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% % CHR : (1)Langacker, R. W. 2000. "A Dynamic
Usage-Based Model." In M. Barlow and S. Kemmer (eds.)
Usage-based Models of Language. CA.: CSLI Pub. (2) Langacker,
R. W. 2006."Subjectification, Grammaticization, and Conceptual
Archetypes." In Angeliki Athanasiadou. et al. (eds.), Various Paths
to Subjectivity. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
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1. 'Mummy, I really, really saw a ghost in the school toilet!" A
study of children's pragmatic competence and evaluation of
persuasive discourse

Dawn Teo Siew Hui (National University of Singapore)

This paper applies a thetorical framework comprising the three
thetorical appeals — logos, pathos and ethos - and concepts from
pragmatic theory to persuasive discourse. ~ Seven children, aged

7 to 10, individually imaged persuading a specific audience of the

authenticity of a ghost-sighting and their experience of parental

unfaimess as well as to evaluate the persuasion produced by their
participating peers. The children produced discourse based largely
on logos and rated such as highly persuasive. They also
demonstrated awareness that tone of voice, facial expression and
relationship with audience affected persuasiveness. Data thus

showed that the children designed and evaluated persuasion by
considering the beliefs, desires and intentions of their audience,
suggesting that the rhetorical framework closely matches
children’s implicit model of persuasion. Additionally,
interpretation of trends in data required concepts from pragmatics
such as ‘face needs’. This finding distinctly demonstrates that a
thetorical framework combined with more traditional pragmatics
approaches affords both a deeper and broader understanding of
persuasion.

References: ~ Jacobs, Scott. 1989. Speech acts and
arguments. Argumentation 3. 345-65. Jesus, Larrazabal M., and
Kepa Korta. 2002. Pragmatics and Rhetoric for Discourse
Analysis: Some conceptual remark [Online]. In Dascal’s
Festchriff. ~ Manuscrito XXV (2):3348.  Available:
www.sc.ehu.es/ylwkocak/papers/Pragmatics %620and%20Rheto

ric.pdf

2. Identity in practice: the use of terminological resources and
identity formation at conversation analytic data sessions in
Japan BUSHNELL, Cade (University of Tsukuba)

A number of conversation analytic studies have engaged CoP
in recent years (e.g., Brouwer & Wagner, 2004; Hellermann &

Cole, 2009). However, as Hauser (2011) argues, there are risks

involved in such an approach involved. If and how the

participants (a) organize their group as community, (b)

co-constitute a shared repertoire of participatory resources, and (c)

work up and manage identities as practitioners within that

community, constitute empirical questions. In the present study, I

examine interactions at conversation analytic data sessions in

Japan. The analyses focus on how the participants use

terminology during their participation in doing data analysis, and

how such terminology use is implicated in constituting their
group as a community, and in working up and managing
identities within that community.

Works cited: (1) Brouwer & Wagner (2004). Developmental
issues in second language conversation. Journal of Applied
Linguistics, 1(1), 2947. (2) Hauser,(2011). On the Danger of
Exogenous Theory in CA-for-SLA. Applied Linguistics. (3)
Hellermann & Cole (2009). Practices for Social Interaction in the
Language-Leamning Classroom: Disengagements from Dyadic
Task Interaction. Applied Linguistics, 30(2), 186-215.

3. Okay in the pre-second position in Q&A sessions of
international scientific conference presentations
OKADA,Yusuke (Ritsumeikan University)

This conversation analytic studies aims to clarify what the type of
"okay" accomplishes, which is employed in the pre-second (i.e.
pre-answering) position after a question from an audience member.
The analysis of four examples found in the corpus of Q&A sessions
of international scientific conference presentations discovered that
"okay" is employed at the pre-second position in the following
sequential environment: (1) a question to the presenter from an
audience member; (2) a certain length of gap of silence; (3)
repair-proper by the questioner (which is or not followed by a
repair-initiation by the presenter); (4) "okay" by the presenter (which
is or not followed by a further gap of silence); (5) an answer to the
question. The analysis indicates that "okay" is tactically employed
by the presenters as a transition marker to maximize the positive
inference to the presenter's knowledge on the questions being asked
by the audience members.

4. Metalinguistic Negation in Dhaasanac
NISHIGUCH], Sumiyo (Tokyo University of Science)
This data is from my fieldwork in 2005-06 and 2011. In
Dhaasanac, stress on negative sentences cancels negation and
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emphasizes the affirmative answer. I did not swim with pitch and

intensity accent
means I did swim.
) A: Kokin Oanate?
you really swim.2SG.PAST
“Did you really swim?”
B: {Y44/Yu} ma Oanan.
L.SUB/.ABS not swim.1SG.PAST

“Tdid swim, didn’t 1?7

Such polarity reversal requires specific context/ Ithe presence of
really or the hearer’s doubt. Really is known to indicate the
questioner’s bias (Romero&Han 2004). The non-truth-conditional
interpretation of negation is a characteristics of metalinguistic
negation (Hom 1985). The focused negative sentence expresses
objection toward the previous utterance. Disbelief is not allowed in
any of the deontically accessible worlds of the speaker.

References: (1) Hom, L. R. (1985). Metalinguistic negation and
pragmatic ambiguity. Language. (2) Romero, M. and C.-h. Han
(2004). On negative yes/no questions. Linguistics and Philosophy.
(3) Tosco, M. (2002). The Dhaasanac Language.
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B - SR TR X H B REN TTRo T,
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FERLVERIRAIno doubt 2 3 HZ 8 Lo TATD B E- [
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Simon-Vandenbergen, Anne-Marie. 2007. ‘“No doubt and
Related Expressions: A Functional Account.”” In Mike Hannay
and Gerard J. Steen (eds.) In Structural-functional Studies in
English  Grammar, 9-34. Amsterdam/Philadelphia:  John
Benjamins. (3) Traugott, E. C. 2010. “Revisiting Subjectification
and Intersubjectification.” In Kristin Davidse, Lieven
Vandelanotte, and Hubert Cuyckens (eds.) Subjectification,
Intersubjectification and Grammaticlization. Berlin: Mouton de

