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1. Condolences in English and Japanese: Implications for Politeness Theories
ITAKURA Hiroko (Hong Kong Baptist University)
The paper aims to identify parameters and cultural norms of linguistic variation in expressing
condolences in English and Japanese and explores the role of speakers’ knowledge of linguistic
conventions and cultural norms in revising theories of politeness. For these purposes, the study
compares linguistic expressions of condolences over the death of a mother and a pet in these
languages by using Discourse Completion Tasks. The findings suggest that for both languages, the
parameters for offering condolences include social distance between the bereaved and the deceased
as well as the societal status of the deceased. However, cultural norms for offering condolences
appear to vary across these languages, for example, with regard to the use of individualistic and
other-oriented expressions. The paper concludes by exploring the theoretical implications by
addressing the “East-West divide” (Leech, 2007) and the relevance of speakers’ knowledge and
politeness principles to more interactional approaches to politeness (Haugh, 2007).
References: (1) Haugh, M. 2007. “The Discursive Challenge to Politeness Research: An
Interactional Alternative.” Journal of Politeness Research 3(2), 317-395. (2) Leech, G. 2007
“Politeness: Is There an East-West Divide?” Journal of Politeness Research 3, 167-206.
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B SO RE DMEREEIX, —HDOFEHERE, Thbb, fGEOY - AL LTOT A1
=—HURBEE & | BERSCIEEE OB UMM T 57 A v =—HRRE N OB ATEETH D,
meﬁw<o#@%ﬁﬁﬁ IBWTIEING 0T A v =—MER S T % (Gibbs
2000, Rageber 2016 %%) | iR%mMNM) I, BEEREE L LoV —H X AR AR
Rha T A 1 =— 83 &% LTHY, BEMSCHEFEOBMEMERFIMICET 57 A v =—HIZD
wfﬁ@%%&bfwﬁw AFREFRTIE, @FBEMTOERHNE (D)7 A v =— () —
R L DB DN T O BE M R @%ﬁ#%%wtﬁﬁ@E%%%rb ETREEN S8
FEEMREO BRI AN NI THZ L ER AR D,
20k ¢ (1) Gibbs, R. 2000. “Irony in Talk among friends.” Metaphor and Symbol 15. 5-27. (2)
Raeber, T. 2016. “Distinguishing rhetorical from ironical questions: A relevance-theoretic account.”
In M. P. Cruz (ed.) Relevance theory: Recent developments, current challenges and future directions.
John Benjamins.
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%o BRI, BE T A 0 =—REE0HMOBE T, SELTEREHLZEEZIDLN
LEBORELZTFHL TWDERLZIRRT DL L BT, 20K ) R HEAIREE O AR EME
W, MEFOTA n=—BRIC DX ) R e b DT ONIHONTR, To7Rigm s
BRENTWRNWI L 2EHiT 5, AKX TIILL LOMELZEER, 74 v =—%G5, 7
JBIT L 72 B AEE - B ORAREICK L, 38 L FOTBEEZ (RIS 5 72 0ic, @B
IR EFICL > TEREBEDO LIV TELSNDLEND Y . QG EME#HE2 2— MM
THBEGATEEBREELZEILTHEIFGELFIIEEORAZITOMLERNH L Z L AL
MICTHZEERNET D,

% k. (1) Sperber, Dan and Deirdre Wilson. 1986/1995. Relevance: Communication and

Cognition. Oxford: Blackwell. (2) Wilson, Deirdre. 2009. “Irony and Metarepresentation.” UCL
Working Papers in Linguistics 21, 183-226.
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AFEFE T, Sperber & Wilson(1995) AR, JAi < FEE: S 41 C & 7= BIHU A BRER 0O ML A & Ji
L. SBEADOEICLDEEORBIMEG LRI RE oI T 5, G701, HAGE
DFEBRADLEOHRTH, HROBHELEEZFH LERTETH S, £7. ZOEOFESED
&, (1)3CF#55 (transliteration), (2)8E 352> 6 O¥a#HE(analogy). (3) L[ FER (folk etymology)
D3DNIHFETH, £ LT, Zbn, ZZHEWS, HFEH CORMEZSIZFIH L THRY
SO EWO R AR T 5, £D LT, ZALORBLOMEN, ED X 5 L TREEMD
ERUZEBNT D DN HOWT, 3 DD E LT TRAET 5, O, BRI EERImE &
WOMEEZEAL, SEEADERY L7 OIZiE, FHEVEBIEICIA T, SEHmIRIE
RHEboTWD Z L &2IERT 5, £72. 7 By 7 ESERE —FLE WS 2 DOFE
W7 ZADEFGMEIZONWTHE AL, YFREEMNmROISEE LT O 4L R
R
23 Sk - (1) Sperber, D. and D. Wilson. 1995. Relevance: Communication and Cognition (2nd
edition). Oxford: Blackwell. (2) Aitchison, J. 2012. Words in the Mind: An Introduction to the
Mental Lexicon (4th edition). Wiley-Blackwell. (3) H#75L =f@. 2017. [REIXRE LRI/ DD
N S
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BT, ARTTUREENS ZEIZRE N TITHELZ ERH LN R o7,
25 3CHK : Reyes, A. 2011. ¢ Strategles of legitimization in political discourse: From words to
actions.” Discourse & Society, 22(6): 781-807.
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Z LIk o TIES L Z K DHR A TR Z & D33 noTz, —T7, BETIEA 74 v F—affi
EaEA Ul MaBARHl ) (L2 IEYMED R T T V=2 BRI WS 72 8, BT
RRDMERPFFONIZ, ZOZLnd THG] LWORILBNZESBIAT 4 A3 — AT
boTHEARNRESEDA T T V—DEMITITRRV DB H D Z ERHLMNTR -T2,

3. EEMEMENDREICHITSIREMIEM : “Barack Obama is the first black president
of the US” ODEEMZHHT
AAGEE (BEEKXFE)
AFEFRTL Y BT 5 HEAIFI normative bias & (X, good, clean ® X 5 7N D IEFAYEE

iEEEE S 415 & (not good, not clean), EAEANLDKERE (bad, dirty) IZHWERE G
OHE N8 D, DAL OIHERIRHIRE DS E (not bad, not dirty) (W TIEZ 5 1X72 5720
EWVWIHIHEDTH D, blackiwhite &5 FFFED T IL, AFFER & LTI En, Af
FEg b L ISR RI 2 L L, 43~ K% black president &i‘%fﬁﬁ“éjﬁ“% I%. not white
— black & W) BEARIA2SH Y . 2428 white : A7, black : L E W) BEWRSITE 5 5
SIFTCW5, ) TA 3~ % black president & FH T M AIL, BAYFHEF IO CHE &
SH, AREFZE TR, T EBE - SR T 572010, FEEERZ X - B EEHn A
BRIZDNI T2 Z 2 AR D,

232 3Cik : (1) Ducrot, Oswald. 1973. La preuve et le dire : langage et logique. Paris : Mame. (2) X
DARFIFE. 2016, 7 A m=— « InBn0 « FBRUE - BilhaEE) [7 7 o AGEF ORI 4]
(HHE - FA (W), 303-339, Hnt, O LEE.
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Wr 0 BSERSL T D RTOBEMETIEWT Y OBX A2 DB, HTO 7 oA ZA2ENTY 27 %
BT D7D OFETEHNTOND Z ERH D, LinL, Wi ikiEz W\ < D0 OmRIz s
. R T E OSFETENCE B LRI 220, ARRFSE Tl H ARGEREEREE (ONS) & A
VA GEREREREE (SNS) [FWr 0 IZE S E TOEBICEBWTED L S REFRITEIN 2SI bH D
NEBEWARE WO PLAZ OV THLICT D, OFTORESR. INS & SNS B E 7275



PROILTZ, SNSIFWIVICED ETOMICRENDZFFTENINS L2 vk, (K
HEZITCHOELICKHY BERERA LD & LRWHDRH L Z Enghole, iz, Wib
IZEDLETOFHETENCH LN BERARDFH L LT, INS IZHB2ITEICTH S [120
Eb‘] Z . SNS T LI Z2TEI CH L [FHMEK] 2. Th & FRIZIHmRAY 2 TE) T
b2 [HZR] bEHT MRS,
%%if’ﬁk o (1) EHAFE. 2015, #FEICKT DM AR © A AGERGERSE &~ REE
REREE BROIKLARFERFFEHE LR SC. (2) Beebe, L., et al. 1990. “Pragmatic Transfer in ESL
Refusals.” In R. Scarcella, E. Andersen, & S. Krashen (Eds.), Developing Communicative
Competence in a Second Language. New York: Newbury House, 55-73.
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WHEZERL (FERIXSHFEMER)
ARREETIL, FEBOIAEBEENGFELZ L IXICBWCED L% TEAHG & Tx#

a0 (8K 1973) AL, O XD REMEL D AFREIORIREZIT > TNDDNIIDONT
L5, ZAERGREGEEOREE, TVERTINLOT —%, KO A GEREEREE ~D T
V— MR E B EE LD, BURK A FEO B FRE & IFREE O EO FERE AR L,
TOMEREL T 5, A5 @Af’rﬂ 22T lwasaki & Ingkaphirom (2000) 737% L 7=E
HLISDATr—)VERE 2, XA GETIXREE & RIEEE ORI, s, FES 5, BURE
iz, B&X&—wJ,Fﬁ%EX#—wJ,F@%Léxﬁ—wj®30®ﬁﬁo
TCREBERNT X0 AFRGA DI TOND &V ) e W5t 5,

Z3Z 30k (1) Iwasaki, Shoichi. and Preeya Ingkaphirom Horie. 2000. “Creating Speech Register in
Thai Conversation.” Language in Society 29, 519-554. (2)Voravudhi, Chirasombutti. 1995.
Self-Reference in Japanese and Thai: A Comparative Study. Ph.D. diss., Canberra: Australian
National University.

3. World Englishes IZB§d 52—/ \XEEFMIME : GloWbE Z ALV EBNEEFR D EHITAR
FRXAE (EEXF)
AFEFOHBNL, TR S5 HEEZFE World Englishes %3~/\X§§§?@ﬁ5{£f/\

BT 52 ThdD, FEEEFIIEZ DD, FEEFI (FrICBmR) CTHWOHALE
FRIZPER D HRFEEFE (BT A F Y AEFERLT A U DGR [TR-> TRV, Zaboi
PRI BT DALEM T BRI Z &7y, T —F 1%, Corpus of Web-based Global
English (VL F GloWbE) 722548V . F{%1E Gries and Otani (2009)%% CTEA % X #17= Behavioural
Profiles % Jt F L 72, 3 Hrxt 83 GIOWDE (26 5 20 EFECTH D | 0T 572D ERK & LT
can <> must 72 & (%) 1EBhENE 15 fH D 100 akd 7= © OB Z Wiz, SHToRER, AE
RHT AV =N =Dholc, —DIIAXV A, TAVDEEZLIERkOT o Taty ) 5k
i, ZOoRIET U AR—NARA » REGLT VT HRE, £ L CREICH =TT 7 U0
EELT 7V AREETH D, £lo, Ty aY s Y ERE would < could ZEDEIEIZEE
e, 77 HEEIT can 72 EAVRRIZBISR LTS RTREMEDNVRIE S ALTZ,

2 ik« Gries, Stefan, and Naoki Otani. 2010. “Behavioral profiles: A corpus-based perspective
on synonymy and antonymy”. ICAME-Journal 34: 121-150.
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1. RSA FRREFE - BD - HRBERERELTOYTRITEALT
REFEEF (KIRIEXTE) . IHZE (KBRXFE)
AR T~V KE DA =V TOXIGFEIZONWT, TOMEITAHICRONDA Y /R
TA MR ABGIGELFEEMEFOLED LD 72FE - FOAHEOIAENTWNDL DN, e
BAFRE A (Lin, 2001) DOPRFFE WO BLEN DB ET 9,
RNy a =7 (Davies&Harré, 1990 %) OBLEN O ORKEEZHTIZ LY | e I FITxE
FTOHCAIRY « JSZHFERE 21T O RIS, WBROBHNPRITIE 2N A7 La— R« A ViR
FA PRA« ARTT V=% LIZULITHO WD Z LR LMo Tz, IBNmTiE, F
REDOER I ~ORLRE, #IE, BEBOREIZ L o> TCREBRZHER HEOM T 7 F S+,
DnEE-EE] ° [~~vKRL) ZREBMICGELIZRYYa=r 7 - 7 b &fTo T
72
Z DX BN ER AR 72 RN ONURIT, BTl b, £l 8872 boAS %O BRI
RBROMERHCERE ST O TERY . A/ RI A4 bR ADERITHSEUREARZ KR
HIbD—oDFIEENZ D,
223 3K - Davies, B. and R. Harré 1990, ‘Positioning: The discursive production of selves’, Journal
for the Theory of Social Behaviour, 20(1), pp. 44-63.Lin, N (2001) Social capital: A theory of
social structure and action, New York: Cambridge University Press.
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179 BBF—

