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More thoughts on ‘clause’ from a historical-pragmatic perspective
Convener: SHIBASAKI, Reijirou (Meiji University)
1.  More thoughts on stand-alone because-clauses from a historical-pragmatic perspective
HIGASHIIZUMI, Yuko (Tokyo Gakugei University)
2. From parenthetical to main clause: Rethinking the directions of change with a focus on
the problem is in the history of English SHIBASAKI, Reijirou (Meiji University)
3.  ‘“Exist exist”: Predicates as reactive tokens in Japanese conversation
SUZUKI, Ryoko (Keio University)
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@ 13:30-14:05 @ 14:10-14:45 @ 14:50-15:25 @ 15:30-16:05
Chair: KOYAMA, Tetsuharu (Kyoto Notre Dame University)
1. Doing Leadership: An Analysis of Gendered Discourse in Business Meetings in Taiwan
TUAN, Jeanne H. (Shu-te University)
YAO, Huimei (Penghu University)
ICHIHARA, Tsuneo (Shu-te University)

2. Identity shift, and learning to use terminology at conversation analytic data sessions in Japan
BUSHNELL, Cade (University of Tsukuba)

Chair: NOZAWA, Hajime (Kyoto University of Foreign Studies)
3. Questions as interactive and embodied reminders during collaborative remembering
BIETTI, Lucas (Telecom ParisTech)
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@ 13:30-14:05 @ 14:10-14:45 @ 14:50-15:25 @ 15:30-16:05
Chair: IGARASHI, Kairi  (Ryukoku University)
1. The conventionality of pragmatic inference in noteworthy comparison
SAWADA, Osamu (Mie University)
2. A Cognitive-Pragmatic Study on Metaphor: an Inquiry into Systematic Mappings and
Processing Effort MAO, Junling (MinJiang University)

Chair: ONODERA, Noriko (Aoyama Gauin University)
3. L2 Cantonese Chinese Request Strategies and Proficiency of Pakistani Preschool Children in
Hong Kong
WONG, Yuen-Fan Lornita (Hong Kong Institute of Education)
LEUNG, Cheung-Shing Sam (Hong Kong Institute of Education)
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@ 9:30-10:05 @ 10:10-10:45 @ 10:50-11:25 @ 11:30-12:05
Chair: KANAMARU, Toshiyuki (Kyoto University)
1. The Dolichologic Discourse Marker Okay: Adumbrating an Extended Turn in Interaction
O'NEAL, George (Niigata University)
2. Two competitive factors influencing the production of descriptive texts
YAMADA, Yoko (Kansai Gaidai University)

Chair: YAMAGUCHI, Haruhiko (Kobe City University of Foreign Studies)
3. On the development of sentence final kke in Japanese
TAMAJI, Mizuho (Hong Kong Polytechnic University)
KAWANISHI, Yumiko (UCLA)
YAP, Foong Ha (Hong Kong Polytechnic University)
4. Functional Analysis of Japanese Passives IMAMURA, Satoshi  (University of Oxford)
HELGASON, Einar Andreas (Tohoku University)
KOIZUMI, Masatoshi  (Tohoku University)
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Chair: IDE, Risako (University of Tsukuba)
Conversational Style and Local Identity: a Study of Hawai'l Talk Story
UENO, Ryoko (Keio University)
Pragmatic development of Japanese learners: A ten-month’s longitudinal study of request
BEUCKMANN, Fusako (The University of Tokyo)

Chair: NABESHIMA, Kojiro (Kansai University)
The building blocks of Tone-of-voice
CAMPANA, Mark (Kobe City University of Foreign Studies)
The Impact of the Changing roles of Colors and Color Codability on Reference Production:
Evidences from a narrative discourse in Malayalam
SURESH, Rinu (Nambiar International Institute of Information Technology)

C&i [ 101 ] BARERR
(19:30-10:05 @ 10:10-10:45 (3 10:50-11:25 @11-3&12-05 ® 12:05-12:40

1.

= BEEA UERSE
N+ FRAERICHITDSELFOES T 1 AT 2—EER
NFREF G & 87 EES
IRROBEDEEECRITD TK0EL ) BEEDERIDNT—F v+ X 3—X « INS1 FRRIBHDER
mS— TSOY, Ekaterina GERINEEEARE)
ARSI DASEIC DN TH—ER -NIBDIEE b IEED IO —
ok I AUBERFERFRD)

= | AT CRBRITIZAS)
FEIVYILT—Y 3 VESEICRITD MEEEOIETHR & MER) @ ISV D M
) ZhithNC
BIBZR0 (REPAFAFRE) -« B3nt (REAFAMIEHRAT 1 7205 —)
1 V=R ~CHRITDBETEE ) R D IERODHT
JIIEB $6th - SIEEEARR « KB (R ATECAN SRS SIS

D&t [102] BHAERERR
@ 9:30-10:05 @ 10:10-10:45 @ 10:50-11:25 @ 11:30-12:05 (©12:05-12:40

N

e

= | FEEY— (FEEIRILRE)
BEEICRITD FiR] DAFT I - - true, real ZTHHVDIC WEB—F (@&

UL REBSEORE - E£4DHTIU—ELT LEBENE GHEAS)
9= | FE— REAS

BAGE e DS EEET S JING, Zeng (Shanghai International Studies University)
SUSEBEOBBEE— XY D 7 —IERDERNS AR EFITAFAFER)
SRIAVNY) D o — —IE5RIC K DARRLE - BIEE A D AARERER EEEAS)



Esig [ 104 ] BAERR
@ 9:30-10:05 @ 10:10-10:45 @ 10:50-11:25 @ 11:30-12:05

1

2.

3.

4.

= =Bin EERAE
(DT 2R VZBASEEE TS DInEIIS 55 LR I—/ \RODAICEDINT-
TREF @OEAZAFRD BT | GoEAD
12585 €521 OMBERINREDEE: S55DEmMitRETOER—
BHRADE CIRRE)

= A2 B @WPHINEEAD

RS ASFANTZ) ZEDBIRT DN | BIRDANZZANEDI VT DA DER
SH B QEARFE BERLFAFIRED
CPREIBIC R D5ERTmEMEAEIC DU T RRMEES FURAZERSF D

IRRRA—FEK (12:45~14:25) [1B0E—]

.

10.

11.

12.
13.

COd1 & Tecwuta (TPIL) 1 DORREEECSTAL 82 Rt GUAFIEEED
XUFEICRITBAY T 77—t/ \H—> —XEEEFORINCIENDAY I 7—[CFB LU T—
ZNSRONSES N
BohEEEtaDIRGHDEL \EREIRIR HE, Jingjing (AUIRKFARSF D)
Process-product Research into EFL Classroom Practice and Its Effects on Learners’
Development of Sociolinguistic Competence
YU, Ming-chung (National Chengchi University)
BHBISEEDMNDSHTRKFEDAT 1 P « UTSY— - FEID AT D5t Dotz
BEIC - WIB7RE KFRIAFIFEED
BIEDF v IS E UAEFHETIR IAREAX (RERFAE Y BAFMIRES)
FHETRELUTD [B1E] —2DEHEZNHO—
SETR (SEEBRAFIFEED
[TREE « S FRR] & TBD) DIRnEHR T F ERREBUESD
NIBDFHFFTAICRITD MODSIT ] —BARANBTEFTE Y 7 ABAREZEEOXREDIL
[C— SENA, Khwanchira (National Institute of Development Administration, Thailand)
E=EMDZ 51 TEND B PXIRIAT SR DEESss 2PN —
T BR CUNAREAZEHESHEERD
RROUIDBZ EFTHEOBXIME— “8nlR” C U CDRE) « b « IBRERIRDE=—
RBEE—BB CRIRAZFEAE )
BIREA R ZS—EZODHkBE WASE— ERIRTINESEFFRD
RERBEEHRETR I sl DBIASBELER
ABEER RIRAFEAED « BEER (IRAFEAF D



OURTTDL (14:30~17:00) [ defER—IL ]

/7_'—? ; “Implicature” \

SEEM. BhE (RETEWHERS)

SEEM. SNBEF RREFAE)

5EEM. WHEF RRF=AF)

18R EETsmE.  Professor Mira Ariel  (Tel Aviv University)
\@/ﬁ\: SCHOURUP, Lawrence (RBRAFTIAZ) /

s (17:00~17:10) [ dtfErk—i ]
PREROIRHS =% B @RK-ESAD



e - ERES

12A78 (1ER)

J—45<3v7 (10:00~11:40)

ASlE J9—5<avr1 [109 ]

More thoughts on ‘clause’ from a historical-pragmatic perspective
Convener: SHIBASAKI, Reijirou (Meiji University)

This workshop is aimed to rethink the diachronic pathways of change with a focus on some
particular syntactic units which are usually called ‘clauses’in English and Japanese. Main clauses
are considered to be innovativeexpanding their functions more textually and interpersonally,
finally giving rise to discourse markers. However, once onewidens his/herhorizon to look intoa
large array oflanguages, diverging as well as converging points may come into view.This
workshop also delves into the cross-linguistic versatility of ‘clauses’especially based on Japanese
conversational discourse.The underlining theoretical assumption in this workshop is that clauses
and their functions are best defined in terms of how they behave in discourse, synchronically and
diachronically. This workshop will thus demonstrate qualitatively as well how one type of clause
evolves into another, whilst making the best use of authentic data at any synchronic stage.
References

Brinton, Laurel J. 2010. “Discourse Markers”. Historical Pragmatics eds. by Andreas H. Jucker
& Irma Taavitsainen, 285-314. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.

Bybee, Joan. 2001. “Main Clauses are Innovative, SubordinateClauses are Conservative:
Consequences for the Nature of Constructions”. Complex Sentences in Grammar and Discourse:
eds. by Joan Bybee & Michael Noonan, 1-17. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Hopper, Paul J. & Elizabeth C. Traugott. 2003. Grammaticalization, 2nd ed. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Thompson, Sandra A. 2013. “Understanding ‘clause’as an emergent ‘unitin Japanese and
English.” Paper presented at the Workshop on Linguistic and Interactional Units in Everyday
Speech: Cross-linguistic perspective, University of Alberta. June 21, 2013.