Gruyter.
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23k (1) Quirk, R. (1968) “Co-existing Negative
Preterite Forms of Dare.”” In Quirk, R. Essays on the English
Language: Medieval ad Modern. London: Longman, 114-19. (2)
Simon-Vandenbergen, A. and K. Aijmer (2007) The Semantic
Field of Modal Certainty: A Corpus-Based Study of English
Adverbs. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

3. opposite D EMGRE B IR
e AN @ N

AZEFNL, Tkl %39 opposite 2T - BilFF « 44
3 - AilEER ESER R R R O— AT, 2D a— NMEs
NEERII—8OTHY . WITNOREOSA L, HAL
72 DS HRERRINCIRE SN CH 5 = & %R
HEERG GEEGEH) OB GRT, BT, D)
HLOH DA, opposite 2% (#eFY) Bk E L CHgRE
52 L EHRET 5, opposite D& 5 7RBHRIEA KT FEIL,
F DIFRIZIB\NTRRMEIC B G- 5 BEROFRENER S
5, opposite DIFE, EOAREHNEN Tt TH D =
LD 2ODERNEET LM, SR THILRITH
N— LoRIE SN2V AT opposite 23R LT
fB< Z & TG EERGRIICFEE S D Z L 260
4%, F7=. £7lh] the opposite D4, Donnellan (1966)
DF 9 attributive use & referential use 7365 Z & &7
45,

ZE 3R (1) Sperber, D. and D. Wilson. 1986/1995.
Relevance: Communication and Cognition. Oxford. (2)
Carston, R. 2002. Thoughts and Utterances: The
Pragmatics of Explicit Communication. Oxford. (3)
Donnellan, K (1966) ‘“Reference and Definite
Descriptions.” The Philosophical Review 75-3, 281-304.
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Conditional Constructions. Cambridge University Press.
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Language of Evaluation - Appraisal in English. Basingstoke:
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Appraisal Website Home Page (accessed 20110329)
http://www.grammatics.com/appraisal/AppraisalGuide/Fra
med/Frame.htm
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London: Routledge.
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ZEHR: (1) Fairclough, N. 1995. Media Discourse.
London: Edward Amold. (2) Fairclough, N. 2001. Language and
Power (second edition). London: Longman. (3) Talbot, M. 1992.
“The construction of gender in a teenage magazine.” in N.
Fairclough (ed), Critical Language Awareness. London:
Longman, 174-199.

Plenary Lecture (16:20~18:20)  [1 548 151#E]
Chair:
Ryoko Suzuki (Keio University)
Lecturer:

John W.DU BOIS  (University of California, Santa Barbara)

Empathy for syntax

Is it possible to have empathy for syntax? The idea doesn't seem
promising. We seem to be mixing two different things, if we try to
combine an emotion (or affective orientation) with a grammatical
apparatus. The widespread conceptualization of grammar as a
machine doesn't seem to leave much room for any emotion, least of
all empathy. Some cracks in the generative position have appeared,
however, notably in Susumo Kuno's important early suggestions
about empathy /in/ syntax, which at least hints that there could be
something going on between these two.

But I want to go further, to ask: Is it /necessary/to have
empathy for syntax? That is, do speakers actually /need/to draw on
the human capacity for empathy in order to be able to do syntax, in
the particular ways that humans do it? I will look at some of the
complex and subtle syntactic structures and strategies that speakers
create as they perform syntax in everyday life, when they are left to
their own goals and devices, asking what role empathy might play,
ifany. I explore the question of empathy as a grounding for syntactic
production in light of two theories which I have been developing in
recent years: dialogic syntax and stance. Based on these theories and
the empirical evidence they allow us to identify, I will suggest that
there are actually quite powerful forces that link empathy and syntax.
I will address the relation between the emergence of emotion in
interaction and the ways that participants construct the
sociocognitive relations of intersubjectivity via dialogic resonance
and stance alignment. If time allows, I will bring in some recent joint
work (with Peter Hobson and Jessica Hobson) on the discourse of
children with autism, in which problems in establishing
intersubjective relations seem to underlie atypical pattemns of
syntactic production. As a report on work in progress, this
presentation will surely raise more questions than it answers; the
goal is rather to open a discussion of the possibility that empathy
plays a critical role in grounding the process of making language
together, with special implications for syntax.
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1. EREFERRAEE RS0 FREAL TR B 3 A BRI -
FERRAHRI DU T S FEE LI )
AFEFRI X Tsushima (2010)73 [ TG EHRAURE AL L5
B854 e.g. Our new washing powders washes whiter! (Aarts
1997: 174))0 F=iEAqw B892 FERAY « 5 m Al 258

ISR T ORI FIZLL T O3 E T 5, 27 mh
AT VTEREFECHLN, FAUTEMER AT =X LR
FHREFATOT=D DJEMZFFoTob D TRTUIARBANEN)
HRIZAREET 2D, B ARSI L7275 NFEFETH-T
HIEBFEOFHIEFRRF ZICFREA TOT O D)@, OF
VRESIZFFHA DL TODLFERRINCHEZMAD DY B D IS
FRATREIC 72D 2V ORIZAR ST %, ZHH DKl ESchlesinger
(1995 : 98-99) 23 &> 1 S B A= 5E D4 - D FE K complexity,
essential property, independence, saliency?>>H%FH 3 0% 121
EIELT BT, 20 ORSHIREIER TS > Tdksh b ok
FiET D,

22 3CHR: (1) Aarts, Bas. 1997. English Syntax and
Argumentation. Basingstoke: Macmillan Press. (2) Schlesinger,
Izchak M. 1995. Cognitive space and linguistic case. CUP. (3)
Tsushima, Yasuhiro. 2010. 4 Cognitive Linguistic Study of Implicit
Theme Resultative Constructions and Their Related Constructions.
A Doctoral Dissertation. Hokkaido University.