INFFIE CREBSMEFERZERRAE)

TIVMTMRE RO A RSN H Y | AARFEZEE D ABREFET D, THET,
T VNTEHEIN TV D AAGEORIIITON TE 20, 1ZE A EOWIITERR S
OB DT STV, ARRTIE. BR7 7 D0 NE BARND AAGE IR ITE &
BATT DB WO RO TEREICEH Lz, KEOBR, FEEIIH DOFIRICR1T8 %
HFIZKRDLOT, fHFRICAHZNTTLE D, £ORD, 209 LE T2 D ORGSR
BB e FEEPHVLRBOTEESGRR S, AL, LYo "oty r—F
WEZIT T, TORE, BEOBHENE 2D EART T VNV AP RNEN 2L =%
SHWz, £, SEOAHERRZR2 > THE U TEHEEORADHEIMEN S TV D
T, HR7 7 VNV NOWGEITEIAEKIL L TWD, 2FED, HRANEHBRT 7 VL ANDHK
FEATENC R 2 BN B2 0 | ATENBOERER > TWDH, BEDEFHE,
ZEHR . (1) HHET, #1.1986. [RANL T A U I AOBGETEL] FIE. QWA Z -
PORH - 1T —#8.1998.  [WGEREL] KEAEEL. (3) Brown, Penelope, & Levinson, Stephen
C.1987. “Politeness : Some Universals in Language Usage.” London: Cambridge. University Press.

3. RRIT7HO T4 TEETW=EL] EVWSHER—EBERHRAREE—/1AABTLY—
HARE (EBKE)

ARFOFIRIZ, BRAKFEORRX 7777 40 70— [SHETW=EL ] #RER

ELTIEA, BRRE L a— "AFAEOEREZERGEMR &R 7 A4 N R ABERmOBLEN
HELZL, B TEE & L TCOMAIEREBEHmMWERORIRE W) a2 ZE I



THZELILHD, [ESETWEL ] OFESFMOHFE LEMEOEAWE TR D B
NHIE, TSHTWEELS] OBRBEELSDH D 1308k BDEZ-TWAHZ Enb
Mole, A—RAPETIX, MO T 7 77 4 7 L UTfER, TS T2 < I,
AP CIIMAF L 0L Y Z - TEFEN ST 2 —FH T, HMFELERBHALY—FT 7 |k
OB TILES V7 4 RELOBEML L, SWEIYRBEOHEMMA AL ONTZ, ZnbD
FERERN G, EFEO STV OFRIERKITFERRIA N7 7 V—DRRER
BRERHI A R 7 7 V= ~DIRFEDBIN & F 2 DD TIER W EfEmOT T D,

ZEIER - (D)&ER 2. 2007, [[~TL72E5]) & [~Tni=7E ) iconTy [HAGEDH
gt) 3(2), 47-53. (2)ETHE . 2016. [+LFEMm ). MEEEIL - WIHEAN () [F5HmF7eE
HA K7 w7 ], 77-103, O> U#EJE. Leech, G. 2014. The Pragmatics of Politeness. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.
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1. Rapport-oriented vs. Stance-oriented Backchannel Sequences in ELF Interactions
IKE Saya (Sugiyama Jogakuen University)
Jean MULDER (University of Melbourne)
Our ongoing study of backchannel (BC) behaviour in English spoken by Japanese (JE) and English
spoken by Australians (Ausk) has identified differences in the range and distribution of functional
phases in backchannel sequences—BC instances involving more than one exchange of BCs—as well
as in frequency, preferred backchannel types, sequential location, and initiation strategies (e.g., Ike,
2016). Notably, in JE interactions extended BC sequences are frequent, often used to negotiate turns,
and predominately rapport-oriented, whereas in AUsE interactions extended BC sequences are
relatively infrequent and more stance-oriented (ke & Mulder, 2016). This paper focuses on how JE
speakers negotiate their rapport-oriented BC behaviour in initiating an extended BC sequence, and
how they accommodate and their pragmatic expectations in the absence of extended BC sequences
and differences in rapport-orientation in interactions with AusE speakers. As such, it provides
further insight into the pragmatic accommodation accomplished by speakers in ELF settings.
References: (1) ke, S. (2016). The interactional basis of backchannel behaviour in Japanese English.
Journal of Sugiyama Jogakuen University: Humanities, 47, 129-138. (2) lke, S., & Mulder, J. (2016).
Building rapport and negotiation turns (or not) through backchannels. Paper presented at the 19th
Annual Conference of the Pragmatics Society of Japan, Shimonoseki.

2. What kinds of segmental repair are most frequent in English as a Lingua Franca
Interactions in Japan?

George 0’ NEAL (Niigata University)
This presentation will describe a qualitative and quantitative study of segmental repairs that maintain
mutual intelligibility in English as a Lingua Franca interactions (O’Neal 2015, 2016). Using
conversation analytic methodology to examine a corpus of miscommunications among Chinese and
Japanese students at a Japanese university, this study identifies the segmental repairs and
adjustments in a corpus of several hours of oral English communications between Japanese students
and exchange students so as to measure which segmental repair and adjustments are most frequent.
On the basis of the analysis, this study claims that four segmental repair strategies and three
segmental adjustments are used in the interactions to maintain mutually intelligible pronunciation
and that reactive segmental repair and segmental modification are the most frequent.

10



References: (1) O’Neal, G. (2015). Segmental repair and interactional intelligibility. Journal of
Pragmatics, 85, 122-134. (2) O’Neal, G. (2016). Intelligibility and Segmental Phoneme Repair
Strategies in English as a Lingua Franca Interactions among Chinese and Japanese Speakers of
English. Chinese Journal of Applied Linguistics, 39(4), 379-400.

3. The bars were closed until Monday. —BERIIEZXLOMRELZDOHN?
BBE#H— (FWUERXZIEEE)

KRAREERTFESE Special Lecture (13:50~15:05) [ 3 S8 K101 #H=E]

Chair: KUBO Susumu (Matsuyama University)

@ Culture-specific Face in Chinese

ZHANG Shaojie (Northeast Normal University, China)
Key words: face; mianzi; lian; culture-specificity; Chinese

Face, like politeness, is a universal phenomenon, but it is
culture-specific to a greater extent across cultures. Face and
politeness are two distinctive notions in Chinese in contrast to
those in English cultures where face is taken as a communicative
goal and politeness as a general strategy for achieving that goal
when face encounters threat in interaction. This study focuses on
the culture-specific aspects of face realized by mianzi and lian in
Chinese supported by a corpus-based data. The findings reveal five
aspects. First, face represents a system of value constructs with
mianzi being more associated with public self-image as the most
salient value, and lian being more associated with morality as the
most dominant value. Second, face is represented at the individual, relational and coIIectlve levels
with mianzi representing more socio-cultural face and lian representing more individual face. Third,
face claim is a matter of value judgment or evaluation, with mianzi being more positively evaluated
and lian more negatively evaluated. Fourth, face representation tends to be involved in self-other
interaction with mianzi being more other-related in a social sense and lian being more self-oriented
in a personal sense. Lastly, face operates as a whole with mianzi and lian coexisting and
interdepending in social interaction, but there is a large proportion of overlap between the value
constructs of mianzi and lian which interact with one another to determine face maintenance, face
gain, face loss, or even face hurt and damage in Chinese culture.
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—f8—4 >3~y F / Workshops (15:10~16:40)
O@E1E [HIBEEKIO HE]
BOEARBOEA—BREDA T4 aVICTEDLHER

F—HFr4Y¥— iEH EFF (EXEKXF)

KU —rayiE, ANBGFEEOREEKE LT () b EiE - SEEHO#ME
ZHGDEETEREL, BITTH2bD0THDH, ANBGFEDOHEKE LTOL LI, FHRN
O SLOE ZADIEER, FR, G, LFEER, BRZR R LR E T,

PR DE %@@%M@?ﬁ»%%&ﬁﬁ%iﬁﬁ’ﬁdmf@@%% (oY el
Thi, BORMBEIIRE SN TE 1, BOSHERIL. /Ek0E mamizE L, L
WA B SR TR .

BREFIIEFE - SEFEHICITSUEBZHI SN TS LW ) BRHIZSE S, iSRS Db
W S BE(L T D A ARGEOFE R MIC OW CREEEE SIS L DR 21T - C& /-
(GEH - i 2014) . AKU—27 > a v T TIE, BZEBRFEOA Y Ta A a O TH
HEVWIREDS &, 4EORELET 4 2B v P NERZTOMREITI,

1. BREOLBNCRD 5] LBAREDHE
BH FF (BALXFRE)

AAGET 15 2hbIcBishsSiEThy, TER) 2B S 3GEE I
REL BADHMETRT, RFETIE 1) MESORETHLLUL TONRZF.OIC, H
ARFED GBI, BT C e L. [ 20 EREHET28#&E L Lok
FEEREVOMASCTHARBAEAETHRRZEMT 2, 0TS 1) WESOR#MO
BE, (B b0 HCHETH S, HOIXBICHET HMECEEORE & DD Y )
BRFE S, BUESN TV, B L, Bz o 2FEREN, REENSESOE %
ﬁf%@ IHEBELTE ZIC, B TOERZNENRES TR TN ZETH D,
BBIZ, WICIAET 2 B LB OMAMERRE WD, e & ORREICEI Y A Z2#Ex
fw<m% AMEE 2T 5, BRTITTEDETEZ OFFIZERLDOD, HAFEN V)
WCHRFEERNBIETH DI E VD Z L2 HGEE DA WP OHIREL TV,
SESCHER - (1) BEHPET. 2016, THAAND S a=r—va BT HCEE T4 -
REEERERES & AFRGESH O L0 —) BEHVET - ®AE T () [2a=/r—v a0
HAFI AL — AREEET — 205 -] 1-38. 05 UERE. (2) W HEM. 2003. [HFToH
E == N

Ul

2. 5] OFERMEEDER : BEEDAE—FLALOXLZBELT
iﬂl%(%ﬁ@i?)
HAGEE & EREL, 56 LF L& FAAIRICIEY BT Tn < G I2R0 % BT,

&i@®§m‘\Zﬁ?%?-ﬁy?47ﬁ74FZX®%@&LTXE“?V“W&W
I IERANEfH N TWD (HARGET @) TR o2 B @EE
Plain/intimate/Familiar (3£ T 8 {£) ¥ X O Authoritative/Polite/Deferential (T %{4&) @ 6 B[

A —F oL GERRA s EOEEBEICHE E LT UERR L LT LTS 2 &
E. 35 EW IO AR - BIRBIRN HEEEO S, 2 a=7—3T g VAR E
A XY N B Z T DN EREIORLTWD,
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ﬁﬁni HEFED A E—F LV BIR O 2 U T, UEME~D 5 owvwbiX
RFEE] IZBWT, BARGEITHERE XY SHEICEWNE WO FHEN R OND Z L 25
Tréﬁ“éo HAREIZIZ, BEFETIEIA Y — %l/f\/l/ﬁfit%io%@ic (7 b)) IZEHIC
LR ONZRNDIZK LT, BAREEXERHOR L THBHICEWTH A BlEIND,
275 3CHK (1) Ono, Tsuyoshi, and Kimberly Jones. (eds.) 2008. Style Shifting in Japanese.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. (2) Y#iT7E. 2014. [ 3= & HE B H O AASRENLIRI S L@ S 5500
HoAPRE) REMPESIED (W) [ AAGEESUE S OS] | 673-694. U UEE