1.  More thoughts on stand-alone because-clauses from a historical-pragmatic perspective
HIGASHIIZUMI, Yuko (Tokyo Gakugei University)
This study explores the diachronic aspects of stand-alone because-clauses (either ‘suspended
clause constructions’ (Ohori 1995, 2000) or ‘insubordination’ (Evans 2007)). Several studies
have suggested that some because-clauses (and the variants ’cause, cos, cuz, etc.) are loosely
connected to their reference clause or appear at the turn-initial positionin present-day spoken
English (Altenberg 1984, Couper-Kuhlen 2011, Schleppegrell 1991, Stenstrém 1996, among
others). However, few have investigated the developmentof such because-clauses in the history
of English. Drawing on the ARCHER corpus, this study will investigate the diachronic process
of the because-clause in relation to its reference clause in the Modern English period. Then, it
will take a closer look at stand-alone because-clauses in discourse, paying special attention to
how the interlocutors interpret each other’s utterances, and suggest that stand-alone
because-clauses have been emerging through use in conversation.
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2. From parenthetical to main clause: Rethinking the directions of change with a focus on
the problem is in the history of English SHIBASAKI, Reijirou (Meiji University)
This study pays attention to the historical development of the problem isespecially inLate
Modern through Present Day English. The major finding from this study is that the problem
isappeared as a parentheticallike the problem 1is, ..., developing into the problem is,
that-complement and then into the problem is that-complement: the problemistakes on a new
dimension as a ‘main clause’Bybee (2001) states that main clauses are innovative
whilesubordinate clauses are conservative.However, what Bybee (2001) points out is not a
syntactic accretion but a functional expansion of main clause, for example, as seen in the advent
of comment clauses. On the other hand, what this study uncovered —i.e. the process from
parenthetical to main clause —has received but scant attention; it is in direct conflict with the
outcomes of grammaticalization research as shown in Brinton (2008, 2010) and Hopper and
Traugott (2003).

3.  “Exist exist” Predicates as reactive tokens in Japanese conversation
SUZUKI, Ryoko (Keio University)

Recently, some researchers have questioned the cross-linguistic applicability of the linguistic
term ‘clause’ as a unit of analysis and interaction (e.g.,Thompson 2013, Laury, Suzuki and Ono
2013). Assuming that clauses consist of predicates plus arguments, some languages can be said
to have grammaticalized clauses(e.g.,English, Finnish) more than others (e.g..Japanese). This
preliminary study introduces a wide range of predicates occurring as reactive tokens in
Japanese casual conversation (e.g.,aru aru, ieta, kita!,arienai) and show that predicates are the
preferred format over clauses in this functional domain as well. We see that (1) the predicate
RTs hardly occur in full-fledged clausal format, and it is unnatural to assume ‘recoverable
arguments’; (2) the predicates are not randomly chosen, but have a loose
semantic/pragmatic-rather than syntactic-relationship to the immediately preceding utterance;
(3) and they are often short, bimoraic and repeated.
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ZREL C, X FOHERORISE 725~ EHESE, JVEEFOIGEF & T EWI%IREIH->T
WHEEZD,

D&y 79— avF4 [102 ]

AR BB TR FHR BEEED
AHFrR(metarepresentation) & | 1287 R FE R (representation of representaﬁon)“(ﬁ)@ ZORHT A

fERIZ N O SREFEHICIZEE R CTHD, Bk TIXSREF, DRV, S ESEF i v
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WOBIERRE DT TS, AARTIIZ O3B ONITEL D7 | BiDFEFRORIELARD THOY —r
a7 T HZLIAERTHLEEDOND, AZFTRUTIRNTIEEALZDH L, 3HDFERED, 3L
APFTR, AAEEAF TR, Va—7 EAZFIRE BIRIEZS THGEIL . RIBICT m—T7 L RAHAEATD,

1. FHNEXIRZZHS DT PSEEXR (FAAF)

BEEIZI, E OFEEEE TR TR LT R 2D 0035%5 (D) If T may say so, that’s a
crazy idea. Geis & Lycan (2001)72& Cld, ST ML T/ THIEZFGET DG T4 D7eh
S TN5HEN). Noh (2000 Tl QDS SCEFINIAZFIREE 2 | FeliHiL L O BfRAE JVBTRT
2L, () bFEEESEEZF TR CTHDHETIRL-, AFEFETIL, Nunberg (1978)DILEFE/REV D
EZ AR NI, FRIDOAZFRT, FHOHGEN—2 % AT M T ALK RSG5 A7 C
BoEEZ ., )DL ORFFREEERPL T2\, 51T, if-EiAS SO 54 (Declerk &
Reed(00D)iZhiE L., (2) If you're looking for the captain, he isn’t here. TIIZ&HID HE A2 5
TRIZIR ST, SRS FEFIORGEDN—0 U B AZ F R TN ETUERFERL QWD EEZ HILD,
Rz, QDIEEEL, G, FHI, SR SCRIRD =D DOFEEN AR SN DE AT T AL T
GINTESIND, T T AG YL FEEGH TR OMEE AL TV,

2Z 30k : (1D Declerck, R. & S. Reed (2001) Conditionals: A Comprehensive Empirical Analysis,
Mouton (2)Geis, M. L. & W. G. Lycan (2001) “Nonconditional Conditionals,” in Lycan (2001)
Real Conditionals, OUP, 184-205.(3)Noh, Eun-Ju (2000) Metarepresentation, John Benjamins
(4)Nunberg, G. (1978) The Pragmatics of Reference, TULC.

2. BEEXIRTZH DT h+=BE G

AFERCIIA T RETEIZ OV CHorn (1985) TIIATHEED— T E AXF R TIRET DAY S
RETEDSFLI TS EEXKBISAL, Guerts (1998) Tl ED Ml - HER. - = RIFEDO RO S ED UNE
SEE % Carston (1996), Noh (2000) Tid, A% SEG EILHEHE DG EELFRIL T, HEDXRN
enrichmentZ 7= I CAXERE B U COVIUIAY SEERELSND, BAFOMFEPitts (2011) T,
GuertsD453EZHEHIL 20 | IMEITFEHFRIVZ ZMA TR TWD, TEROIIFETIR B E DL M
ERD DNEN DR T, IVRWERTO TR BITDAZFTROBHY ST IOV TELESH
TR X2l T, AFEFTIZE DZERRE D 5L | ITH Napoli and Hoeksema (2009) CHFFES4L
TWDEVEEE BT ERF O T I FOFER SO A KT 2K BZ T B | AZFRRL~L
TOERNCADNTEZ D, FIHEEE BENFOREL T A2l bZE% RL, van der
Sandt (1991)DHLHD N EFRO B EAEIEL T /T a #2372,

ZZ30HR: (1) Horn, L.(1989) “Metalinguistic Negation and Pragmatic Ambiguity.” Lg: 61,
121-174. (2)Napoli, D. J. and J. Hoeksema(2009) “The grammatical versatility of taboo terms.”
Studies in Language 33, 612-643. (3)Pitts, A. (2011) “Exporing a ‘pragmatic ambiguity’ of
negation.” Lg: 87, 346-368. (4) van der Sandt, R.(1991) “Denial.” CLS27

3. mEBYIDEXIRTEHI DT T B GESAE
AP CTIIIERE a— 772 TMuschard(1999), Yus(2003)(2008), Goatly(2012)% S5 2 S
DT | AZFTROMFENSLEET,, TEROFREIME, BRI ORI, HEEZ I LT RA R E £ C
Ze BEREMFIA Z L0 R2 (Cf. Sperber and Wilson(1995), Wilson(2000)), 350X 5 30550
AV OFEINEZ BRI D AZ TR DT —Z LN FOBHD TS, (1)What is the best key to get at
Christmas ? A turkey! (2)What's orange and sounds like a parrot?>—A carrot—Goatly(2012:9)F
7o, ZEDOEDDIEHFROEROTHIVETIEH 5 : () If ignorance is bliss, an intelligent test is
certainly a waste of time.~-H.H1(2008:69) (4) Prepositions shouldnt be used to end sentences
with—BEH1(2008:90) IFXF5|HSCEFRDAX T REL Ta—2 TSNS (5) Beware of
tennis player—love means ‘nothing’ to them.—Tibballs(2006:540) (6)What’s the difference
between ignorance and apathy?I don’t know, and I don’t care. —Tibballs (2012:296) &M
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FUZITSUER, SR8 7, AT VA ZATHIENBIOY . BAR AN RGE o — 7 BYRIREHEL 72 D)5
Rzt 2,

230k (1) Goatly, A.(2012) Meaning and Humour. CUP. (2) Muschard, J.(1999) “Jokes and
their relation to relevance and cognition or can relevance theory account for the appreciation of
jokes?”” ZAA 47(1): 12-23.3)Yus, F.(2003) “Humor and the Search for Relevance.” JP
35,1295-1331.(4) Yus, F.(2008) “A relevance-theoretic classification of jokes.” LPP4 (1).