2. BB AR BRSO AT~ OB MG/ T~
r—F gk REERUROE NTE H LT
FRISGHE (BT (FE) )
AFEROFIRT, FEEEREFAIRE R EEE S (eg John
looks happy) (ZAEE S DA A LS4 RO BRI
SIHTEATHIZE TS, FINAEDE BT, Kaga (2007)T
TRESIV AR ER 0D =53 HR (BB, RAEHUR , R
o) 2T, BRI, HifE AT BREL | British
National Corpus & Web 2 ORBIAED T, SIHTORER, 2D
ST, ERRONTEIEE 223 B IMEROR (e.g. intelligent)
EIRBEROR A R I IRAERGR (e.g. happy) (XFFET D3, 58
DEDIVTIZAMERPR DL - FHREZ KT IRAGE (e.g. *John
looks present.) ZRE 1T EDNDOI T, HFRIZZDX
HTRHRIDME LR D EIRE DS EDORIETHY | SR
E DT RHI HHERAA T T2 LV D AR FE IR L OB
MHZimC %,
ZE R Kaga, N. 2007. Thematic Structure: A Theory of
Argument Linking and Comparative Syntax. Tokyo: Kaitakusha.

3. FATVATRT HERHLOREA— v LiE R
FEH 75 (BAEAMNERERS)

JERE D ERH R BB 5 0O G543 HT L L C. Fillmore
(1975, 1997) D come/go DIEIRFFL | 7382, Fillmore
[ come/go DIEPURER |1, FEFED come/go D AN IE
LTI 223, 2O TR TV SEHIb RS 5,
ARETIL, TETRFUODREEA T — /b | LN BT  wi)
FT ML T, ZOMBEDFRHR TELT LA, ERT
DDA N—Z BRI TIE7 | BRI 528 T 33
DERIEEIEIRAO AR, KOS RER OB R
FIOIEM EOERDMEZ HND, SHIZ, ARFFEDFERHLL
DOFEEAr =T VR DI LI, ek Bithler
DOIAVTEF )1 | & Langacker DI ZT7RFET /LTl
A HEE Ch ol SEEMDERIHLDT 7 4 — Ve
EHER DT ATREET22,

£33k (1) Fillmore, Charles. J. 1975. Santa Cruz

Lectures on Deixis 1971. Indiana: Indiana University Linguistic
Club. (2) Fillmore, Charles. J. 1997. Lectures on Deixis. Stanford:
CSLI Publications.

4. HERIZEDRERRICOWT —HAGED Y RIERHD
R — ZILER A (5))



AFEFRTIL, BHAGEDY RGO FEOH T JELRY)
ESNTEIARE O A OWTELET 5, BURAAGED
FEREADIATIFZETIE, —MXIC, VR RaaDE FIIESE
BB AR R 57>, FEA TSRS S RS TR
BEThHESND, LDl [<TLEFMZA ML>Z DR, [
SEISEINNTZ ) DU N T <TERSIE RS D IS 3> DWEITZ D
A 2 IDIDNT BUBITHE a0 6 5 875 2 12<<| Fi2hk
1TEEY R RFEORBRN SRE LIRS CRL T, Him
Lo THES N AV DB DI EARHEZ T HIENTED,
RlEF(2010) ClIHERRIC LD RO I IR E TS H A
2L ORBHDEFERL QDD RENELLERIZOWT
EITBEAMA TV VR, AFEERD AL, £ OERA &
{LEDBEDY | B OB 7RH (referential) F 15 ) & T B HEHY
(attributive) %] LW BLENHEER T HZET, YRR R
I REMRO LU AHFAAE AN T HTETH D,

AR (DIIREAF-. 2010. [ HAZEHE RO FESH)
FFZE]. B, (2) Donnellen, K.S.1966. “Reference and Definite
Descriptions.” Philosophical Review 75, 281-304.(3) HUHSKE .
1999. [RRHRET /L ERR— GRS DRI RO
FEZHS > T— |, (G AR I 6, 3546.4)LALE
. 1992. [HEEREMUS] B

6=E[ 1548 152%=F]

1. Mental causality in BECAUSE/SINCE/IF clauses: A case
study of grammar-pragmatics interface
KATAOKA, Hirohito (Osaka Dental University)
The paper focuses on a subclass of causal/conditional clauses
where of pragmatic ‘mental’ causation (Searle 1998, 2004) is
involved, and argues for its significance to English grammar on the
ground of two grammatical constructions. First, we will examine
causal clauses where counterfactuality is involved. Mentally causal
sentences license counterfactuality, while non-mentally causal
sentences do not: "They refused the chicane because it would have
been unfair....' vs. ¥Last week it was cold because it would have
been raining.' Mentally causal sentences imply beliefs on the part of
agents, and the beliefs embed counterfactual propositions. Second,
we will examine 'backward' temporal relation as in TIl take an
umbrella because it will rain.' This seemingly paradoxical relation,
involving allegedly unusual occurrence of WILL, can be explained
by taking mental causation into consideration.

References: (1) Dancygier, Barbara and Eve Sweetser 2005.
Mental Spaces in Grammar: Conditional Constructions .
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. (2) Searle, John R. 1998.
Mind, Language, and Society: Philosophy in the Real World . New
York: Basic Books. (3) Searle, John R. 2004. Mind: A Brief
Introduction . Oxford: Oxford University Press.

2. Allorepetition to develop the story: From storytellers to
story-recipients in English narratives

UCHIDA, Lala (Tokyo Denki University)

My aim is to shed light on how repetition of story-recipients'
utterances by storytellers affects storytelling. For this purpose, I
investigate the use of allo-repetition in terms of place, form, and
content, focusing on three components proposed by Ochs et al.
(1992): explanatory, challengeability, and redrafting. The data
consists of ten audiotaped face-to-face conversations between
English speakers. My analysis shows that storytellers repeat the
story-recipients’ words chiefly as answers and links, to
summarize and develop their story. In addition, answering is
fulfilled the most in challengeability, followed by linking, while
linking occurs most frequently in explanatory and redrafting,

followed by answering. I identify two kinds of collaboration
being encouraged by repetition: contextual collaboration and
expressional collaboration.

References: (1) Goftman, E. 1981. Forms of Talk.
Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press. (2) Ochs, E.,
Taylor, C., Rudolph, D., and Smith, R. 1992. Storytelling as a
theory-building activity. Discourse Processes 15: 37-72.