3. HENLZHEDHEBHERMEIZET2RIERNORE—BO_EEEDIE5E
HEF EEF (BREXFE)

WIxT T DERR & FADORFETIX, &4 OB BRI A T SFu, BB 172

N 2 O R G TEN SIS 2 S D, z!ﬂﬁ TlL, TNNATREICAR B A% [H
am:béﬂz PE] (JF7K 2003) (ZHEASWTHERT %,

H OO fEE Lk, B OB 2 D B CAOREIR O JE P & 1 D AT EIE 2

DETHBEZThDH, fthF LI AHER BN Efﬁfﬁé%%éﬁﬁﬁﬂz F. JUE O I [EIME,
FEM, &b zcrkrﬁ@’*%é%a ZASFEBILR DR & EBI Lo OFkFF, Eﬂ% %) %
AT D, Bl & FAEOKEBIE R ORGFIIHICEBE L TRENDI O LIRS D,
ZE IR - (1) TE/KTE. 2003, [0 BAB] RS HIRE. (2) HAriE BB, 1997, DR
Ml i E)E. (3) AEEFEE 1. 2014, TRIWVONT FEEEIC %%héﬁﬁk@%é&#é@ﬁAm
BIfR— A SR OX B 208 L C— ) HHEET - BRHE T (W) TA#AORE FsR ~DPkik] | 91-122,
< A LBHR

4. JAEEICLDHBOHE  BRBRBEOFEALEE
Bt #5880 (DILIE T FETREKRE)
SHETAHER T, MLTOBRKMEEZ B THER - BROELENERIND LA
Do UKL THOEMMmRTIE, aE LT LM T LB - LB T35 [2HTET
LT NG LD, MEESINEIL 15 PEET 2R IR2HWE [hEE 2]
é’&’iof%ﬁ®ﬁ%%%ﬁ?éo%%m%@b%iZKiofﬁﬁéhéﬁﬁﬁﬁ
GHARZEICE LS D,

ﬁém%u TIKAF L CHEIZRBETRIOLE DL FRETIILObE 2 OfER E L THE
BOHINL DRI S < A 7R BT A DOMENBIZE SN D, RFEETITE S EALE 2 58
THENBEEIND, BAGED Tk H25WIEHFERED HEE] ICRICHN LD
L AL TPORTRTAEREBE FRZET OINE I DEREERT IR D, Z0
X9 R ELR bl BALE BN EIAT O Z ENEESND,

A AGES L O ERE O L FEWREM G O G BT EEIZ I 1T D MR ERBULEH & FE ORRRE
DHIHIZIESNTHOLRIOME Z 2R T 5,

@ F 2= [H3IELEK201 H=]
FHERROBEICR T T—H AR (grounding) DEMEZHIZET 5—
F—H+4Y—: AhER RHIEHMEXRSE)

RKU—7ay 7Tk, TERIEERG) OG0 @ b (grounding) | (G L F2°
SR LIRS, B X FICHAR T | EmEROEEEEO L LTH LIERA) &
FRFES % (Clark and Brenann 1991; Clark 1996: 221),
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FEERIL, XEEE [ O x e QWM T, BhE AL, 1EROFERMmIL. BEEO—%HHE
HERLICE & DNE DN T2 FEEEO TEIY ) Ze i S AL ST 2 72025 7=, Arundale(2008)
X, ENEMEE L dogma (%) &PFON, FEEOBIR2FHE A 28T T D - (i) XFREHE O
DELIRBEIX R — Tl Zevy, (i) BERET 2 REEITEGEN H 0 FHAKGTT 5, (i) B - 175
IRFR ) D Eci 72 b DI T 5, (iv) FEFEIL. —H Tk, il L#krd 5,
(V) XIFEE DB - 1741 rEIJ%é(emergent)J T 5,
= TR (i) (V) B T, RIEEE O IEIT A A LT, SRR AE U B
Z, WD LG 4 DJRHZRE URGET 5,
Phase 1 : &6 L 0 H . HLAY7: (egocentric) 72/ (=T —N 2 0 od<
FF O AR « W/NFHET5)
Phase 2 : [l & Tz & %)ﬂ%ﬁ’@?afﬁ%OD*ﬁﬁéﬁﬁbﬂé )%'ﬁ
Phase 3 : G L P& BTV 14 v &2BME L, B& T2 - BRI K o T
[RAEEL M T I 2 Jey T,
Phase 4 : fcf& R,
BRI, FHEMERL T NDTHA D Lo THRIAZ (presumption)] 238 5 Z & 238152
=Y AW

1. T#5=fi#iR (reference resolution) ICR 5N 2B H0 4 (egocentricity) & H@E g
el
HYER (REI=HMEXRE)
M & FIoHl CHarxtg: (BfF47eE) ZEAT oML (3t %ﬁéﬁ‘%ﬂ:) B ELEY
%, (DWHEEFrx f’ﬁif?ﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁﬁ)“ﬁ HRWGAE, (D@ Trhrolzha, (i) &k
P B 0> TWDLEEITST S, ZONETEE LFOHE CHLEDER i{lﬂzé iﬂ“tz’»
(i) TbH, Eﬁbiiiﬂ)ﬁﬁ)%ﬁa%uéﬁ o THENVEWVWI AN RS, & FORM
EOR= Ny i$§(ﬁééﬂ6 FRICHAGETIX X &) (»o0) J o [5G 2, H&EF0Ha
HEHIC R X & E 2 8779, ACH O Rmc b IEEBE OGN OIAEND Z
LEEERET D,

ERBEICH T HEL@AEREL )

SHERF (ZEXP)
AFEFOHWIL, JEREFEE & 0GRS DN IREER G TR 2 Y AT A E T
L. ERORYE S 2 RIET 57012, ED X 5 R BB O FIENER SN TWD D
MEHLNZT S, E0bif, N2 — AL LTmERERE G 22T 2 EEEE 1T
LT, FEEICEZ, KESY X7 L, HREEEHAEICE=4) 7 LTI 57
DOSEIERBE T OISMABESND, EHIT, B FHEEESm CHEICR
%M5/:x%& DRI, & — 2 OB AIRIC i@%ﬁﬁ%@mém1w<fnﬂ
Ak, BN RERGRIOOIIC L > TS 2 LN TE 5,

2. ZBEHELBEFZEDHERITS (joint action) :

3. TRRVERBEIZE T SHERITA—TY MEESEETEHIZ]
EhEY (KBRKZE)

ARRIT. BEVOHGIZEDNH D ANEUREOZ GHENE VO EBABWRN S
BAKHNS —D DX AT ZFERT D LW X AT BT H %, H@ R OBLE D o
%, FEBRGIHITIL expert & novice D& EN Sy H % B LuxfE*J‘Za EDRBHLHH, HFEOHFT
I L b OB H IR T2, x&wog%W@%mm FEHITHICL-TX T
H D AT HiEFRIT, phasel 75 4(Clark 1996)IC38 W\ T, B LF L& FN A VD%
RS RN OGO R Z 3R LA WVER~EE DO TH D, ABETIT—FlE LT,
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RN & FHEOP 0 REUER I 2260, BHEWO [RIiAZ(presumption) | ZETE L7227 HAD
iz 1IE U< R LT A2 BUEL TS WO HEITAZ O L, ol cEid 5
Bk 2 725 HRRA RS o 95 2 & T S EFE R LM & LLo THl R LA R S i
EHfET D ONEHLNIT D,

4. TENREERBHNLRF-BEREODRZAILL 7 FOHXBEBIE—TEREEEDIHBED
151l )

IOfEE (MEMEEKRE)
AFREFTIE (i) FHAMEFEES (v) ABBICEICER L bia s s 15, B
RN I AZ —F—a— " ZANLFEELED - Y LEGE #E8EE LS5
ST D, ARROERIT, HAFEICEIT 2 TEERE FEROZHET TACHLME (AR
) LHESRHEN SIS [HRIAA (presumption) | O 2 HREA L7 uid 7
LW, LN RTHD, oifERe LT, tMBFOSESCEZZIIHT LB, TERNE
RIZE b Ui, S%OMREOFHMEL LT, XL~ TTbid [FREMR M OHEAE
IRTEVE E AR IE A RS b ©& 2 TEIEERGR ) ~DOBITOLEETH D,

® 53 (33 S8K202 %)
RABRRIEICTST AT - UT YT OBBAISATT—EY DML -
#EF - RENSRAB L

F—HFAHF— AR (LEKXP)

RKU—T7vav7ZORMIE. EOLIRLDDAT= AL E > TRENER S D DE
RHGERGROBLEANDBET HZ LICH D, TERE TOMIETIX, WEED RIS ELAF
EXZDHHAEEEBRZTDHLONE ST, AR TIE, AN (55D LW oHfTAlC
Ko TWREZRERT D LW AR S, B e X8 CFHI7 747 - U7 T
AW EIRBEIN T hEEET S,

ERPREZR TIE, (1) #ED DRSS ERE#R e &, S I ERWREiikic L - T
W) ShaZ e, (i) B—0OWREREROFEFRICL > T THEEN) IZELR 52 &,
(i) [F—OWRENMITES [EM) IZELND I & TRBWRERZZ T >OR—M%
RFFTHZLICEH L, BV ORI FREME, HEGrTeetE, KEWREMEZEET 5T 77 «
TORMA T = A LB BT D,

1. YEEiEsE MEEY 1 OEMZERT HEERE
fhARE—BF (LELKE)

FRETIE, (FEY ) ORBAZESRT S [WREE#] ([CEB L, ZOE% TF < R
BIERE DT DI ET, WRENEDX I BRLDA I =AML > TEAEIN D NEE
295, BIRRIiZ, ook TL9E5) TR Lo lcifRY R Z RO T K,
(S0 THReHr< ) TH-m< ] Lo EROEEBICHET 5 R %E —WREEakc T
HL., 2N HDORBEE L2 ABIMA N =R L% [LOBER] 2L THOWT %,
ARFERIT, BDLZ LI THEFITIZI LD TERSTOND L) (1) #kEz
DOBLRIINLD, Bz, [EE2Y5] CVWHFEFEFFRLTH-TH, o EE2YLZ
EMRTEZ] LWOBEAIFFHEO (k) #RbT O LT, [HLH<E&2U5HL
AlZote) EWIHIEEIT (#E) L LTSNS, ABETIE, 20X Wi
Ko THRL SN D BRAWREER LMY, 210 Z3E I REIR 9~ 5 Bl 2 1248
T 5,
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SBE IR - A 20000 [OOPERR] HORG SAEELE. ;K. J. Gergen 1999. An Invitation to
Social Construction. London: Sage Publications Ltd.  (BAI&I7- (GR) 2004 [ & 72 7= ~D 4%
ER] B A=Y HRRL )

2. TXRAMORBEBREERRICEDICF ST 14 TOHERREHDIRES
EAHE (LanfERE)

FRRTIR, RFOREANTITo72, BMOEFEHIZL 2BV IRy ONEE
FHORFEERX (A—TFrvala=br—raly) Lo THLSETEEHRI DLV IL
SEEMEREZE L C, BH—0OBENENE DX ) ICEEOFEIC L » TN bR
LONEDHT L. T 77 4 7 OIEEAREMEZ R 5,

NREEOHFHEEZZITFLTDH 5BV O—HThHLH= v A% _FHR O TEH

T LT, ED [FEY | OfZHl b LTHERFL, MafEe LTEKRLEY &350
DEN D B A 5 OWRERMN T v A& KM L o0 ARFERI 7285 N & 5 DFRE
S HITIEA % OFEE DAL o AR GETR EDRBUKAROIBINTEE DS kx RERKZ AT D,
AFERTIE, 2o LeR—0 15V | BNEBOBARRRXIFESm~ L ART 5 & 2 mhE
T DETERINEE LY (7747 - U7 VT 1) LR, 2O - BEEERIRHE ORI &
H¥Ed,
B SCHR : ACHESD fth 2008, *IFEMBURT— U = v BT UEEIZ AT 728 F RRED~ L
FE2—H N0, [HEeEfEH] , 20(4): 526-539.; Du Bois, J. 2007. Stance triangle. In: R.
Englebretson (ed.), Stancetaking in Discourse, Amsterdam / Philadelphia: John Benjamins,
139-182.; Goodwin, C. 2007. Participation, stance and affect in the organization of activities.
Discourse & Society 18(1): 53-73.

