThD, 5a) HHEPICRET D=2 T VARELS, 774 X— MNpdm CH &
FAKEREB LOBHICENLT <, Sb) LV EXICHMI 2, 74—~
REEZRANHELDARL TV, ST “HIRRE (FLHELT) 7 2MA52&TE
HICHGEECE D, “HIRWM” 1T FE - 7235w CHIx DO NN 2BRESETH
L7, (5a) LI LIS, (5b) EHELZZFPBRTHD, T (5a) LIl
THE, BLTEAME T LY AMBEGRO EMLICY->TERBY, BOoMiiz 7 ©—Ld
HEHSICHZ A, FPREEZRZSEDLAERD D,

BB, ‘I OoflERTHEI,

(6) a. FREGMME—T.
b, FORFARMERE—T .

(6a) & (6b) 1T LI THEFICHMT L) OFKRTH D, (4). (5) LR, (6a) %
TIAR—FRBETHLOACHWS L, £95 ThRWEE, (6b) 2Mfibh s, AR
DR EOBRISEEBLLEY, ZhiEr»2) EXASHERIZEVWLE, LArbEHE IO
LM E FILLEMICEHERANE L TAHEREIND (WSHHLWHEHINTH->TEH, O
EETHERADLIIZWIONRSDHIEAHH), £Z T, ZOHAHIZIE (6b) D fEH
DARTHD, (6a) T 5L, ELLOEBENBIELLLN, TRIETHRILEVHND
NH, BZTHITDHE] OO 2D, HERXAZDONBITHIELWAILELILT
HRRRMENEDL L LR, (6a) 3T LAKERTORMNARGH THELR S,
LB “F7 0 “R7 0 “mr bl Lenn, ‘47 OFHKIREZL L, &
DR LIZ D0, “47 TfFoREL2BIEKRL TR, WEoHEI» OB LW
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3.2. FWAIHE

AETIERTZA P xAHEGH%Z AL L CHMI 5., Brown and Levinson (1987) (Z
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1989; Gu 1990), Gu (1990) ITHEFEAZELZ L. RO L5 REEAEZEHL TV 5D,

(7) a. (T)he Chinese notion of negative face seems to differ from that defined by Brown
and Levinson. For example, offering, inviting, and promising in Chinese, under
ordinary circumstances, will not be considered as threatening H’s negative face,
i.e. impeding H’s freedom.

b. (I)n interaction politeness is not just instrumental. It is also normative.

(Gu 1990, 241-242)

ZLT.Gu(1990) IXFEDOKRZ A b3 A (limao) % B3 5 Z & (respectfulness),
WfE# (modesty), #AE (attitudinal warmth), b & (refinement) & 95 4 DO & & WE
(sincerity), #ffii (balance) &9 2 SDJFAI TE LHTWN5,

Afix, &b TBE] OoMELEMNT 5, Gu (1990: 239) T TEE 1 & “self’s
demonstration of kindness, consideration, and hospitality to other” & &% L T\ 5, (7a)
DB S 72 X 912, Brown and Levinson (1987) I X2 HTF 4 77 =4 X %
BRETHITAIPTEHEFZEICZ) EARSNRVHEERSH D, SHICEH &, THEHGE
HEICIED LA, DILEEFORMNERICEAZATLZ L TAYORE L R T EHEN
HDH, FLENRE, THHEANCE > TEIBEABREZLEZONINEEZNRD Z &
X (Huang 2008: 99-100), #HFF A (£ & # Y K3 (Zhu and Bao 2010: 851) & \»»o /24T
T, TEFEFEHFICE > THANEKEEET 2 b0 TERL, HICHELFOREL
RTTEOODARNTTUV—FEEEZLRLTVWD, MEFLHAPOENREIND LD
W2 D20 THERLS, MFPFOBERZEHLALHMETE, ANVIIIERS 2aIa=b—
varpnEHLond, bHAAL, BELFOERRGMNHELTH, AT, NIk
BEREZDANB WD, T2T, 74—~ ARPEL, MFEL EE0MMICHEREZF-
TWVW5 LTI, ZO0A NI TY—IFRMA LR,

“H7 OFHLINICYTIEEDL EBXDHDIENTED, “BF7 FRZTOEWE R
L, MEFOHEBICHINATHEIOICAZ LD, WMEFOHEBICHNAT DI &ILGE
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i LTHELTWDLIDOTH D,

BlZIE KEIC (4a) OEIREVHTaT L HEFLEVEREZKk T L
oL, ANHBEFRE S E<HERFTEL, BILVWEWICHZ T @b) OXIBRFEWH%
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(8) a. fHeLE, EATAEELRE L.
b, B IE, EATAKESR LT,

JEEIXS2 2RI (8b) S IX T TH DM, (8b) OV IT (8a) #EH Z & T, H
L& RT LRI, 7794 _X—= DX RBFEMKIEMEY RIT, BIFEOELIFZ L1
mHEEBIT, BLEDOLAMBEHAZMO 2% 2T, FOEEESE, BITLL L TH
ANSHEDLZENRTES, 2FEDH, “B" EFRYT 47 - F7A4 b2 LTHETD
DTH D,

3.4, THRZF| OFEMREAE
RAFOBERGHMEICOWVWT, UTFTO X RERI® D,

(9) a. (C)onstrual is not simply a cognitive process. Construal is always for a purpose in

a communicative act. That is, meaning involves construal for the purpose of

communication. (Croft 2009: 410)
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b. FEH (B - RBLE) BN, FO X I Bxtg w2 Eo X 9128 2 T (construe; &
DHVVEREHLC) BME IR ART D20, TOL)DREAFEHEEL»LHZ T
WAHARBHDA A=A RNIED XS b0, (K% 2006:7)

RMEFEF T, SBERBUIAMOBAHERIRL, AICLFELOELRDZ SN HFITAM
DELIZHTHRMEOENVEKBT HEENTWS, 2720, 9) b bW LR
LW THRATTIFEVES MEFLEATOHRITIAIRL 2V, AFEIZE D —H
T, “f7 & “HT R ‘MY BEESMIAONDLIGEE. EH LA REDN
FHICHEZFOFELRMERMT 20 TERS, HEFLOBBRELEO LS TRET D
PHERBT S5, BLWHMATOENIZ, “F7 2. 22 TRrVWHE, “BFB7 lxfio,
IHIE, Ao RIIHEFOMELZ T TR, BFEHHRLELEBETRELEL
RIET 5, REHEICHTHMmEORBIC LT, “A7 L “FH Lo HICEN,
BAELD, BYHIC, SHEEFICaIa=r—va V2R TUE TRX G b
FERLANNVICHELT, a3a=Fr—va o, >V EAGHMNERED AN DR
TThs,

4. Bbyic

PLby “#f7 0 “R” ., M7 EEEBRIONDLEBET L LT, “47 Off
FAHIBR & GBS ENA L NI oz, ZhaliE 2, T ) o Himmilims
EBELE, ‘BT FEBERL, YIAXRN—FOHHETHELVWERICESEbILS,
CURT IR T 47 KT A PRAELTHETLIOT, RRICE>sTH LW AME
fraErT 2L, HHAHRD DD EbiLd E WV HEBHRMNEREL T b7z, K
FRCEZEETEZ AMICBELLEL, —. ZAMOBELNETHLI EEbNL D, F
Too AR CRHREBELEZEHGIBREZ S OICKRIAET 272021, 7oy — FRAERNKLETH
D, ZThoFES%OMEL L TEIND,

23

VAT B AR ESE 25 Bk (20224 11 A 26 B, v 7 A B TRE
LIENEEZDELCHELELDOTHD, AR EELEI o Fxl&#t2m L b
F 5.

PEAL TTO w7 o T L AT T CEIMA DN DT TR,
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<Abstract>

This study aims to clarify the features of instructors’ verbal and nonverbal
behaviors and learners’ reactions by observing the interactions in a classroom
practicing the Japanese dance Noh. It uses multimodal conversation analysis to
examine video-recorded data. Results show that, first, the instructor starts a
correction sequence by identifying problems with the learner’s bodily movements.
Second, the instructor demonstrates the correct movements and compares them
with those that the learner is struggling with. Third, the learner is observed to

adopt the said bodily corrections by imitating the instructor’s movements.

[*¥— 7 — F] multimodal conversation analysis (= v F € — X AL &iEHH). HIK
MEMoEE, EHE. i1k

1. IFLC®HIC

. ttaF@EF oo cld, K@ (Rdman 2019). X v X (Keevallik 2010).
WAL (LM 2018) R E DB ERMBMOFEOHF R ICELAEE > T3, KI5
T, XMLEBEAT 2HEFHGOEEBEMHAT 2 2 HME L. GRBEOREY
fAH 5, BEHECTOBEZMY L5, Fic, 58 (Bo 272028 38w
Wozbr) OBHICERHT 2. BEKICIR, FEHF CTH 2 REEM 2 B RENE L f5H
ZEICH WS ESETHORMM O ZNICHN T 22 EEORKIGCOMHEZ BN &
LTw3

2. RTHR
2.1 RERLICETSEESH
AMECEH T 2EOBHGMICEL ik, SEmciE BESHE] »EHI L
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T& 7, Bz iE, WA (2004) X2 &, PEDREF -7 v Tld. ERAERH AL
KA L CHEORMZFHMHT ., B2zl CcFIHE LCiRL, HEZECHREZ A
5, —J. i (2013) X, BEEOBEFIC X 2WFERRIERC. KREHOS

MEBE L, 7272, wIFhotfEcd, FSHETHLEEEORISEE R HR
TiAhwiEy, AR TR, Zhd GO HET R ORI & 5 OB 5 % 50+

5tz HEET,

2.2 ZDETE L SHRBEDETE

L. METAICB I ZEENY Y — 2RI T 35T1EIC 2w Tlk. Schegloff, et al.
(1977) 28 TEE MM B3 25X < [l&FETIE (other correction) ] K5 K L
Twd, fhFFTEC IR of BB, FlcRKALFED, HEFLEEHFOMEA
ThiCEBEINI L w) E - ETEREA Lokt s bbb Nn T3

KFELI R BRIAFTC ST 2MEM CHMOMBELBEEST 220 0BEHEM
BOMSLIRELZY) KELOHMEZH 2 0L L EZ NS A, BEMM (B
DM ESBLO2D, GHEEHFEICET 25T E0#E#E EORMERL »1cT 2,

—77. BHEEOREICE T 2 IEDWIEIC D w Tt Keevallik (2010) 3% 5
N3,Keevallik P25 H LAV ZAHECTR.IBEEFC L2 GEBEOBRECTHEIC
CEEEMACLEITEYXS Y, 2EEE M [ HEF5 A (bodily quoting) | % v T,
Mo 2BELIELWEIEZ IR T 2 2 v B IRLTWw3, 27, ZoMEiEEC
BEH X2 9EKMEIHICEHL T3, KR T, Keevallik DM B %8 x . &
HHEI ORI NZTHE EEORICEHTICANTONZIT ),

il
anh

2.3 AHAROUY—F - UV ITXF3>
2.1, 22 HioRfFHEEZEE 2. AT, TROIV Y —F - 7T XF a3 viif
LI EIT I,
1. fERMtEoRBE T, FEETHIMEMILEDL I CEHEOME - /2
BEZHML. ELVWEIE23R L CEIIET 3 D2,
2. HEHEOFTEA2RI72¥HE . E0 X BRIGERT D H,

3. RMEAERET—IWME

AFclE, BB HFICH 2T EDRITORERKECISEL M7 — % (GF 10 K
) #0FRICLTw3, &@CosmE (BEE., R#E#E) CHEoBgiconT
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FHL, AEECELLTCVEFVWE, HEHMEEIXR1OEY TH 5,

®1 HEME

U o fieg ] 2022 FF 8 H~10 AP fy, H 2108, 1 1A] 2 Fefdl,
5 it HREGSNFREEEL CEE LT 2 T Eb AT OREEHE GE#itiy)
Z & REEOREW 24 (1A FFLATELEE, 1R T RFEEEY)

MFEE 6 H (BBHE6—-94) . KA24 (BHIE 1 FRM)
Bhofin | OBvoRE OF OKRS @tE OB L 2T ©Kb)oRE
IRk 75 BLETETAH AT % 2AHKEL T
53 it B R WefR 7 — & (9 10 gl

F— X DM JTEE L TIZ, Mondada (2018) 2SR L7z~ A F & — XL EFENHT
DB HEESHL, ROFIHICHE > CHF DWW EZHLICITo72, OBGEEHEVIEL

THEL.

FIVRZ DT RERT 5, OQFEFCIFAIE0HFZED, 2L

vavEEKRTZ (AETHWEILZY a VICEITEOHMI2 346 H 2), OIHiE
L7-SiE - ESETEHEEBEEFOBREMEZ NN T 5,

4. SR BREMLBOTEICER o S5

AHi T

EF AN LM RICowTdR~S, EEAHEORECHONS

STIEIR. OB, @EfT. Q¥ BFEOKRIL. DFEH, RT3 LR TEDL, 7277,
EfTEEBEORNGIIEROD L —vicbhoT, KAETITOIL2Z b H 3, E[IFIC
Ronz#@E#E FoRBRITHOX20HEY TH B,

*2 REEMEOFTIEICE bR 2 8 LR

54\ BRI NLFHE - ESHEITH
@© FTED R CHEEFEICLIRITFORE (ME2TARY)
B L o 2 BIE O
(B fF o B, FFM, BI{F 2 5E 4 2 fnai o i, E#H)
@ FTIE D %EAT BT ICXBIEL CEFORY & FiH

- ME o B EDO BRI -
CIELVWEIEER DML 2T RER

 ERE OB W
® ¥BHOIIE | HE . B TR R BIE ORI X T EDE Y AD
@ FEDR | eSHC L5 RN Z AR D KIS
ZolwRE Ny, TER, HEFCL2ZIFORELLHES, 22T, [
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N en@BlEInd, £, ELVEEZLMRL. FEFCT AT EZL T, BRI
BEZET b2, sl EOETEHOTHEEEIHELMER 2 TI1X, HEY
BESLLRBFAREOBERECYEEOGKR N, BfF 2Tz b BRI N,
FEHOTIE2Z T - EH XEE RS L ZEEF 0T AR ICK > CHIfF 2 HEK
TEZLTIHEERTIANDS Z L 2RT, RRIC, IMEHEPIBEF IC X 2 HEN R T
FRZIANOKIGERTC & TEIIED#EHEZ TR EE 5,