3. HEREOWREIZRBT AR RENX ) ETAR IZ2DWT
—RENERO I RS OBL) H>—
28R R (BR) / BAFAiTHREL)
WERORFFECIL, #REEOPEEEDBLE) D TERED L
IRbEREA R > 72 DI FEIZR LTV, ZHUSHR L.,
ARRFENIPREZIRIE L, RGOS & SR RO
X (2) 1 & 8 (B 1 @&FEr0 U () | %
BR<) OREEBLE LU, TORE, BEAL Ay
IS KON TR I T3X ) 2SO S V0as, TR)
WAV, TEBIER) ISR DE 7 N e 7 &R
URdiiz X) & Tk oG sfHunsisas, i)
DIEIMBNEBIELS =, — 7, s N ey 7 %45
FHE X DAL, TR BHOGRNEND
ZEDoT,
LA (1) =H 5 (001) WREONEHES 7R
FEEE] 84, BAGRMIEKEZ, pp.319-3262) i FE
(1999) [xtprfiracaml TLPHZAE L, 107

4, THHR) DO TIRONAT KO | DIFRIZIIT DR D
TR —I0) BVMFROSGERI I ET D00
A (EEEEGE)

PEAIE, EOEEDZANEE DREIFCEARETEL GRS
ZHIRATRE CHDLEE DI DEF72\, Z D72 R
1, U5l OPERIR B ORBFENFAEL, JEIE, IR
DFHIFAERL T,

WBEAED [ DAL, i &l EHERSEL Lo
R D, FMLA979:49) D FERIL TWD LT, BRI,
(LIS THUWEN | 72U ERTHY, [EZF A TT,
Z ORI BINETFT I S35 TH D, LIzis>TC, JEAIOF
REBIEINBIN CELEZH DO— NTHY, DRI
ANV IEDITIRNEL B Z DT ENTED,

WD L | D FiRE O 2 c Lo T Bl
MNEDINTEDOYRIEFEIRL ., £ DI A A— %A
FEIELTHDDD—3h Az TADEBbiID, ARET
X i ORI OMRIRE HE R E L, B2 R GREER a5
2TV,

23300k (1)Langacker, Lonald W. 1999. Grammar and
Conceptualization (2)Sato Hiroaki. 1995. One Hundred Frogs
@YMLEELE T 1979 [ERE D ST (@) LB IER 1995 78 A L
il

7TE[154E 153%E]

1. FAAT AT ORVET 4 AT — 25 BT SO —A
A7 —HEEBIZER L T—
H e (BAVE R (BD) )
AWTENL, ~AAT AT Z L — i N A TRl E
KT BT AAT—RAEX 5L, EOHO [EHE | ORIz
TAEATHIZE T, — RN L ARFEOFER DB 4
R A2 HINE 5, L0 B B (03—
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BT L) RBED 7 TUTAE A L2030, LLF
DIUCHT e, FI BAEORERUAZ T 7 — I EE D
I DZELERL, iV Y CAY T 77— DO TH T ERESIT D AZ
77 —Grounding Metaphors | (Lakoff & Nuiiez, 1997, 2000) &
[#H A4~ 7—Pedagogical Metaphors | (Boyd, 1993; Boero
et al,, 2001) LU ) 2 FEEED AN 77— N~ ARAT 4T ORSET
AAT— AR IO B LT L AL T D,
BRIT, 2D 2 TR AL 77— 8L CEARA 78l
(ZFED | BB 2 DM ED AT = X TN ToT
WD, TIUTIHEERA LI LB 20D 2 SORTS
DR ED B D2 LGNS,

2 ik : (DLakoff, G. & R. Nuiiez. 2000. Where
Mathematics Comes From. New Y ork: Basic Books. (2)Boyd, R.
1993. Metaphor and theory change: what is ‘metaphor’ a
metaphor for? In A. Ortony (ed.) Metaphor and thought 2ed.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 481-533.

2. BROERLIEEFRBICKT DIE sz —BhE R
BiIbaIa=r—a OiE—
BHAS T CRPERS)

S I A AR LA BT 138 BT i e LS
T, BT IEF B R HIH B T2 OREED
PRSIz, FRIC, BRI, BRI R I L5 5
IRINDTZZERR . BURE BRI BRE ORI
BT oiiEE FRHEEORE . DOITWEBIZREDZL
STz, 2L BURE S AWFZE T, Bhah
TP DOHT AFBURED IO TRL, ED
JOREFELE D IHIHETIRAIUTZIRBRURD DM
BZTHIZN,

FTIERNIIFEHHEA TV RSO B2
Y=o T VNG BEFRIUI SN REFHEDOSHE- K
Bl A BE OB S - CRIIEA T, IRITARIDER
DHER RO B O S HEL IR L . & D JOH72 MR
T T=DOWERGET D, Fiz, HEHFROTLERLIZ O
TORME RS BEEMIERR D RHD-HIABNIL , BB Rt
ESDAN

SR (1) S HAERSE (2009), [Hcmaaam AR
12 E], KEEEESE (2) 5121, (2000), [VAZL>ZHH ],
AR (3) TR ASTREI R C S D E e A
R TR R T T s R L (RGYT
A — A~ — Y L0 http//www.seisvol kishou.go.jp/eq/
tsunami_kaizen benkyokai/benkyokail/index.html

3. EHERE GG L
AR E S LR (R)

AFEFETIL, IEEITRT 2 [FRGHES + ERERE O
ISR BEIL ., ORGSR i O
WA £ IRIROAED~—h —ChDHETET D, thE
DIEBRFRFEDHESNDEE, SIRFFIR IR bOTIE
R\, Tz, HERRE ST | A& IR AR AE
T 2B, SrBEL 728 | AR | T2 D720
FHINILRZTOEND, O DMESHINE T E5E
DA BN DBEBITIFELNLDITHL, D7RE
REAVER T BIG AT SRS N T IUZE DS
IFFELNDONEARFER TIIELZT D,

SR (DT, 1998, [T(00)7= | —REH S

OO —] TBURGGEOFEELSTE] 243251 KBHR
5. (2) Blakemore, Diane. 2010. “Communication and the

Representation of Thought” Journal of Linguistics 46(3):
575-599.
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1. Language and power in the blogs of freshman students of
MSU-IIT: a critical discourse analysis
POLITO, Rabindranath (Mindanao State
University—Iligan Institute of Technology)

2. Metaphorical promising: Joint construction of political
speech NILEP, Chad (Nagoya University)

Political promising is dangerous. In many societies leaders must
make promises, but if events do not occur, the politician loses power
or position. This paper examines metaphorical promising, where
political actors are held accountable for discourses jointly
constructed with others. Discourses are labeled "promises", yet do
not comprise a single speech act. They are jointly constructed by
multiple speakers, hearers, and referees, but attributed to a single
actor. I examine two cases of metaphorical promising: Japanese PM
Yukio Hatoyama regarding Air Station Futenma in 2009-10, and
US President George W. Bush funding AmeriCorps in 2001-03.
Although Hatoyama avoided direct promises on Okinawa, he was
held responsible for expectations created by various politicians and
media. When Bush's 2003 budget reduced funding for AmeriCorp,
a volunteer program he had raised money for, news media accused
him of breaking a promise. But any promise emerged from
discourse among Bush, other politicians, and media.