3. MENREICRAIMEDAENER LIRHRER
ke (EiEFEVZERT

BEFERIT, WEED TE] Shd L WO MIEICER LIeME 2179, R CWRED D
RENTERSND DITTNTHRELWVYREDOES TIERW, MRRCRE, U L fkx
72 L~UL (i : Thorndyke, P. W., 1977) OERNBE SIS, £ T, WRBIZAEDOEH &
BACT 2855, H D WIS L BRRNREROMELZHE L, Wikl T 5 WA
HIEER LARBIERELHA LT D2 L 2R A D, HBREFERICE > T, A— AWO#Y
WLUTaE L EBNPRGED (2 & THRYIRSZ) WRELINE L, NEREH L Al 8RB
Faoht Lic, Fio, EO XS Wik ORI L RIET 0, R WEED
FEE BT RIC L > TER LTz, TNDH ORI, (i) Hx OHPRF-OMEED R, RiARIE
AIETHDZ &, (i) BHEAWONEBMRIIAETH D Z L (i) WabkEbE o O R
ERRRRIIALETHD Z & &mRT,
%7 ik : Thorndyke, P. W. 1977.“Cognitive structures in comprehension and memory of narrative
discourse.” Cognitive Psychology 9: 77-110.

@ X 4= [K 35 K203 H=]
HHRRBROERRICNT 2EANT TO—F
F—Hr4H—  -BEREE (RBRERE)

KU—7 gy 7OHWVE, EXSEAZTOLICRONDFTHHERICHTT D, X 2N

MDD FTEDRETH D, ITETIIAT 4 T ORRITH T5ELSEMREX S
PN 5 LIS, 22 ThEEND THHEHE] bBIFORI L ERD TR O EBHRRAE
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M%%ﬁfvéo:ﬂ%ﬁ%%®ﬁ%$%ﬁ%% DITMLARY - FISM B/ b, L
2 LEERGRIINIG I D325 &0 & ZITIFERE ORRECXI NBESR A KBS N TR Y |
@Eaﬁ?w%%ﬁLXWNé’kﬁﬁﬂﬁf%é

ZZTCARI—I v a v 7T, %ﬁﬁi‘%fﬁﬁ)ﬁ\:%/f—ya/ b\fﬁﬁtﬂ“ (et
BL. Z2AMNT7 7a—FhoO0 28R d 5, FRBETILHARE féf#%7
=T, B RETITEINERBOZE L (nuII parenthesis) . %4%‘2%T A B —
Xy FAZ 7R 6ND RV £BEZR S, BFTET7 0T 2R A& EFmETT 9,

1. ThtaEa3 TLe) 250 ?2-BREICETSF v 5aE15DEKR - ERAR
FHIREE (j(B}iK?—I&:E/EIZIK iR E =)
AWFETIX, BARGEICBITD IFxyT7abtaT) ORLIEENE e ERERAOBLA D
bELT D, %%72tz7m2tz7ftjﬁﬁﬁ¢T%D %mﬁ%izbn7®5
BRIC [3EEx v 7 7 F—2RIET 8% MibolebDThdEIND (EME 2007)
¥ 7 At 2T ORGENERMVESCHIETEE O3 2T LI ERRTH 220, FEEIZ
WA XA SCFIZ B W TR D NEIRD B W2 YD, ZOERICHT Lo E L
T, ARWFFETIL (i) FEET 7T e—F & (i) sBH - BEWm 7T 7' 1 —F Ot 2 2R
L. ¥¥7aba2T705WCHI-0ERZOE (i) o7 7e—FThHhsrZ L art, &5
2, F¥¥ 7at 2708 2 DOE®R—at 27 DEKREHEFX v 77 ¥ —DEK—IT5H
RHLVOEKRTHD Z L2 TETD, ZNICED, FrvT7ataT ORIV ZRER
B« BERAVICIEL K FHITE 5 2 & 2T,
ZZ 30k ¢ [1] Grice, H.P. 1975. “Logic and Conversation.” In Cole, P. and J. Morgan (eds.) Syntax
and Semantics 3: Speech Acts, 43-58. New York: Academic Press. [2] EiE Fz. 2007. [ Z
BIiE Bl S BREE) |, &KE (fR)  [HEEEVFEOHIE] | 27-48, HUt @ < A LIHIR.

2. NERICEAZELEOAEINREDZEREIZ DT
RIEEE (KIRKZERRE)
AHFGEIL, A v A —F v hAT 7L LTHLD IAEIMNIZFEA N AE U W AEE (eq.

(o, KF () 72572 ) ZAFEINEIOZEH Y (null-parenthesis) & FEOY, Z D FE Mk
1 - B %%@% FH ORI L > THR—MICHRATE 5 2 & 2rd, —o I, <E
ATOFERNZET DB MEICK L TEHEE Fom é’]ﬁgr%ﬁ‘ﬁ“ﬁH¥£>“€‘?§>é (eg. MELWAQ
ﬁ@J)O_OH T, <EFEZTFORRFHE ﬁbu&% RAIREE 2 BSR4 2 A ERYH
E>Tho, Pl2E T 72EELEOO () | 26X, BRI eEEE-THRLY
DR, BT b EEEHE O] &NTTL—XTE %6

S OIZAMIRIL. 2D Z OO B AFEOSER AN » 7o BEWRAREZ A L T
LT TR L, Fﬁfﬁﬁ (Intersubjectification; Traugott 2003) | J:o‘f%ﬁ HTOENDZ &%
kT 5,

2 ik ¢ [1] Traugott, Elizabeth Closs. 2003. “From subjectification to intersubjectification.” In

Hickey, Raymond (ed), Motives for Language Change. 124-140. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.
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3 BEEEEDRERE- 12—V RS UTIZRLEND TELN] -
faf ##E2 (FREBKEXRER)
EA —F (GFE#H/ — LT LALFKRZ/E/KRLIEEHEN)

ARFER T EFEFR Y N ETEBICHNOND R0 2R TREUCEH T 5, 711 (2000)
FEELEEZ L MRS 0%y TEIREMOZR N TSR OZE ] L)
DHEERR L, FLSEICBW TSI EN SIS R 23, EBEXFEICTBD
TIHEBROICER SN -0, BIEEO X X SENMERICOWV TR 2 Z E 08 ATEEIC
5,

T ITABRTIZ, BELEERN EFEZFEXHVLND 12 b Aidkad) TLINE]
TRt BRICHRER BRI, Il (2000) ([ZESE S atTo7, TORER, 12 bl
%1 Tk MRS v oy o TLINE) Tl TEBEEMOZ W] NES A, &
S OEWN] WL TIEMOA R TF—RHANLINTWE, i, FNFNLD0HEO
FPEICERT 2 &ZB 2 6N D, Db, TEIERE ICbH2BOBENFIEL, £
WEEITAP OB TL 2 8%m L5,

Sk [1] I 15+ 2000, THEAEAFE L LCO [EW] - B - ofERIcER LT) X
EERRCEED 14 (1) : 23-43.

@ E5=E [H 3 SEE K01 H=E]
Construction, Context, and Cognition: From Morpheme to Paragraph
A—#H+ 44— LU Chiarung (National Taiwan University)

This workshop consists of four papers, aiming to discuss on the relations/interactions among
construction, context, and cognition. Our targets cover a variety of linguistic units, ranging from
morphemes, four character idioms, clauses, to paragraphs. The authors would like to present a
dynamic account of discourse constructions and their realization.

1. The emerging construction of form of address in subculture: a comparative study
LU Chiarung (National Taiwan University)
This paper explores the newly emerging strategy of politeness concerning forms of address in some
online bulletin boards in Taiwan and Japan, arguing that pragmatic identity, i.e.,
identity-in-interaction, plays an important role in successful communication. The construction of
pragmatic identity involves not only figurative speech, but also involves the understanding of
context. That is why Dear GPA 4.3s can function as a polite form of address when seeking advice
from a university bulletin board. In contrast to an impressive variety of forms of address found in
Taiwanese boards, this strategy is less productive in Japanese data. The result may indicate an
interesting cultural difference in the flexibility of maintaining and manipulating pragmatic identity in
real discourse.
References: (1) Chen, Xinren, 2013. Pragmatic identity: dynamic choice and discursive construction.
Foreign Languages Research, 4: 27-32. [in Chinese]. (2) Bargiela-Chiappini, Francesca, & Kadar,
Déniel Z. (Eds.). 2011. Politeness Across Cultures. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

2. Construction, Context and Cognition: nak Constructions in Saisiyat

YEH Mei-Li (National Tsing Hua University)
This paper deals with the pragmatic uses of nak ‘be like’ constructions in Saisiyat, a Formosan
language spoken in the northern Taiwan mountainous areas. Unlike English like and French genre,
which display many pragmatic functions (a focus marker, a hedge marker and a quotative marker,
Fleischman and Yaguello 2004), the only pragmatic function of nak ‘be like’ seems to be that of
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elaboration or clarification. The collocations of nak with different demonstratives yield different
functions. For example, nak hini ‘like this’ is often exploited as an inferential marker by the speakers
to conclude their narration. In contrast, the idiomatic expressions formed by collocating nak and the
distal demonstratives ’isaza’ and ’isa:a’ display interaction function as backchannels. Depending on
whether the speaker or the hearer is taken into consideration, contrasting functions are manifested by
nak ’isa:a’— an attenuation function indicating speaker’s uncertainty and a strengthening function
showing assertion towards the hearer.

Selected Reference: (1) Fleischman, Suzanne and Marina Yaguello. 2004. Discourse markers across
languages — Evidence from English and French. In Carol Lynn Moder and Aida Martinovic (eds.),
Discourse Across Languages and Cultures, 129-147. John Benjamins Publishing Company.

3. Mandarin four—character idioms in everyday conversations

TSAI I-Ni (National Taiwan University)
Based on videotaped conversations in Mandarin Chinese, this study adopts conversation analytic
approach to examine the sequences in which Mandarin four-character idioms is embedded in terms
of turn design and sequence organization. This project attempts to address the following two
questions: In what sequential environment, the use of four-character idioms is a feature of turn
design? What interactional practices does the turn accomplish?
Initial observations show that three sequential environments stand out in the data. (1) Idioms
regularly occur in the sequences where the speaker makes claims; idioms are used to frame the
speaker’s view about an issue. (2) Idioms also regularly occur in the sequences where the speaker
makes complaints. The descriptive nature of the idioms helps to make extreme cases. (3) Some
idioms are found to appear alone in a turn. In such context, idioms are mostly used as a sequence
exit device.
References: (1) Drew, P. & Holt, E. 1988. Complainable matters: The use of idiomatic expressions
in making complaints. Social Problems 35(4). (2) Drew, P. & Holt, E. 1998. Figures of speech:
Figurative expressions and the management of topic transition in conversation. Language in Society
27.

4. Mandarin Chinese fanzheng ‘anyway’ as a reformulation marker in spoken discourse

WANG Yu-Fang (National Kaohsiung Normal University)
Mandarin Chinese fanzheng (/< 1E) is an adverb compound occurring before or after a subject in a
sentence, parallel to English anyway, anyhow or in any case. Previous studies (e.g. LU 1980/2007)
have noted that fanzheng is polysemous between causality and unconditionality; however, they have
failed to give a unified account of how these functions are related. The present study is based on a
data corpus of approximately 70 hours of recorded and transcribed, naturally occurring casual
face-to-face interactions in Taiwan Mandarin. The data show that postposed fanzheng is very
prevalent in the conversation data. In Q, fanzheng P, the postposed fanzheng weakens the status of
the preceding proposition, which may be introduced by buguan, bulun, or wulun ‘whatever the
case/whether or not’, the so-called markers of unconditionals.