LT, Fidof2%¥E A<, 320F0 200+ 25, mYICHRRT 2HH 11, Yk
EVNERFLEEDICEANABOREEEZ Lk, £EDCHELL2r T 25HETH 2,

HHl1 (202245 98) £ D:EHE6E - NP 6EL

01 Y%ZE: DbhbrhAlbioerg lEVALA,
02 |‘5;0t37&00‘5\°’3 |
[ (EFCTBF.2EH,. BomgsETEIT3) |
[ 5B &o&o0oEm< o) [<n &L TW \
03 | (EFTRF2EbL, BogssTctifs) | | (AETEF % BA~ET) |
#M 1 X
04 474 D: [ (Z2) -->
05 [ (BEFTBT2EHL. Bogs kWb EickEF3)
06 Yk4%: | (£EDERD) --—-->
07 z3,
08 (EEDDHEF%2M->TEHES2ABET )
09 ZISTDAELN > I WL, <
10 oS3 ho()leoF vyl —Fyisr—o |
11 4% D: [ (BEF%ETA57) |

il 1Tk, BHoORTHR., YREXEED KR T2 T2 T, iTEORTF L
LTiEALTw3, 2L T, ACHFEANT. MEL o 2BFZzfEML. Xo 021TH
TEFEEZHHEL ALS, AEOHFEBFELHEREL W2, EMT 2. Ykt MK
W] EWIFHliE S5 2 IEL WEIEFOREL LB L T2l LB RLT WD, E 72,
BB [~CL 5] BHESEKXACEHFELZHHT 2T, ZOoBEREFT LR
WhDOTHZIlERL, BEMNREELZRL VS, Ric, ELVEIfEoHH (03
fTH) 2475 bFKFIC, ZOoBFORHEDIToT w3, YRAEBELVEIEERZTRLZ
BOEED DX OBEAEEML T3 (0517TH). ZhicH LT, AER—-HTZ 5]
LHERL. AEDF Il THHREFEZFHBL. [ 2D 830> 2w & HEMNZRGE
fiz5z2Cwd, REBEICXTANORIGZRL., FTIEDOEEIKT I 2,

ROEH 2 ZTMES OB EOKRTHR.YRENEED 22T 25 TH 5,
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TR T E R, BEPKoMEEEE T LT, EEAVPTEDORT
FTHBIELERLTD,
FAIEQOETICEZICHo T, EPHAEKRTEFEAOTEEZRE, I HILEL
HIFTRZREZ, 2F0, TNHPLELVEEA2EBET L2 2L 22T FiICTH R
TWwd, T, ELVEFEXHHALZALEHL WD (07 7TH). 2 TERE A
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DEo3o0hflz#s 2T, BEMAEOTECRONIRBICOVTERT 5,
I, BEOFEEFPIGHICEVT, FEEXRIFEREL T2 LITIET S C
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SREITE) (%) oRKETZEL T, ¥EHFICL > THBEAREADDICT 2 X9 %
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Changes in Linguistic Landscape of Japan: Life ‘with Corona’
Saya IKE
Meijo University

<Abstract>

This study investigates longitudinal changes in COVID-19 related signage in Japan. Collecting
over 2,000 signs in Kyoto and Nagoya over two years, it documents the ongoing changes in
Linguistic Landscapes (LL). The data reveal a significant decrease in bottom-up temporal
request signs and increase in unified and formularised request signs. While many signs were
put up in front of the shops in 2021, signs were discreetly displayed inside the shops (i.e.,
backgrounded) in 2022. The backgrounding of such signs also suggests that the signs have truly
become part of the ‘landscape’, losing the primary function of being noticeable. The current LL

investigation proves that the LL is fluid and mirrors what is valued at the time in a given society.

[Keywords] : linguistic landscapes, COVID-19, directive speech act, signage

1. Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 stopped the world, and our mobility was severely restricted.
The first case of the COVID-19 in Japan was identified on January 16th, 2020, followed by the
first ‘state of emergency’ announced by the government on April 7th. Then, the Linguistic
Landscapes (LL) drastically changed all over the world. This study investigates longitudinal
changes in COVID-19 related signage in Japan. Upon collection of over 2,000 signs in Kyoto
and Nagoya over two years, it documents the ongoing changes of social norms and practices

reflected in the local LLs.

2. Background

The theory of Linguistic Landscape (LL) was proposed in the 1990s by scholars such as Spolsky
and Cooper (1991) and Landry and Bourhis (1997). LL in general refers to the language signs
that are visible in public spaces such as road signs, billboard signs, and shop signs. Earlier

studies (e.g., Landry & Bourhis, 1997; Spolsky & Cooper, 1991; Tan, 2014) focused on
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bilingual communities where two or more languages were spoken on a daily basis, and argued
that the language choice in signs represented the identity of community. The study focus was
then expanded to multilingualism, and many studies have been conducted to document the use
of English as an additional language in sign in the wave of globalisation (e.g., Backhaus, 2007;
Malinowski, 2010; Reh, 2004). Reh (2004) especially discusses the level of English translation
of the original, dominant language, whether it is a complete translation of the message or partial
translation. More recently, multimodal aspects of LL have been discussed. For example,
Jaworski and Thurlow (2010) use a term ‘semiotic landscape’ and argue for taking into
consideration of the use of space where signs are placed. Similarly, Marshall (2021) shows
some examples of signs integrated into objects in a park, naming them ‘grassroot artefacts’.
Also, there have been more selective approaches, focusing on a specific type of signs such as
graffiti (Pennycook, 2010) and tourism posters (Jaworski & Thurlow, 2010), or specific location
within the areas such as stations (De Los Reyes, 2014). Pragmatic aspects, especially directive
speech acts, have also been recently focused (e.g., Bayne, 2018; Ferencik, 2018; Morrow, 2015;
Nishijima, 2014; Svennevig, 2021).

In the last few years, the LL drastically changed around the world, heavily influenced by
the demographic and social changes under the pandemic. There have been reports of the shift
from multilingual signs to monolingual (Dunn, Coupé, & Adams, 2020; Marshall, 2021;
Nakamura, 2022). In particular, Marshall (2021) reports the increase of top-down signs issued
by national and/or local government authorities, and Ike and Hori (2021) report such signs were
often related to directive speech acts, such as reminding to keep social distance, repeatedly
sanitize or wash your hands, and to wear masks. Also, Nakamura (2022) argues that signs in
Tokyo-Kanagawa area are not sufficient for non-Japanese speaking residents. However, there
has not been sufficient studies on LL, especially in the COVID era. Thus, this study attempts
to fill the gap by longitudinally documenting the LL in two cities in Japan, Kyoto and Nagoya.

In what follows, it will present the overview of the data, show preliminary pragmatic

analysis of signage related to COVID-19, and report changes in LL over the two years.

3. Survey
The first preliminary survey was conducted in July to August, 2021 in Kyoto, and the second
follow-up survey was conducted one year later in August, 2022. The survey area was also

expanded to include Nagoya for comparison.
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The areas were chosen following Backhaus (2005), who found over 1,000 items ina 190m
street in Tokyo. The area in Kyoto is approximately 400 square metres around Karasuma
subway station in Shijo area (one of major tourist spots in Kyoto), consisting of four blocks and
include key industries (banks, post offices), large commercial institutions (department stores,
company buildings), franchised restaurants/shops, private shops/restaurants, and residential
buildings/houses. An area in Nagoya was then chosen to match the area in Kyoto for the second
survey. It is also approximately 400 square metres around Sakae station, a popular tourist spot
in Nagoya, consisting of six blocks with a similar mixture of buildings.

Taking a selective approach, signs visible from a street were surveyed but only the signs
identified as COVID-19-related were photographed. The main criteria for identification were
specific words such as ‘corona (COVID-19)’, ‘kansen (infection)’, ‘shodoku (sanitising)’ and
‘kyori (distance)’, as well as notification of restricted business hours and entry ways that were
in practice at the time'. Individual items were all separately recorded. In addition, multiple items
were often placed next to each other and displayed together. Taking a semiotic landscape
approach, multiple signs in one space were also recorded as a combination sign.

Each sign was then coded partially basing on classification by Reh (2004), according to
its place type, duration type, modality type, content type, and sender/receiver type. The focus
in this paper is especially on the last two codings; content type (i.e., speech acts) and sender
type. The sender was coded roughly in two ways: the top-down signs produced by national or

local governments, and bottom-up signs produced by individual shops and restaurants.
4. Results and Analysis
4.1. Overall results

From the two surveys, a total of 2,031 signs were collected as summarised in Table 1 below.

Table 1. The number of signs in each location

1° survey 2021 | 2" survey 2022 Total
KYOTO KYOTO NAGOYA

individual signs 610 553 463

combination of signs 151 149 105

Total 761 702 568 2,031
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There were 761 COVID-19-related signs in Kyoto in 2021, which decreased to 702 in the
second survey in 2022. This may be because that many shops were either closed or operating
with restricted business hours in 2021 due to the prevention measures that were in place at the
time, and there were signs of temporary closure or shorter business hours. Meanwhile, there
were 568 signs in Nagoya in 2022. Although the total number of the signs is noticeably smaller
than that in Kyoto, the number is high enough for comparison. Of the three sets of data, about
25% of the signs are in a form of multiple display (n=151 in Kyoto 2021, n=149 in Kyoto 2022,
and n=105 in Nagoya 2022).

Similar to reports elsewhere, there are very few English signs. Less than 10% of the
individual signs were in English in Kyoto in 2021 (8.9%) and in Nagoya in 2022 (8.4%). The
second survey in Kyoto in 2022 showed a slight increase in English signs (13.3%), but most of
the English signs were produced at the department store and large scale commercial buildings,
often on a hand sanitizer, and often only for part of the information. Thus, As Nakamura (2022)

pointed out, there is still very little English available overall.

4.2. The first survey in Kyoto

In analysing the first set of data from Kyoto 2021, a particular attention was paid to directive
signs, especially requests (e.g., “please wear a mask™). A total of 251 signs involved directive
speech acts, of which the majority (n=216) were bottom-up signs, produced by individual shops
and restaurants. It was also found that there were many formulaic expressions in bottom-up

signs, and the request itself was fairly ambiguous. Figure 1 below is an example.

Regarding the prevention measures for COVID-19

#MYEIOFOCIRICED ]
BRERUEARRLEFRICDONT As part of prevention measures for COVID-19, we

are temporarily closed for the time being.

MEIOFOCAICES :
BRI ARLEDR Thank you for your understanding and
HEOM—RRRETETIEEET, cooperation.
THEE. CBNOBLBLBHMILET. . (Author’s translation)

Figure 1. Example of formulaic expression

Figure 1 is part of a bottom-up, temporal closure sign of a restaurant. It is an
announcement, but at the end there is an ambiguous request for the viewers (customers) in a
phrase “gorikai, gokyoryoku yoroshiku onegai itashimasu (thank you for your understanding /

for your cooperation)”. In fact, this phrase was often used without any specific requests.
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It should also be noted that bottom-up signs often involved some creativity. Marshall
(2021) showed creative signage in a park in Vancouver, and it was observed also in Kyoto. For
example, there was a line of stickers in front of a computer and mobile phone provider shop.
Each sticker was different, showing different types of product available at the store, and placed
2 meters apart from each other in line. These were discreetly guiding its customers to wait in
line, keeping the social distance in their own creative way. The letters on stickers did not have
any linguistic directive speech acts, but the use of space created a semiotic landscape (Jaworski
& Thurlow, 2010) and successfully delivered the directive speech act message.

While many of the bottom-up directive speech act signs in the first survey were fairly
direct and clear, the above two examples show how the message can be integrated into the

Japanese context of politeness.

4.3. The second survey: Comparisons
This section will first present a preliminary analysis of the two areas, and shows the changes in
LL in two years focusing on the two data sets from Kyoto.

As mentioned earlier, the proportion of request signs were similar between Kyoto and
Nagoya. There was also a similarity in the use of top-down signs between the two areas. Table

2 below shows an example of most frequently observed top-down signs at restaurants.

Kyoto Nagoya
(b) “Kyoto manner”

poster

(d) List of

(a) Certificate sticker .
prevention measures

(c) Certificate sticker

Figure 2. Examples of top-down signs

These were all top-down signs, issued by a local, prefectural government. Stickers (a)
(n=55) and (c¢) (n=30) indicate that the restaurant has met the prevention requirements set by
the local government. In Kyoto, these stickers were often placed together with another top-
down advisory sign of customer behaviour (b). In Nagoya, there was an additional check list

(d) placed with the sticker to show what requirements were met. Often times those stickers were
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the only visible signs outside restaurants, especially at small scale private restaurants. Thus, the
preference of top-down signs was common in two places, but top-down signs were at the local
government level, and not so much of the national level. This means that even though the
approaches taken in two areas are almost identical, the signs themselves are quite different in
each area, contributing to the different LLs in each location.

Compared to the first survey in 2021, there were fewer creative bottom-up signs and more
standardised and unified signs in Kyoto. In the surveyed area, 31 restaurants and shops had a

standardised request format in some variations as shown in Figure 2 below.

(c)

e Wearing a mask e Upto 5 people at once | ® Coughing etiquette’
e Sanitising hands e Keep social distancing | ¢ Keep at least 1 meter to
e Refrain from entering if | ¢ No speaking each other

experiencing any symptoms e No sharing plates

Figure 3. Examples of standardised request format

As can be seen in the three pictures of behavioural requests, the font, the background
colour, and the use of iconic illustrations are all unified. These were not observed in Nagoya,
so it can be assumed the format is locally created and shared among the restaurants with some
blank spaces so that each restaurant can put in their own requests. As a result, most of the
creative, temporal request signs disappeared and community-specific standardised forms
replaced those signs. Some top-down signs of prevention measures and behavioural advices
were also hidden behind other signs and no longer visible. This may indicate that top-down
signs that were produced as general guidelines of prevention measures have lost their authority
and significance. Instead, bottom-up sign producers have worked together during the COVID
era in sharing requests and their needs in preventing the infection, giving the local LL to a more
bonded-community flavour.

On the other hand, it was noted that objects, especially sanitizers, did not always

accompany signs in the second survey. Sometimes a sanitiser was placed without any signs, or
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blended with other objects. This suggests that sanitisation has become a norm and no longer

requires special attention with a sign.

5. Discussion and Concluding Remarks

The two-year investigation of the COVID-19-related signs in two areas has shown a number of
social practices. There was a decrease in the number of COVID-19-related signs in Kyoto in
the second survey due to the removal of restrictions. However, the analysis also suggests that
the backgrounding and blending of signs or sanitisers indicate norminalised prevention
measures. In 2021, in which everyone was still trying to understand the disease and working
hard to survive, similar requests such as wearing masks and social distancing in different
formats (e.g., handwritten vs. typed, bottom-up vs. top-down) were placed next to each other
forming a strong semiotic message of the importance of prevention measures. A year later in
2022, many of the request signs have been reorganised and sorted out, and some signs have
become standardised. The standardised forms not only indicate stronger community and
regional efforts rather than individual efforts, but also indicate more authority within the local
context. By having the standardised form, shops and restaurants seem to be forming their own
authority in positioning themselves as a group over the customers. In addition, these unified
forms of signs have contributed to forming the local LLs. Top-down signs and stickers that are
issued by prefectural governments also add colours to the LLs. As argued elsewhere, LLs mirror
what is valued at the time at the place. That is, in the last two years, the life “with corona’ has
become widely accepted, and thus signs have lost their function of ‘standing out, to be visible’
but instead become truly part of the landscapes. With the world changing very fast yet again,
Japan has moved towards the life ‘after corona’, re-opening its borders to international tourists
and easing prevention measure requirements. Another year of continuing investigation of the
LLs will show how the social practices change accordingly. It is believed that there is a need
for documentation of temporal signs over time in order to reveal longitudinal construction of

cultural norms and changes in linguistic choices.
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! At the time of the first survey, man-en boushi tou juuten shochi (priority preventative measures) were in
action. This means that the restrictions were not as severe as the state of emergency but businesses were
still heavily restricted including shorter business hours and no-alcohol policy in addition to social
distancing and wearing masks.

i “coughing etiquette” refers to a Japanese norm of behaviour. It is advised to cover your mouth when
coughing, preferably with a mask, but with sleeves or hands if not.
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<Abstract>

Our aim is to reconsider Noun-modifying clause constructions (NMCCs), which have
been divided into two major types (European-type and Asian-type) in linguistic
typology. From this perspective, Armenian NMCCs are an interesting case in point as
they include not only “European”-type finite NMCCs, but also non-finite NMCCs.
Crucially, the latter NMCCs resemble “Asian”-type GNMCCs (Matsumoto 1997) like
Japanese. This study thus compares Armenian “non-finite” NMCCs and Japanese
NMCCs. It was found that Armenian NMCCs show similar patterns of acceptability
with their Japanese counterparts when the head noun is “causally” or “temporally”
connected to the modifying clause by pragmatic inference. However, the parallelism
ends when the head noun needs to be “spatially” connected to the modifying clause.
This indicates that the “spatial” connectivity gaps between the head noun and the
modifying clause are harder to fill by pragmatic inference than the “temporal” or

“causal” connectivity gaps.