3. Modal concord in Japanese: Some initial observations
LARM, Lars (Lund University)

Modal harmony is the phenomenon where one single modality is
expressed by the combination of two modal expressions, as in
(Halliday 1970: 328): Possibly this gazebo may have been built by
Sir Christopher Wren. The importance of this phenomenon is
reflected in papers such as Geurts and Huitink (2006) who coined
the term ‘modal concord’. This talk focuses on the following
question: How can the study of Japanese modality contribute to the
ongoing discussion of modal concord as a general and
cross-linguistic phenomenon? Japan has a rich tradition in the field
of modality, and valuable research has been conducted on patterns
of co-occurrence between modal adverbs and grammaticalized
modal markers. There is thus a solid theoretical and empirical
foundation for cross-linguistic work. I suggest there are different
types of modal concord in Japanese, such as subjective epistemic,
objective epistemic, and evidential concord.
Selected references: (1) Geurts, B. & Huitink, J. (2006). Modal
concord. In Dekker, P. & Zeijlstra, H. (eds), Proceedings of the
ESSLLI Workshop Concord Phenomena at the Syntax-Semantics
Interface.” Malaga. 15-20. (2) Halliday, M.A K. (1970). Functional
diversity in language as seen from a consideration of modality and
mood in English. Foundations of Language 6(3), 322-361.

4. Addressing syntactic issues semantically/pragmatically: A
case study of island-(in)sensitivity in Japanese cleft
constructions SERAKU, Tohru (University of Oxford)

This paper defends the following thesis: what are usually
considered “syntactic” issues are fruitfully handled in terms of

“semantics/pragmatics”. I argue for this thesis by analyzing the

island-(in)sensitivity in Japanese clefts. Hoji (1990) notes that if a

clefted item has no case particle, it is not sensitive to an island, while

if it has a case particle, it is sensitive to an island. I propose that this
distinct behaviour of the two types of clefts is properly handled as an
outcome of semantic/pragmatic structure-building, modelled within

7



Dynamic Syntax (Cann et al. 2005): semantic/pragmatic structure is
constructed in an incremental fashion as a string is parsed
word-by-word. A focus item is parsed by means of global structural
underspecification, which is later resolved; this resolution is possible
only if there is no case particle, since the lexical entry of case
particles blocks such a resolution.

References: (1) Cann, R. et al. 2005. The Dynamics of
Language. Elsevier. (2) Hoji, H. 1990. Theories of Anaphora and
Japanese Syntax. Ms., USC.

BAF—FEK (12:25~1420)  [124iE]

RAZ—1=E[ 154 144%=]

1. has gone & is gone (D HIRERBE L BB
E HEC R (50)
AFERIT, <have+1IBESFI>ITIDET L<betil
SR> IZEASETIZOUNT, has gone & is gone & AL
Ta—/RADT —ZEH ST, Wi OHEERELS
FOERICERARYD | ZOEROEE BT D, Joik
DBFESET D resultative |TIEEDFREDFEFIRIENHTEIC
RHONAHZEERL, —H0 BEFIE <be + B4 >
TENMEATANTE T LI LI LR A £ 720 |
(la)(1b)iXFRIFEE S LA,
(1) a. All my money has gone.
b. All mymoney is gone.
L7>L has gone & is gone OB ECHEL T D RIGPAICIX
BHODRRHED D, ZOBIERIZIE & WA AOIVD A
FITENENDTE T BRI FLOERHAZ BT 5717 7
ANALEDFENCERTDHEZZ DNDHTE, {E>T<have
£y > & <be+iHESIE] > DR IE T OEROH)
L3 ATy i i E e = A N TNy g D74
ZE3CHR: (1) Langacker, Ronald W. 1991. Foundations

of Cognitive Grammar, vol. 2. Stanford: Stanford University
Press. (2) Michaelis, Laura A. 1998. Aspectual Grammar and

Past-Time Reference. London: Routledge. (3)[i] FH{H1K:.1985.
TRIGRILARASC]. KIEREESE. @)LALER. 2009.[38%H#EC
il NIEFEENL.

2. XMFEDOS AT H S RER NS LB
R (BB (50))

AT, KRR 5E1LC Du Bois 2001)&1ICHE
9 BxfRhRErm(dialogic syntax)ZFXEL ., *EHIIITHSE
FRDFLFEEEOMH], T 7240 %0 (resonance)| & R 3~
%o D 1T, ZHHE MO SFEIVERIAA T HMHEEIT O
CLayR BHRLIFEEME SN D07, bR EE ORI
FOMSEERS DD, D 2wl L TB LI baik A
Do it CBRL T, B2 FTRE R S REITHRD B D HEREE L
THRf=—/SA(SBCSAB)ZE- L 00, i#gHE A& T
BELEAT, 70k, B EFHTT— SADEENGIEGFEE T
N

253k Du Bois, J. (2001). “Towards a Dialogic Syntax”.

University of California, Santa Barbara [manuscript].