5.
David TREANOR (Shih Chien University)
6

LIN Meng-Ying (Research Institute for the Humanities and Social Sciences, Ministry
of Science and Technology, Taiwan)
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@ 6=F [ 3SEEKI02 H=E]
BREZBZDEBERBORT OO VI
T—HFr4H¥—: BIEERE FHREKKXF)

FERGRATZEIL. WFE LS DEREZB L. F450E0BEREBZ TH LW S ~E
DI N EFFSTWD, FEHFIZEE 1T, BEaCH 2 ICiR I L T ZiT Cidde <,
Mz E L @ Z AT b L. ZOMRICIRD A TS EERNH D, KT—7 V3
o P TILAODEFEEN L, 7aT7 Lz [BERABX 25 MR Ok L H2E
ZIZOWT, FEAwmIFZEE O TNl & LTORENZOWTER D, B —REILEHKE
KT LEERFMO~ VT E—XNVRKGETIT THD, RPva=r 707 at AL,
BERMEEZ 270 22 o0 T 5, B oRRITLEEHOMBREHED L 2T L
FNEDHE L~ NAEY—F DB LELIERCOVWTER D, F -RBEITFEHmIE
DER B2 AARGBHE BT FEEBICWODICHEGS TEDINTOWTEREIN S/ L D,
FIURRIIFZ Ty 70 (bl R zENTH L0 25w LD,

1. BERA DT LB FEEZEHIET
KIWRF (HFENIKFEFEES)

5099 [H14 A AR @ P B B FHER SRR K SEBIK Th o im0 i 72,
Ut e PRPSHR . YEIRISHR, TRBSEET L B RBL O~ VT E— FVIREE T ATV, IR
Rovar=yr73nTn7atA%E9, AY ¥ a =27 (Davies and Harré, 1990;
Waring, 2017; Wortham and Reyes, 2015) & /%, TFHARICAEAHESND A b=V —F 4 1T
W, i, MEE, BEXOHEI T IV =L 2R 6, BoBERCAEWEE ST
HT A AA—=ADT A THD, | FEREN) (Waring, 2017:148), 7+ 7 o H—n K
LY, REERVVa=r /3573, MOTHERETIAEORS Y a =
TNZORNB %, ML, TOBELZ b TE 2,
References: (1) Davies, Bronwyn and Harré, Rom .1990. “Positioning: the discursive production of
selves” Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour 20 (1) pp. 43-63. (2) Waring, Hansun
Zhang .2017. Discourse analysis: the questions discourse analysists ask and how they answer them.
Routledge. (3) Wortham, Stanton and Reyes, Angela .2015. Discourse Analysis beyond the speech
event. Routledge.

2. BEDREE~N PRE—FLERELBIEREE

EBERT (BEMRFRRERE)
ARFERITENFE S T EENAT DN ORMEDOBMETIIZR, BELOLODONE LK
WNBHAA A —FITHH LGS ARt 2 MGE L 7o, EEE NEEGER X ~( F A —
F & FEEORBEREEDO N~ ZBRT 5 2Z0MEE) LERL TV DHN, MoEHNE
LA NAE—F &0 DEFUIRECEEE T 2 Dby, MEED - A E [H8
ARRATIHEL R, BEROME T S B IK] (2017 4F 7 H 3 B) & Bl & o4 Lz,
[ZAZRANTEBIZ, S A, BREBIFAT 2D G0N RED [Z A7)
RN Z R TR TH Y ME A5 IFRWTE EREE « 7z & b THERAIND &
LTW5, IITF(016)ix~1 M AE—F ORE A [—Hml), FHERZDFIINDZ LN
W FEELTWD, ZRHDORNL, YEES T F KT RS TiI WDy, I
SRR LRMDPEA~A PR —FIIHHELEL EEZ BN D,
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ZECHK - (1) [MERE. 1995, T=J L a v A UHH-b OO @Mtz £ I fira—) . BEE
K AT HFEHEGR) [ HAEARBOSGE(T)ES - #3GR] Bt <A LB 2) 1T
2. 2016, [~A hRE—=F % [Z LD L LTERD  HHBHEREFHEFAOBLRD
bO—FL] . [t 7 e =7 b 2015] . KRIRKFKFB S 5630 bAFFEEL 3-15.

3. BAREHEBICHITIERMRNER
IWFFIEE (BEEMNKXFIEEEH)

FEFRRIFZE SRR Z B2 . BPEERG L L B AREHE OBEBY TOLICE
HTCEANZFEBANOHm LS, EEF 1 TlE, HAAKAKRERTEEZZL, To%R
TWAHZ Lz, FEM. FrCBREEE s 2 A LREO R & R 2 R Lz, B
B2 - 3%, RIS RO RSB EZE I, L) T v —452 B txhbnE L
TIRENCTH D, FEEMI 2 TIiX, EEHI1 LRI UREOT T, ZBABYPASOHHER
HARDRKRESDRKEHIZOWTHA, MBESSCIRGIEEZ - T, FEBRBI 31T, THhaic
BMballEEZ T —<ICHERET D) EWIOFETHD, 3OOEEF L, NEE7 T A
R cHA L, HicEZ, BREBRREG 7, ZHOOERFIL, HAEABTICBWTY
RN ETEDL L AR LTS, sdslfmosamaEMT 52 & ¢, i 2 B
L7, REMRMESZEHRT 0, #H0Y) 77 —2FATHL Z 2R/ TE D,

BEHR (1) A~UL~UL D+ D. UANY (3 NHE T (G7).1999. TEGEMHR © s
LR (B 20 J A WFEE AR, QHARE) - HAH X1 2003, [ REEEE R 0O B R
BAJ . B FZEtL. QL —h U X v T I r L w A T—(F) BEEFNT (ER).
2010. THEHIBIREE ST —2 VT 4 L« F 4 ZAa—Z - TF U 20FE] F . =
Joft.

4. HAFX Y IDNENTIHEOD T
RIERE (FEXF)

Wi 2% v T ATRIURISEE) & W U R A T Lok 2 A, [ADNE) 0B [H
DY) OFMEEZIFE L, BOOMENVEEZHERF LIAE L X9 LT 2B &R 60
W2 ole, —HOBRENX, BEND LGN * v 77 ¥ —fbsn Tz &, &
OB G Lisho Tz (72, TEhhotz, T2 bHERESN) LN Lz T
TN KB —FHMM R BRI T 2656 20 <HEDTHNTH o7z, IR OBE 2
Xy IN bzl & THESCBT52V2F—MEOREE] 2B L, BEEMROFIC
BATWEY = X —ofMBEE L Lz, XY 71 bl st 2ln+2,
(7= L) ORGEHBICREGIAKR, 2O RF% Thiz L) ITHBAR, WITEEZT
WS THEFF-> TS, AT Y 7BV = A —MiE, (LT X+ 7 BiEDRE
ROTIERL, ARICEB I LEEMEZES L TWAH E W) mCHIEZDTH 5.

ZE R - (1) A - L7 2014 T T ATHRE) SEORMT A VB - Eamlciz L
T—HREERZIIEOMES D= . TATHEBE] 29(2). 167-171. (2) Fik—.2008 [T =
VE—HIEBIIE OWEEINTEX O — [R—R—8FK IV —X] ZFpE LT—] |
[z &dthamtsel] 14, 3-16.
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E %% 1 Plenary 1 (16:50~18:20) [60 AR EfE 1 Bit=H—IL]

Chair: HAYASHI Reiko (Konan Women’ s University)

@ Experimental Methods in Cognitive Linguistic Gritical Discourse Studies
(CL-CDS)

Christopher HART (Lancaster Unlver3|ty)
Critical Discourse Studies (CDS) is concerned with the strategies and
structures presented by text and discourse in contexts of political
communication and their power in legitimating social actions, identities
and relations. A number of linguistic forms have been identified as
especially significant, including transitivity structures, appraisal resources
and metaphor. CDS, however, has been accused of over-interpreting the
pragmatic functions of these forms. In this talk, | will argue that
experimental methods can be usefully deployed in CDS to verify
qualitative analyses and guard against over-interpretation. | present
findings from recent experimental studies in CDS.

HEFEEK 2/ General Sessions 2 (9:30~11:25)

@F1E [HIFEKION HE]
F1&  #/REUV A (Hong Kong Baptist University)

1. EERADEARICELCHEARHUME
MEEF (LEEXERE)

AFERTIEH, 720 R Ty ol BEOERLZINETLIRICHNON L FEEA L
HRIZ, TNHEZHIMCHERT 2 2 LIk VAT 2BHGmIEIZ OV THRFTT %, Brown
& Levinson(1978, 1987)Tix, 7= A AV A ZIZHB1F D TEE) & (%% OBREMNS 5 B
BEDA LT 7O SRESNTODA, SEHROEKIL, BT IHBEIEEL>ob
BRI E T ISR DSR2 7T Z 12k v | 7I4xF$@Eéw%ﬁﬁéﬁfw
EEBZD, LTehoT, BEFIIHTLIEELREDOE, ZIFRICHONVTEH ZIUE EIKL
TRV HIKETHDLEER D, ZHUI~y VOREON, BIELTHZE2R b DIZT 5 &
VO FFBICEIT 208, AR TR, ENICIIMEN 2ER b RESEET 5 L0 9 i
DWVWTREL, ZHIUTOWTERKFIZ S &L IZhthT 5,
23k ¢ (1) Brown, P. and Levinson, S.C. 1987. Politeness: Some universals in language usage.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. [ H18FE53R. 2011, [R 7 A4 hx A—FiEfEHICE
J%. HoWERE—] B FFEH] (2) WA 2008. [T A b3 A A 35T - b
gutt.
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2. LWHZHIXERLTOEREZRET I2H? —RFEROBEAAELBEADSEICROND
ENLKRBEET 4 T—KREDHHT—

FHRTF (RIKEKE) . kHFEF RKKF)
AW TIE, BARENO R F TSRO B ARGERGEES & kL~ oRgEE A
HARGEFSEE D A ARCHEORFREIEICOWTERZIR_R 5 5m 2% E L TG 21T
otomﬁ@®ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ%%@éﬁék W2, WNZIENLERBE T ¢ 7 —RELEZ H%)
WAL TWEDCER LTatziTo 7z, TOREER, & IXBEZ LT 5 L ILICHETF
L ORBERAFRET D=0, (720 Tep) EEF»LEHL, (22— [Ho—]
DT 4 T —RKBEDREINMEH LB ST BT - RAK TRiEEED T2 En
DTz, RFZEOSHTRERIT. BARN ESNEANE FEORAY;mH T, 2564 KT E <
OIS REMN TN IRETCH DL Z L2 RBRTH LD LEE R D,
SEC - G, 2013, [AR 74 MR ADKFEIT—HIX A 2= — 3 LV OEL
LS &N, B < ALBHRR.

3. RE—F  LRIVELETHBEORER YDA HELELIZLT-

RA T UBF (RRERKRF) . ﬁ Fr (XHKE)
AR OHBX, TEEROS WY & TERICKBIE R 825 1, Fig & Emgic
HeBhE e & & A, ﬁ%%(t?)kﬁ%(ﬁﬁ)@g%gc%ﬁ%xﬁé®# W
D DORFED W H2 b EITHRIET D2 & ThD, T—Hix, BARENGEGSE (KP¥4) 62 4
R, E BB O R AT S 11 OB oSk GRHENE 3 Shi . cHKHE 4 Y .
KRR 4 Y51E) O Oral-DCT 12X W 57, ZNENOEANEEEED L FEBRICEY ., £
EVTHENFTENTOEDST AL T, TOAE—F « LYULEALNIT 5,
ZEHER (1) 28 B 2013, [AR T A MR ADRGESIHT: UIxtH a2l 2= —va v
DY LT < A LB

@ ¥ 2= [H 35 K201 HE]
A% AAX— (WARIXE)

1. fIINEERIXX % CDS TR A H—RANERARM 7 T 0 —FIC & 50—
¢§ﬁ§(%ﬁﬁ%)
AFEF TlE. CDS (Current Discourse Space (Langacker 2012)) 12Xk V. ZHE THollikam

SNT IR AR B 2 & T3 T DR INg F'EUIOD%%H% k’f%z_%-ff HIZ R
ZEWAEETH D LIRET D, Cmski &4% v 7 IRREED R & £ DRI H Db
ﬁfﬁﬁx%ﬂﬁl%zé WOITRI T & A OO Bl %Aéﬁtﬁﬁﬁfké
HEARMIZIZ, | do not want a repeat of What happened there doyou? ® K 9IT, RAIE 45 P
i@fﬁk%z%ﬂh ERISCDEFHEN B LRWBISHAZ 52 5, 20X 5 2RISR
DI TV A BINZIE, Ground D—HTd 2 B & Fyou RFEFEDLG it BHALD 77— ANE N,
Tz, MAEOTERO —ENEER{L IS intersubjectivity [ZBb > Tnb EE 2 B
%, CDS ZAWHAT, ok I RZBbiz b D,