[Keywords] : Noun-modifying clause constructions (NMCCs), Armenian language,
Japanese language, finite NMCCs, non-finite NMCCs, “spatial”, “temporal” , “causal”

connectivity gaps, interpretability of pragmatic gaps

1. Introduction

Noun-modifying clause constructions (NMCCs) have been a topic of cross-linguistic
investigations for a long time. These investigations lead to a mindset in linguistic
typology that European and Asian languages have distinct types of NMCCs and can be
divided into two linguistic groups. Specifically, many East and South East Asian
languages have been found to possess “General Noun Modifying Clause Constructions
(GNMCCs)” (Matsumoto 1997). A GNMCC is a single noun-modifying construction
covering a wide range of interpretations including, but not limited to a “relative clause”

interpretation, as shown in (1) in Japanese:
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(1) [atama  ga yoku-naru]  hon
head NOM  good-become book
‘the book (by reading which one’s) head gets better’ (Matsumoto 1997:7)

Armenian, an Indo-European language, is an interesting case in point as it possesses not
only “European”-type finite clause constructions, but also non-finite clause
constructions, which resemble “Asian”-type GNMCCs. This study compares Armenian
“non-finite” NMCCs and Japanese NMCCs.

2. Armenian language

Modern Eastern Armenian (MEA) constitutes its own branch of the Indo-European
language family. With this regard, it must be noted that main grammatical features of
MEA resemble those of Indo-European languages. As it is shown in (2), MEA marks

nouns for case, number and person.

(2) gn-ac-ner-s mek‘ena-ner-um...
buy-RES.PTCPPL.1  car-PL.LOC

“In cars that we bought...”

On the other hand, MEA is the only IE language that is considered to have no
grammatical gender. Another feature far from common in modern IE languages is
agglutinative system of declension, which is highly developed in MEA, as shown in (3).
It is known that agglutination is a core element of Turkic languages, as well as

Caucasian languages like Georgian, and some Asian languages, such as Japanese.

(3) ¢*hamajaynec‘vac
NEG.‘agree’. CAUS. PASS. RES.PTCP
IS OGRS NAVAC - =3 RGO Y/ ey

These are a few examples to show that Armenian language does shows some unique and
mysterious features compared to all the other IE languages and a thorough investigation

is needed.
3. Noun-modifying clause constructions

The main interest of this study is, interpretability of pragmatic gaps in Armenian and

Japanese Noun Modifying Clause Constructions. As it was mentioned above, NMCCs
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have been a topic of cross-linguistic investigations for a long time. These investigations
lead to a mindset in linguistic typology that European and Asian languages have distinct
types of NMCCs and can be divided into two linguistic groups. Comrie (1996, 2002)
broadly classifies RCs of the world languages into European type and Asian type.
European type RCs are those in which relations between head nouns and modifier
clauses are defined syntactically. Asian type RCs are the ones in which the relationship
between head nouns and modifier clauses is determined by pragmatic factors. English is
a typical example of the European type and Japanese is a typical example of the Asian
type (Other languages: Korean, Chinese, Ainu, Dravidian, Turkish languages (excluding
Turkish)). Matsumoto (1997) suggested that many East and South East Asian languages
have been found to possess General Noun Modifying Clause Constructions (GNMCCs).
GNMCC is a single noun-modifying construction covering a wide range of
interpretations including, but not limited to a “relative clause” interpretation, as shown

in Japanese example (4).

@ EHFENEL D] A
‘the book (by reading which one’s) head gets better’
(Matsumoto 1997)

3.1 Armenian NMCCs
Armenian, is an interesting case in point as it possesses not only “European”- type finite

clause constructions, such as (5)

Finite RCs (=European type)

(5) Erexaner-o, voronk* banjareten Sat en utum,
child.PL.DEF who-Pl vegetable alot are eat=PRES.PTCP
aveli afolj  en.

More healthy are

‘Children who eat vegetables a lot are likely to be more healthy.’

but also, non-finite (participial and infinitival constructions) clause constructions, which
resemble “Asian”-type GNMCCs, such as (6) and (7).

Non-finite RCs (=Asian type)

(6) [Ayntet k‘n-ac | tla-n...
over there  sleep-RES.PTCP  boy-the
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‘the boy sleeping over there’
(7) [In¢® vor mek-i dur-a cec-el-u] jayn-o.
someone-GEN door-the  hit-INF-GEN  sound-the

‘the sound of someone knocking at the door’

3.2 Parallels between Japanese and Armenian languages
Similarly, to a Japanese GNMCC (8), which can mean either (8a) or (8b) according to
the world knowledge of the speaker, its Armenian counterpart is subject to two

interpretations as well.

Q@) A S ANE-72] HFTEE ZTT D (Japanese, JP)
a. “Where is the place (in which) Mr. Nomura bought (something)?’
b. ‘Where is the place (which) Mr. Nomura bought?’
(Matsumoto 1997: 42;modified)
(8’) [Paron Nomura-yi gn-ac] vayr-9 ortet &? (Armenian, AR)
Mr. Nomura-GEN  buy-PTCP.RES  place-DEF where is
‘Where is the place {in which/which} Mr. Nomura bought.’

To understand better how world knowledge influences the meaning of the sentence we

can consider examples (9a) and (9b).

Da[[EbbEReADRHESTZENITEZ,
‘Where is the store (in which) little Tomo bought ( )?’
b.[[FFT/VE - FTZUTRESEPENITE Z,
‘Where is the store (which) Donald Trump bought?’
Matsumoto (1997)

(10) a. [[P ok rik Tomo-yi gn-ac] xanut‘-9] ortet g?
little Tomo-GEN  buy-PTCP.RES shop-DEF  where is
‘Where is the store (in which) little Tomo bought ( )?’
b. [[Donald  T‘ramp‘-i gn-ac| xanut‘-a] ortet &7

Donald Tramp-GEN  buy-PTCP.RES shop-DEF where is
‘Where is the store (which) Donald Trump bought?’

The extent of similarity between Armenian and Japanese constructions is rather striking.

Armenian GNMCCs are deemed acceptable just like their Japanese counterparts when

the head noun can be “causally” or “temporally” connected to the modifying clause by

-189 -



HAGEH

s

#3525 MIRRFERT M LE #1875 (2022)

+

Em
E:ld

pragmatic inference.

“causally” connected GNMCCs
(11) ... [tarec® knoj-€ sep‘akan bnakaran-um  daZanabar  span-el-u]
elderly woman-GEN own apartment-LOC brutally  murder-INF-GEN
metadrnak*-ov datapart-v-el e c‘mah azatazrk-man.
charge-INST sentence-pass-INF  is  life imprisonment-DAT

https://www.azatutyun.am

“..was sentenced to life imprisonment on charges of brutally murdering an elderly

woman in her own apartment.”

(12) [erkar tari-ner  artasahman-um  apr-el-u] ardyunk‘-a... (AR)
long  year-PL abroad-LOC live-INF-GEN  result-DEF

‘the result of living/having lived abroad’

(12) [BFANEICFE T AEATEIRE R (JP)

“temporally” connected GNMCCs

Similarities among two languages can be detected regarding to the rule of the ‘temporal
continuity’ (Kato 2003) as well. Kato (2003) notes that the difference in acceptability in
two sentences bellow is related to temporal continuity. (13) is possible as there is certain
continuity between the head noun and the modifying clause. While in (13°) we cannot
observe such kind of continuity, as a result, (13) is unacceptable. This observation is

also true about their Armenian counterparts.

(13)a. [fitt & L7=] §lid, ICEN S 25 b 072, (Al 1986: 10)

b. [Ambolj giSer art'un mnac‘-ac] aravot-o ac‘k‘-er-s
all night awake remain-PTCP.RES morning-DEF eye-PL.my
tarorinakoren parz  en.
weirdly clear are

(13°) a. *[FEWZ DS THOT E 72 iliR
b. *[zmran clurt  giSer-o drs-um Sat xatac‘-ac]

winter.GEN  cold  night-the outside-LOC alotof play-PTCP.RES
t‘ok‘aborb-a.

pneumonia.DEF

However, despite the parallelism between the two languages, in some cases we can
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observe some differences in their meanings. One of such cases is the ambiguity related
to the tense interpretation of Armenian sentences, as shown in example (14). As we can
see from its Japanese counterpart, in Armenian sentence (14) the modifying clause

could be interpreted either as temporally preceding or succeeding to the head noun.

(14) [xnjuyk‘-in masnakc -el-u) aravot-a... (AR)
party-DAT participate-INF-GEN morning-DEF
(1) [X=T 4 =BT 5 /B Liz]#...(JP)
‘the morning before/after participating in party...’

As we confirmed above, Armenian RCs are mostly acceptable in case of “causally” or
“temporally” connected constructions. However, the picture changes when we change

the topic to “spatially” contiguous GNMCCs.

“spatially” contiguous GNMCCs

These kinds of constructions show least level of acceptability among all kinds. In some
cases, it might seem acceptable as in example (15), but as we look closely at the
meaning, we can see that these constructions are different from their Japanese
counterparts. In case of (15) the Japanese language could be interpreted as a. or b.,
which have different interpretability regarding time, while the Armenian sentence can

only be interpreted as an intention regarding to the future tense.

(15) Nra bnakvel-ik* dimac‘i bnkarano mek tari araj
he.GEN live. FUT.PTCP2 front. GEN  apartment one year ago
veranorogec‘in.

reform. AOR.3PL
‘A year ago, they reformed the apartment in front of us, that he is planning to live.’
(15°) #e2METe H ORTDO~ >y a E—ERNTER LT,
a. ‘A year ago they reformed the apartment in front of us, where he lives.’

b. ‘A year ago they repaired the apartment in front of the place he lives.’

However, in some rare cases, with a relatively low level of acceptability, “spatially”

connected relational RCs can also be observed in Armenian language.

(16)? [erexayi k‘n-el-u] kotk‘i senyakum
child. GEN  sleep-ING-GEN side-GEN room.LOC

-191-



HAFEHM S 25 MRS FEEm e 185 (2022)

cnotnern gin k‘n-um.
parent. PL.DEF are sleep-PTCP.PRS

‘Parents are sleeping in the room next to their children.’

(17)? Nra aSxat-el-u kotki grasenyak-um k‘uyrn e
he/she.GEN work-INF-GEN side-GEN  office. LOC sister. DEF is
asxat-um.

work-PTCP.PRS

‘His sister works in the company next to his workplace.’

3.3 Why Genitive Case?

It should be noted, that all relational NMCCs require the genitive case of the infinitive
in Armenian. As we know Genitive is a grammatical case used in a variety of languages
primarily to indicate possession and composition. However, as seen in (18) or (19), the
usage of the Genitive case is quite broad and it can also be used in phrases to express

“time/location and event relationship”, or “causal-event result relationship”, etc.

Time and event relationship
(18) garnan anjrew  (FFi/{)
spring. GEN rain
Causal-event result relationship
(19) sak‘ari hivandut‘yun  ((EPHEDIRES) HEIRIE)
sugar.GEN disease

However, the Genitive case requires some semantic relation between the modifying
clause and the head noun. For example, “spatially” contiguous constructions might
require spatial adjacency. Ex. (21) is acceptable as we can confirm such spatial

adjacency, while in (22) the spatial adjacency can not be confirmed, thus it appears

unacceptable.

(21) sari dimac‘i dast ([LORETOIH)
mountain.GEN  front. GEN  field

(22)*sari dimac‘i sar  (JLDETDL)

mountain.GEN  front. GEN mountain

Infinitive in Armenian is rather an agent noun (denoting action), and it is natural that in

RCs it requires Genitive case. However, it could be assumed that above mentioned
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semantic features of Genitive case affect the acceptability of infinitival constructions as
well. That is, “spatial” infinitival constructions can be acceptable in case of spatially
adjacent phrases (ex. 23), but cannot be so when such adjacency is not confirmed (ex.
24).

(23) [xanut* gn-al-u] kes Canaparh-in ...
shop go-INF-GEN half  way-DAT.DEF
5 <] BT

(24) *[xanut*  gn-al-u | dimac‘-i potoc-um ...

shop go-INF-GEN  front.GEN street-LOC
DEAT<] AIOIET...]

4. Conclusion

In this study we compared Armenian “non-finite” NMCCs and Japanese NMCCs. It was
found that Armenian NMCCs show similar patterns of acceptability with their Japanese
counterparts when the head noun is “causally” or “temporally” connected to the
modifying clause by pragmatic inference. However, the parallelism ends when the head
noun needs to be “spatially” connected to the modifying clause. This indicates that the
“spatial” connectivity gaps between the head noun and the modifying clause are harder
to fill by pragmatic inference than the “temporal” or “causal” connectivity gaps. It was
also concluded that the genitive property of the infinitive in Armenian makes it harder
to fill “spatial” connectivity gaps between the head noun and the modifying clause by

pragmatic inference than the “temporal” or “causal” connectivity gaps.
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It versus That as the Subject of English Set Phrases

NAKAMURA Akira

Atomi University

<Abstract> This article discusses the selection of it versus that as the subject of English set
phrases where either of the two anaphors has a non-nominal antecedent in the preceding context.
Previous literature on the problem is shown to be inadequate, and a new pragmatic prediction is
proposed. The author argues that in the current exchange between speakers A and B, the latter’s
choice of that rather than it to refer to the previous information offered by A could be seen as B’s
flouting of Paul Grice’s maxim of quantity, and that this non-observance of the maxim might
cause the use of that to bring out implicatures such as B’s interest, attention, surprise, concern or

empathy as to what A has just said.

[Keywords] : if, that, the quantity maxim, flouting, implicature

1. Introductory remarks

The problem this paper will attempt to solve is that of finding a principle that underlines the
selection of it versus that as the subject of set phrases. The two examples in (1) are typical cases,
in which it or that is the anaphor and the information expressed in the first utterance is the

antecedent.

(1) a. “Is he coming?’ ‘That depends. He may not have the time.’
b. “Do you think you’ll go back to college?” “It all depends. I will if I can afford it.” !

(1a) is from OALD and (1b) from MWCD. The former describes the phrase as ‘that depends | it
(all) depends’, and the latter regards it depends as a variant form of that depends. This kind of
explanation suggests that /¢ depends is used in place of That depends in (1a), and It all depends
can be replaced by That all depends in (1b).

The problem to be considered in the present paper, that is, the examination of the choice
between anaphoric it and that is not an unfamiliar one, and it has been treated in several books

or articles, and there are at least two treatises that are entirely devoted to it, i.e. Kamio & Thomas
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(hereafter K & T) (1999) and Takahashi (2004).