MRz (13:30~16:05)

Aty [ 109 ] ZEEEHR

1. Doing Leadership: An Analysis of Gendered Discourse in Business Meetings in Taiwan
TUAN, Jeanne H. (Shu-te University)
YAQO, Huimei (Penghu University)
ICHIHARA, Tsuneo (Shu-te University)

This paper presents a sociolinguistic study of gendered discourses in the professional workplace
which adds new empirical evidence to this expanding field. In particular, it focuses upon
managerial professionals in Taiwan corporate business and zooms in features of discursive
strategies which may contribute to the construction of gendered leadership styles in meetings in
the communities of practice in which we collected the data. The paper draws on data from a
project on workplace discourse, focusing on multinational companies and small/medium firms
situated in Taiwan. The authors claim that a successful leader opts for both male and female
management style, for man and woman leaders alike. A cohort of factors, like flexibility and
pragmatic competence, could lead to a successful leadership, and very specific contextual factors
are impinging on the leadership role as well.
References: (1) Holmes, J. 2006. Gendered Talk at Work: Constructing Gender Identity through
Workplace Discourse. New York, Oxford: Blackwell. (2) Mullany, L. 2007. Gendered Discourse in
the Professional Workplace. London, New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

2. ldentity shift, and learning to use terminology at conversation analytic data sessions in Japan
BUSHNELL, Cade (University of Tsukuba)

I use conversation analysis to examine data from conversation analytic research meetings, or
data sessions, in Japan. In my analyses, I demonstrate how a relative newcomer to the group,
who 1nitially displays trouble with understanding a terminological item, makes a note of the term
on his transcript sheet and then uses it during subsequent data sessions. The analyses elucidate
how the participants accomplish shifts in identity through producing public displays of changes in
participatory behavior, and how these behavioral changes reflexively work to display shifts in the
identities of the participants within their group, and to make publicly visible learning as
intertwined with processes of being categorized (or not) as practicing members of the group. In
conclusion, I consider the possible contributions of an ethnomethodological respecification of the
notion of situated learning in communities of practice.

References: (1) Rawls, A. W. 2006. Respecifying the study of social order. In A. W. Rawls (Ed.),
Seeing sociologically The routine grounds of social action. Paradigm. (2) Hauser, E. 2011. “On the
danger of exogenous theory in CA-for-SLA: A response to Hellermann and Cole (2009).” Applied
Linguistics.
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3. Questions as interactive and embodied reminders during collaborative remembering
BIETTI, Lucas (Telecom ParisTech)

The aim of our study is to show the ways in which members of small groups coordinate their
minds, bodies and language in a functional and goal-oriented manner when they are jointly
remembering shared event that they had experienced together as groups. Our goal is to
specifically examine the central role that direct questions have when they act as interactive and
embodied reminders through the interanimation of multiple behavioral channels (anguage,
pointing, eye-gaze, etc.) in multimodal interactions among family members and close friends. The
video data for analysis comes from an ongoing project on how collaborative remembering takes
places among small groups of Argentinean Spanish speakers as each group recalls a vacation
taken together several years ago.

B&ig [ 111 ] ZEFEHRR

1. The conventionality of pragmatic inference in noteworthy comparison
SAWADA, Osamu (Mie University)

This paper considers the concept of degree in discourse structure through analysis of
noteworthy comparative expressions (e.g., the Japanese nani-yori-mo ‘what-than-MO’/the English
more than anything). In noteworthy comparison, a speaker compares an at-issue utterance with
its alternative utterance(s) on the scale of noteworthiness at the level of conventional implicature
(Grice 1975; Potts 2005). I argue that the meaning of noteworthiness is originally derived from
interaction with a pragmatic principle of ‘relevance’ (Roberts 2012), but it has now been
conventionalized as an invisible measure function. This paper shows that there is a parallelism
between a semantic measurement and a discourse/pragmatic measurement, and that the concept
of noteworthiness plays a significant role in signalingto what extent a given utterance contributes
to the goal of conversation.

References: (1) Grice, P. 1975. Logic and conversation. In P. Cole and J. Morgan (eds.), Syntax
and Semantics, 1ii- Speech Acts. New York: Academic Press. (2) Potts, C. 2005. The Logic of
Conventional Implicatures. Oxford: Oxford University Press. (3) Roberts, C. 2012. Information
structure: Afterword. Semantics & Pragmatics 5.

2. A Cognitive-Pragmatic Study on Metaphor: an Inquiry into Systematic Mappings and Processing
Effort MAQ, Junling (MinJiang University)
My aim is to explore the relationship between systematic mappings and processing effort in

metaphor comprehension. For this paper, I present evidence from the Chinese language to

explore how systematic mappings can direct the hearer to activate related contextual
assumptions in a cost-efficient way. Specifically, by explicating the inferential process of
conventional metaphor and novel metaphor, I make two theoretical claims. First, I argue that the
familiarity of systematic mapping of conventional metaphor may allow the hearer to satisfy his
expectations of relevance accurately. Second, I argue that systematic mappings of novel metaphor
also have the same role. In short, I demonstrate the relevance-enhancing role of systematic
mappings in the on-line inferential interpretation of metaphor from the Chinese perspective.
Robyn Carston. (2012). “Metaphor: Conceptual or Communicative?” Observing Linguistic

Phenomena, Eihosha.

Markus Tendahl, Raymond W. Gibbs Jr. 2008. “Complementary Perspectives on Metaphor:

Cognitive Linguistics and Relevance Theory.” Journal of Pragmatics 40: 1823-1864.
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3. L2 Cantonese Chinese Request Strategies and Proficiency of Pakistani Preschool Children in Hong
Kong WONG, Yuen-Fan Lornita (Hong Kong Institute of Education)
LEUNG, Cheung-Shing Sam (Hong Kong Institute of Education)

Rose (2000 & 2009), Achiba (2003), Dewart and Summers (1995) and Ellis (1992) point out that
request forms used by young children provide important information about their L1 and L2’s
pragmatic development. Because of internationalization and global mobility of people, many
children start learning a second language in early years. In recent years in Hong Kong,
non-Cantonese speaking Pakistani children are learning L2 Cantonese Chinese through
immersion in mainstream Cantonese Chinese medium kindergartens.

This paper aims at examining () differences in L2 Cantonese request strategies used by
Pakistani pre-school children at three kindergarten grade levels (K1, K2 & K3); and (i) the
relationship between Pakistani preschoolers’ Cantonese proficiency and their L2 Cantonese
request strategies. Data were collected through role-play. Standardized tests were used to
measure Cantonese receptive and expressive skills of the Pakistani preschoolers. Request data
were coded by making reference to Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper’s (1989) classification of
requests.

References:

Achiba, M. (2003). Learning to request in a second language: A study of child inter-language
pragmatics. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.

Blum-Kulka, S., House, J., & Kasper, G. (eds.) (1989). Cross-cultural Pragmatics: Requests and
Apologies. Norwood, NdJ: Ablex.

Dewart, H. & Summers, S. (1995). The Pragmatics Profile of Everyday Communication Skills in
Children. London: University of Westminster.

Ellis, R. (1992). Learning to communicate in the classroom: A study of two learners’ requests.
Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 14, 1-23.

Po Leung Kuk (2008). Cantonese Oral Language Deficiency Early Identification Test for
Pre-primary Children. Hong Kong: Po Leung Kuk Children and Youth Services.

Rose, K. R. (2000). An exploratory cross-sectional study of interlanguage pragmatic development.
Studies 1n Second Language Acquisition, 22, 27-617.

Rose, K. R. (2009). Interlanguage pragmatic development in Hong Kong, phase 2. Journal of
Pragmatics, 41(11), 2345-2364.

Ci;p [ 101 ] BAAREHEXK

1. THBESR) DOHHMDICRITD {(AO} BRATRDEACR I —B4EEE:EaC0Y A8
AREBFEEDIHS— JS5—TI07, ¥UP (BEERSE
AFEROFAL, BIEOWr v OSBRI TH 2 EWRAR (AT} Ol R 2D 2 55 EIA

ERETT DL ZAICHD, F1IT, IBNRE KOMOREERD (R} OFERICE 9 FEL WD)

% IFEA T (classification tree analysis) & 9 A BMNT ORATTE A > THELET 5, FH 212,

HAGERERRG S & 2> 7 NAASEFEEME S (A oI KOMRIRZ I OWTHIERT 5,

AAFERGERGE B E FHRIC L > C (Al OIEREEZ DR H Y, a7 NAARESEE

I EOEHTH [5RITB Lo b DX IFEkE T3 LT RN 2 & 2B 67>

1235,
3R (D) FEHEEA. 2008, [T 4 R AAF] AFEAL (2) ML « ERaEEdE - ey -

&F5E. 2011, TTEEHECHE LA T A FRA « 2 NI 7 U—OFERIZBET DUERDHT] .

I AAS b 47.101-115.
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2. 8 » 0 DEIISDOEEFEANERICHRITD RIBEERSHEAODEEZDUNT
mEBY BoEAFAFREIHRD)
AFERIT, BEZHB L LLESHEREARBIRICENT, 21780 AMEZEKT R
(Brown&Levinson1987) 73 XD L 5B 507, £ 0B, AAGERSIA (7)) 71 -
(7) 77« (7) ) ) OERANREDL IR TA MRAMRE AT ONNTHONT, i
FEFUTIESNTELET S, BAIZIE, PEGE L F~OR X FO2)) « D EGEEHIREEED 2 MR
G0 [f5r - ] OLmEREL, £ 2 CEH SN SREEOMN & EDO%R%E, il EO%EE
WA T2 ORI Z LW DB DEETHZ LT RO 2 SEALMNIT S, # 11 RIENE
WNEE, BESHE & 3R RIS AR LRI ST U, RGP DR A FE T4
RO SRR AT 5 LW O AR B, SRRERGEROBHEMELS 05 2 & Th D,
55213, B ORI X DBUEDS, fEIIZRBIROIER & 7o > TS Z & Th D,
ZEIR
(1) Brown&Levinson.1987. Politeness-Some universals in language usages.Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.(2) U —F,J.N. 1987. [FEHG] #h 352 - W FEZEER. fdHER
HIE.(3) MEEEDR 2012, FIAIC L DR T A bR A OB ER iR — b 5 A1
AT B0 FL T NRIBSEROBEBEOHER: & G omisi— | [A il ESE5E] 61 81-94.