2 ik ¢ (1) Langacker, Ronald W. (2012) “Interactive Cognition: Toward a unified account of
structure, processing, and discourse.” International Journal of Cognitive Linguistics 3. 96-125. (2)
Verhagen, Arie. (2005) Constructions of Intersubjectivity: Discourse, Syntax, and Cognition. Oxford
University Press. Oxford.
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2. 1 {think/believe} they won’ t win, will they? AFEaI S A LGERBMERIZ DL
<
FE (ENEAIXZSFEMFER)
A3EF D HHJIE, 1 {think/believe} they won’t win, will they? 2378 7] S 4172 —J5 T, | suppose
they won’t win, will they? (Z OEE OFHINEERIE R & FICRIEOMGREZ RO 5] #rez
7% confirmation tag T %) N FR A SN LFEHGRVER ZA LT 52 & Th D, W,
I {think/believe/suppose} p TiZ, EHilL, FR A 3 2 epistemic marker & U CHBET 223,
BT — X Ol A FIZ, | {think/believe} —p & | suppose—p (2B TiX, BIFE DA,
[(thEAZER LA CEE] OFE#RNSELTCND I 2R L, ZOEBNHINERE D
Tz 7 my 7 LTS L ERET 2, SHIT, RHIAGELDOLHEIZRY, 20k 57
EHEVY (B 72151 epistemic marker & U COMREDHERF S L D) DA GNDERE LT, %
NENORBUTIIT D THi# E (MCN) & ¢ R i (SCN) D HBLEI A OB & W 2B o
STWHAREMERH D Z L Z2RBT 5,
ZZ 3k ¢ (1) Jackendoff, Ray S. (1971) “On Some Questionable Arguments about Quantifiers and
Negation,” Language 47, 282-297. (2) Vaneva, Marjana (2013) “Negative Transfer in English and in
Macedonian Seen through the Translation Equivalents of These Two Languages,” European
Scientific Journal, vol.9, No.5, 115-124.
3. MHKBAEICEITD i) LEREBEA T 7—
Wik (WEEILIXFIFEY)
AFERIT, FHRMIE A Z 7 7 —(Lakoff 1993) DML A T, TH L T EE->TLE
91 THEPHOMAICIESID | T EARBEMEAFF -T2 Tiiv] FrA DA X 7 7 —REEZH
D EFB, LT, L7 Lb—L LT L— AOE4 RGN S,2016) & 7 L — ADOREKEH
(Sullivan,2013)IZ FE D & BELAATV, IRD 3 WA EiRT 5,
@ M) OEEICIE, <<IGFENIBE>> & <<RIUTIRIES>O WG A 5T 5,
@ M) BT 2 A2 7 7 —KBUET, DIl © T OFERBRIAIME L 2> TEY |
MWiidL) ZEEANCHE T 5 LA DN DT LW, i) 2oV THIEr o8l
L) 2ODHENEDD,
B M O7 L—LOHKER L LT MWITHIE BEET S,
INHEGIT L& T, BUVAARGEOREREEA X 7 7 —ICBWT [fiiL) B FF
OMEIZE T, FADOAZ 7 7y =RIAPEHSND Z L 2R,
230k ¢ (1) Lakoff, G.1993.“The contemporary theory of metaphor.”In A. Ortony(ed.) .Metaphor

and Thought.202-251. Cambridge. (2) ##/55L1581.2016. [ A % 7 7 — & HiRPE] HAT. (3)
Sullivan, K.2013.Frames and constructions in metaphoric language. Amsterdam.

@ ¥ 3 E [H 358 K202 H=E]
AR &kE)Y (BEESNEEXF)

1. TESHE] OIFE56EF— ToXD (R 1 LoxtBEEL T—
E/HEF (KIRKFERE)
ARETIZ, TEH 8] DIFEbE%E, TEIEP2Q) IZBWTEMN 2 \WVEHEP 2 H X
FIZV A RLD2D, ZOHHRD S & TREE DB 2 D BEOGHANERIK Q 218 ~% =
EERTHREEEMR CH D E L, T BRICITREEN - BENHFEDOLZRITRD LT,
&5 XAROTEEE OB (B - B - M) (X, SURICE > TRl S b
ThdEEZD, AEETIE, ZRETHELI TSN TW W [E 58] XOEHGRMN
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BREWRREDOA D =X LZOWTEEMICTER T2 2 L2 BiEd ki, TEHH) 12&k<
721372 & & RO ERE TOJRbI|(RIAE)) & OxtiBaZRA 5, THNE ) 1%, @En s
Do TP AEE & UTHIREICAIE L2202 o e vnolzxt LT, TESH] X, QL
AOIBRESEE PR B SNRWE O RIGETH, AHEP O b & TEIN DT Q I
HER7e TR OB HIVUTHERATE D2 L 2HL1ICT 5,

ZEICER: (L)FHIFEAN2005. [ [E 58] OFEOGHT] [THARST - ST - BEEIREOH
B ol EPE.(2) R ERIE.2010. [ [& 58] oHLERIfR & SRR D T - [E 7 O Fl F

Fojxtm|, o|&O|H)] & dxtfziinT—] [JUNEERFHEENIZE] 17 : 21-40.3)F X NiE
+.2015. [F#Hi & B EKR—akefERiah O BEMWam & 5] 0> ULERE.

2. BERATRGAEICE TS [HAN] OFEA—EEERZEBEICERELT—
HIEELE (BERZXFRZERE)

AAGESFECLITLIZAW SIS T2 1F, 1k, G L HKFEOMZMHD o & %
Fo7 47— L Toran<TEl, L LZEO—FHFT, R ZORBNERIHEDILDS D
MIIRIZEA SN TIEZR, BERTIE [NV L] 27—~ L& Leaiia—3A
BT—X L, 3B BID T72 /0] ZHa, HET H5ECRBABE L, SURE 2oz
792 LT, TORBEELR LIz, TORK, TR BRFEZEHENELOHRFIC
DONWTCRED HEHARGEIZZ VS, LDOFTELENEZEY 70X 5 ICE£KBLT 5
DRFERE L HIZHND Z LB BN R 2T, ZOX I RENS, HATHIZRB W TERES
ZHEORND [eAh) (X, BB LI-NEZ, IBIC, E-AEMICRED 2 &
WHEGLTWAH EEZLND,

3. BEREICETL2EERFDERE RFEHAEICEAYT HHAK - HFEFEOD MLV (2D

T

Fx BHEXERE)

FATHRREIZRB W T, BERB (W 1%, B O 1 >Th Y, SEME L IIEGEME
NhHDERBMENTND, L, BITHEDEL 1T, TFAMIIEAAL L THY, 3
ZEHEEk (Discourse Marker, LL R DM)E LT TR0 ORI & REEHEEm HICE R T 5
WRITFThH 5,

AR TIL, TAREFHEa—/ A CEEPNE LT 14 KO A AGE R H2ie T —
B EOITERE LT, TR 23 haimEgH ot U, LT R A E 2. HHETAD
D DM & LT IR OFREEEEEE 70 %8 L 7=, 2.Cresti (2012) @ Language into Act Theory
EWE R B DGR A FF O [V ORI A B 60T LT, 3ashEgHoH, Ty
0] THAE B RFEDOFEHRNE L 5, & FO K% Leech(2014) DAl ZE (k. (Value Change)
OM&EZBIALZET, RIA FRA A NTTI—DBUHNDELREITo T2, T DREE,
FEAEPHLA, AREHEAHR, B, FEEIEFAZ D, FEEH H CEEOZDIZME S DM Ty &
LA D OERPERHED A ST,

@ £ 4= [X 358 K203 H=E]
A% KEEF (KIRIEXF)

1. BEBICR 5N d TH#EE) & TRE) —T V7 ZAITETHEEEED LR
FELER (BAFERREKE)
AWFZEORIE, BARDT LET = A —3 g U OBRFICBITA CROBEHN ED X 9 7
B E & D0 EBIE L, FRCHEEREDNAI SN OB OWNW T T5 2 & ThDH, il
IZB T DHEREGE X, FEERBEWARIIR 22 0nb o0, mEENEEN £ 72 IXEWHICE
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BRI DTDIIHELINDZENH D, HARGEOMIEED YL, X VT 472 ED
XiEHR, KO abta T ERREFORWONFIZESZ ST, BRRIEE TR DEL
SHETHDHT = ADRFT, WREBOEBNED L S BB ZR-LTWAED, £-ED
O RFEARODREE LT DT ONTERT L, FIZEX Y T 0 OKBENL, &HIEE
BIEO ST CHEE INTEBY, HARF Y 77 2 —DFEWSIFICHWLND Z R ERS
NTWDER, HATHNW W LICE > TEMEZREZEAZ b H D BEREEOE MG FF
ED NG ZINGAST 5 ETHDREBEL LTHWTWL D LEZI LD,

ZEH (1) AT —FR, R K 2004, [FEESFETY HAEOT 4 Aa—RAZAIET S
s U RY w7 « A7 U—0m%E] <ALBHKR. (2) FEKER 2016, [ HARFEOH
RTFEIZ BT HEWE - Maf D FRE— 8 EE L Ot BON) . T2 SER2] 18-2. 19-36.

2. BEEZICETAEHOER : Jesus FHER DT, HRB\ICEYMNTS
FEHe (mRmEERFERE)

L, TEMRRZR L RY s b XN EREL (aposiopesis) DERBNR AW L, TN T
A ATA—=R - X VORI E b L Z AT, BEOMRIIEEE ( [HvEE]
DIRANDONE) THD,

BE SO GBI RIRY 35, £, Bxzai< Jesus D Z EITITKT HHFD
BOGD, HEMZH DRI TS, M T, THZH Jesus ~D UL /2NT &
HZ\, 29 LIZmY O HHEIEE, VR v 7858 [ERG) LR D (efE, 1992:
24) . BEOMAIY, BEZIBNTEDOLI REEEZ L - TWNLIDIEA I,

BEHFOBGIL, ST o0MEE R, £7, Jesus O Z L IX~DOHE T RIS, 1%
DEREIELLIMEBH DD EEWRSIT LD, £ L TRIGDONEE, #d S4By &)
DEOMENT D, DEVEEFOMGL, HiH 2 HERD D Jesus D Z LTI WD TEIZ)
N SEDL L OMANETENTVDDRE, B EWS LY vy 7o, Z5L 7T, #
HELWVWIT A A=A - VXD aIa=r—aObi FERE3 s,
2Z 3K« (1)Lanham, R. A.  1991. A Handlist of Rhetorical Terms, 2nd ed. Berkeley; Los
Angeles; London: University of California Press. ; (2) Perelman, C. and L. Olbrechts-Tyteca. 1969.
The New Rhetoric: A Treatise on Argumentation. J. Wilkinson and P. Weaver (trans.) Notre
Dame: University of Notre Dame Press. ; (3) ks k. 1992. [V bV » Z7@%%k)]  HAC G
At

3. HEBRRIFRICE T HHEEDIEK—FER A & RFEEEFH & OREEN 5—

BAXNY EREXD) | BER (REHXZEFE)

JEFRIERIFNC I T 2 BERE DYE R — T 5544 5 & Rk GE@EhF & DBHEN H—

ARSI (R - BRRS: (RSHERFERE)
AFe CIXRGEICIB T HDIERIF OWRE T2 EIRE L, 23— A7 =X OaHrfERICES W
T, ZORE & 2 bxiimT 5, BARMIZIX, possibly, perhaps, maybe & V- 7= FHFEGED 7=
BAWR LR EED S, b OREIN/RTHERME (FTeEM) 1ZRRETH Y |
— AL U ERERRIC STV D, & b, ()FERBMEICAEET D45 (h) &
(i GREE) ®hE (F) &V ZRIZOWT, ZENLHOFEE -« ¥ — 2 ZFLik LoD,
IEREIFROMRE & OBE, & HIZITBREGEEICBIT 52 bz R~T,
235 3CHK ¢ (1) Greenbaum, Sidney. 1969. Studies in English Adverbial Usage. London: Longman.
(2) Halliday, Michael A. K. 1970. Functional diversity in language as seen from a consideration of
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modality and mood in English. Foundations of Language 6: 322-361. (3) Hoye, Leo. 1997. Adverbs
and Modality in English. London: Longman.