This paper proposes a pragmatic approach to the remaining issues raised through reviewing
K & T (1999) and Takahashi (2004). This pragmatic approach, derived from the quantity maxim
proposed by Grice (1989), might formulate a logical and original conclusion that could resolve
the research questions raised by the examination of the two studies: (i) what does the speaker’s
selection of it versus that communicate to his or her addressee?; (ii) how can we explain
conversation exchanges, such as (1b), where the antecedent, expressed in the first speaker’s
utterance, is immediately followed by the anaphor it used by the second speaker?

The data for the discussion in this paper are mostly dialogue examples which include set
phrases with it or that appearing as entry heads in Spears (2012). However, examples of the
following types are not included in the author’s analysis: (i) examples including it or that with
nominal antecedents; (ii) examples where it or that requires the hearer to carry out a complex
process of inference to arrive at their antecedents; (iii) examples demonstrating that the hearer
was already aware of the speaker’s information while the speaker imparted that information in

his or her utterance; (iv) examples including formal iz; (v) examples including preparatory iz.

2. Literature review

This paper restricts its review to K & T (1999) and Takahashi (2004), because the former
discusses the choice between it and that based on related articles published prior to it, and the
latter approaches the issue in reference to the former, and because the two studies approach the
matter from different points of view, i.e. a functional linguistic view and a cognitive linguistic

ViEW.

2.1. A functional linguistic analysis: K & T (1999)

K & T (1999) make two claims about the referential properties of it and that. The first claim is
that it refers to information already known and already present in the speaker’s central store of
knowledge while that refers to incoming information which is more peripherally located in the

speaker’s knowledge. The following are two of their examples that illustrate the first claim.

(2) [A rushes into the room excitedly]
A: Guess what! I just won the lottery!
B1: *It’s amazing!

B2: That’s amazing! (K & T 1999: 291)
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(3) A: Guess what! I just won the lottery!
B: (Yes,) it’s amazing! I heard about it on the radio, and I’ve invited everyone on the block

to our house for a party! (K& T 1999: 293)

With respect to (2) and (3), K & T explains: ‘... speaker A’s statement is completely novel
information to speaker B; in this context, the response in B1 is quite artificial, whereas B2 is a
natural expression of surprise at hearing unexpected news. However, B1, It s amazing!, could be
an acceptable response to the same announcement, in a different context. Imagine that before A
arrives home, B hears the names of today’s lottery winners read over the radio. In this case, A’s
statement is prior knowledge 2 to B at the point when A utters it’. K & T contend that this is the
reason why it 5 amazing is natural in the discourse in (3)

K & T’s second claim is that ‘that narrowly specifies its referent, whereas it refers broadly:

while that points, it evokes’ (p. 296). An example to demonstrate their position is:
(4) Sonja was born out of wedlock, but I never revealed a. it/b. that to her. (K & T 1999: 296)

As to example (4), K & T explain: ‘... it in this context refers broadly to a set of related facts and
events: it means something like “that Sonja was born illegitimately, and the whole story of her
mother’s disastrous affair with the Prime Minister, the dangerous international intrigue which

999

resulted from it, etc.

2.2. A Cognitive linguistic analysis: Takahashi (2004)

K & T’s views shown above seem to be defended by Takahashi (2004), who offers three cognitive
linguistic views about the selection of it versus that. His first claim is that it and that have a
different degree of specificity, and that it is more abstract than that. His second claim is that it
refers to the most salient thing in discourse while that refers to a salient thing. One of Takahashi’s

examples is:

(5) Luke: Why would I need mouthwash? I brush my teeth twice a day.
Sharon: Sometimes that’s/it’s not enough, especially for people who love garlic as much as

you do. (Based on Takahashi 2004: 26-27)
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Takahashi writes that the choice between it and that is related to the difference in saliency
between it and that. He also remarks that the use of that sometimes emphasizes the action of
brushing teeth twice a day.

Takahashi’s third claim is that i refers to a thing in the speaker’s short-term memory while
that refers to a thing in the speaker’s immediate memory. This claim is consistent with that of K

& T (1999).

2.3. Issues remaining unresolved

Examining K & T (1999) and Takahashi (2004) has raised two potential issues. Firstly, although
the two studies have accounted for how information referred to by the use of it or that is processed
and stored in the human mind, they have not discussed fully what the speaker’s choice of it or
that communicates to the hearer. Secondly, the two studies’ claims seem to have no application
to cases such as (6)-(15) below,” in which it is used to refer to newly acquired information. Note
that in these examples, what the first speaker utters is followed immediately by the second

speaker’s response in lieu of pause or delay.

(6) Sally: (smoking a cigarette): Do you mind if I smoke?

Bill: It doesn’t bother me any. (Spears 2012:110)
(7) John: Do you suppose we should report that man to the police?

Jane: No, it isn’t worth it. (Spears 2012: 111)
(8) Tom: Shall I wrap all this stuff back up?

Mary: No. It’s not worth the trouble. Just stuff it in a paper bag. (Spears 2012: 111)

(9) Tom: I’'m leaving you. Mary and I have decided that we’re in love.

Sue: So, go ahead. It doesn’t matter to me. I don’t care what you do. (Spears 2012: 112)
(10) A: We’ll sell the sofa and buy some comfortable chairs.

B: Great! It sounds like a plan. (Spears 2012: 112)
(11) Sally (lighting a cigarette): Do you mind if I smoke?

Bill: It won’t bother me at all. (Spears 2012: 112)
(12) Bob: Is it okay if I sign us up for the party?

Sally: It works for me. (Spears 2012: 112)
(13) Mary: Do you mind carrying all this up to my apartment?

Tom: It’s no trouble. (Spears 2012: 115)

(14) John: Can we go to the mountains for a vacation this year?
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Jane: It’s out of the question. (Spears 2012: 116)
(15) Bill: I'm going to take my car to the racetrack and see if I can race against someone.

Sue: It’s your funeral. (Spears 2012: 118)

In these examples, there seems to be very little time for the second speaker to incorporate the
information communicated by the first speaker into the second speaker’s central store of
knowledge. Moreover, there seems to be no time for the second speaker to think of a set of facts
or events related to the new information communicated by the first speaker. These two facts are
inconsistent with K & T’s two claims.

According to Takahashi’s third claim, the referent of it must be already present in the
speaker’s short-term memory. It seems, however, that in (6)-(15) the second speaker had no time
to store the referent of iz in his or her short-term memory. Rather, the second speaker seems to
store it in his or her immediate memory. To deal with these remaining issues, the author presents

a pragmatic perspective in the next section.

3. An alternative pragmatic approach

In exophoric reference the use of that is frequently accompanied by the speaker’s indexing acts
such as gestures of gazing in that direction, whereas using it normally need not involve any such
acts. This corroborates the following inference: in exophoric reference that refers to the thing
which is unidentifiable by the hearer without the speaker’s indexing acts; it refers to the thing
which is identifiable by the hearer without such acts.

From this inference, the following prediction seems applicable: in anaphoric reference the
use of that rather than it when referring to the thing which has been already identified by the
hearer could be regarded as the flouting of the quantity maxim by Grice (1989) in that the use of
that is more informative than is necessary for the current context (that is two letters longer than
it, and the former takes a longer time to pronounce than the latter).*

From this prediction, the following proposal could be made: this non-observance of the
maxim might bring out implicatures with the use of #hat; those implicatures might be the
speaker’s emotional reactions such as interest, surprise, concern, sympathy, anger or satisfaction.
In other words, in anaphoric reference, the speaker uses that when he or she communicates his

or her emotional reaction to the information given by the addressee.
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4. Discussion
This section addresses examples (6)-(15), using the proposal shown in the preceding section. The

set phrases could be semantically grouped into four types:

Type A: the set phrases in (6), (9), (11) and (13), which could be paraphrased as ‘you will
give me no trouble; you can go ahead’.

Type B: the set phrase in (7) and (8), which could be paraphrased as ‘it is worthless to do the
action; don’t bother to do the action’.

Type C: the set phrases in (10) and (12), which could be paraphrased as ‘I agree with you’.

Type D: the set phrase in (14) and (15), which could be paraphrased as ‘no way; I warn you

of some danger’.

In Type A phrases, the second speaker might sound indifferent to what the first speaker
uttered, or at least they do not seem to convey apparent emotional reactions to what the first
speaker will or wants to do. Therefore, the second speaker’s use of it could be seen as reasonable.

In Type B, like Type A, the second speaker is taken be indifferent to what the first speaker
wants to do. This leads to the second speaker’s use of iz.

Type C phrases are interpreted to show the second speaker’s interest or agreement. Thus, his
or her choice of That sounds like a plan and That works rather than It sounds like a plan and It
works appears to be reasonable. However, Spears (2012) only lists the iz-versions, which implies
that in examples (10) and (12) the second speaker’s reaction to the first speaker’s information is
not strong enough to use that. The same speculation seems to apply to Type D phrases, which
are taken to show the second speaker’s concern or disagreement.

Additional possible support for the author’s discussion might come from the following table
showing the frequencies of the set phrases in examples (6)-(15) and their thatz-versions in the
COCA corpus. Note that the set phrases with non-contracted forms as well as those with

contracted forms are listed in the table.

Table 1: COCA frequency research results

type It-versions tokens That-versions tokens
A | It doesn’t bother me any. 0 | That doesn’t bother me any. 1
A | It does not bother me any. 0 | That does not bother me any. 0
A | It doesn’t bother me at all. 22 | That doesn’t bother me at all. 9
A | It does not bother me at all. 1 | That does not bother me at all. 1
B | Itisn’t worth it. 31 | That isn’t worth it. 4
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B It’s not worth it. 382 | That’s not worth it. 1
B It is not worth it. 20 | That is not worth it. 2
B It’s not worth the trouble. 8 | That’s not worth the trouble. 0
B It isn’t worth the trouble. 0 | That isn’t worth the trouble. 0
B It is not worth the trouble. 1 | That is not worth the trouble. 0
A | It doesn’t matter to me. 87 | That doesn’t matter to me. 14
A It does not matter to me. 3 | That does not matter to me. 1
C | It sounds like a plan. 3 | That sounds like a plan. 27
A It won’t bother me at all. 1 That won’t bother me at all. 0
A | It will not bother me at all. 0 | That will not bother me at all. 0
C It works for me. 109 | That works for me. 100
A It’s no trouble. 88 | That’s no trouble. 5
A | It is no trouble. 3 | That is no trouble. 0
D | It’s out of the question. 93 | That’s out of the question. 76
D | Itis out of the question. 11 | That is out of the question. 11
D | It’s your funeral. 54 | That’s your funeral. 1
D | Itis your funeral. 0 | That is your funeral. 1

These frequency data might include examples that have been excluded from the author’s
analysis in this paper (see section 1). Hence, strictly speaking, the figures indicated in the table
might not work satisfactorily to support the discussion of (6)-(15). Even so, the author thinks that
these data suggests that (i) it rather than that tends to occur in Type A and B phrases; (ii) as to
Type C, That sounds like a plan rather than It sounds like a plan frequently appears, and /t works
and That works are both preferred; (iii) with respect to Type D, It’s (It is) out of the question and
Thats (That is) out of the question are both preferred, but /t§ funeral appears much more

frequently than That s (That is) your funeral.®

5. Concluding remarks
This paper has proposed a pragmatic prediction which complements K & T (1999) and Takahashi
(2004). In short, the author has made the following claim about the pragmatic property of English
that: the speaker’s choice of that rather than it communicates that his or her emotional feelings
are rather strong.

Interestingly enough, K & T give the following example, where it refers to totally new

information.

(16) A: My dog was just bitten by a poisonous snake!
B: I’'m sorry to hear it. Will he be all right? (K & T 1999: 300)

K & T explain: ‘... B unconsciously represents the referent of the pronoun as having been
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incorporated into his or her store of knowledge as a means of communicating sincere
involvement in the news which speaker A announces. This constitutes a pragmatically-motivated
falsification of the actual status of the referent of iz, which serves to express B’s solidarity with
A ... This property is limited to quasi-idiomatic expressions like /'m glad to hear it or I'm sorry
to hear it..."” (p. 300). This observation is contrastive to the author’s in that K & T regard the use
of it as communicating the speaker’s emotions. K & T further claim this pragmatic property of it
is limited to a number of set phrases, which is different from the author’s claim. These points are

worth discussing for future work.

Notes

1. The words [t and depends are originally italicized.

2. ‘Prior knowledge is typically information which a speaker already has access to before it enters
into the relevant conversational exchange’ (K & T: 1999: 291).

3. In examples (6)-(15), the set phrases are shown in boldface.

3

4. That carries stress, while it normally does not. Grice (1989: 51) remarks: ‘... stress clearly
does in fact on many occasions make a difference to the speaker’s meaning; indeed it is one
of the elements which help to generate implicatures’.

5. The author cannot speculate why /7 is funeral seems to be the standard form.
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in Japanese Conversation
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< Abstract>

This paper investigates how the utterances with overt first-person singular pronouns
contribute to the execution of particular actions in the opinion-negotiation sequence, where
the co-participants negotiate their individual’s internal and evaluative position about
circumstance. Adopting the framework of Interactional Linguistics and Conversation
Analysis, the study analyzes naturally occurring conversation taken from the Corpus of the
Everyday Japanese Conversation from the National Institute for Japanese Language and the
author’s video-recorded collection. The study shows that the overt forms are assembled in
different social actions depending on how the co-participants align with the previous

assertions toward the circumstance they are discussing.

Keywords: overt first-person singular pronoun, assertion, epistemic primacy, lack of

epistemic access, disalignment

1. Introduction

Given that the overt first-person singular pronouns are marked in Japanese, the study aims
to answer three research questions: (1) When is the overt first-person singular pronoun used in
the opinion-negotiation sequence?; (2) What types of actions are accomplished by the
utterance with the first-person singular pronoun in the opinion-negotiation sequence?; (3)
How is the use of the overt first-person singular pronoun relevant to showing a speaker’s

stance about the circumstances about which they negotiate their opinions?

2. Person “pronouns” and the use of the first-person singular pronouns in Japanese
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Previous studies have shown a number of aspects in personal pronouns in Japanese,
which are at least different from Indo-European languages. Some studies argue that there is
no “pronoun” system in Japanese that corresponds to the Indo-European languages (e.g.
Kanzaki 1994; Suzuki 1973). This is because Japanese personal “pronouns” have a number of
forms and function as nouns in syntactic and epistemological perspectives (e.g. Ishiyama
2008; Kindaichi et al 1993; Makino and Tsutsui 1986; Shibasaki 2005; Whitman 1999). In
addition, varieties of forms associated with the first-person singular pronouns are dependent
upon contexts, including the level of formality (e.g. Kataoka 2002; Shibatani 1990; Suzuki
1973) and gender identities (e.g. Kataoka 2002; Saito 2018; Suzuki 1973). For these reasons,
personal “pronouns” in Japanese express not only referential but also non-referential
indexicalities (Silverstein 1976).

Examining the use of personal pronouns in Japanese conversation, especially the one
in the nominative position, calls for an additional layer of issue: non-occurrence of subject in
Japanese. From a cognitive and semantic perspective, the speaker as the center of
epistemology is not often overtly stated in Japanese, such as when expressing internal states
(c.f. Iwasaki 1993). In terms of the relationship between language and culture/society, it has
been argued that subjects are “omitted” or not explicitly stated because the listener
understands what the speaker means from the context (Hasegawa and Hirose 2010, Hinds
1982, Hinds 1986, Ide 2006) or the ground (‘ba’) which governs the context (c.f. Fujii 2016,
Ide 2020, Fujii 2020); the speaker is grounded in the context as one of the elements of
conversation and assumes each element involving the listener in the field is shared
knowledge, resulting in not explicitly stating the subject of the self.