3. EER OB S T~ — 3 T REREEREE DB S
Bt JE - (40t R () )
~ b=V T R RERREA O RERORE H HRFH BV T, B
IRH1995)DN i |OBRRIANE ORRE RS D E i - B %%
D, Fiz, T, AAGEREERA O HaE |0 SHPORHHE
Wl 2L BINET D, FEREL T, ~L—3 T R RaRas A

D BYIRH1995) DN HZE | OSEERN B AZEREEE LRI
BiL., O80T BAGER G LU T Wb D TH -T2, Lol
<L — 3 T REETE OBE RO HET 1, FELFOFRGEEA—
NR=F 9T FHZENEL, ZNHIVR BRI AAGEO! H5E)
DOMWEEIE D RIREMMN BN, BARBFEM AN TH
%
B3R IR RAB(1995) H AGEDZI 2= —ar — 13
BT OUWT — JE R L TR s 30-1:45-60

ARAZ—22E[ 154 145%=]

L. IREBIGIC I 5 NG C OB LRI LB
PR — A —F L YL L TR ERUT 7 RT AR
ACANT TV —INHDELE—

AT (R ()
YRIT AR
B AT NI T I, PRt B &R SR

F (BITBIFE) D face ZHETATRESID, AFEFTIEL B

PI>NI B A& R Bha—# O TR L84, R

LI BE O AREERASRE LTz, LT, 2R TRIESh

TR DAL —F Ll TN BEOFIE ~DRY

TAT RTARFIA AN TV —ELTOID ITEH LT,

R, MBELRIAE D L LSRN TO AT B

(L BB DRI L X RO BRE ST, EDJDH7

Tz IV N TS DB T2,

% % WK ¢ (1) Backhaus, Peter.(2009). Politeness
institutional elderly care in Japan: A cross-cultural comparison,
Joumnal of Politeness,5 (1), 53-71. (2) HEZRFQ011)[=23=
=r—varOttaEEAIEREE

2. S RIEIERE SO OV T
R FLIRREF)
AFERTIE, (DD L7 UTBIT D EMHEE O Flilk 23K
I,
(1) a. Inour midst appeared an unknown young man.

b. There appeared an unknown young man in our midst.
ZIETOITRTIZ, UL ED IS A B E OB D
AL C&E Tz, LD HEETIL, B ROSATE SV, Bridd
DHRESNAEANDD, Ll Tobx REAFRIDL 72
IR BESNTH, (1a)l(1b)D L7222 DIER ST
S, [ O EURREDAHIE AL T2, 22T,
LU Okt S 2425895,

Q) HHZRT BT
a. MERRZESR + B + 63, RN
F oA AT %,
b. [There + Bl + 355 + EAREEE 1L, IRA
YOHEIZ DL DAL D,
23R (1) Lambrecht K. 1994. Information Structure and
Sentence Form, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. (2) =
G« ABFIEE. 2002. [ A 955H0 B BREIESC) B e
s

3. 72 EBEEITELD EEIGE (ERHD EF 30 o
FREHEINLDN?

A REHTERSFHEER)

FEIEE (ERR 130 O MR EiE Ed0b A

EHEE BN EV O ZHTEAMOEFTHEH, TOHBEEL

T, RIS FTA OBSRIZ %53 HNENLED (hedge)) 72

MHTHHEVIRERFRIIHHN 52 DNAD MBI Th

8



b, LML, Z0&E 2 FHTIiE 1 don’t {think/believe} you are
{ugly/stupid/badswrong} D J573 1 {think/believe} you are not
{ugly/stupid/bad/wrong} S0 AR DS i\ EV D AT
T 2ZEMTER, E0H0E, ZOHE, [ENS7e]
FHEE KL T polite 7205 CTdrd, AFEFE T, FHi
ED MFHUZ, p 165 disinclination HDVME —p 12
Xt9% inclination ZARE CEDDITH LT, HERAGEL
—p |Z incline L' CWAEEE ()3 S 1285 p Dialaidsd
TWBZEAAREL TLEINT h LOHSHIBIRAE LS
DRREMENN DHT- DI, FEHAMEZ DAL, FEREL T, FHiE
TENZNSNDZ LTI H T LA RS Do

BEIR: (1) /AL, 1996 HEARD UL Z23 )35k
ARa@)EE 24iFFE4E.  (2) Langacker, Ronald W. 2002. “The
Control Cycle: Why Grammar is a Matter of Life and Death.”
JCLA 2. 193-220. (3) Wierzbicka, Anna. 2006. English:
Meaning and Culture. Oxford University Press.

RAZ—3HE[15HE 155%]

L [Tz (T2 —HEHIRRREE AT DI H—
AR - (BEPE R () )
A%EFE Tl van Dijk (1988), Wodak and Meyer (200128
OHCHIIRGEE T OS50, AAGEIZ I DI == lv)
REOEREHEHIFN ARG T2, Fairclough(1989)D ik~ % i
\ %% TIHETIDREFHIRIASND, [Nz &)
T 1990 FRUCT=m~—27 | LVOAFRT, BUFf 38T
%)\éku‘_o 2O, lxayy | lxaf— | [xaRk b
12 W e DREREE AT 2G| BRI RAELFHOZ ITR LT-HD
BDOWWNE LU TREICIAHES OFBNEASI T
WD, AFERTIE, TEROREHI T OFIENA T, =2—
2GR U ERA AT, XU SD {EICEL DR
FEAFIAL Tl LWREO A HEERNZ T2,
ZE IR (1) Fairclough, N. 1989. Language and power,
London: Longman. (2) van Dijk, T.A 1988. News as discourse.
London: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. (3) Wodak, R. and M.
Meyer eds. 2001. Methods of critical discourse analysis. London:
Sage. (4) = N2 1983. [SD JEZIDA A= DRIE—F
ORISR DOTFLIE—] )IEHEE

2. What do Japanese honorifics convey? --A Relevance-based
approach KOIZUM], Yuko (Tokyo Kaiyo University)

I will discuss that modularity of mind of relevance theory
can explain the mechanism of the interpretation of Japanese
honorifics. Empirical studies of honorifics mainly in social
linguistics, showing variety of aspect of the usages of honorific
expressions, deal with honorifics independently. Treating
honorifics as a module, as a sub-module of a language, could
explain these independent studies and also integrate them into the
studies of a whole language system, and into the mechanism of
utterance interpretation. In addition, among elaborate honorific
systems in Asian languages, relative honorifics of Japanese offer
interesting data: Those data strongly suggest that not only a
module of honorifics but another module related to the social
relationship might be activated in the use of honorifics. This
relevance-based approach, classifying honorifics as procedural
expressions and weak implicature, can also explain why
honorifics have had studied for their rich and a variety of
interpretation possible.