@ FE5EF [H 3 SHE K301 HE]
Tl& : George 0" NEAL (Niigata University)

1. A Corpus-Based Analysis of Independent Although Clauses in Spoken English Discourse
MIZUNO Yuko (National Institute of Technology, Asahikawa College)
A Corpus-Based Analysis of Independent Although Clauses in Spoken English Discourse
MIZUNO, Yuko (National Institute of Technology, Asahikawa College)
Although clauses sometimes occur independently without their main clause (e.g. Although, we do still
lag behind nations). My aim is to describe what kind of discourse functions independent although
clauses have in spoken English discourse. The data were collected from the Spoken section of the
Corpus of Contemporary American English compiled from 1990 to 2011. My investigation of the data
found that turn-initial independent although clauses can fulfill at least three discourse functions, i.e.,
Concessive, Self-correction, and Disagreement. The findings suggest that it is inadequate to
characterize independent although clauses as subordinate clauses. Instead, | argue that turn-initial
although which introduces an independent clause can be analyzed as a discourse marker. | also argue
that we can consider the use of independent although clauses as a counterexample to one of the
hypotheses of unidirectionality in grammaticalization processes, i.e., a cline of clause combining
(Hopper and Traugott 1993).
References: (1) Higashiizumi, Y. 2006. From Subordinate Clause to an Independent Clause. Tokyo:
Hituzi Syobo Publishing. (2) Hopper, P.J. and E.C. Traugott. 1993. Grammaticalization. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. (3) Schiffrin, D. 1987. Discourse Markers. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

2. ACritical Discourse Study of Radio Interview Programs during the Occupation Period
of Japan: Changes in How Runaway Girls Perceived the Realities of Social Inequality
OTA Nanako (Graduate student, University of Tokyo)
The present study is a Critical Discourse Study employing the Discourse-Historical Approach
(Reisigl and Wodak 2015) and analyzes radio interview programs that were broadcast under the
careful direction of the GHQ (General Headquarters) during the occupation period of Japan.
Specifically, two programs, Gaito Rokuon (broadcast on April 15, 1947) and Shakai No Mado
(broadcast on April 24, 1952), are analyzed by focusing on the words yappari and shikata ga nai in
order to explore how the interviewer and the runaway girls together negotiated and described the
harsh realities that the girls were exposed to. The present study may suggest the unique possibility of
CDS within the fields of media and occupation studies by examining social problems during the
occupation from the viewpoint of the socially-deviated girls, in contrast to the previous studies
which tend to ignore their actual voices.
References: (1) Reisigl, M. and Wodak, R. 2015 (3rd edition). “The Discourse-Historical
Approach.” In Wodak, R. and Meyer, M. Methods of Critical Discourse Studies, 87-121. London:
Sage Publications. (2) Maynard, S. K. 1993. Discourse Modality: Subjectivity, Emotion and Voice
in the Japanese Language. Amsterdam and Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing.

3. ‘I don” t know” as a Confrontational Discourse marker
KIM Serom (Graduate student, Kyunghee University, South Korea)
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@ 6= [ 3SEE K02 #H=E]
Fl% : IKE Saya (Sugiyama Jogakuen University)

1. On the semantics and pragmatics of utterance final particle ba in Mandarin
WANG Chiawei (Graduate student, University of Edinburgh)

This paper investigates the core property of utterance final particle ba and what leads speakers to
choose between the ba variants, the high ba and low bd. In my findings, the particle ba signals a
strong evidential meaning towards the proposition. Namely, it is less possible for the speaker to
explicate an existing state or a possible outcome for having limited knowledge. Further, due to its
property, the particle ba can be redundant when it collocates with interrogatives and exclamatories.
Both the ba variants occur complementarily in declaratives and imperatives. The distribution of the
particle is restricted to semantics, but pragmatics brings about communicative functions. Further, the
core property of ba sticks to having a strong evidential meaning regardless of the occurrence of any
kind of sentence types.

References: (1) Chappell, Hilary & Peyraube, Alain. 2015. Modality and mood in Sinitic. In Nuyts,
Jan & van der Auwera, Johan (eds), The Oxford handbook of modality and mood. Oxford: Oxford
University Press. (2) Chu, Chauncey C. 2009. Relevance and the discourse functions of Mandarin
utterance-final modality particles. Language and Linguistics Compass 3(1), 282—299.

2. Gender Intensity and Stereotype of Naming Practice in Taiwan Mandarin Chinese
LIU Nien En (Graduate student, National Taiwan University)
Personal naming is highly essential to Taiwanese culture, because it highly affects personal images.
However, few linguistic researches examine this topic. This study aims to investigate the
relationship between gender and the semantic concepts in Taiwan Mandarin naming by analyzing
different combinations of gendered and gender-neutral naming characters as well as their semantic
meanings. The data is collected through the questionnaires which asked native speakers to identify
the gender tendency in these names. The result shows that gendered and gender-neutral names can
be placed in a continuum of gender tendency. Frame Semantics is used as theoretical framwork to
analyze semantic concepts of each naming character. Furthermore, the findings in this study are
discussed using the concept of Frame (Lakoff, 2004) to illustrate the possibility of breaking down
the frame of gender stereotypes shown in naming, and suggest the use of mix-gendered and
gender-neutral names to reduce gender stereotypes. .
References: (1)Fillmore, C. J. (1976). Frame semantics and the nature of language. Annals of the
New York Academy of Sciences, 280(1), 20-32. (2)Lakoff, G. (2004). Don’t think of an elephant!
Know your values and frame the debate.The essential guide for Progressives, including post-election
updates.Chelsea GreenPublish.

3. A Comparative Study of Refusal Strategies among Chinese Learners of
Japanese and English: Is there an L2 Centered Pragmatic Competence?
CUI Haining (Graduate student, Tohoku University)
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RA SR —%FK/ Poster Presentations (11:30~12:20)
RRE2—REEG (60 AFFHLEZEE 2Bt S F—=]
Al. BREEAVRRVTEICEITAHWNODLITEHORBMRAE—IEEEZTHZEZFNICLT

JRE - XS x Lh (RKXFRE)
HWISHLMEDO L ITEiEbSNTZb VS35, 2V FEMNHLVSHIZER LTV,
L, ANED 2 2 =F— a NIHERICKTE TITh b DT, SERBIEIT TR,
FESFERUFLEERERIRE 2D, TO0, AL TIE. KE (2016) TREINT-F
REH  FEEFENDH VS HITENBERIZE SOV THELET D, HABEORFEE A RV TEED
FNEXRTHZ LT, MEREMOIESTENH NS HEORHEZIH LT 5, BIRIZIE,
HAGE T, ESHENOWSHITEFNHNSH L RIFFICHET 28580820, 7, A
Y RRUTREOLEX, HEZ O X I RIESTEHNH WV OSBITEN, THRMHWVOH LY L0
EWVWH L ET—HIZESWTHLMNZT D,
SEHR (1) KRERT.2016. [HIxHED 2 ARFEICBIT 5 H W SHT8—ESE T8 25
OT— [ RERES R R EE ] 55, SMERE MR 71-83. (2) Y& i 1.1997. [ HAGE
B L) < A LBHR.

A2. BEEEEEICE D T~1f=Lv) T~[FLLV] SBRRXDERERE

AEER (EEEMXFRE)
[~7cu) T~F L BERISCE NSRBI 2 0B TIFSE ClE, 1T ORECZ IS 135D &
W TZBLEN LT TE L, ARBTIIRGEOERICER L, AARGERGEGEEIC
£5 T~7n ) I~Z LW BESCOEHAEEEZWA LML L9 ERkA Tz, REEEE 5
AT OEICIE, T EOBKR, 2FEMTb S, TR TR, FokHn
B ZR > TYREREE T HONE V) RBFEEICHEH SN2 RELOBIRICEEL 52 5
LEbND, HEOHRE. FHENE ETH-oTH, BILASH T LW BEX %2 3
LW eEXITE, HAT I~72un ) T~F LW 2R UZRESONBIREN S Z & 3%
Mmolz, o, FELTFOERSL, BAGEICET2HHBOA®EL [~7-v ) [~IFLv) 5
RSO BE2 525 Z EHBMMNI R - T,
ZEZ MR 0 (1) RAAET. 1998, THAGEORALEEEF Lo AHK— ~L7zn? ) [~
LTIELW? JZ2FLET 57 07— bl z b & lo—) THAGE & HAGEZE 26, 13-36.
(2) BLEF AL 1. 1998, [ H AGERASLZRE R SC OB BE§ 2 A 70— a2 e B S B ) s
TIZHEADSNWT—— [BEFICACES 2 5] 44, 398-403.

A3. get ZEEE — “modal” passive —
ERYF (KBRF )R MBUEEAKRE)
ARIEROEMZ, Z#E(2005) & 1T)11(1991) DR~ % Tget + @ ES5rF] O OHIR - a. &
FEIZE o THFE L RWERA, 2898 - NE - BRI E 72 b, BV COEFED, #fF%
J5HZ LIC K0k R AR L D ¢ ZEICOEEX, BIEE 2 1T HURNCFAEL TV
RIFNEZR B0, DA TITIATE RWERRH 5 L LT 2002 F OGN TEE A8
R UG (ZEEICHT 55 LF (EHROEDY F) OEEORRNBRKE WV E EITMmE
TEC Tget+ LT OFEMHEI ZENTED] LW ZERFNTHLINE I NEEL
T5HZ EITT D, ARFZETIE Corpus of Contemporary American English & FV CFlAE 217 -
7o, TgethilEsyaa] TIIANED] & SN DM ARFEZ D X 5 22 8EEIE O $17> 5 make,
produce, create, construct, paint, write, build @ 7 > Z 3\ [get+i £ 5] 2B L7, 29 L
THLNE 186 BIOT —F 2T X THE L, ZBTITHT 25 LT (FROED F) DK
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B DOEAR DA HE 2, INEE(2002) DRI TIERWAANTH D Z L2 LT D,
ZIROCHR: (1) 2o 0%, 2005, [HRIEsCikaze] o #nt - BHA+L. (2) Biber, D., S. Johansson,
G. Leech, S. Conrand and E. Finegan (1999) Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English,
London: Longman. (3) JLJIIZ&—HB (1991) [#CiEfEan SUE = 308 : & 1+EH5E.

A4. Countability Matters? A Cognitive Approach to Investigating Fillers in the “From
X To Y Construction” in English
CHUANG Huichun (Graduate student, National Taiwan University)

“From X to Y” is a construction commonly used to describe a path such as from Tokyo to Kyoto. In
addition to the sense of complete path aforementioned, this paper argues that the construction can
trigger off categorical interoperability between type and instance in modern English (e.g., from man to
woman vs from a man to a woman). Moreover, the construction appears to also prompt its fillers to
behave similarly in other parts of speech (i.e., adjectives, adverbs, and even
prepositions). That is, the “from X to Y” alignment can be seen as a productive construction that
induces interoperability between different lexical categories. This study employs a cognitive approach,
seeking to provide a usage-based explanation by deriving its corpus solely from COCA and BNC in
hopes not only of faithfully reflecting today’s real-world language use, but of making contributions to
the L2 education of English.

References: (1) Cruse, D. A. 2000. Meaning in language: An introduction to semantics and pragmatics.
Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press. (2) Garai, Koldo J. and Iraide Ibarretxe-Antunano. 2002. “From X to Y:
The ‘complete path’ construction in Basque”. Odense Working Papers in Language and
Communication 23: 289-311. (3) Goldberg, A. E. 2007. Constructions: A construction grammar
approach to argument structure. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press. (4) Ibarretxe-Antufiano, Iraide.
2002. ‘Motion events in Basque narratives’. In Sven Strdmqvist and Ludo Verhoeven (eds.) Relating
events in narratives: Typological and contextual perspectives. Lawrence Erlbaum. (5) Langacker, R.
W. 2008. Cognitive grammar: A basic introduction. New York: Oxford Univ. Press.

A5. Pro-Liberal or Not: A Cognitive Analysis on Anti-Trump’ s Political Protests
CHEN Alexander WH (Graduate student, National Taiwan University)
This study investigates the cognitive conceptualization of construal in conflicts that is elicited
from the online news reports, namely, Fox News, CNN, ABC, and Wall Street Journal news of the
twelve recent anti-Trump political protests through an analysis of Langacker’s model of Cognitive
Grammar (CG), in a hope of merging the Cognitive Linguistic (CL) with Critical Discourse Analysis
(CDA). The results suggest that while we have discovered both similarities and differences in the
conceptualizations of conflicts from the online new reports of anti-Trump political protests, there are
also important variations between the representation of grammar and construal activities which seem
to be paradoxical to their liberal versus conservative stance respectively.
References: (1) Langacker, R. (2008). Cognitive Grammar: A Basic Introduction. Oxford: Oxford
University Press. (2) Chilton, P. (2004). Analysing Political Discourse: Theory and Practice.
London: Routledge.