Despite the fact that a number of studies reveal the uniqueness of the Japanese
personal pronouns including the first-person singular pronouns, as well as its markedness in
conversations, few studies focus on the actual usage, especially in the cases of the first-person
singular pronoun. Ono and Thompson (2003) discuss how the overt first-person singular
pronouns work beyond its referential consideration in conversation by presenting the
“emotive” and “frame-setting” functions. Furthermore, Lee and Yonezawa (2008) add the
functions of “contrast” and “emphasis.” These previous studies suggest that the overt first-
person singular pronouns in Japanese conversations, which are marked, are relevant to
expressing the speaker’s subjectivity or contrastive sense to others including the listener. In

addition, to my knowledge, sequential analysis has not been usually adopted to investigate the
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use of the first-person singular pronouns in interaction. The current study, therefore, focuses
on the “opinion-negotiation sequence” where the co-participants show subjectivity and
contrast by claiming their internal and evaluative position about circumstances, which might

be different from others.

3. Analytical Frameworks and Analytical Focus
3.1. Analytical frameworks: Interactional Linguistics and Conversation Analysis

The study adopts methodologies of Interactional Linguistics (IL) and Conversation
Analysis (CA). IL and CA observe sequences of turns in social interaction that are
collaboratively co-constructed by the participants. The sequential analysis is concerned with
how a turn is composed, as well as where that turn is produced as part of a sequence of
turns/actions. By looking at the use of the first-person pronoun vis-a-vis the sequential context
and ongoing action formations, rather than looking at just the utterance by itself, we can
uncover the nature of the usage of the first-person singular pronouns in Japanese daily

conversations.

3.2. Analytical focus and related concepts
3.2.1. “Opinion-negotiation sequence”

The study uses a term “opinion-negotiation sequence” defined by Mori (1999): the
sequence in which co-participants negotiate the individual’s internal and evaluative position
about circumstance, which has been shared and is accessible to them. In the opinion-
negotiation sequence, co-participants may show their stance toward different aspects of the
same target (i.e. circumstance) or toward multiple related objects by “assertion” (Vatanen et
al. 2021; Vatanen 2014) and/or other semiotic resources (c.f. Goodwin and Goodwin 1987).
“Assertion” in this study borrows the definition by Vatanen et al (2021) and Vatanen (2014),
which is where “the speaker asserts, claims, or states something about the world and typically

also evaluates it” (Vatanen et al. 2021: 311).
3.2.2. Epistemics in interaction

In analyzing interactions by IL and CA, ‘who knows what’ turns out to be an object of

extreme importance to participants as they go about trying to make sense of their interactions
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together. Knowledge (i.e. ‘epistemics’) in interaction means the participants’ right and
obligations to know or not know certain things.

In opinion-negotiation sequence, knowledge of the target(s) discussed is crucial because
co-participants negotiate their internal and evaluative position based on the information they
obtain with regard to the target. Whether one has access to the target or not is referred to
epistemic access, which is expressed by epistemic stance, that captures the moment-by-
moment positioning of participants with respect to each other in and through the talk (Clift
2016: 203). Furthermore, when the speaker indicates greater familiarity with the referent
better compared to the interlocutor, the speaker has a relative right to know and claim about
the target, or relative authority of knowledge, which is referred to as “epistemic primacy” (c.f.

Stivers et al. 2011).

4. Data

The study uses two sets of video-recorded naturally occurring conversations, involving
two, three, or four friends, in Japanese. One of the sets are six conversations from the Corpus
of Everyday Japanese Conversation from National Institute for Japanese Language (NINJAL)
and Linguistics (Koiso et al. 2022); and the other sets are four conversations video-recorded
by the author in Tokyo and Kanagawa in 2018. In these conversations, the participants
negotiate their opinion toward a wide range of topics including some events they participate

in, particular foods, mutual friends or acquaintances, and so forth.

5. Data Analysis
5.1. Overview of the overt first-person singular pronouns observed in opinion-negotiation
sequences

Among the data, what is identified as “opinion-negotiation sequences” include 31 overt
first-person singular pronouns, whose forms are watashi (20 cases), atashi (four cases), ore
(five cases), boku (one case), and uchi (one case). The overt first-person singular pronouns
with these forms are assembled in different social actions depending on how the co-
participants align with other’s assertions toward the target(s) they are discussing. A morpho-
syntactic feature of these overt forms in opinion-negotiation sequences is that more than 80%

of the cases are in the nominative position, which comprises of the one with zero
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postpositional particles (54.8%), a highlighting particle mo (‘also’) (9.7%), a topic marking

particle wa (3.2%), and a case particle ga (nominative) (12.9%).

5.2. The most significant type of action observed with the overt first-person singular pronouns
in opinion-negotiation sequence

In opinion-negotiation sequence, what overt first-person singular pronouns do differ
depending on how the co-participants align with the previous assertion(s). When the speaker
or the co-participant does not align with the previous assertion, the overt first-person singular
pronouns display epistemic access to the target(s) in account, which is the most significant
type observed in the data. There are 13 cases where the overt first-person singular pronoun is
used in account. These overt first-person singular pronouns, with one exception, occur when
the speaker shows either lack of epistemic access to the target or epistemic primacy toward
the target. These first-person singular pronouns are seen in the recipient’s account for not
being able to align with the co-participant(s) or in the speaker’s account to pursue an
alignment.

Among the 13 cases, four cases appear in the utterance which displays lack of epistemic
access to the target in account for not being able to align with the co-participants. For
example, in Excerpt (1), where Kana and Nao negotiate their views on the danger of playing
in the river, the first-person singular pronoun watashi is used (line 4) in the accounting
utterance for not being able to align with the co-participant’s assertion about the scariness of
playing in the river (line 1). At line 4, Nao displays her lack of epistemic access to the river,
which shows her inability to make a judgment as an account for not being able to agree with

Kana’s assertion about the scariness of playing in the river (line 1).

(1) Playing in the river
01 Kana: hutsuuni watashi kawaasobi de shinu jishin ga aru

‘I am confident I will die by playing in the river’

02 Nao : ehhehehehe ((laugh)) ((putting her hand on her mouth))
‘hahaha’
03 Nao : uso?

‘seriously?’

((Kana is putting her hand on her mouth and probably open
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her mouth to say something, but nothing is heard/ audible))
04 - Nao : ya watashi sonnna kawa itta koto nai,

‘well I haven’t played in the river that much’

Claiming lack of epistemic access works as a strategy to account for disagreement rather
than a simple display of the state of unknowing because the speaker could still state their
opinion or evaluation, or agree with the prior speaker based on their limited knowledge (c.f.
Mori 1999: 120). In this sense, displaying lack of epistemic access is a strategy for avoiding
overt disagreement but still doing disagreement.

The rest of the nine cases display the speaker’s epistemic primacy to the target in account
for not being able to align with the co-participant(s) or to pursue an alignment. In Excerpt (2),
for example, Ogata utters the first-person singular pronoun ore (line 10) to bring his personal
experience showing not being able to align with the availability of shrimp cream rice,

expressed by Kaneko (line 5).

(2) Ebikuriimu raisu (‘Shrimp cream rice’)
Context: Four participants, who are old friends from the same junior high school, are at a
restaurant in their neighborhood. Kaneko found ebikuriimu raisu (‘shrimp cream rice’) on the
menu, which is nostalgic to them.
01 Koga: are kyushoku igaili de tabeta koto nai [yo.

‘(I) haven’t eaten one except at the school lunch.’
02 Kane: [nai!

‘(I) haven’t’

03 Koga: ebikuriimu raisu tte.

‘shrimp-cream-rice’

04 Ogat: un.
‘yveah’
05 Kane: dokoni ittara kuennoka tteyuu.

‘where the heck can (we) eat (such food)?’

06 Hama: {laugh}
07 Koga: ne.
‘right’
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08 Ogat: a

‘oh’
09 Koga: [youshoku nano? nannano mitaina.

‘Is it a western food? Or what?’
10 - Ogat: [ore tsukuttayo.

‘I made it’
11 Kane: _ tsukutta hahahaha

‘Y (you) made it? hahaha’
12 Ogat: _ tsukutta __ tsukutta

‘I made it’

13 Kane: e. jibunde?

‘by yourself?’

14 Ogat: un.
‘yeah’
15 Kane: £ jisakuka&

‘self made’

The utterance with the overt first-person singular pronoun ore at line 10 shows disalignement
considering the fact that other three participants moved forward to agree with the fact that the
shrimp cream rice is rare up until Ogata says a. The token a is so-called a change of state
token, which shows that the preceding inquiry was unexpected and has a shift in awareness
(Hayashi and Hayano 2018). Ogata’s utterance at line 10 preceded by a does not cooperate by
facilitating the proposed activity or sequence, accepting the presuppositions and terms of the
proposed action or activity, nor matching the formal design preference of the turn. In this

sense, the overt first-person singular pronoun ore is in a disaligned utterance.

6. Discussion and Conclusion

By taking the sequential analytical perspective, the study found that the most frequent
context they appear is when displaying (lack of) epistemic access to the target(s) in account
for not being able to agree or for pursuing agreement. We have also seen some compositional
features: they are all nominative and occur in a single unit. Furthermore, we have also seen

that the type introduced in this study appears when the speaker or co-participant does not
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align with the other’s previous assertion. The analysis suggests that the usage reflects the
nature of contingency of conversation. That is, the usages of overt first-person singular
pronouns are attributed to co-participants’ negotiation of their epistemic access to the target(s)
and/or degree of alignment and affiliation to the previous assertions. We have seen that the
co-participants participate in social action with the attention of others’ epistemic and affective
stance, and the overt first-person singular pronouns are deployed to convey the speaker’s
position with the effort of avoiding potential face-threatening. For example, when the speaker
does not align with the co-participant’s assertion, they demonstrate their epistemic access to
the target with the overt first-person singular pronoun and account instead of directly saying
“I don’t agree with you” with the overt form. As such, the overt first-person singular
pronouns are deployed in managing the relationship with co-participant over the course of

interaction.
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Appendix

The conversational data used in this study has been transcribed based on Jefferson (2004).
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Colloquialization and genre variation: the case of the let’s construction
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<Abstract>

This study discusses the /et’s construction in English. The construction has been studied from
a grammaticalization standpoint, where a comparison is often made with its ‘full’ form, the /et
us construction (e.g. Hopper and Traugott 2003: 10-13). The construction has also been
approached from a colloquialization perspective (e.g. Leech et al. 2009: 240-241), the
perspective taken in the present study. Based on the results of multiple statistical analyses
performed on data from the Corpus of Historical American English, this study demonstrates
the collocational and genre variations between the let’s and /et us constructions to argue that

the former is not a mere informal variant of the latter.

Keywords: colloquialization, collexemes, genre variation, the /et’s construction, COHA

1. Introduction

This article discusses the let’s construction as in Let’s go through the details, she says
(COHA, 2017, NEWS, Los Angeles Times). The let’s construction has been given various
names, including a “first-person imperative” (Quirk et al. 1985: 829), a “first-person plural
imperative” (Leech et al. 2009: 240), and an “adhortative” (Hopper and Traugott 2003: 10).
The let’s construction is often compared to the /et construction because of the formal and
functional similarities, with the key grammatical difference between the two being that the let
construction can be passivized as in We were let go, while the let’s construction cannot
(Hopper and Traugott 2003: 10). Another important aspect that has been noted in the
literature is that the let’s construction can be used in highly diverse ways. The various usage
patterns found with this construction are discussed by Hopper and Traugott (2003: 11-13). In

terms of grammaticalization, the following examples are given (Hopper and Traugott 2003:

-210—-



Colloquialization and genre variation: the case of the let’s construction

10-11; notation lets without an apostrophe indicates that the subject is other than the first-

person plural):

(1) a. Lets give you a hand. (i.e. let me give you a hand)
b. Let’s you and I take ’em on for a set. (1929, Faulkner, Sartoris 111.186: OED let 14.a)
c. Lets you and him fight.
d. Lets you go first, then if we have any money left I’1l go.
e. Lets wash your hands. (Cole 1975: 268)
f. Lets eat our liver now, Betty. (Cole 1975: 268)

While grammaticalization is undoubtedly a key notion in discussing the /et’s construction,
the interest of the present study is to explore the construction from a colloquialization
standpoint (see Section 4 for the sequential nature of grammaticalization and
colloquialization). Colloquialization, or “the shift to a more speech-like style” (Leech et al.
2009: 239), is often described as a widespread ongoing phenomenon in modern English (e.g.
Hundt and Mair 1999). For example, Leech et al. (2009) hypothesize that colloquialization is
partly responsible for the increase in certain semi-modals such as be going to, be supposed to,
have to, need to, and want to (section 5.2), in the progressive (chapter 6), and also for the
changes in frequency in the decline of the wh-relatives and the corresponding rise of the that-
and zero relatives (section 10.5.1). Leech et al. also discuss the let’s construction from the
perspective of colloquialization by exploring the use of let’s and let us in American and
British English from the early 1960s to the early 1990s. Using the Brown family corpora, they
suggest that the increase in frequency of /et’s and the corresponding decrease in let us,
especially in American English, is a manifestation of colloquialization (for details, see Leech
et al. 2009: 240-241).

While Leech ef al.’s study undoubtedly provides important insights into the ways in which
colloquialization has influenced the development of the /et’s construction, there are some
areas that lack clarity. That is to say, it is unclear how much statistical significance their
argument has; much of their claim is based on frequency comparisons without drawing on
advanced statistical methods. Their study also lacked reference to the collocation preferences

of the /et’s construction. However, as argued in Construction Grammar (see e.g. Hilpert 2019),
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it is critical to address which words are likely (or unlikely) to collocate with a given
construction if one is to understand the construction in depth.

Against this background, the present study seeks to fill in some of the gaps left
unaddressed in the work of Leech et al. More specifically, it aims to examine the
colloquialization claimed to be occurring in the /et’s construction a) by using a larger data set
than the one used by Leech et al., b) using advanced quantitative corpus-linguistic methods,
and c) investigating changes over a longer period of time than was studied by Leech et al.
Taking the above three points into consideration, this study compares the let’s and let us

constructions and discusses their properties in terms of collocation and genre variation.

2. Methods

2.1. Data collection

Data were collected from the 2021 edition of the Corpus of Historical American English
(COHA, Davies 2012). Five genres were examined in this study: TV/Movies (TVM), Fiction
(FIC), Magazines (MAG), Newspapers (NEWS), and Non-Fiction Books (NFB). In COHA,
TVM only contains data from the 1930s onward, which is why the present study examined the
data from the 1930s to the 2010s. The COHA interface was used to collect data by searching
for instances constituting the combinations of let’s + a verb and let us + a verb. After manual
cleaning of the data, the data set comprised 59,793 tokens of the /et’s construction and 8,141

tokens of the let us construction.

2.2. Research questions and analytical methods
As noted above, Leech et al. (2009) state that the frequency of /et’s increased while that of /et
us decreased, especially in American English. In response to this, the present study set the

research questions (RQs) as follows:

e RQI. Can the increase in the frequency of /et ’s and the decrease in the frequency of /et
us be confirmed in the COHA data?

e RQ2. Is there any difference between the let’s and lef us constructions in terms of their
collocational preferences? If so, how do they differ?

e RQ3. Do the let’s and let us constructions differ in terms of their relationship with

genre? If so, how do they differ?