References (1) Sperber,Dan and Deirdre Wilson. 1986/1995.
Relevance: Communication and Cognition, Oxford: OUP. (2)
Sperber, Dan. 2005. Modularity and relevance: How can a
massively modular mind be flexible and context dependent? In P.

Carruthers, S. Laurence & S. Stich (Eds) The Innate Mind.
Oxford: OUP.

3. FEHTRALL TORFEIST D VEIE] L IATE]
el ASHESE (TR 2R
BAEE GO LR
FEEENSFENCEH IN WD EOE®RE L7257
Z EIFR L EEHRMOHTOHERETH 5, AETIIZN
FThRA 2RISR I BT E # | J&bhf%ta%
P DTN & FEPRIE, F7AE EALE L W) [TEZ T
TR OHYET A Z L 2L, B—0FGEET T OREN
SOFREIRD &6 60— & REIZT 20 Tidia , HEITS
E L CORFEDOHTEUIFEEN ED L S ICEH AT
HVIREERTLH LB E5HICL ofﬁ%%ﬁ’)@ﬁ %
FRARERRR 7B DR LD, FR, SERCIT 51518
& EDEBREIZONT, S 5HICE->T K] &L
THRMESNIZb O, 20 TH & UTETENL :ﬁfﬁ“
LEMRETELT A5 Z LITEREY TS, fne LT,
HBHC LM TR L L“C@/K\EE e SIANGES ;.Séi%fﬁfﬁ
W UZEFEDEERAIET O L O (K] & LTrbEN
HZ&T, 20 MHy & UCEERREREZBTEEL, f#
ROBMAEHEST D &2,

ZER: (1) HEAST - MAHEL. 2011, HEMSEEHD
KTFRE L LTORERT =—X] . BARFR S
% 28 E K2 TR . 568575 (2) Schegloff, E.A.,
Jefferson, G., & Sacks, H. 1977. “The preference for
self-correction in the organization of repair in
conversation.” Language. 52(2). 361-382.

RAS—AZE[ 1348 156%E]

1. Tone-of-voice in Japanese
CAMPANA, Mark (Kobe City
University of Foreign Studies)

This paper investigates tone-of-voice in Japanese, mainly
attitudinal information regarding topic or context. The diversity of
tones invites a Natural Semantics Metalanguage approach,
whereby emotion-words decompose into mental states of wanting,
knowing, thinking, and feeling, which can be wordlessly ‘intoned’.
The first experiment elicited intoned responses to yes/no
questions. Others ranked these by degree of wanting, knowing, etc.
Highly-ranked responses were analyzed for distinctive acoustic
features. Natural conversations were also scanned for TOV and
compared with these samples. The findings indicate that
predicates have their own signature pattern of baseline deviation,
a prerequisite for interpreting attitude. The signature of one can be
combined with another to form a complex signal, or tone. Over
time, speakers build up inventories of such combinations.
References: (1) Wierzbicka, A. 1999. Emotions Across
Languages and Cultures. Cambridge. (2) Wichmann, A. 2000.
Intonation in Text and Discourse. Longman.

References (1) Abelin, A, & J. Allwood (2000).
‘Cross linguistic interpretation of emotional prosody.” ISCA
Workshop on Speech and Emotion (110-113); Newcastle,
Northemn Ireland. (2) Bolinger, D. (1989). Intonation and its uses:
Melody in grammar and discourse. Edward Amold, London. (3)
Campbell, N. & D. Erickson (2004). “What do people hear? A
study of the perception of non-verbal affective information in
conversation speech. In Journal of the Phonetic Society of Japan
8.1._(4) Couper-Kuhlen, E., & M. Selting (1996). Prosody in
Conversation. Studies in Interactional Sociolinguistics 12.
Cambridge University Press. Hirschberg, Julia. ‘Pragmatics and
intonation’. In The Handbook of Pragmatics. Hom, Laurence, &
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Gregory Ward (eds.) Handbook of Pragmatics. 2004. (5) Reed,
B.S. (2006). Prosodic Orientation in English Conversation.
Palgrave MacMillan, UK. (6) Shochi, T., Erickson, D., Rilliard,
A., Aubergé, V., Martin, J.-C. (2006). ‘Recognition of Japanese
attitudes in audio-visual speech’. Speech Prosody, 2006._(7)
Wichmann, Ann (2000). “The attitudinal effects of prosody, and
how they relate to emotion’. Department of Cultural Studies, ms.
University of Central Lancashire. (8) Wierzbicka, Anna (1999).
Emotions Across Languages and Cultures: Diversity and
Universals. Cambridge University Press.

2. The meaning of the diminutive shift in Japanese: Its
dimensionality, regularity and pragmatic effect
SAWADA, Osamu (Mie University)
Studies of child language acquisition have shown that in the
early stages of acquisition of Japanese as a first language, there is
a tendency for babies to pronounce [tf](or [J]) instead of [s] (eg
Juusu Guice’, fuuchwjuusyu ‘juice, baby talk’). Interestingly, this
phonological error committed by babies has been
conventionalized in adult grammar as a device for creating a
flavor of baby talk. The purpose of this presentation is to
investigate the interpretive mechanism of the diminutive shift in
Japanese in terms of the semantics/pragmatics interface. T will
argue that the function of diminutive shifting is to shift the size of
the speaker from normal to extremely small, and show that (i)
the meaning created by the diminutive shifting is a
productive/rule-based  conventional — implicature  (unlike
word-based conventional implicatures, e.g. frankly speaking
(Grice 1975; Potts 2005) and (i) the effect of diminutivization
can differ depending on where it arises.
References: (1) Grice, HP. 1975. Logic and conversation. In
P. Cole and J. Morgan (eds.), Syntax and Semantics, vol. 3:
Speech Acts. Academic Press. (2) Potts, C. 2005. The Logic of
Conventional Implicatures. Oxford University Press.