3. BRINICA I DEEEse s N ABBIEIDSsnaleeHC DU T BHEHIT GLUIEFRAZ)

FEH (1993)13, HEREBIERANEERSUT AT DMHTE R L TWDA, ZhUT KD & TR -
DA TR DS EEBN BN JEER S AR L7en—J5C, R8I - FEA TR b OIS 5, F8AIE
BhEEA IR 75,

LarL, 3%k must &%) have to 2 S Te&ERICO K rTHEM: (Sanada 2013) 2525 &,
FREELAICIIIRA DN B2 T< %, must 3FEBITYT have to NEBIITHDH (FAEF 2002) 72 51%, 5
RS TRRB SN DITEE DA & TTE D, —J7, must b have to bIEFERFORES OfiamT 2%
LZTHITH S (Sanada 2013) 72 5H1F, EH 6 ERIITRRINRWIT TH D, L LEFFHEIL,
must D473 have to £ ¥ & BT CORTRRTREMED IV,

AFEFN T, FEERSRRA N EBNEIRAIORERT S C O AR nTREME A cI R SR 3 DB, & OyEBEER 0
FEWECA THECE LT D720 TIIATTHY . BRSO ERBE DI TEEIIAN G R&EZ &
ZEET %,

ZE R - (1) FErEk.  [DEBNEEAIOREE] | gt (2) Papafragou, Anna. 2000. Modality:
Issues in the Semantics-Pragmatics Interface. Elsevier. (3) Sanada, Keisuke. 2013. “Reassessing
and Separating Subjectivity and Performativity of Modals”. [EGRHSREFSH 12 [FIRS HEEFR
KIFfE. (@) E#ARE 1993, AL T8I . 0> UER.

4. BEEFRBFIDES T+ & (@) FERME—FELFORATDESEBITADERRND S —
RS0 (BREEAS

ARFOBWIL, IGEERFOEX VT 0 20 (M) EBMEEZE 2, £ LT ZOEREFIDMER
SNDGHZFE L FNEDL IR, EDX I REFFHTAZEITL TWDONEMIT 52 L ThH
Do N, ERENTEE L FOLEEZR T 20, ZnERRE LT, T Z & T& e
ZEDHHASNTE e, L LD G, VERIFADEERISC « SREERSC - APNEERSCCRER S 5616
Rond, ZOL5781%% T (M) =8k | EELFORAT) | [E5ET8) LWoBlin
HEZ L TR,

ZZ 3k : (1) Greenbaum, S. 1969. Studies in English Adverbial Usage. London: Longman. (2)
HEH 1€ (FR). 2011, [O2 U EWwmE 6) F8IMEE EEME] ot 0o ULERE. )
Simon-Vandenbergen, A. and K. Aijymer. 2007. The Semantic Field of Modal Certainty. A
Courpus-Based Study of English Adverbs. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
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D&l [ 102 ] BAAREERR

1. BREEE VU —Y PsBD5RASE DT —dl \ DB DERN 5 —
BIET ROEAFAZF

AW TITAARNE L — ANDOK 2 DRFEC L 2555 TH\Woh) OflENLHELE L, E7MF
SHTUVRWHAGE L ~ L—U TR0 T35 | DIFEIMEC DWW TGN T D, RS, Rl

M 1&) (b= TSR T kan) N LB E T [Hu b)) #5845, 36LT
DG (4a) [X) fkan' 2 WA Z & T, ZORNCHINBLZHE FLIFIRETHDHZ L%
frz., FHUTK LT, BEFENSHEIFESHTEIO [HUoh) 2122 L2k, ZONExE 15
TAIND | Z ootz

HAGEDH O DOHRLEODIE, HAGED SOV OREIENEHR L TV, Hehih T [Z 2 E Tt
iR Uiz Z & ERTHENS DL TIEZRV W E WV ) S (Fox, Hayashi, Jasperson: 1996)73% %,
LrL, L —3 7 EE SVO SiEThH1, AAGE « ~ L — T REOREIE & 1 T RIRS R & C

(35 BTG, KoT, A< &b, BARGEDOH-OHORHE A OFEIRD AT
HOIFER D B2 D,

&k« (1) Fox, BA., M. Hayashi,, and R. Jasperson. 1996. “Resources and repair: a
cross-linguistic study of syntax and repair.” In Oches, E., Schegloff, E. A., and Thompson, S.A.
(eds.) Interaction and grammar.Cambridge. (2) Saigo, Hideki. 2011. The Japanese Sentence-Final
Particles in Talk-in-Interaction. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company. (3) Wouk,
Fay. 1998. “Solidarity in Indonesian conversation: The discourse marker kan”. Multi Lingua. 17.
381-408.

2. PEEEERASEICRITDHIBFTNEIRICHT DURENRURFBOF5ROEE
WANG, Dandan  CUMREEARZSD)

HREREICIST B HAEIT 1990 RO DIRA IZSFEFEITIEH S, 2O b < ST
W, L, TR, FERBIROBEWIFIRIC R F-o TR0, EORFENRED X 5 2 tRicf
DICT VDN DWW TOMFEIIEE A L2V, £io, FATHRIC W =T — 2 13RI E O d i)
MTHY | FEROLFET — X 2 Lot 253070, 2T, ABfFE T, £9. ERos
FESCICHE L= BGEZ HUD) H L, T X CORFEE OB Z WU A Tz, E3U 5, Brown
& Levinson (1987 DR T A b AR 2 I, IKGEROZ4MEARRGE L7z BT, BEEEAERIZBIT 5
PRZENHDNE I MEA LN LTz, RBICEBROSTERE TG, BEENATHCRT 538
RS LI T O L DI LT,

1, SiESEEKGE

2. JEIELRHIERE (HRe5FD SRR 5ER D)

3. HEROWhREE

4, FETA~D FTENEREERE

SR . (D) FHiZEE 1991, HARE « BEE, CTOMFEH T _&ERKBUHOWT) [Z &) 12
75.84-96. (2) IEHFREL1988. [SREITENE L COREY - HAGE L FEREORE D REOXEI S| [1F
LR 22(AAH)] .77-93.

3. X&l53 contrary to NDFR= FEE KRTERD

AFERO AL, BRSNS B0 & 5 723CE R & LTEIK contrary to A28 ED X 912
FEIZHEBT 200 ERALINITHZ ETHD,

(1) Contrary to some reports that he was there five or 10 minutes, he was there nearly an hour.
contrary to AJIIAA MEIOMME L KBIRIZH D LV D BB - HIEr2Z3 L ) mUZIB W Tadie
FERENELLL, MREREICHEIRT 2 B2 65 5, LnL, AR MOMmBEE LT 501,
contrary to 2354 5) (1)@ some reports) Tld7e< . D40 BRI 72mENETH D,
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F7-. (DIZ That's not true. &Jis U734, ESNDDIFTARA MNEOMmEE SCHERBERTH 5,

INHDZ LG, contrary to MISEIRERE LITRR D ITETREIZEBRT 5 2 L 218587 2,
ZE 3k (1) Sperber, D. and D. Wilson. 1986/1995. Relevance: Communication and Cognition.
Blackwell. (2) Fraser, B. (2010) “The Sequencing of Contrastive Discourse Markers in English,”
The Baltic Journal of the English Language, Literature and Culture, 29-35. (3) Ifantidou, E.
(2001) Evidentials and Relevance, John Benjamins Publishing.

4. ENSEIEES okay (DREBEBIERTR 7O IERE (B

BEARRNTESE (@) Fe LTHOWSILD okay 13, B4 ZRIEEHTAICKTT D HEDE R 2R TIVE
FilE LTHHWVBN, ZENENORGEIROF CEER 2 ERZ R,

AFERTIE, okay OFGHERHNEICER L, OfNIxT 205870y, Ofila EORRERZGRT 2D,
Q7o EGHTk okay |THHET DHEHA TAOHEEN ) & 720 5 200, ([TERZYTOD, ZOiE
WNOBEREREIR A BEET 5, £ LT, ke okay I3, FEaERECES L ROV E - 721300 O
(KT D EFBDIETHDH Z &, EDOMFRICKT 255 L FORRBOREOHRIIE, 7 R v 7 #EE
EENEEE L CWND Z &, o, G okay M2 EIREEEC L > OURINDHEH TA4DOREE )
(272D DINIONTIL, & LFEDSATIHEEONEOFEGHIRIN D2 T I T F 2 B, s - 25
L. IRDOAT > T ~OEEO5SE [ Znd 2 & TEDHABZ DT HHEZRIZ L TNDH T EE2RT,

ZZ3CHk - (DAijmer, Karin. 2002 English Discourse Particles—Evidence from a corpus, John
Benjamins Publishing Company, Amsterdam. (2)Schourup, Lawrence. 1999 “Discourse Markers,”
Lingua 107, 227-265. (3) VHJIIIEHZE. 2012 [FGHETW okay IR 6—B%] 2 LiZERo0
TR HEEORBGEL SRR |, B HE iR, 461-471. SwFkE « AL

Exim [ 194 ] BARERR

1. B SROSUA D T—REMHERDERRD 5 — PREFEF (P AFEAF

AFEFTIL, Agatha Christie OHERY N SUAZ BREMEEG 241> Tt 72 Z & AT 5,
FAT, FIBIRIRBUTIE CTOZ LIEOFRIZ L 2MBEEZFIA L TV D RE2 L VBT D, Whwd, W
H201D) TIRARHALTND TOAY | ITY 722553 Th D, FERRCIUN, Bt & & DR &A1
NG>T4 TRpiRTT 5 & ZTHLFEIRD R D . EHHHE DL 2FENE I Lol TnDH b
DThD, ZiUL, BINTHEEDILANEY THZ EMDIHAII A — RT5@Z 252508, Fadhr
X, EOENANETRT B IBFIEL TV Z & ZFEE IR TS S8 5 Lo iy &
725, ZAVO ORISR T v X 2 BEhE MR 2 > CEEM R U722y 54T LT, Agatha
Christie 23 L TWA Z &R LD Y v 7 258U, FLOTURT I EEZAFEERDOHME LT
Do

ZE 3k« (DSperber, D. and D. Wilson. 1995. Relevance: Communication and Cognition. 2nd
Ed. Oxford: Blackwell. (2)Bargainnier, F. Earl. 1980. 7he Gentle Art of Murder. Ohio: Bowling
Green University Popular Press. (3)PNHEE 2011, [REAFROSFE] BT - #f2E¢t. (4) Christie,
Agatha. Miss Marple and the Thirteen Problems. 1932. (2008) London: Harper Collins.