-212-



Colloquialization and genre variation: the case of the let’s construction

In addressing RQ1, a correlation test (Kendall’s Rank Correlation) was used to evaluate
whether the diachronic patterns observed in the COHA data were significantly correlated with
time. If RQ1 is answered in the affirmative, we could conclude that Leech er al.’s (2009)
“colloquialization hypothesis” (p. 240) is justified. If RQ1 is answered in the negative, we
could conclude that Leech et al.’s hypothesis is probably in need of revision. Nevertheless,
one must keep in mind that an increase in /et’s and a decrease in /et us cannot necessarily be
taken as evidence of colloquialization, because, as discussed in grammaticalization theory, the
two constructions do not always allow alternation (cf. also Section 1). Furthermore, changes
in the frequency of a construction are also affected by the changes in the frequency of the
words that occur in it. The results obtained through RQ1 should thus be treated with caution.
In order to go one step further than discussing the frequency of let’s and let us, one can
examine their collocational and genre preferences. Toward this end, RQ2 and RQ3 were set
up. The theoretical motivation for RQ2 is the “Principle of No Synonymy” (Goldberg 1995:
67), which suggests that variants that are formally different should also be functionally
different. If the let’s and let us constructions show a substantial variance with respect to their
collocational preferences, it can be inferred that the former cannot be a mere informal variant
of the latter. Conversely, if the let’s and let us constructions do show a strong similarity, then
it may be possible that the former can be always used as an informal paraphrase of the latter.
The focus of RQ3 is on the relationship between genres. Leech ef al. did mention the genre
variations, but, as noted above, their study did not have the level of statistical rigor that the
present study has. In addressing RQ?2, distinctive collexeme analysis (DCA; Gries and
Stefanowitsch 2004) was used. Although DCA is a highly effective method for identifying the
differences between the two constructions in terms of their collocational preferences, it is a
method that was originally designed to identify collocational preferences in alternating
constructions. The goal of addressing RQ3 was instead to capture the dynamic nature of
colloquialization by applying multiple distinctive collexeme analysis (MDCA; Gries and
Stefanowitsch 2004) to obtain input for correspondence analysis (CA; Desagulier 2014),
which was used here to clarify the diachronic relationship between the genres examined. In
this study, the analytical methods were carried out using R (R Core Team 2022) with
collostructional analysis performed using Coll.analysis 4.0 (Gries 2022). (The following

sections will discuss the results of the analyses. Note that in the interest of space the plots and
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tables representing the results will not be shown below. The interested reader is referred to the

material that I used at my presentation.)

3. Results and discussion

Starting with RQ1, when a Kendall’s test was performed for the /et’s construction without
taking into consideration cross-genre variations, no statistically significant increase was found
(p = 0.2595). If the differences in genres were taken into account, there was still no evidence
of a statistically significant increase in FIC (p = 0.2595), whereas the other four genres did
indicate a statistically significant increase (p < 0.05). As for the /et us construction, a
statistically significant decrease was confirmed in all the data sets (p < 0.05). Based on these
results, the answer to RQ1 can be a partial no, meaning that Leech et al.’s (2009)
colloquialization hypothesis may be in need of revision.

Turning to RQ2, the most common verbs in the /et us construction were identified to be
assume, be, consider, hope, know, and say, while the let’s construction was found to be very
strongly associated with face, get, go, have, and see. DCA also detected an inter-genre
variation. In the let us construction, thinking verbs such as consider, assume, suppose were
prominent in NFB, while know was overwhelmingly dominant in other genres. In the /let’s
construction, see and face were also found in NEWS, in addition to high-frequency verbs that
were widely prominent in other genres, including go and get. The results also provided
insights into diachronic variations. For example, in the /et us construction, say was the most
strongly attracted collexeme in MAG in the 1930s and 1940s, while, in the same genre, know
showed an increase in prominence, as in other genres. As for the /et’s construction, face was
the most strongly attracted collexeme in NEWS from the 1960s through the 1980s. Based on
the results, the answer to RQ2 would be that there are indeed differences between the two
constructions in their collocational preferences. The results indicate that the /et’s construction
cannot simply be considered an informal contracted form of the /et us construction, because
they are associated with a different set of collexemes. Based on Biber et al.’s (1999: section
5.2) classification of lexical verbs, the /et us construction is shown to be strongly associated
with mental verbs, while the let’s construction with activity verbs. The distribution of
collexemes also includes variation with respect to genres and time periods, suggesting the

need for their close scrutiny.
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Finally, regarding RQ3, starting with the let’s construction, MDCA showed that verbs of
action such as get, go, check, move, walk, and sit, were most commonly found in FIC and
TVM, while verbs of thought such as assume, hope, think, and consider, were particularly
prominent in MAG, NEWS, and NFB. CA, which was performed subsequent to MDCA from
which the input was obtained (see Section 2.2), then revealed that FIC and TVM were the
most proximate in terms of collexemes. The genre that was most likely to be found around
FIC and TVM was MAG. NFB and NEWS were seen as quite different from the speech-like
genres such as FIC, TVM, and MAG. However, in the 1970s and especially since the 1990s,
NEWS showed an approach to the speech-like genres, while NFB maintained a distance from
them. The results indicate that in general, the types of verbs that co-occur with /et’s became
more and more similar to speech-like style as time went by. As for the /et us construction,
MDCA showed that verbs of thought such as recognize, hope, and remember, were, again,
prominent in MAG, NEWS, and NFB. A key difference between the let us and let’s
constructions was the prominence of know and help in TVM and the presence of hear, talk,
and speak in FIC. CA showed that TVM and FIC were slightly distant from each other in the
1930s and 1940s. NEWS, MAG, and NFB also kept their respective distances from each other.
However, after the 1950s, the distance between TVM and FIC began to become smaller,
while MAG moved closer to TVM and FIC, especially after the 1990s, but it separated again
from the speech-like cluster consisting of TVM and FIC in the 2010s. As for NFB and NEWS,
they continued to maintain their distinctiveness. The answer to RQ3 is hence that the two
constructions differ in their interaction with genres. Colloquialization seems to be occurring
in both constructions, with respect to the role of genres. TVM is the text type considered
closest to the spoken language in the COHA data. The approach of FIC and MAG to TVM
observed in both constructions is indicative of the fact that these constructions are undergoing
colloquialization. That is, they are becoming increasingly similar to spoken-style. In the
literature, the written style of English is said to be becoming more and more similar to spoken
language. Leech et al. (2009: 239), for example, mention that in modern English, language in
NEWS has come to be similar to the spoken style. Based on the results of the present study,
this is considered partially true, because in the COHA data it was only in the let’s
construction that NEWS showed an approach to the speech-like genres such as TVM and FIC.

Biber (2003: 169) also notes that the language used in fiction is becoming more similar to that
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of spoken English. Biber’s observation is consistent with the present study. With respect to

collexemes, colloquialization certainly seems to be taking place in both constructions.

4. General discussion and conclusion

What conclusions can be drawn from the results reported in Section 3, taken together? Most
simply put, the let’s and let us constructions are two different ‘constructions’ (in the sense of
the term as characterized in Construction Grammar; see e.g. Hilpert 2019: section 1.2), and it
is not the case that let’s is merely an informal variant of let us. Of course, as mentioned in
Section 1, the fact that they are separate constructions has long and widely been recognized in
grammaticalization research. However, it should be noted that while grammaticalization
theory offered irregular patterns as proof (see Section 1), the present study compared the
‘regular’ patterns of /et’s and let us to reach the conclusion.

Leech et al. (2009: 237-240) mention that grammaticalization is more of a psychologically
motivated language-internal process in that it concerns the interface between the lexicon and
the grammar, while colloquialization is discourse-pragmatic in nature in that it is a
phenomenon concerned with social influences in language change. In the present study, the
let’s construction was taken for a case study, and colloquialization was discussed in terms of
frequency, collexemes, and genre in which the construction is used. Importantly, as stated by
Leech et al. (2009: 241), grammaticalization and colloquialization can be described as
“sequential” processes, which suggests that an integrated analysis of the two could lead to a
Cognitive Sociolinguistic study (e.g. Geeraerts et al. 2010). In any case, this article only
provides a preliminary investigation of not only the relationship between the let’s and let us
constructions, but also how the concept of colloquialization itself should be understood. A
more detailed study would require tackling a variety of challenges, including statistical
hypothesis testing, comparisons among varieties of English, more detailed register/ genre

analysis, and diachronic studies over longer time frames.
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<Abstract>

The main goal of this paper is to uncover the wide range of different uses and pragmatic finctions of the so-called
Negative Emotive Words (henceforth NEWs) based on the corpus data of two languages belonging to different
cultures, namely Hungarian and Japanese. NEWs refer to words having a prior negative semantic content, but they
can lose it partly or totally in certain use cases, e.g. En. terribly nice or the party was terrific! (Szabo and Bibok 2019).
To that end, two NEWSs have been selected: the Hungarian dirva (lit.) “harsh’ and the Japanese 2/ * (yabai) (it.)
‘dangerous’. We analyze word-form variations of the two words, including durvin of durva and yabe and yabaku of
yabai (Putri 2021). Our investigation demonstrated similarities and differences between the two words, identifying
several features about the Hungarian and Japanese NEWs that had not been known so far.

Keywords: Hungarian, Japanese, Negative emotive words, Politeness Theory, Intensifiers, Interjections

1. Introduction

This paper discusses Negative Emotive Words (henceforth NEWs) that have a prior negative semantic content (on
their own, i.e. without context). It is known that these words often lose the negative semantic content partly or entirely
in certain use cases, e.g. En. tervibly nice or the party was terrific! (Szabo and Bibok 2019). In the literature NEWs are
mainly discussed within the group of intensifiers. However, they can have several other meanings and functions as
well (Szabb et al. 2022). For instance, they may express a positive evaluation or the surprise of the speaker, and they
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may also be used as an interjection. In this paper we attempt to discover the range of different uses and pragmatic
functions of NEWs in Hungarian and Japanese, on the basis of a corpus analysis. For the investigation, two NEWs
have been selected: the Hungarian durva (lit)) “harsh’ and the Japanese 12/t (yabai) (lit.) ‘dangerous’. We also
analyze word-form variations of the NEWs in question, such as durvan of durva and yabe and yabaku of yabai (Putri
2021).

The paper is structured as follows: First, we briefly discuss the relevant literature on the examination of
NEWSs, with special regard to studies dealing with NEWSs in the Hungarian and Japanese languages. Second, we
present the corpus of the analysis along with the methodology of the corpus processing and annotation procedure.
Third, we show the basic data of the annotation, and the results of the manual analyses. Fourth, we discuss the results
conceming the Hungarian and the Japanese data, and then, from a comparative perspective. Throughout the text,
some observations are made with corpus examples. Lastly, we summarize the main findings of the research work,

and then state our intentions on plans for future study.

2. Literature review

Despite the fact that more and more authors have been investigating NEWSs (e.g. Dragut and Fellbaum 2014; Jing-
Schmidt 2007; Laczké 2007; Paradis 2001, 2008; Szabd and Bibok 2019; Szabo et al. 2022; Wierzbicka 2002,
among others), the authors who focus on functions of NEWs other that intensification is just a handful. For instance,
as far as we are aware, only Andor (2011), Szabo (2018), Szab6 and Bibok (2019) and Szabo et al. (2022) discuss
the phenomenon when a NEW expresses a positive evaluation of the speaker towards the given information e.g.
brutdlis alaplap (lit. “brutal motherboard™—high quality motherboard”) (authors call this usecase polarity shiff). In
addition to the intensifier and polarity shifting finctions, NEWs may have some other pragmatic function, e.g. in a
certain context they express the surprise of the speaker or are used as an interjection (see above, Section 1). However,
we are not aware of any paper that systematically scrutinizes all these functions and uses of NEWs based on a large
language dataset.

There are some studies that analyze the phenomenon in the Hungarian language. They mainly discuss the
issue from the viewpoint of semantic development of NEWs over time (e.g. Andor 2017; Varga 2019). Regarding
specifically the word dirva in the Hungarian language, to the best of our knowledge, there is only one paper (Andor
2011) that dealt specifically with this NEW, and another that examined this NEW together with other NEWs (Szabo
etal. 2022).

As for Japanese, most of the papers discussing NEWs focus on their historical development, analyze their
acceptability by Japanese speaker groups, or just take note of them as an existing phenomenon in the Japanese
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language, which is especially popular in the language of the younger generation. Some of these papers focus
specifically on the NEW yabai (e.g. Sano 2005; Konno 2015; Putri 2021).

3. The corpus and the methodology of the analysis

For the Hungarian cases, we analyzed the data of HuTongue Corpus, consisting of spontaneous speech texts (Vincze
et al. 2021). The corpus consists of 1,149,457 tokens (without punctuation). For the Japanese cases, the Corpus of
Everyday Japanese Conversation (CEJC corpus, Koiso et al., 2018) was applied, consisting of approximately
2,400,000 tokens. All occurrences of the NEWs in question were filtered out, and we annotated different syntactic,
semantic and pragmatic features of NEWs.

As for syntactic features, we decided whether the NEW in the given example was an adjective, an adverb
oran interjection, i.e. they constituted an utterance by themselves (Ameka 1992; Norrick 2009). Regarding semantics,
we annotated evaluative semantic content, i.e. how the speaker evaluated what he or she said. There were three options
in this case, namely positive, negative or neutral. We shall refer to this semantic feature here by the term sentiment
fiom the research field of computational linguistics instead of a more general linguistic term polarity.! Besides
sentiment, we annotated other semantic features, such as the exact meaning and function of the given NEW. We
annotated three types: literal or figurative sense, intensifier finction and emotive usage. In the latter case, the original
negative semantic content is already bleached and the NEW expresses feelings or impressions of the speaker about
the given piece of information, e.g. 4 parti oriilet volt! “The party was crazy!”. Then, we scrutinized all the occurrences
from a pragmatics point of view. A study that systematically analyzes NEWs from a pragmatic viewpoint was not
been conducted prior to the current analysis, so we did not have any pragmatic systematization that we could rely on.
Thus, we referred to some pragmatic papers on interaction, with special regard to the Framework of Politeness
Theory? (Quirk et al. 1985; Ostman 1995; Kockelman 2003; Kadar 2017). This part of our analysis was basically
exploratory; we investigated the range of pragmatic fnctions such as agreement and disagreement, calling
someone’s attention, a compliment, an evidential marker, an attention marker, etc. (Fraser 2009).

4. Results of the analysis

Firstly, let us review the Hungarian results. The raw frequencies of each form were the following: dirva: 213
(0.0185%) and durvdn: 44 (0.0038%). Surprisingly, dirva and durvan have completely different features in the
Hungarian corpus. The main function of durva is intetjection (42.77%) and it does not have an intensifier function at
all. Then, both dirva and durvin mostly have a positive or neutral meaning, In the case of durva, it accounts for
69.64% all together, while durvan accounts for 62.92% of the total.
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Durva has some specific pragmatic function in almost half the cases (47%). For instance, it occurs in an
agreeing utterance, expressing agreement and support toward the speaker (1a), or functions as an attention marker
indicating that the listener can understand and follow what was said (1b) (Fraser 2009):

0] a.—Nem tudtam jobbra forditani a fejemet. Az nagyon szar volt. ‘I couldn't turn my head to the right. That
was really shit.”
—Durva. ‘Crazy.’

b.—Ki a, hedonista’™? “Who is the , hedonist”™?’