3. PR SRS L T mh AT
FHRIRSE CIREEE KT JHREH T (B 7K

T ARG e o 2 T EE ST A L
T BMEE | DA DA EHOENIT D HkA 72
communication model 3 FUIZH#EZEE 41TV 5 3 (Shannon
and Weaver 1949; Berlo 1960; Miller 1966 inter alia). i1
WKL G R R AEDHM AR T 22 LIRS T
13720, FOEKROFRIT, W49 model % conduit
metaphor (Reddy 1979)Z4KHLL | WM OupD message &5
BEPOZEE~L T EGND | HOLEET DAL
%o AHlIL . toolmakers paradigm (ibid) (- HEHLL T
communication OELEREEZFTRL . EDOH ISR RES
FET 5. sEARmICEIVIE . message 135EE D [ FEED
HE ) & BER - SUEDOIRET D BZENE | 15705,
P> T, WbWBHIRE 1 & T32E 1T HEERENes
ENF BRI HF - T EWDOBERENGR0 |
BEO 52 BB C D BERIIS AN EHE - 305 - FEEE - iEH
FAERRIC L S TEED, FMAEIT . D LICkHEEE
F = WEF DO CRFRUMN TV VR I BE AR 7= BRI AR
U5, ZORBEIL., ¥ A7 EHOHT(Coleman
and Kay 1981)i2 > CTHIES 5D,

£ 3K - (1) Coleman, Linda and Paul Kay, 1981.

“Prototype Semantics: The English Word Lie.” Language 57-1:

26-44. (2) Reddy, Michael J. 1979. “The Conduit
Metaphor—A Case of Frame Conflict in Our Language about

Language.” (3) Shannon, Claude E. and Warren Weaver. 1949.
The Mathematical Theory of Communication.

4. TAGVEIPLOIMEIZEEDOLHI ) & 7R ORSFRIZ S
WT SR R (B0)
AFEFD HHE, A5 nbOMNEIZ IO HHIFINT R L
TiHE B2 AZ LD, ZOTENZBET DDA T
(@I DRI, SME DS Z —FH RN TS
ZETHD, TOUTHERTHL T Stucky (1987) Tl oHER
W&o TGRS L FRISHD SO | HIErE (2> TILEES
AIRE CHIUTIEE L7RVIGDZEDVREND, ZOFRITSNE
DX D " HR—AVRREI BRI AT T 20D
T, AFEFKTIIZO AL SR, FERRORRNE MR 1 &
L TR 5, £LC, ZOMEmEL TOfifI 2357201,
e OBESEFUINTHRA TBEEA T, fimme LT, Aagalhy»
DOSNEITHIRIDVECDBRTIE, FEEREANE LD Ry Vi
OOF WK LA, S5, ZOMFEO-E 13 Grice DI
AR | Z J o TR OB IE S T o 2L a T,
ZEIHR(1) Stucky, S.U. 1987. “Configurational variation
in English: A study of extraposition and related matters.” Syntax
and Semantics 20 (2) Grice, HP. 1975. “Logic and
Conversation.” Syntax and Semantics 3

U (1430~17:00)  [184H 1513E)

Aspects of Meaning in Discourse:
Towards Interdisciplinary Pragmatic Research

Chair:
Lawrence Schourup (Osaka Prefecture University)

Designated Discussant:
John Du Bois (University of California, Santa Barbara)

1) Embodied action in interaction: A conversation analytic
approach to action-formation
Aug Nishizaka (Meiji Gakuin University)

In 1968, Harvey Sacks proposed a policy for studying
action-formation in the following way: first locate recognizable
action in actual interactional data, and then proceed to elucidate the
procedures that the participants in the interaction employ to generate
that recognizable action. In this study, through the analysis of the
video-taped interaction between healthcare providers and pregnant
women in regular prenatal checkups, I explore a set procedures for
the formation of a particular action type, i.e., problem-presentation.
As 1 demonstrated elsewhere (Nishizaka, 2010), though the
healthcare provider does not solicit a pregnant woman to present
particular problems at the beginning of each of her visits, there are
still sequential positions systematically provided for pregnant
women's raising their concerns. | elucidate the construction of the
action at one of such positions, ie., at the point where an
examination or measurement is incipient, and discuss an implicitly
involved dilemma.

Reference: Nishizaka, A. 2010. Self-initiated problem
presentation in prenatal checkups. ROLST 43(3).

2) "Trading places" and intersubjective understanding of spatial
perspectives Kuniyoshi Kataoka (Aichi University)

In this presentation, by focusing on the multimodal realization
of spatial relations through language and the body, I will examine
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the ways in which mutual understanding was intersubjectively
achieved in a continuous discussion of uncertain routes and
landmarks by rock climbers. The key notion here is “trading
places” (Duranti 2010), which emanates fiom a
phenomenological merger of multiple perspectives through the
intersubjective comprehension of narrated scenes. In order to
specify the processes that make it possible, I first elaborate on the
types of perspective-taking and define “intersubjective”
perspectives in terms of previous findings on “frames of
reference” (Levinson 2003). Based on that definition, I will show
that (1) the participants eventually came to employ differential
controls of language and the body depending on their experiential
status in the narrated scene, and that (2) intersubjective
understanding triggered a language-body split, which dialectically
encompassed the ego- and allo-centric perspectives merged into
one. Such a perspective was found to be used only by the
“knowing” expert, suggesting that that particular intersubjective
perspective was not inherently given but collaboratively achieved
in situ.

References: (1) Duranti, Alessandro (2010). Husserl,
intersubjectivity and anthropology. Anthropological Theory 10(1),
1-20. (2) Levinson, Stephen C. (2003) Space in Language and
Cognition: Explorations in Cognitive Diversity. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

3) Utterances in real time: Where interaction and cognition meet
Yasuharu Den (Chiba University)

Utterances in spontaneous discourse are produced and
comprehended in real time. Although some language-related
research  fields, including conversation analysis and
psycholinguistics, have paid attention to this aspect of language, this
view has not been central in linguistics. In this talk, I present my
recent studies on the real-time construction of utterances, based on
the corpus-linguistic methodology, focusing on how the initial and
final portions of spontaneous utterances are being produced and
comprehended in real time. I show that fillers and restarts at the
utterance-initial position are not just disfluencies, but may serve as
instantaneous commitment to a new tumn, simultaneously dealing
with the cognitive load of planning an utterance. I also illustrate how
various kinds of resources at the utterance-final position, whether
syntactic, prosodic, or non-verbal, are utilized for undelayed
transition between tumns, putting particular emphasis on the case of
overlapping speech. Through these studies, I discuss how people
solve interactional and cognitive problems at the same time and how
our language is designed to fit such purpose.
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