2. ZeeXICRITDEBEIZHRI DSERIC DN TODEE i & GIRAEAFD
AREROTANL, KFHETEARE LT, EREAIKEHIRT D2 RFIERZI 0T D L 2AIS
0%, BMARNCIE, TEREOEMEL, & LFMHFIRREZ HER Y D 72017 O MRE OB EEER
EVIFGEA N T T V=T EEZL LT, TRRORMKLUIFEIED /3 & T ThORITEA %
BARRCEE L, TTERANS) 2R 2 SFR7e EN 2 5202 T 5,
BEUICHER, TRRAISZ WIREIC T D 2REH0E IR & LT, RO 4 D032 b,
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OSCERENS, QE AN, @ [FEE—E] ~T IR 2 FarENs, @ Eomn ey o
DEFEANE

—J7, ERBOIFAMIL, FEhE ORFEEE-CHRFEX, € L TaRFOMUIRIT 25580 Y v 7
IZEoThlebENd LEZBND,

SR

W1 A BL-(1990) [ RS L HEEMS ) [SCEESFEITIE - S5fm) 18, HUEKE. pp.15—34.

Paul Seedhouse (2004) The Interactional Architecture of the Language Classroom’ A

Conversation Analysis Perspective. Blackwell.

3. BGEEE [0\ DD DOWEEERERIVDMT 2 B JUBERFEAFR

AFEFRIL, TEWI Dy OEEA L REERERE & OEURIRIRETH D &\ D SEATHFZE DRI S
EHL, [&WId OFRELERTIERONY m— g U284 5 1T, TOETimAREREZ A S
WMZTHZEEEMETD, BRI, £3° TV 0 ORI DRGSR A~OB S b o~
nt 2AEHECTS, LT A EWHINB) 2HEAR LT 5%, A L B OO
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Pragmatic meanings: Beyond implicatures
Professor Mira Ariel (Tel Aviv University)

Pragmatic meanings involve an inferred association between linguistic forms and their
functions. Such meanings are implicit and cancelable. But not all pragmatic interpretations are
alike. In addition to the Gricean Particularized conversational implicatures, Generalized
conversational implicatures, conventional implicatures and 'what is said' inferences, Relevance
theorists have proposed to distinguish between strong and weak implicatures, as well as between
implicated assumptions and implicated conclusions. Instead of the Gricean 'what is said' they
have argued for an explicature level, which combines semantic and pragmatic aspects (Sperber
and Wilson, 1986/1995). I have further argued for truth-compatible inferences (Ariel, 2004).
Which of these pragmatic statuses are needed? I will defend most of these distinctions, arguing
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that cognitive processes and/or discourse use show distinctions between these pragmatic
representations. I will nonetheless demonstrate that it's no trivial matter to assign some
pragmatic interpretation a specific status, hence the disagreements in the field regarding the
analysis of and and quantifier most. I will then argue that depending on context, the upper bound
on most and and-related inferences may be any one of explicated meaning, particularized
conversational implicature and truth-compatible inference.

References (1) Ariel, Mira. 2004. Most. Language 80:658-706. (2) Sperber, Dan and Deirdre
Wilson. 1986/1995. Relevance. Oxford: Blackwell.
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1. The Dolichologic Discourse Marker Okay: Adumbrating an Extended Turn in Interaction
O'NEAL, George (Niigata University)

This presentation will present the findings of a conversation analytic study of the discourse
marker okay. The standard conversation analytic explanation of the discourse marker okay
claims that it appears between sequences to demonstrate that the sequential action has reached a
culmination and to signify that the next sequential action is about to begin. However, as yet there
is no account of the interactional effect of the discourse marker okay when it is used inside
sequences. This presentation will argue that the deployment of the discourse marker okay at the
head of a second pair part utterance adumbrates an extended turn. The discourse marker okay
that foreshadows an extended turn is called dolichologic okay. The morpheme “dolicho” is Greek
for “long” and “logos” is Greek for “speech.” Dolichologic okay adumbrates the beginning of “long
speech.”

References: (1) Bangerter, A., & Clark, H. 2003. Navigating joint projects with dialogue.
Cognitive Science, 27, 195-225. (2) Beach, W. 1993. Transitional regularities for ‘casual’ “Okay”
usages. Journal of Pragmatics, 19, 325-352. (3) Schegloff, E. A. 2007. Sequence Organization in
Interaction. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

2. Two competitive factors influencing the production of descriptive texts
YAMADA, Yoko (Kansai Gaidai University)

Within the quaestio framework, Stutterheim and Klein (2002) claim that the state of the
hearer’s knowledge, besides other factors such as the characteristics of objects described,
influences the way information is linearized. However, they give little explanation of the way the
hearer’s knowledge interacts with the characteristics of objects described. This study examines to
what degree the hearer’s knowledge can influence the production of descriptive texts. Data were
collected through a single picture description task. The analysis of data reveals that the
characteristics of the pictures described significantly override the state of the hearer’s knowledge
in linearizing information.

Reference
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von Stutterheim, C. and W. Klein. 2002. “Quaestio and L-perspectivation.” In C. F.
Graumann and W. Kallmeyer (eds.) Perspective and Perspectivation in Discourse, 59-88.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing.

3. On the development of sentence final kke in Japanese
TAMAJI, Mizuho (Hong Kong Polytechnic University)
KAWANISHI, Yumiko (UCLA)
YAP, Foong Ha (Hong Kong Polytechnic University)
Previous studies (e.g. Suzuki 2007) have identified a highly versatile hearsay evidential particle
tteis also used to express a variety of pragmatic functions. In this paper, we examine yet another
sentence final particle with evidential, epistemic and mirative meaning—namely, kke. Based on
contemporary conversations from the Callhome corpus (Canavan & Zipperlen 1996), we identified
three functions for kkethat overlap with ¢ze, namely, interrogative vocative, confirmation-seeking
and counterexpectation-marking. Our diachronic study, using Taikei Honbun Database, to
determine possible lexical sources for kkereveals possibility that keruka developed into kke.
References: (1) Canavan, A. & G. Zipperlen. 1996. CALLHOME Japanese Speech. Linguistic
Data. Philadelphia. (2) Suzuki, R. 2007. “(Inter)subjectification in the
quotative ttein Japanese conversation”. Journal of Historical Linguistics, 8(2): 207-237.

4. Functional Analysis of Japanese Passives IMAMURA, Satoshi  (University of Oxford)
HELGASON, Einar Andreas  (Tohoku University)
KOIZUMI, Masatoshi  (Tohoku University)
On the basis of a quantitative approach (Givén 1983), we claim that the purpose of ni-passives
is ‘defocusing’ agents (Shibatani 1985) and that the promotion of topical patients is not a crucial
factor for this option. This is because ni-passives rarely include an agent, and the topicality of
patients does not correlate with ni-passives. In Japanese, topicality itself can be expressed by
other options such as particles (in particular by wa), zero pronouns, and word order change. As for
ni-yotte-passives, we conclude that they are a marked option because they have an explicit agent
(or causer). Moreover, it is demonstrated that, compared with ni-passives, the subjects of
ni-yotte-passives are more oriented towards new information.
References: (1) Givén, T. 1983. Introduction. In T. Givén, (Ed), Topic Continuity in Discourse, 5-41.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. (2) Shibatani, M. 1985. “Passive and related construction: A
prototype analysis.” Language 61: 821-848.

Bl [ 111 ] HFEHRS

1. Conversational Style and Local Identity: a Study of Hawai'l Talk Story
UENO, Ryoko (Keio University)

Due to the history of immigration, people of Hawai'i form one of the linguistically diverse
communities in the U.S. Such multicultural nature of Hawai'i creates a multilingual
environment where several different languages and dialects are used in communication by its
residents. Because of the pidginization and creolization after the language contacts, you can hear
the local people speak “pidgin”, a form of creole language, in a special manner called talk story
(Boggs, 1985) which is a speech act specific in Hawai'l used when telling personal stories or
making jokes. This research will examine what happens in the conversations of Hawai'i local
people, focusing on their turn-taking and code-switching patterns in talk stories, and will show
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how they establish their identity and relationships in the multilingual situations.
References: Boggs. T. (1985). Speaking, relating, and learning: A study of Hawaiian children at
home and at school. Norwood: Ablex Publishing Corporation.

2. Pragmatic development of Japanese learners: A ten-month’s longitudinal study of request
BEUCKMANN, Fusako (The University of Tokyo)

This study is the first longitudinal interlanguage pragmatic research that includes
beginning-level learners in Japanese and focuses on supportive moves and politeness expressions
of request.

For data collection, a closed role-play was employed. The participants were five beginning-level
Japanese learners (I2), and data were collected for ten months. For comparison purpose, data
from twenty native Japanese speakers (NS-J) were also collected. Nine request situations were
selected with variations in settings and social/psychological distances.

Supportive moves were classified based on the coding manual of the CCSARP  (Blum-Kulka et
al. 1989). In contrast to the results of former cross-sectional studies, there were mostly no
significant differences in distribution of supportive moves between L2 and NS-J. However, the
actual politeness expressions of L2 were significantly different from that of NS-dJ.

References: Blum-Kulka, S., House, J., & Kasper, G. (Eds.) 1989. Cross-cultural pragmatics:
requests and apologies. Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

3. The building blocks of Tone-of-voice
CAMPANA, Mark (Kobe City University of Foreign Studies)

This paper presents a conceptual model relating sound to mental states, showing how humans
communicate affective information through the voice. Predicates denoting mental states are
drawn from Wierzbicka’s (1999) cognitive scenarios, used to describe complex emotions in simple
terms (NSM). Specifically, these are wanting/not wanting; knowing/not knowing, feeling good/bad
and thinking. Speakers may employ different means of communicating these, but it is suggested
that each state is linked to a particular type of vocal gesture. In the case of wanting/not wanting,
voice quality stands out. Similarly, short tunes or melodies signal states of knowing/not knowing,
whereas pitch range and tempo characterize feeling good and feeling bad. Thinking is indicated
by the control of rhythm, which both steers lexical selection and reflects awareness of immediate
social and biological needs (courtship, rank, etc.). We examine the sound of affective displays in
Japanese and English, including ‘disappointment’, ‘triumph’ and ‘doubt’.