—[..]

—Habzsolja az €letet. “The one who really enjoys life.”
—Habzsolja az életet? Durva. ‘Really enjoys life? Ok / I see.”

In contrast to durva, durvdn has an intensifier function in most cases (48.14%) and the category “‘emotive” is less
represented here. Durvan basically has no special pragmatic function, with two exceptions. When they do, they
occur in an agreeing, supporting reply or they function as an evidential marker. For the latter, see (2) below.

¥) Hatigen, ez lenne az alap, csak ez Magyarorszagon mar luxusnak szamit, durvan. “Well yes, it should be a
basic thing but in Hungary it is treated as some kind of Tuxury, really’

As for Japanese, the raw frequencies of each form were the following: yabai: 609 (0.025%), yabe: 37
(0.0015%) and yabaku: 57 (0.0024%). The details of the corpus investigation are shown in the table below:

adjective | adverb interjection | noun | total

yabai 224 0 377 8 609
yabaku 2 32 23 0 57
yabe 0 0 32 0 32
total 226 32 432 8 698

The three forms yabai, yabaku and yabe appear 698 times in total (yabai 609 times, yabaku 57 times and yabe 32
times). They show interesting distribution as to their parts of speech: though yabai and yabe is etymologically
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adjectives and yabaku is an adverbial form of yabai, 62% of the three forms are used as interjections. That is, they do
not modify anything, Rather, they show subjective feelings by the speakers.

Likewise, we found the interesting behaviors as to the sentiment features. Though yabai is originally related
to negative values, reversal of polarity is observed: 15% of the three forms expresses positive evaluation. However,
though the polarity of yabai is somehow weakened in some examples, Japanese yabai seems to hold either positive
or negative evaluation at least to some extent. So, even if it intensifies the state illustrated by the modified nouns or
verbs, yabai is not a pure intensifier; rather, it always includes the speakers’ subjective evaluation to the modified
objects.

5. Discussion

As we have seen, our findings identified several features on the frequency distribution of each wordform and their
functions. In addition, differences in the frequency distribution of these meanings and finctions of both the Hungarian
and Japanese NEWs were noted.

Regarding the Hungarian data, we found that the wordform without a suffix, i.e. durva is represented in our
corpus approximately five times more often than the suffixed form, i.e. durvan. We also saw that durva and durvan
have markedly different features and functions. The main function of durva is interjection and this NEW does not
have an intensifier function in the corpus at all. Then, in contrast to durva, durvan does not occur as an interjection in
the corpus at all. Our findings also showed that both durva and durvin have a positive or neutral meaning in most
cases. In the latter case, namely when the given NEW is neutral, it expresses the extreme nature of the topic or the
surprise of the speaker. We think that the fact that the analyzed words are positive or neutral in most cases reflects the
desemantization of these NEWS, i.e. their prior negative semantic content has already faded a lot.> We also leamed
that durva —in contrast with durvan —usually has some specific pragmatic function and it is often used as a positive
politeness marker, i.e. expressing agreement and support towards the speaker, as well as an attention marker. Based
on the markedly different semantic features and syntactic pattemning, we argue that both wordforms in question are in
an advanced state of semantic-pragmatic development. However, this development has not led to the same result, i.e.
exactly the same semantic-pragmatic function.

Regarding the Japanese data, our discussion can be summarized as follows: First, in the investigation,
Japanese yabai is annotated based on the criteria that was used for the analysis of Hungarian dirva. Though these
criteria are effective for classifying various examples of yabai to some extent, it is necessary to focus on other features
as well in order to capture the characteristics of yabai in more depth. Second, basically, the use of yabai can be
classified into the two types. The first type shows the state of nouns or clauses such as “it is yabai”” or “He is yabai.”
The second shows the subjective emotion of speakers such as “I feel “yabai’ to something””. The former can be labeled
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as “objective use” and tends to be realized as adjectives and adverbs, while the latter can be labeled as “subjective use”
and tends to be realized as interjections. Third, positive evaluation of yabai tends to be associated with certain contexts,
such as eating something or complimenting a dog. Fourth, the various pragmatic use of yabai might emerge from
lexicalization of contextual meanings. When yabai co-occurs with certain phrase such as yabai doushiyou or yabai
yabai yabai, its contextual meanings are entrenched in the lexical meaning of yabai, and the pragmatic/contextual
meanings become a part of lexical meaning. Finally, a reduplication of yabai tends to have pragmatic finctions. For
example, Yabai, yabai, yabai has a function to ask for suggestions, meaning “‘what should I do.”

As for the features of NEWs from a comparative linguistic perspective, our study showed that NEWs are
able to express a range of speaker’s subjective and intersubjective stances in both examined languages, and they
should be viewed as noteworthy markers of positive politeness (despite this, it is not widely discussed topic in the
literature). We also observed signs of semantic-pragmatic development (bleaching the prior negative semantic
content) of NEWs, as well as the differences in the progress and results of this process. In addition, the change of word
classes was observed in both datasets. For instance, NEWs can be used as intetjections in both languages, indicating
the speaker's emotion, but Japanese yabai and Hungarian durvan are mainly used as intensifiers. As far as the main
differences are concemed, as we mentioned, dirva and durvan are mostly neutral but yabai is negative in most cases.
Then, yabai tends to be used as an expletive while Hungarian dirvian tends to be used as an intensifier.

6. Summary
Here, we analyzed the wide range of different usage and functions of Negative Emotive Words (NEWSs) based on

corpus data of the Hungarian and Japanese languages. Our findings uncovered several features of the Hungarian and
Japanese NEWs (along with the similarities and differences between each examined wordform) that had not
encountered so far, as well as similarities and differences between the two languages. Semantic bleaching of meaning,
reversal and neutralization of negative semantic content, along with the change of word classes (e.g. interjections and
ntensifiers) were observed in both languages. Closely connected to all of these, NEWs are able to express a range of
speaker’s subjective and intersubjective stances. At the same time, identified semantic-pragmatic functions and
syntactic patteming highlighted the progress of these NEWs in the semantic-pragmatic development at different
levels. What is more, this development has not led to the same result, even within each language.

In the future, we intend to carry out a more detailed analysis of the pragmatic features of NEWs. In the study,
we plan to especially focus on the semantic and pragmatic development of NEWSs over time, utilizing historical

corpora and corpora of other domains as well.
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!'In pragmatics, polarity is, in essence, the relation between semantic opposites, such as hot-cold (Israel 2004). Since we are interested in the
evaluative semantic content, the term sentiment —referring to the evaluative meaning specifically —is more accurate and appropriate here.

2 A speech act can threaten the other’s “negative face;” their wish to be left in peace, or “positive face,” their wish to be appreciated (Kadar 2017).
Politeness comes into existence with the other’s face needs in mind: Inorder to ameliorate the effect of a face threatening act, the speaker will make
use of negative politeness strategies. What is more, positive politeness strategies express fiiendliness and solidarity (Daly etal. 2004).

3NEWs proceed through a desemantization procedure over time, during which they gradually lose their lexical meaning (for more details, sce
Szabo etal. 2022).
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Historical Pragmatics using State-Space Models!
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Abstract. In Historical Pragmatics, we cannot easily rely on contemporary speakers’
introspections. Therefore, quantitative examination of frequency tables assumes particular
importance. A commonly used statistical technique is Chi-square analysis. However, this
analysis has a number of limitations that make it unsuitable for investigating chronological time
series data. Moreover, too much dependency on Chi-square analysis may result in biased and/or
misleading interpretations. To overcome these shortcomings, this paper recommends the use of
State-Space Models, more specifically, the Bayesian implementation of Dynamic Generalized
Mixed-Effects Models (DGMM). The advantages of these models are demonstrated in two case
studies that examine the variations found in Japanese honorific constructions.

Keywords: Chi-square analysis, State-Space Model, Historical Pragmatics, honorifics

1. Introduction: methodological issues in Historical Pragmatics

Historical Pragmatics is the study of language use in the past, and its development over time —
although there are differences in definition between the Anglo-American tradition and the
Continental European style (Goossen 1995; Jucker 2008; Taavitsainen and Jucker 2010). From
a methodological perspective, one controversy is whether to study a language by relying solely
on spoken data. In recent literature, however, the clear-cut dichotomy between spoken and
written language has been challenged, and instead their continuity has been emphasized (Jucker
2008; Taavitsainen and Jucker 2010). Under this reassessment, each piece of writing is now
seen as a mixture of different modes of language, thus laying a theoretical foundation for
justifying the use of written texts in Historical Pragmatics.

However, this does not mean that all methodological issues are settled. A lingering
problem for Historical Pragmatics which, in my view, has not received enough attention is the
choice of quantitative methods. Of course, quantitative studies are not the only research method,
and it is not my intent to promote one method over another. But in most cases, practitioners of
Historical Pragmatics have no choice but to develop their arguments by relying on the frequency
of constructions of their interest; digital corpus archives make this task easy. No one would
deny that statistical methods are useful for fine-grained investigations. Nonetheless, when
compared to other fields of humanities or social sciences (such as economics, psychology, and
sociology), advanced statistical methods have not been as widely used. As a result, simplistic
statistical models are blindly utilized to the extent that interpretating the data becomes biased
or even misleading. One such practice is the use of Chi-square analysis.

The purpose of this present study is, therefore, to introduce an underused and advanced

! There was a typo in the title included in the program: *Space-State — State-Space.
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1901-1950 1951-2000
Construction A 20 35
Construction B 44 32

Table 1 A hypothetical classification table for Chi-square analysis.

statistical model, the State-Space Model, and to embed Historical Pragmatics into the larger
context of Digital Humanities (Blei and Lafferty 2006, McCart 2014). After reviewing the
limitations of descriptive and inferential statistics using Chi-square analysis, this paper presents
the basics of the State-Space Model, and demonstrates how the analysis is applied to
chronological data by taking two recent studies of honorifics for our primary examples.

2. Common practices in the literature

2.1. Descriptive statistics

A departure-point of a corpus/philological study is to create a table summarizing the frequency
of the observed constructions (see for example Table 1). It is possible to develop an analysis
that directly interprets the numbers in the table, but this line of descriptive approach has several
disadvantages. First, the interpretation may depend too much on the researcher’s subjective
impression. Second, the table is just a sample of a larger population, the understanding of which
is, in most cases, the ultimate goal of linguistic inquiry.

2.2. Inferential statistics: Chi-square analysis

To overcome these problems, inferential statistics has been developed, which allows us to make
an inference about the structure of the population in a less subjective manner. For example, Chi-
square analysis can be applied to the data in Table 1 (y? = 5.0897, df = 1, p-value = 0.02407).
Under the commonly assumed threshold of a = 0.01, it would be concluded that the null
hypothesis that there is no difference between the two time periods is maintained. In such a
setting, one cannot argue for the presence of a language change. Note that, as an elaborate
modification, Fisher’s exact test is utilized for smaller sample sizes (aka Collostructional
Analysis, Gries and Stefanowitsch 2004; Stefanowitsch 2013), but it is essentially the same as
Chi-square analysis in that it applies to data with a discrete classification table.

As common as these tests are, they are not suitable for diachronic corpus studies for at
least the following reasons. First, for Chi-square analysis, we need to categorize the otherwise
‘continuous’ time variables into an arbitrary ‘discrete’ set of time periods. In Table 1, the
samples are classified as either occurring before 1951 or after 1950, but this cut-off point is
completely arbitrary, and the results differ under different cut-off points. For example, by using
two more cut-off points, one could create the results seen in Table 2. Then, when Chi-square
analysis is applied to these numbers, a very small p-value is obtained (y? = 16.999, df = 3, p-
value = 0.0007), so unlike in our previous table, we could conclude that there was a change in
language use, despite the fact that the data itself remains unchanged.

Second, in Chi-square analysis, independent fixed effects variables are not
incorporated. The lack of explicit manipulation of independent/confounding variables can result
in a biased interpretation. For example, suppose that Construction A is favored in the past tense
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1901-1925  1926-1950 1951-1975 1976-2000
Construction A 10 10 10 25
Construction B 22 22 22 10

Table 2 Using different cut-off points for the data in Table 1.

1901-1950 1951-2000
Construction A 200 350
Construction B 440 320

Table 3 A classification table with a larger sample size.

throughout the 20th century, and the relatively large number of uses of Construction A during
1976-2000 in Table 2 is, in fact, not attributed to language change, but to the fact that there are
many more past tense constructions collected than from the other three time periods. Naive
classification tables such as Table 2 fail to differentiate the effect of such confounding variables
from the real chronological change. Thus, we need to explicitly incorporate intra/extralinguistic
variables, whether they are fixed-effects or random-effects factors.

Finally, a large sample size results in a very small p-value, regardless of there being a
substantial difference in population. Unlike in traditional experiments, where human subjects
are recruited and the sample size is often smaller than in corpus linguistics, the data size used
in corpus linguistics is quite large and thus tends to give a smaller p-value, which in turn makes
a Type I error more likely. For example, the ratio in Table 3 is exactly the same as in Table 1.
Nonetheless, due to the large sample size, the null hypothesis is rejected with a small p-value
(x? = 58.342, df = 1, p-value = 2.203¢-14).

3. State-Space Model
Given the discussion so far, an ideal model for statistical analysis of diachronic language change
should meet the following requirements:

(1) Desiderata
a. Track down the ‘continuous’ language shift/change as clearly as possible.
b. Incorporate fixed-effects/random-effects variables — intra-/extralinguistic factors.
c. Deal with the p-value issue by using a large sample size.

The Bayesian estimation of elaborate Dynamic Generalized Mixed-Effects Models (DGMM)),
as described below (Hagiwara 2021), is demonstrated to have these desired properties, and
hence to be superior to Chi-square analysis in all respects.

3.1. State-Space Model
In the State-Space Model, observed values at time # are assumed to be generated on the basis of
the latent state at a given time, which is related only to the state at the previous time point. For

example, suppose that the i-th observed value at time ¢, yi(t), is a binary outcome variable,
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|

Figure 1 State-Space Model: (Left) Observation equation; (Right) State equation.

representing whether the meaning in question is expressed by Construction A (y-(t) =0)or

15
Construction B (y.(t)

.~ =1). It is assumed that the probability of using Construction B is
determined by the latent state 7 at the given time point. If 7 is large, then Construction
B is likely to be pronounced, and if it is small, then Construction A is more likely. Researchers
cannot directly observe every value of 79, and it is a hypothesized construct; for this reason,
®©

it is called the LATENT STATE. The left panel in Figure 1 captures this relation between y;

and ), and the mathematical formula describing this relation is called the OBSERVATION
EQUATION. In our case, the equation is expressed as follows:

() yi(t) ~ Bern(n(t))

The latent state is, however, not assumed to be stable across time; if it becomes larger,
then Construction B becomes more popular. The right panel in Figure 1 represents the change
of m®, and the formula describing this chronological relation is called the STATE EQUATION.
While there is a degree of freedom regarding how we postulate the relation, a commonly used
model is the one with the random-walk structure, as shown in (3). The main objective of the
State-Space Model is to estimate the magnitude of each latent state, so we can track down the
trend in time series data.