A6. EEEIBEDOEEECLICET HEMBR : 2010 F NRITHEKRE] =6
WEE GEEXFEIFEH)
Hopper and Traugott (2003: 107) (Z JAUiE, 4l - Bhial & v 5 GEEERIC TBR A7) THH & |
ATE R - Bt - BEhES o U] HERD S, EEEEOET, SUEE L X
TRMTHS (Leechetal 2009) , AHFFETIL, FBEFEHEBIZHIT HEMO—FlE L CTilifTaE
ZEY B, BENLERICED T TORBICK T 2L 28T 5, BARRIZIE, 2010
ELMFEFOAEREZRTESHEFN & L Ta—F v [FfTRERE] BMfilc, I x—F&h
7210 BN S LT 200t g & 4% (i) A B A U— (ii) AKB48 & B 7' )L — 74
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(iii) twitter ORFHIRIL, FATERIL, HHZRE SBRL7 EHEMICRESNIZHD LB R
b, Toitibix, o ExT) SiEeki o2 oL s, SEORAE LKL
., HFOHZORb Y M HBET 5,

Zx7Z ik : (1) Hopper, P. J. and Traugott E. C. 2003. Grammaticalization (2nd Edition). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. (2) Leech, G., M. Hundt, C. Mair and N. Smith. 2009. Change in
Contemporary English: A Grammatical Study. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

A7. Sensitivity to pragmatic markers predicts the degree of autism and depression
in older adults: Evidence from sentence-final expressions in Japanese
KIYAMA Sachiko (Tohoku University), KOIZUMI Masatoshi (Tohoku University), YUSA
Noriaki (Miyagi Gakuin Women's University)
Autistic traits are prevalent not just in younger generations but also in older generations, and can
potentially lead to older adults’ depression (Lever & Geurts, 2016). To examine the effects of aging
and autistic traits on the perception of linguistic expressions indicating interpersonal distance, we
conducted a survey of how older adults evaluated combined uses of Japanese addressee-honorifics
and sentence-final particles (SFPs) in younger adults’ utterances. Results revealed that both
depression and autism significantly influence older native speakers’ pleasantness judgment of
younger counterparts’ utterances depending on honorifics -te kudasai and SFP -ne. This tendency for
SFPs was particularly true of older men, not older women, with higher traits of depression and
autism. The result presents the first evidence that autistic traits as well as depression in older adults
contribute to reduced sensitivity to linguistic markers encoding social distance, which can result in
their social isolation.
Reference: Lever, A., G., & Geurts, H. M. (2016). Psychiatric co-occurring symptoms and disorders
in young, middle-aged, and older adults with autism spectrum disorder. Journal of Autism and
Developmental Disorders, 46, 1916-1930.

A8. ONXERRICEITHERRBOFTE - HIEKR WDBRZERS
f$ﬁ2(§ﬁ%%k%h$)~E§$$(§m%@k$ﬁ$/ﬁ$$ﬁﬁ@%)
KFEFIT, VWb B m 33 (Donkey Sentence) \ZB1T DA EA A &AL TR O RUSBIMRIZ D
W, BIRERGR OISR W TR HmA 2R R A L B2 5 L EiRT 5, ThE
TOMZEIZIBNT, B AASUZENS 0%)3@ FEADMFIET D Z & DMEHE ST 5 (kanazawa
1994, Brasoveanu 2007), L7>L. 2 X XOERICEHE ST SN TRE SN TE 28 EER
DOFERA GREE RS HERCEIRREER P Tld, XD TR TORALEN T 5 Z &2
TERV, £ TARERTIE, v A OMRICIIBINYE KR & #5532 35 HRR AL 25 24
P25 Eim U D, MmN EERGR LUV S N THWLER DD TIEZRSZED
R 44%/) F %ﬂé){?‘f\ f% FEHERHAEIZER LD bR D ﬁ%iﬁﬁ#%ﬂ%%ﬂj
THZENAREL T2 D,
275 Wk ¢ (1) Kanazawa, M. 1994. “Weak vs Strong Readings of Donkey Sentences and
Monotonicity Inference in a Dynamic Setting.” Linguistics and Philosophy 17, 109-158. (2)
Brasoveanu, A. 2007. “Structured Nominal and Modal Reference.” Ph.D. dissertation. Rutgers
University, New Brunswick, NJ.

A9. Promises, Lies, and Bullshit: Speaker Intent in Linguistic Interaction
Chad NILEP (Nagoya University)
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A0. BERIFEOD b io&] OEKRBRICEIT H2EFMERIZDINT
aif (RFAXEREE)

RIEEMO [Hrol] OFRERICIAZDOLE EARTRWEE LN L, A
X TZor—FEbrotBLWnE] OL5% [brolb)] OREEMEZDI ST, X
k& DB Y LONEFREKOHBENOBLE LI, ZO/ME, BRI, [brok)
DEEFEHFROLERL [Hrob (oK) | [Hhrol (Hom—K) | Oy FOLEIL
78 @B ECHOIRRE - &) EWIHIMREF R T DI EB¥bhotz, 12721,
o o3R72 £, BEBEROMTICEL 6, KED WDHE - (KFRE)] THREND
Babdd,
ZAESCHR - (DA - FEY 7 2. 2004, THARGERG] THxob ) 2B 5% M
CRERE) . [HbiE TR ED 50 62-75. (2)827. 1990. [AEAZNEE L HAAN
DOEFEEIEICE T 78] . FaRERE. (3)Sperber, D and Wilson, D. 1995. Relevance:
Communication and Cognition. Cambridge.

A1, BAREBEZFADOBERIFESNXERICERIFTTHRIZDONT
FHIEX (ABXE)
ARERTIE, TR T+E6] K OX5RBREO S OITRAHRANATHET 218
ENRBDHETHPI (2013,2017) 2B L7-0L, HAREAFAGEZEA L (#4540 &
[FEFA A KBS 2 2 & BIRD, SURRZ —EO T I8N TV S ATREE A 7R T,
JeFAFA (TR TR Mk TEh) PEREL) TZok) ok TE
bHAR] TBMOAR] 72E) 1T, FhEA (TR 88 53R k) LEST #
SRR BEMRUAMIATINE 72 a2 S A TWAH T2, i LTI, BiEORBMEZHEEIIEZD
TeDIZIERATAZL D Z EBAFRTH HRPUTIB N TIE, AR TR, FEFEL RN
A THESMMND D, —J. FAFAIL, IEREL G AD & AFMA AR &
HIREBEIRICIRONTLE I D, TAUITEMNRERTHD 2 LI2b R D720, LYKV
FH O 2 FIHEIC 3 DM B 5,

2 ik ¢ (1) Nakai, Nobumi. 2017. “Formal features and interpretation of noun phrases”, oral
presentation (lecture), 15th International Pragmatics Conference (Belfast). (2) APH-4E3E. 2013.
MR AR & RGRIC 31T 2 ERBL - NERBLO BBERUZ W T ) T9E5E e | 274-284,

H AR b=,
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853 /Plenary Lecture 2(12:50~14:20)
[60 BERRaE 1| Biter—IL]

Chair: SHIINA Michi (Hosei University)
@ Historical Pragmatics: The Case of Early Modern English Negatives

Jonathan CULPEPER (Lancaster University)
I open this talk by describing and illustrating the various strands of work
that comprise historical pragmatics. | point out similarities and differences
between synchronic and diachronic variation. Turning to method, | discuss
the very recent and rapid rise of corpus pragmatics, a method that has been
central to historical pragmatics for years. In the second half of the paper, |
conduct a pragmalinguistic case study, namely, the investigation of early
modern English negatives. In order to contextualise negatives, | first outline
early modern affirmatives, including yes and yea, drawing upon Culpeper
(forthcoming). I then turn to two key early modern negatives, namely, no
and nay. | will use corpus methods to examine their contexts of use. | will
also consider multiple negation. Throughout this talk | will endeavour to
connect with issues of general concern in pragmatic studies.

H7T7HRAIERES ROy L/ Symposium (14:30~16:30)
[60 BERESEE 1 Bitsh—IL]
@ East Asian Special International Symposium:
Pragmatics in East Asia: Its practice and contribution

Chair: KITANO, Hiroaki (Aichi University of Education)

Discussant: Jonathan CULPEPER (Lancaster University)

Pragmatics can be broadly defined as the study of language in use. Underlying this definition is an
assumption that language is integral part of context. We may go a step further to argue that language
is a function of context, that is, context shapes the form and determines the meaning of language.
Within this view, which is called the ‘perspective view’ of pragmatics, pragmatics offers cognitive,
social and cultural perspective on linguistic phenomena at any level /or unit of linguistic structure for
any type of form-meaning relationship. One of the central concerns in this vein of pragmatics is the
question of how language adapts to the communicative need of the context. The purpose of this
international symposium is to discuss how the pragmatic analysis of context-depended linguistics
phenomena can contribute to the study of language, on the one hand, and how it contributes to the
understanding of its cognitive, social and cultural context, on the other. Speakers from the three
countries in East Asia will discuss this fundamental problem through their own studies to seek how
we can work together and regionally contribute to the further understanding of the relationship of
form, meaning and context.
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@ Subjectification of the English Booster awfu//y: A Corpus-Based Study

ZHAN Quanwang (AnhU| UnlverS|ty)
Based on English Literature Corpus, this paper makes a
diachronic study of the semantic change of the English booster
awfully. The results show that the semantic change of awfully is a
process of subjectification; the process consists of three stages —
the initial stage (1759-1818), the transitional stage (1819-1870)
and the subjectification stage (1871-); subjectification of awfully
is embodied in four shifts — from a propositional function to a
discourse function, from an objective meaning to a subjective
meaning, from a sentence subject to a speaker subject, from a free
form to a fixed form; the fundamental mechanism of
subjectification of awfully is repetition.
References:(1) Carey, K. 1995. “Subjectification and the
development of the English perfect.” In D. Stein and S. Wright,
eds., Subjectivity and Subjectivisation. Cambridge: Cambridge :
University Press. Pp. 83-102.(2) Berg, R. Dirven and Panther, K.-U., eds., Motivation in Language:
Studies in Honor of Glnter Radden. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

@ The Structures, Meanings and Functions of Conditional Clauses in Spoken
and Written Chinese Discourse

WANG Yu-fang (National Kaohsiung Normal University)
The study reported in 2017 PSJ attempts to explore the functions of
the four types of Chinese conditionals (i.e. factual, probable,
improbable, and counterfactual) across two discourse modes: daily
conversation and news reportage articles, which occur in informal
and formal speech situations separately. In particular, it examines
what are the various types of conditional clauses in relation to the
initial and final positions with respect to their matrix clause,
frequently occurring in spoken and written discourse. The spoken
corpus came from naturally occurring two-party or multi-party
conversations, totaling 90 hours 37 minutes 25 seconds; the written
corpus came from UDNDATA, a newspaper database of the United
Daily News group in Taiwan, from Sep. 1, 2012 to Sep. 7, 2016. It is
well recognized that English makes grammatical distinctions among
the different types of conditionals in the auxiliary verbs and tense
and aspect markers they can or must take, but Mandarin Chinese has no such grammatlcal
distinctions. The result shows that different Chinese conditional markers are used by the
speaker/writer as signposts to guide the hearer/reader into an imaginary world between factuality and
counterfactuality.
References: (1) Haiman, John 1978. Conditionals are topics. Language 54, 564-589. (2) Akatsuka,
Noriko. 1985. Conditionals and the epistemic scale. Language, 61(3): 625-639.
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& Grammatical ization and Pragmatic Inference: The Case of Insubordination

RHEE Seongha (Hankuk University of Foreign Studies)
Mechanisms operating in grammaticalization of linguistic forms are - ;

many and varied, but pragmatic inference is among the most
prominent forces that enable linguistic forms to acquire grammatical
functions. For its strategic nature, it is present in nearly all instances of
interactional discourse while linguistic forms are constantly subjected
to meaning negotiation. ‘Insubordination’ (Evans 2007, Evans &
Watanabe 2016), or main clause ellipsis, is an example par excellence
which exhibits the significant role of pragmatic inference. Speakers
often employ insubordination for the benefit of locutionary economy
and information enrichment. When the main clause is thus elided, the
addressee actively attempts to construct it relying on the given textual
and situational contexts, and the diverse relationships between the
given information and the hypothesized unspoken information become semanticized on the
subordinator. This paper illustrates the elegant workings of such pragmatic inferences in
grammaticalization based on the data in Korean.

Evans, Nicholas. 2007. Insubordination and its uses. In: Irina Nikolaeva (ed.), Finiteness:
Theoretical and Empirical Foundations, 366-431. Oxford: OUP.

Evans, Nicholas, & Honoré Watanabe (eds.). 2016. Insubordination. Amsterdam: Benjamins.
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