References: (1) Campbell, N. & D. Erickson (2004). ‘What do people hear? A study of the
perception of non-verbal affective information in conversation speech’. Journal of the Phonetic
Society of Japan 8.1. (2) Cook, Norm (2003). Tone of Voice and Mind. John Benjamins. (3)
Wierzbicka, Anna (1999). Emotions Across Languages and Cultures: Diversity and Universals.
Cambridge University Press.

4. The Impact of the Changing roles of Colors and Color Codability on Reference Production:
Evidences from a narrative discourse in Malayalam
SURESH, Rinu (Nambiar International Institute of Information Technology)
Previous studies on color overspecification analyzed on how the speakers choose a referent from
a set of many other referents. In addition, the stimuli used for the evaluation were mainly based
on everyday objects (for e.g., furniture, tables, etc.) or geometric shapes and thus lacked the
understanding on how speakers use color in spontaneous communication. In this study, we
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explore the phenomenon of color overspecification in narrative settings where the scenarios vary
in the requirement of colors either as a crucial or non-crucial attribute in entity identification
where the colors involved would have distinct color codability as well. For the analysis, we used
eight short stories narrated by 44 Malayalam speakers in which the referents were manipulated
under color crucial or color non-crucial scenario which was created in two color versions namely:
primary color version (simple color label condition e.g., chuvappu = red) and secondary color
version (complex color label condition e.g., chaara niram(ulla) = ash color (having) = ‘grey’) which
is based on Malayalam color naming schema. Our experiments conclude that under natural
communication settings, the speaker’s choice of the color attribute is dependent on the crucial role
of colors required for entity reference as well as the colors that carry simple color label.
*Malayalam: A language spoken by about 36 million people, mainly in the Southern province of
India

References

Belke, E., & Meyer, A. S. (2002). Tracking the time course of multidimensional stimulus
discrimination: Analysis of viewing patterns and processing time during same-different decisions.
European Journal of Cognitive Psychology, 14(2), 237-266.

Gatt, A. (2007). Generating Coherent Reference to Multiple Entities. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of Aberdeen, UK.

Goodman, J. (1963). Malayalam Color Categories. Anthropological Linguistics, 5, pp.1-12.
Viethen, J., & Dale, R. (2011). GRE3D7: A corpus of distinguishing descriptions for objects in
visual scenes. In Proceedings of the Workshop on Using Corpora in Natural Language
Generation (NLG): Language Generation and Evaluation (UCNLG+ Eval). Edinburgh, UK
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FEAGE R GHT D, ZOFIAAGEL VI SREOOITIC, 568 R E WO BLEDETZ LD
FETEL TS EBE XD,
(1) #bzeE (2011) THAFEOTEWE - A TO> UEMSHHRE 55 5 & FEIEE HR
Pl O UERE pp.49-67 (2) AHAL (2004) [HAREOH « XO#EELEX VT 4] < ALK
HER (3) ILUEEGL (2004) [THAFEORRTZ 77747 — T3] [T<nd) ICyno) @
SR WREERL

3. [BHMSAIIFANZ] ZEDSERIRI DD  BIROAN_ZANEDI VT O +DER
EH T EKE. BAZFAFIEREE)
AWFZETIE. S AMTEANT] DX D7, 2 ODL4FaN B 70 5 EEEE©, L 38
M A) EIRFEAFN] (FAD) OFGEMIBIRH LN TRVGEE D, St TOMIRO A 1 =X L%
BoT-, 2 DOL4GEHGEN, BEMICHEOSIT S Z EOTEX 2EEIOARE, TRET) L)
(\ZIRREA ] & BRED B B & N A RFEDSTZZRT 7 L— L08R, ZD X 9 72 LRI
BEBZDOTIIR VN EWVIMGRO S &1, FATT0ar 77 A MNEREL, BbarT7 7R
MZBITF DX =7y NXOEREZNENGER L TH otz ORISR, SinFTEd. FELHA)
&R T EFRENTFRE OO 5 Z E X TE D L) gz, a7 7 A MEESUINGET 5 H
LPDBEHEMNORLUTHEIRT S Z L, £ZNOMMELNRVEAIZIE, 2 SOA R 2 BTk
UMD DO EER LTI 2 Z E RGN -T2,

4. PEESIC RIS D5EFTRIMEEEIC DU T R FUIRAFAFDD)
HA 012)0ZT S TWERENE) & TRPEIUEME 1, TR OV T ORI TR TH

%o LInL, ZOWSCAGEERIVZRELEDNG, FERROFEEEOLH Chlit 138 55k & PRI TR

FTROBZED L SR LA ET DO EEZXTHDLE, OE LM L) NHOFET S

FAH) 2 38RE ) (Langacker 1999, Ch. 1) 2380 . FREOFRAIE: & [FIFEDOTE ) & DR E VD

SRS EIN Z ORESCE BT TND L) Z Edn D, AT CIIH IS A R EMSR OIS

MHBEL, FEEDD D FEARE PRI CRELT 258 O 7 a e A2 i 2 5 Z LT, &

(2012) o TRERUENE) & TAPSEEM:) O@R\WOAREE L0 T 5,

25K

Langacker, Ronald. W. (1999) Grammar and Conceptualization. (Cognitive Linguistics Research

14.) Berlin/New York: Mouton de Gruyter.
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RRAA—RFE (12:45~14:25) [1gEOE—]

1. T3] & Teowuta (TVPIL) | ORGRIEEECSTAIE 88 R GUARSFIEEED
AFER T, BZHFWESXOT TRELTENG2TF (FV) [T HAGED T3] EEIUTHEES
T HEERED e cwuta(7Y/V)| OEMRMEIEEZBEI L, 1ERO HugIRIFZE TR LT VR 0RD
AT S, O<BEHE>OBEA, TR0 1, ST8EaoFR T HkF -+ 558 LROMf £ L
X, ﬁ%é #FT, —J. Tecwuta(Z¥/V)] 1%, %ﬁ@m@%ﬁm;@ T AREsEEERL, B
RBUTRBARNCRET D, O<FRRE> DA, [TRe5) 14 T8RRI HREEITRE S &7
uﬁbﬂ':@?@b‘am ZRTOIK LT, Teewuta(TY/V)) 1E, BIGEEI@E T 558 LFOEX %
7, @UHEOBAENSENETNOAFGID [°5] & Tewuta(P/u/7 LV 13, Jok, BRH
FHIZER D Z b o, AEFAOZTTFEEEFL T ENE I [T & Te ewuta(T v
V)| OEMFEREICRE 8NV EZS | ZEZ LD Rz oMNcT 5,
SRR - (D) E R - IERIL =, 2008, [S2ARBLOFRER) . [558] 32-1~6. KEfE.
(2) #HERUR. 2008, [HAGED [~THiF D - < b EREERED [-0H0 F=Clale cwuta | OFEMFSEE] .
[BAGE#E] 136. 78-87.

2. XFEICRITDAY I 7 —0n&tE/ \F—> —XEEEFORINITNDXI I »—([CFE LU T—
A 15 (LSERERS
HEECRBWOWTHWSND A Z 77— (ER&OEMR) (X BRSSOV HEDOBENE DL H 5,
ELOLPHNBINISE TS, TOMFHHFIRNIOA 5 7 7 — Ot & EIRINT D723 0 2 FFo,
MDA B 7 7 —%AFH U TREER R L T 2 Wb D, AHEEIL, 20X 272477 —0 [
) 122V T, Cameron(2008) DXIFEIZISIT D A ¥ 7 7 —DZ b (shift) (ZBIT 28225 L L,
SEEATHCIST D A X 7 7 — O — AT 2 F 5L 5 LT 26D TH D, mttge L
DX, THIRORFHEE N BRI LIZ B CH 5, ABFEZ 8 LT, XEEOSIEDA X 7 7 —2
sl R [REIOPEA] 2 5< W HI L T <IEBRED—Ima R~ L72v,
ZER : Cameron, L. 2008. Metaphor shifting in the dynamics of talk. In: M. S. Zanotto, L.

Cameron, and M. C. Cavalcanti eds. Confronting metaphor in use’ An applied linguistic
approach. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 45-62.

3. B ZEEsEaDBRETHOE \ERBEIRIR HE, Jingjing (FLIRKFEAZFR)
BEERE NSRBI L > TED L IIIEHLINDNIE L UL —EDFEER 5 Z LIXR < F
LNTEY, ZoZ LIZRIL T Talmy (1985,1991,2000) (FENORREE (path) ZEEICERET IS
#5% verb-framed language, BEIORIE 2 A LERFCRTERI ) CERELT 5 578% satellite-framed
language & MEA TR L TUVD, AFEEKTIE, ZOTIRITMENNT AAGE L F5E50 & 5 S35 Ik
IZHIETHDHMN, TRTOSFENED EDL LINTRBEIZFESILD LWV ) O T, L LAZDH
MAIET D EEOFET D LWV I B HIINHOZ LT, SiBOFFMELY L0 BARICHEZ D Z &R
TE D Z L aT0ET 5, BARMNCIE, PERE GRS BT Talmy OS5 &L 9 12 satellite-framed
language (TS, R HTAOT O TEWEORRRE] & TBEIOREE ] O LH L3 ERbInD )
AR RN K o> TEALT 5 &9 AT HAGE & st %%ﬁ'ﬁ“é LB verb- framed
language OHE LR > TR 2O Z L FEREDS TR IEICH D 5B ThHH 2 L &
Do
ZZ 3k - (1) Talmy, Leonard (1991) Path to realization: A typology of event conflation. BLS
17:480-519. (2)/NFUE-1(2007) BRI HIE < /N L Z ORIRABAIC ) [T SRE il
5,161-174
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4. Process-product Research into EFL Classroom Practice and Its Effects on Learners’
Development of Sociolinguistic Competence
YU, Ming-chung (National Chengchi University)

The study reported was a process-product investigation of foreign language classroom practice
and its effects on learners’ development of sociolinguistic competence. Based on classroom
observation, the study examined the extent to which college English classes in Taiwan were
instructed in this specific aspect of communicative competence and how learners’ performance
might be linked to the instructions they received. The participants came from twelve universities
in Taiwan. They were 45 Chinese teachers of English teaching intermediate-level freshman
English and 1277 first-year students from 45 classes taught by these teachers. Each of the 45
classes was observed for two hours every week, over a four-month period (one semester) during
209-12 (approximately 32 hours per class). The findings showed that no matter whether a given
class was considered more communicatively-oriented or less, sociolinguistic instruction was
mostly neglected in classroom practice, and that, while the participants differed in their learning
outcomes of speaking and listening skills, they did not differ in sociolinguistic performance.