3) 1 ~ N(ntD,62)

3.2. Dynamic Generalized Mixed-Effects Model (DGMM)

The aforementioned State-Space Model can be extended by explicitly incorporating intra- and
extralinguistic factors. For example, irrespective of the year, Construction B may be preferred
when it is used in the past tense; some predicates are more likely to be used in Construction B,
or Construction B is more easily produced in some genres (sociolinguistic environments). Just
as in the practice of Variation Theory (Cedergren and Sankoff 1974), the presence or absence
of certain linguistic features is coded as a fixed-effect variable, and the idiosyncratic property
of open-class elements (such as verbs and genres) as a random variable (Yamada 2022a, b). For

example, by taking the i-th observation of the j-th genre at given ¢, the value of ni(;) can then

be modeled as a linear combination of the intercept yo((t,), the random variable uy;, and the

—229-



HAFEHM S 25 MRS FEEm e 185 (2022)

t) 2
T - Constr. B
00_
3
© |
(=}
< ]
(=}
~N
3
o
o
rmT TT T 17T T T 17177 LI T T T T 1
ge 5 93 5 5358 0o oy 2 3 b ¥ Constr. A
@ o0 @ 0 © @D O oo (=20 ~)) oo O O [=2] (=2}

Figure 2 Posterior distributions for m(®.

fixed-effects term fx; (aka the Dynamic Generalized Mixed-Effects Model or DGMM):

@) ”1'(;) = inv_logit(yo((? + upj + ,B’xi); ug; ~ N(0,08)

In a recent development in computation statistics, estimation becomes fairly easy
within the Bayesian framework; the examples introduced in Section 4 are estimated by Stan on
R (Gelman et al. 2013). For example, Figure 2 shows what the results of DGMM looks like.
Based on the solid line (the posterior median), and the gray-shaded area (the credible intervals),
we can interpret how the probability of Construction B changes. Notice that in DGMM, we do
not segment the time points into a set of arbitrary time ranges, thus circumventing the problem
of Chi-square analysis in (1)a. As more clearly shown in Section 4, the posterior distributions
for fixed- and random-effects variables are also calculated (= (1)b), and since the shaded area
captures the uncertainty, researchers can make an inference without resorting to the notorious
p-value (= (1)c), as is done in Frequentist statistics. In this way, the three desiderata in (1) are
clearly satisfied. DGMM is superior for diachronic linguistic data in all respects.

4. Case studies

4.1. Case 1: Development of the use of des- in the canonical adjective construction

The honorific allocutivity (i.e., the addressee-honorification system) underwent a significant
change in the 20th century (Kawaguchi 2014); Construction B in (5) became gradually more
popular, making the old variant (Construction A) less common.

(5) a. Construction A: [canonical adj. (i-adj.)] + gozai-mas ‘ADJ-HONy-HON,’
b. Construction B: [canonical adj. (i-adj.)] + des ‘ADJ-HON,’

Yamada (2022a) applied DGMM to the data in CHJ (the Corpus of Historical Japanese),
assuming the structure in (6) for the population, and revealed how the change was affected by
several extra-/intralinguistic factors.

-230—



Historical Pragmatics using State-Space Models

B -

B2 - ]

B3 [ - |

B4 En

5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 i 2 3 4

Figure 3 Posterior distributions for the fixed effects.

[3 I NSO RN RN S XA

ooki (big) [6]

oo (many) [27]
kanasi (sad) [18]
taka (high) [48]
haya (early) [10]
waru (bad) [6]

urayamasi (envious) [5]
naga (long) [8]

hazukasi (embarrased) [5]
ita (aching) [5]

hido (terrible) [8]

abuna (dangerous) [8]
oso (late) [7]

samu (cold) [16]
yo (good) [6]

utukusi (beautiful) [314]
muzukasi (difficult) [11]

omosiro (interesting) [38]
atu (hot) [12]

yorosi (fine) [22]
uresi (happy) [34]
isogasi (busy) [5]
sukuna (few) [8]
tika (close) [9]
okasi (funny) [5]
osi (regrettable) [5]
uma (tasty) [6]
kurusi (painful) [5]

arigata (rare) [155]
kowa (frightened) [5]

medeta (auspicious) [208]
era (respected) [6]

Figure 4 Posterior distributions for the random effects (i.e., the canonical adjective).
t . . t t t t t
(6) yi(j) ~ Bern (mv_loglt( é )+ leii) + Bzxéi) + ﬁgxéi) + B4x£i) + uoj))

ug; ~ N(0,72); B8 ~ N(s Y, 02)

The estimated posterior distributions for 7(® = inv_ logit( ét)) are shown in Figure 2, and

those of the fixed- and random-effects are given in Figures 3 and 4, respectively.

4.2. Case 2: Diachronic alternation between sase-te kure and sase-te moraw
When a speaker describes an event, the execution of which is permitted by an authoritative and
honorable person, one of the applicative constructions in (7) is chosen (Yamada 2022b).

(7) a. Construction A: -sase-te kure (kudasar) ‘-CAUS-CV APPL (APPL.HON)’
b. Construction B: -sase-te moraw (itadak) ‘-CAUS-CV APPL (APPL.HON)’

To reveal the historical change of these constructions, Shiina (2021) conducted a
corpus study using BCCWJ and Aozora Bunko. Applying Chi-square analysis, she concluded
that the non-honorific use of Construction A (-sase-te kure), and the honorific use of
Construction B became popular in the 20th century.

However, Yamada (2022b), who re-analyzed the Aozora Bunko corpus (the same data
examined by Shiina 2021) points out that the aforementioned generalization is not easy to
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Figure 8 Estimated probability of -sase-te itadak over -sase-te kudasar in BCCWJ

maintain with the estimated results of the parameters of the following Time Series model
assumed for the population (Figures 5 and 6); the subscripts i and j represent the i-th observation

of the j-th verb and yo((t,) is the intercept for the probability of producing Construction B at ¢,
which has a random walk structure with variance ¢2; u, j represents the uniqueness of the

verb j, and [3; is the coefficient for the honorification.

(8) y® ~ Bern (inv_logit(yo(f,) +ugj + ﬁlxij)); ugj ~ N(0,08,); yo((t,) ~ N(yéé_l), a,f,)
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Additionally, Yamada (2022b) examined the data from BCCWJ, and suggested (i) that
the ratio between -sase-te kure and -sase-te moraw remains stable irrespective of the author’s
birth year; and that (ii) while the use of -sase-te itadak came into use in the 19th century — for
the simple reason that this construction was never utilized in any earlier period — it did not
become popular enough to outnumber the competing construction (-sase-te kudasar) (Figures
7 and 8). In this way, Time Series Analysis enables us to make a finer-grained analysis of
language change, which would not be so easy to detect with Chi-square analysis.

References

Blei, D. M. & John D. L. 2006. Dynamic Topic Models. Proceedings of the 23rd International
Conference on Machine Learning, 113-120.

Cedergren, H. J. & Sankoff, D. 1974. Variable Rules: Performance as a Statistical Reflection of
Competence. Language 50(2). 333-355.

Gelman, A., Carlin, J. B.. Stern, H. S., Dunson, D. B., Vehtari, A. & Rubin, D. B. 2013. Bayesian
Data Analysis [3rd edition]. London: CRC Press.

Goossens, L. 1995. Historical Linguistics. Handbook of Pragmatics: Manual, ed. by J.
Verschueren, J.-O. Ostman & J. Blommaert, 323-9. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Gries, S. Th. & A. Stefanowitsch. 2004. Extending Collostructional Analysis: a Corpus-Based
Perspective on ‘Alternations.’ International Journal of Corpus Linguistics 9(1), 97-
129.

Jucker, A. H. 2008. Historical Pragmatics. Language and Linguistics Compass 2(5), 894-906.

Hagiwara, J. 2021. Time Series Analysis for the State-Space Model with R/Stan. Singapore:
Springer.

Kawaguchi, R. 2014. Teineitai Hiteikei no Barieeshon ni Kansuru Kenkyuu [A Study of
Variations among Negative Polite Forms]. Tokyo: Kuroshio Publishers.

McCart, T. M. 2014. 4 Statistical Analysis of Witchcraft Accusations in Colonial America: A
Time Series Count Data Analysis. Ph. D. Thesis, Youngstown State University.

Schiffrin, D. 1987. Discourse markers. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Shiina, M. 2021. “Saseteitadaku” no Goyooron: Hito wa Naze Tukaitaku Naru no ka [The
Pragamtics of “Saseteitadaku”: Why do People Want to Use it?]. Tokyo: Hituzi
Syobo.

Stefanowitsch, A. 2013. Collostructional Analysis. In T. Hoffmann, and G. Trousdale (eds), The
Oxford Handbook of Construction Grammar. 290-306. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Taavitsainen, I. & A. H. Jucker. 2010. Historical Pragmatics. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Yamada, A. 2022a. Constructionalization of the Japanese Addressee-Honorification System.
The 23rd Annual Meeting of the Japanese Cognitive Linguistics Association. J. F.
Oberlin University. Sep 3-4.

Yamada, A. 2022b. Tekiyokei no Tuuziteki Koubun Koutai: “Saseteitadaku,” “Sasetemorau.”
“Sasetekudasaru” and “Sasetekureru” no Sentaku nitaisuru Zyootai Kuukan
Moderu o Motiita Zikeiretu Bunseki [Diachronic Constructional Alternation of
High-Applicative Forms: A Time-Series Analysis Using a State-Space Model for
the Choice among “Sasete itadak,” “Sasete moraw,” “Sasete kudasar,” and “Sasete
kure”]. Oral Presentation at the 66rd Meeting of the Mathematical Linguistic
Society of Japan. Sep 17, Tokyo, Nihon University.

—233-



8%

Appendix



HAFEMAM S MRS T KM #H18% (2022)

[R&7EFamCHE] (Proceedings) BEEHE
(AAGEIC L B %EE SNHH)

85 25 | [RE&EFEEHXHE] (Proceedings) (45 18 5)

HATEI A2 Tl 2005 I L D, EORSTRES NARLE &

DFLOKREBIS[KRESRRR/E 2RI LC0ET, D& F LTI,
L0 [ARER]. [PORIYLL [T—92a vy TREK] [RX4—
RE| ICTRESNTLEHT, CHEEE2AYEESNLIEL4IZ. UTO
FUACHEMZ TR 23w, B, #EREFLINL VT IZRBAE

o F

1. BERE

1.

JHAE - Bk

A4 I BEEE, [HIRER] 1Z8NX=JLA, [P 2RI IL] FLEZED VR
TILADERIHICOEENR—JURN [T -7 a3y SRR R 2—HEK]
FANX—JDNGEER SR E G, [T—72 3y 78R T 47—
723y TROERFICOE 4 X=ILN). TEIZHH,

2. &K

a.

o N ST

AEIE LT 30mm, A4 26mm &34, 1AT3CTFEG 178 Bl I3 HB (72
2L LT A RN S L LARnT &),

FERsD 1 R—=YHIZIE, 4 v (hhiz), K4 (Gfiz). FrE (E-mail
7 RLARMER) (GHiZ) 2 L. 20H L 21T TER AL E T 5, (3
WO [HEfEDOA A=V ] #BHK)

CIEEEL O EE, FEEZEIC [RY (e) ] oz ThHiiz Titd.
NITHIZ] 72 [l OffiE [0 2256 TiE%L. [1] 26D 5 2 &,
BISLOwIRIE 117, KHOFNIL 147221 %,

FARDONY =7 v & —12iF, MLkl enwa L,
EEMTALEIIERE L. KRLESHIBMOMICE LOTANS,
IR D 7 + —~ v ME [FEH@ZE] ORMEBE - A5 A vy — MTHEH
Z & (RF¥E DK — L= https://pragmatics.gr.jp/journal/contribution_
rule.html 214),
<FFIITHBEWLZE W E>

(1) EFEOLRE HAFEOLEZBESE T, 7T 7Ny MEIZIERS,

—234-



[R&% L] (Proceedings) FHEEHIE

(2) FEFEOILHRS1E, ABRFEDBEIEAXF. HAEFOHREIINTTET 5,

3. ®HE:

a.

b.

PEERIZ (HAETOWmILLED) ETEBIZILDDEL, H1007ETHEL,
TEIE< Abstract > & RXR—V DL FIZEEL, fFHESA T ORLEWT &,

4. ¥—9—F

a.
b.

EEOTEATRITI[F—7—=F]: ] EWR L, HARH TS MUHNERR 2
F—U— FEALLOMIZ21TET 5.

ERoA4 xA—Y 1~—VH)

<SEHEOYE>
7 A bV K41 (s)

4 K42 (FIR)

< Abstract >

2. FOMoOEERIHE

a.

NI KEREICR 7200 T2, (OB 74 NVOBEEIZRE L T 525
HEIZOWT, BEBEOI XV M 252 TBIEZMAS I 83T R V,)

. PSR, BESEHICEDE T, BFREL T 5.

c. [Tuy—=714 Y7 X] THBRLZNER, SHICHEREIET, [FEHmTE]

BT 22 LD TE 5, TOYEIE, L3 H0ME - BEZET I &

—235-



HAFEMAM S MRS T KM #H18% (2022)

3. JEAROFEM T

a [ER7Z7AN] %, KFEEOF—LR=VIIH b [GHEFR—Y (w4 ~—
V) ) OFEFE PRSI 12 T Microsoft Word % PDF THefi3 %, fHL. 7—
7 vay 7oA REEPEESEZI) FLOTHEROZ L,

b. BRH DMK EOMAERICOVTIE, HR— Y OMHIZERS 2k
RZHEN, ATIT5 28,

4. JEAROFEHIRR

20233 A 31 H (£) 23:59 (HAEME) (COBEHETICERETTIH_&)
* FELOMUHRE 2B X5 KR —U s, EETE R AT, #
D ETHRIEHEOL DIEIEBEE2GEINLEVEHB LT TOT, TTHRLZE N,

[F'n‘ﬂb\/a\?f’)“tff'ﬁ]
HAT Y KERHEAR RERLE (T8 —7 1 ¥ 7 %) 1% HE A

proceedings@pragmatics.gr.jp

R R T A B WAL, 20234324 0 (&) FTIZBHEVWALET,

—236—



Request for submitting manuscripts for the Proceedings

Request for submitting manuscripts for the Proceedings of
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[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 presentations, in
the symposium, in workshops, or poster sessions 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 requirements
1. Paper and length:
All manuscripts should be submitted on A4 size. Manuscripts for lecture presentations
should be no more than eight pages, for the symposium (applied to each presentation at
the symposium you contribute to) should be no more than six pages, and for workshops
(applied to each presentation at the workshop you contribute to), or poster sessions should
be no more than four pages in length. Please note that these length restrictions include the

abstract and the reference list. There is no restriction on the number of words or characters

per page.

2. Format:

a. Margins: top and bottom, 3 cm; right and left, 2.5 cm. Number of lines per page, number
of characters per line, and line spacing are not restricted (however, extremely small
characters should not be used).

b. The first page of the manuscript should begin with the title (all content words should
be capitalized), the author’'s name (family name CAPITALIZED), and the author’s
affiliation (e-mail address optional), followed, after two blank lines, by the abstract 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.
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the homepage of PSJ https://pragmatics.gr.jp/journal/contribution_rule.html)
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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

line and ‘[Keywords] :". [Refer to the figure below.]

b. Main text should be preceded by two blank lines.
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Namel (Affiliation)
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2. 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
title in the proceedings from the one at your presentation.

b. Manuscripts should be written in English (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 submission
a. Your manuscript (Microsoft Word [doc /docx] or PDF) should be uploaded through “LOG
IN (Mypage)”, 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 submission
Due no later than 23:59 (JST) on Friday, March 31, 2023
* 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 24%, 2023:
proceedings@pragmatics.grjp (Kazuyo MURATA)
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