5. HHIBBEEDIID M RFEEDAT 1 77 « UTSI— - FEIDSAICKT Dsmidpthats
(C - HB=E CKFRIAFIFEE)
AWFZEE, KA =2 T DEFHRBEDOAT 47 « V7 7 o —ZfeHBGE 24T (Critical
Discourse Analysis) OBLUEOGHLNITHZEEBIIET D, DT hT->TE, OFFEDBIR
BN DHEE SN REREHH O 2 7 A QFIUTH T 2 KF—FANH S OFREZ TR Lz
DODO—FHEADT XA MV, RFENA TA X1, BAENRHR 2 F L2 DN IHEAR AT
DD UNRNDDN, E T EIUKT DERL/ T A HEH TN T ED XD ITHEFE L T D0 %]
HINNTT D,
2% ik : O van Dijk, T. A. (2006) ‘Discourse and manipulation’, Discourse & Society,
17(2):359-383. @ Wodak, R. and Meyer, M. (2001/2009) (2nd edition) ‘Critical Discourse analysis:
history, agenda, theory’, in R. Wodak and M. Meyer (eds.) Methods of Critical Discourse Analysis.
London: Sage, pp.1-33.

6. BIERDF v 2ILHoad UDAEFHIRIR NAREBA (REAFAF R BAFMIRES)

AiiE (presupposition) I ARRLIRIUZ L > THR ¥ U BAFRETH D Z ENBN TS, TEFIE
=T ¢ T T BTl o7, | EWHEE, BT S—T « THEARATL Z L3NS ERHE S
%o L, TEAAIS—T 4 TBEbDZR o7, W) X0 Z2b 2 s, EAHIHEEERERD -T2, |
DEINT, BHREET DX Lo THHED F v e SN 585670382 (Levinson 1983: 186-191),
ZHUTKIL T, TEAXY—r U RERATRES T2, | O &5 ICEEARRAPIRIEC RS 75 D
AHEMmEDEN B &R 55/, BRI T v A SN GAD D, —iKIT, ZORORS (72
AFEOF ¥ /UL, BRI E U TR S5 (Keenan 1971: 45), AT, AiffEd 85 12
¥ BV END T EDDAEFHIIERD A U D58 A T = A LO— k| FRATS T OGN O T
ZEERHNET S,

2Z 3k : (1) Keenan, Edward L. 1971. Two Kinds of Presupposition in Natural Language. in

Fillmore Charles J., and Langendoen D. Terence (eds.) Studies in Linguistic Semantics. 45-54.
New York. (2) Levinson, Stephen C.. 1983. Pragmatics. Cambridge.

7. ¥HTAELUCD BIS] —20FEa1H—
ST ROEBRNAFIESE)
ARETIE, BAFEOREH T4 THDH [B15] 1ZEH L, Austin(1962)IZ & - THE SN - 535 T
BEEGOBUSIND, OB L, [BIS) 174 L1, 2ERTHZ Ll D,
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BhE ) 13EHTABRRICRO T, HEIUTENEZITOEA1T4ATHS K <° ama) CRUHE
HOATATHD LEFRSNTED, THOMWHE] X UTAEDHETHLD | FTATAZITO Z
EETET D NREHEE ) DRETH LD E | HHOBLE OG22 21280, 1RGNS
T otz TBIE | ITADRHENIH G TE 5 L Bbhs, EFRHC, TRE < 5 |

TR 7o EOFATA & Z ORHSZ HEERFT L, MiERZid T2 2 21k o T, LV EHICrofE
5 TS 1180 TR 2179 Z Lzl
ZZHR - (1) J L. Austin. 1962. How to Do Things with Words, Oxford University Press. (J.L.4—
AT o V&, WAREKGR1978) [SEE T4 KEREENR) (20 RSearle. 1969. Speech Acts, an
Essay in the Philosophy of Language, Cambridge Univ. Press. J.R.V—/L3, $AREK « HEER
(1986) [t TA— s T ~Dilaml] YEds)

8. MREE « JFBsl & B ORISR T F EREBUEE
(B3] O /RASRIE, FRERAZT TIIMEE TE R, CEBATIREVSUR, BUGORISHE
SNEOREED X 5 72IESTENSUIR, 55 LFOMA, £z & ZITEENE DR IAR IR E 25k
IREBENE G D AREMN D D, TNODX A T3 v 7 REFITHEESINE OFRICH D) D DT,
M) & NERLR EWIOBERZEA LT, T SIXADKRE RLAIROMETHY . — 1
(2 LA BB A & AN, FREAIIC Y & 5T, GEaslHL, EE0ElEs
BRI DA, TONIITHUENEIND Z &5, —J5, THERA) SIikaishng
IMAEZ R L CRATMETH D, dE LFNEEDZ & AFTHAIR. SUELIRA L LTFAHIC
2%, AFFNIFHRANE, SUSAA, Bt RGEZE L, L EESD THD) OSSR
BEHTHD Z L EimlT b,

9. NIRDASETAICHITD MONH5IT | —BAANEEE:EE &Y 1 ABAREBEEBOXIIRZPINC—
SENA, Khwanchira (National Institute of Development Administration, Thailand)
AMFFECIE, Brown & Levinson(1987) DR T A b x ABERA A L LT, RRBOHGHT4%
N A AGERGERES (30 44) & bk A NBAGE S (80 44) 23, R ABIRITALUE S H7DIT
EDXH 7 ROLIT| Bilia WL 00Z3T %, FHEAET, #RE 2 4 SORFEELZ R~
HARE LT-HHEBEFROT o — MIEE L TH HoTz, £ LT, REEOIHTENE D ERA
R L, aERNC A LT, 20k, ARIEOMWE, WE, ZLGEWD 350 a—TF 4 VI8
HOHAE (ORI 2005) 2RV, HAGEREEGS - ¥ A NAARGEFEHEI L DFEHATAD R0 b
FANOFLES « FHLUREBLE LT, TOMR, AAGERREGS & 24 NBAGE FEE XA OERE
FIEL, bbb &L LTHFICE > TOFEHRARE T 2 R03HEE L TWD Y, HAGEREE &S
DIFE D DFHFO H CHL FRIEOIKRT A AFEESCHE AR E AR THE NSO 2 ER BN
77,
2Z 3k (1) Brown, P. & Levinson, S. C. (1978). Politeness: Some universals in language
usage. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. (2) A[L5E1(2005) [ BAGEOMERIZIT DA
BOMM—2558E ~0OmRe—]  [SRBER e RE] 6 5. F4EFE DA, 165-182.

10. BEEMDESEE TN B PXERIAR—SEIRNEESGZEPIMNC—
T BR CUINAKEREBRIERI S EFEA)
PRGNV, [ERTSRF ORI RO E R A AR B 2. D BENED L 51T T AN
BHOMNENST=Z LIFER & B & ORIEFEENREEEL 7O DORHESRIECTh 5, SRR L2,
AAEEHREAOHIZIE, EEORAD X S 72 AR ANDERTOFBEADER TZ T AT EES A
WO 7auy, AR (2006) @ MoxF x ) OBIZHE S S B 5 SiEa bz
e 95 B ERECRIT 2 RO ERASFFER VT, [Ehi L BE L OMICRIFCE#OTE S
BIfRAEL 7o, HARADER & FEADEMNZNZENED L 5 72 5585 T8 % & > TNDDO0E
SMNCT D, AfaTiE, FBZRRREOT a To TR, BARANDERT & READERO S FE T80
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RRZAREL : BARADER LA LTS 20T, BlE 2 BT A mEERA2 WD Z LIk

L. FEADEIERGEZ BT 2 EENERE &5 2 L n3ynote,

SR - (DR, 2004, [HAGED [EGEFRDL (2R3 DT « HHERE & OHIIZE 3T D6
] FURERL.QHHET-.2006 [X £ 2 O] KEREEIE.Q) ~xurt - 770, A7 4
Ty Cs L g Y E RFITEEER2011. [ TR T4 bR SiEfERICET 5. HHEEH
G mgEAL

11. FEROUDEBA CFRHEOEXTIIE— TR & U CORE) « Z1b « BERIRDES—
RAE—BR CRIRAFERF D)
HAGEORE) « 2511 « RFRIRIUTIE, (DD &9 2EBHIRGRIT L) X 5 72 EBIHIRURA R &
o, ARKTIZQOMEDOFEHRZ L M v 7 gk “BR" OFI LR 5 & T L2 ET 5,

1) a. FEZEHT-FSRIEN 2B E . B LSOV TE 7,
b. N L—=U ZIZhATERED, R RE K72 TE T,
c. B EBfEL., ZBRBAICMIT T —EATE -,

©Q a. FHEOBENSAZERD TS &, FHILASEINWTE T,
b. FL—=ZZhte ) BIZ, ¥ VNS o TE T,
c. HERSHRICIBDIND ) BIo, ZBRANA->TE,

FATIFZEICI3(D) & QDN I ERDZRI 7 v A 456095 L O R BN D, Z OFaREIARED
FRAREN RN DTS TR E SNTWAD, QDRUR IR L & 2 5 = & THATIIZE DRSS
it U, F2RFHZQOBFINHSAEOZEIAFIR IS SEERHTH L 2 L 26T 2,

B3k IWeEE R 1992, TV b Y w758 . GEh [21RM% - (A —RR. 2008, [HES
b Bt . BFgert. [BIARZRE. 2005. [7 7 +—& v AOFRMEWR] , FEUREHE. (4]
ILBLER. 2000. [REATSREFFEEL] . < A LISHIR. [5]

12. ZHFIEA RS —EZ DA WAE— ERRIIINTSEFFR)
AFROHINL, ZERI2 A b= —Ot R &l 2 OFREZIEIZ L, A b= —O2ikE%
2952 L ThHbH, £7. Langacker (199516, A b= —OFEE 2 SIS RO 5
ZEITT D, HIT, A F=—FERRIC L Y 2FREICOIS NG, FEEE R B I K > T T
59 T A +=3—, LT, Langacker (1995)® 711> 7 A JUPF) - 77 F 4 7/ —AAZ)DF—
B 2BFIT, BGESARIFEDREOO BT, AZ ZHEm T, R REAZ1T5 R A =3
—. D 2OTHD, %EIL. PF=AZ OREN [RIKEEY 26 TRERR] £ TEA>TWD,
AZ DHPRATREZR 7 — AT, KAFRED A = I —EONEOF NG, LM L SCOE DB
HT %, 2FEOXHIZIFT 285020, RAFEORIE) | IBREOREETREN:) %036 5,
ZEIL - (DWEE— (1997) [FEio L RV v 7 | st Q) vakis=m (2002) Mg & Soksig:)
VERTZAIGR [RS8 DEguEiE] 285-311. U FHIRE. (B)ILALER] (1988) [Hii & ¥iiF)] R
TUREEHRES (4 Langacker, R. W. (1995) “Raising and Transparency.” Language 71: 1-62.

13. HERBIREFR I &0 BIASELLER
ANUEER KRAFAFERD | BEER (KIRKEAERD
AWFEDOBHINL, BAGEE 77 o AGEOEGE ( [226) . [OT) | “parce que". “puisque")
Z3 N, Sweetser (1991), Kanetani (2006) (2 K 5355 T4 MBSO kB O SO FHH 245 =
EThD, Bt TN, ek, e TRkt FEE A RO L SD  (Sweetser 1991)
23, Kanetani (2006, 2007a,b) 1%, F&aH T2 REE0 JR8akaEsk oo 48 I skt & 1 3BIR L7en E HIE L
7oo UL, JEEL BAGE CHERGNNRI L L D ITIRDEE S i TidZe (B a, b) . BHAFEILE
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W CIEIR Ut 2 FAV C b RBEH T4 OREEIC L » TRSRHOEVR A BNS WD b, ¢ .
(1) a. What are you doing tonight, because there's a good movie on. (Sweetser 1990:77)

b. * HEVBRERC > TW D BABiRo->TH 2 (FEi=MHEEEH T4)

c. VBB S TWND 0N H—AEITATHRN? (A= T4)

T, 7T URFEIZBWTH I TADOFEAIZ L > T "parce que”’ & “puisque” OfEVVIITR
b, ZOXIIT, AREKTIL, FeH TAOFIAIZ X 5 BILGEOHR GO BZAMEDENZ /T LT
[ANGE

(1) Sweetser, Eve. 1991. From Etymology to Pragmatics: Metaphorical and Cultural Aspects of
Semantic Structure (Cambridge Studies in Linguistics): Cambridge University Press.
(2)Kanetani, Masaru. 2006. “Constructions of Causation and Reasoning”. Tsukuba English
Studles. Vol. 25: 19-40.

DRI L (14:30~17:00) [ dLfEHR—IL ]

(Mis)communication and Implicature/Implicit Meanings
TANAKA, Hiroaki (Kyoto Institute of Technology)

"For communication to succeed, speakers must be cooperative, in that they must cater
features of their utterances to the needs of their addressees"(Ferreira et al/ 2005); whereas
addressees must be attentive, in that they must tolerate features of their utterance to the needs of
their speakers. In actuality, however, sepakers and addressees commonly violate their mutual
knowledge, in that their behavior is egocentric because it is anchored to their own knowledge
rather than to mutual knowledge(Barr nd Keysar 2005; Colston 2008; Kescskes 2007). Usually,
despite the threat of violation, addressees understand speakers most of the time wvia such
strategies as question-answer, confirmation, and organization of repair inter alia(cf. Schegloff
1987). But oftentimes, in the face of the threat, speakers and addressess are at a loss to
understand each other.

In this paper, I will address the question of how interactants are misinformed by
overconfidence/illusion of transparency--a tendency for people to overestimate the degree to which
their personal mental state is known by others (Gilovich et a/ 1998; Okamoto 2010) on the first
stage of interaction, and correctedly informed by eAlin  Japanese)/huh(in
English)-initiated-repairs and corrections of content on the final stage. I will discuss these one or
two aspects of misccommunication as in the following.

The flow of misinformed utterance is initiated by speakers' undergeneration of what they
have to convey because of "a bottleneck of the actual process of phonetic articulation in a system
that can otherwise run about four times faster," which should have required "a balance between
two forces: a speaker's desire for economy and an auditor's need for sufficient
information"(Levinson 2000) in an ordinary effective mode of utterance if successful; hence
speaker's overgenerated egocentrism.

Speaker's too much desire for economy and addressee's too much need for sufficient
information are in conflict in some way, which does not always mean lack of information a
speaker does not provide for an addressee is fulfilled later on. But if fulfilled, the infomation, 1.e.,
implict meanings otherwise conveyed is expressed in an explicit form so that it suffers a loss of
staus as implicature as in (1) below.
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(1) 1. A. Nice cat! Is it male or female?
2. B. It's three-coloured.
3. A. So what?
4. B. Never mind. It’s female, actually. Yus (1998)

A needs to know all three-coloured cats(tortoise-shell cats) are born female genetically in order
to understand what B has to say. As is always the case, the implicated premise works as a means
to avoid miscommunication between the two interanctants, but this is not the whole story. The
implicature A would have successfully conveyned in line 1 results in a different mode of
interaction.

Relevance and Another Type of Implicature
YOSHIMURA, Akiko (Nara Women's University)

The term 'implicature' was coined by Grice. His famous four maxims are intended mainly to
explain how implicatures are drawn. However, his explanations do not refer to any concrete
inference rules. Sperber and Wilson (1995) claim that the inferences involved in the online
process of utterance interpretation are limited only to the elimination rules of deduction and that
all implicatures can be categorized as one of two kinds of implicatures: implicated premises and
implicated conclusions. For example, (2) presents the process of drawing implicatures of (1b),
and (2b) is an implicated premise of (1b) and (2¢) is its implicated conclusion.

(1) a. Peter: Would you drive a Mercedes?

b. Mary: I wouldn't drive ANY expensive car. (Sperber and Wilson 1995: 194)
(2) a. Mary wouldn't drive any expensive car. (= explicature of (1b))

b. A Mercedes is an expensive car. (= implicated premise)

c. Mary wouldn't drive a Mercedes. (= implicated conclusion)

However, there seem to be some cases with implicatures that differ from both of
these. These cases include metaphorical utterances based on a story-level similarity,
introductions of some concrete examples, etc. There also seem to be cases where the
processing-unit in the implicature-drawing process is not one proposition but a whole story. This
paper examines a variety of spoken utterances whose relevance is achieved by their implicatures,
and thinks about the inference rules and processing-units involved in the implicature-drawing
processes from a cognitive pragmatic point of view.

[References] Sperber and Wilson (1995) Relevance: Communication and Cognition,
Blackwell. Yoshimura (2007) "Three Similarity Levels and the Interpretation Process of
Metaphor.' Language and Viewpoint, Eihohsha.

Epistemic Vigilance and Mind-Reading Ability: Development of the Building Blocks of Pragmatics
MATSUI, Tomoko (Tokyo Gakugei University)

Cognitive pragmatics claims that pragmatic interpretation is an exercise in mind-reading
(Sperber & Wilson 2002). The first developmental milestone of conceptual understanding of mind
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comes around 4 years of age when children pass the first-order false belief task. A variety of
pragmatic tasks such as understanding of simple deception, synonyms/homonyms, and
metaphorical expressions are found to be correlated with children’s understanding of first-order
false belief (Happé 1993; Sodian et al., 1991; Doherty 200; Doherty & Perner 1998). The second
milestone is achieved around 8 years of age when children come to grasp second-order false belief.
Comprehension of irony and deliberate deception is reported to correlate with understanding of
second-order false belief (Winner & Leekam 1991; Sullivan, Winner & Hopfield 1995; Winner et
al. 1998). Overall, the reported correlations indicate that different types of pragmatic skills
require different orders of mind-reading ability.

Success in standard false-belief tasks has typically been seen as evidence of the child’s
developing ‘theory of mind’. Recently, however, Sperber and his colleagues have claimed that
success in standard false-belief tasks is linked to the child’s developing capacity for ‘epistemic
vigilance’ — the capacity to defend oneself against being accidentally or intentionally misinformed
by communicators (Sperber et al. 2010). To date, one study claims that epistemic vigilance is
involved in understanding of intentional deception (Mascaro & Sperber 2009) and the other
suggests that it is required to understand verbal irony (Wilson 2007). Currently, however, little is
known about how children’s developing epistemic vigilance contributes to their general pragmatic
interpretations.

The goal of this paper, therefore, is to shed further light on the relation between
epistemic vigilance and pragmatic interpretation from a developmental point of view. I will first
discuss recent findings about development of epistemic vigilance (Koenig & Harris 2005; Matsui
et al. 2006). Then I will demonstrate how children’s epistemic vigilance and mind-reading ability
contribute to their understanding of the hidden or tacitly conveyed emotions, attitudes and
intentions of the speaker.
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