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AWMTIIHE 1HT, EEEERONMTHS Cognitive Pragmatics (GRAIFEAM) @ cognitive
& Cognitive Linguistics (RBHIEE%. LI CL) @ cognitive DM EBBEICL, HE2 8T, B
W (CAE RT) OSSO MTEOBBENE 4 iR 5. MEROEREFRIC, CL 5
O REo a2 Rd. FBEAE. LF EBFE. scalar implicature. KFEOHE. #EHE)
FOSH. KETA2bOTHS.

1. RT & CL® T35

RT %#FBHI7EMA (cognitive pragmatics) &IERE X DA (cognitive) & I 7ziTh, £T.
Marmaridou (2000:1-2) 1, (DICHBKIIT. Austin, Searle, Grice I[ZHAE SPFHIFE M5,
454 7OBEARBEELZELTEY, T® 1 21Z@cognitive pragmatics AL BT 5T
3,

(1) philosophical pragmatics (see Austin 1962, Searle 1969, Grice 1975)
—(@ radical and neo-Gricean pragmalics (see Cole 1981)
—(@) cognilive pragmatics (see Sperber and Wilson 1986/1995, Blakemore 1987)
—@) interactive pragmatics (sce Thomas 1995)

—@ societal pragmatics (see Mey 1993)

ZHBBABOELBMLE. SIHQOBHOTREIICHALSIT, I3azyr—va sy
LERODBMBE NS Z &, ZHEDED, QHBLIiC, EEEEOEOHEREND T
ETH53, RT H5WIRABBHARTY D IFEEEORDOHMR] 1. &I (HE OHET
BHELOK, WHBERTHS.

2) Cognitive pragmatics focuses on the mental processing of informalion for communicative
24 prag
purposes and is explicitly restricted to an isolated aspect of cognition considered responsible for

pragmatic phenomena. In this approach, the linguistic medium is simply a constraining factor in

achieving communicative goals. Incidentally, this is in line with corresponding developments in

formal syntax, in which the specification of rules has given way to the placement of constraints
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on the form of the sentences of a language. (Marmaridou 2000:1-2)
(3) ...cognitive pragmatics is a development of Grice’s view on the role of human reasoning in
generating implicature. (Marmaridou 2000: 224)

FELTHBL &, BIHEOEOTHREIC, FERMIRESICRE SN, S LARE (solated
aspect) | WS T EMNBDH, ThIL, FEAMRHERHES A OB RS BT & O,
SMITLTAWT THEN THBEZLEERELTWS, £k, ERIEESHSICHEI DI,
RT Cid. Hild, SEEKDAD, H50iIE THKEIC] @< EWS5BATHSEH. Zhidn
bW AREORRANHRHTSE S EVWIBEEME—ICL TS,

—%. CL @BE. FO@aicH 2 &SIz, SHRKCTEESN L0 —REZRLES &
EDXSITHBL TWEMENWSZETHD, RASHEZD A &1, S#EREEES N
W IR —&rERAREN OZETH S,

@)IHBEIIZ, CL & DDIFRAGES 541, LWTFoO~@# iz T LS iimllz
BFET3, 2T, OFLWSh2E®RES B (FTo7y )b RBAR—R) Th72=x
& —- S RY—V OB MESEOFERA I ERE L) 1d HofEs @
DBIZE) THSTICEEINABMEN LEELTWS, @onsofal, SHETETHIC
RoNABHEOBEUTRBRITATRTH D, @ L EALERKOBMBICKENTH 2.

(4) a. Cognitive linguistics is concerned with how the details of grammar are tied to more general
cognitive capacilies. (Tomlin 1997)

b. A primary working strategy...has been to seek converging evidence from three different
sources. First, particular descriptive constructs (e.g. profiling, trajector/landmark alignment,
immediate scope, search domain) are shown lo be necessary for adequate semantic
description of multiple phenomena in various languages. Second, it is argued that thesc
constructs are commensurate with (if not identical to) independently observable cognitive
abilities. Third, it is demonstrated that the same constructs are critical for the explicit

characterization of varied grammatical phenomena. (Langacker 1999: 26-7)

ROFIHTEE 51T, 1o 7R AEN PRNMUBEN LD L S B EMBER TP EiMREH (&
SICRBZECTHTOLD) LHBIL TWAMIELHLENTVS,

(5) @ Figure-ground and view point organization pervades the sentence (Talmy 1978, Langacker
1987/1991), the Tense system (Cutrer 1994), Narrative structure (Sanders and Redeker 1996), in

signed and spoken languages, and of course many aspects of non-linguistic cognition. ®@

_86_
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Metaphor builds up meaning all the way from the most basic levels to the most sophisticated and
creative ones (Lakoff and Turner 1989, Grady 1997). @ And the same goes for metonymic

pragmatic_(or_reference point) functions (Numberg 1987) and mental space connections
(Sweetser and Fauconnier 1996, Van Hoek 1996, Liddell 1996), which are governed by the same

general Access principle. @ Frames, schemas and prototypes account for word level and
sentence level syntactic/semantic properties in cognitive and construction grammar (Lakoff 1987,
Fillmore 1985, Goldberg 1997, Langacker 1987/91), and of course they guide thought and action
more generally (Bateson 1972, Goffman 1974). ® Conceptual blending and analogy play a key
role in syntax and morphology (Mandelbit 1997), in word and sentence level semantics
(Sweetser 1999), and at higher levels of reasoning and rhetoric (Tobert 1998, Coulson 1997,
Turner 1996). ® Similarly, we find force dynamics and fictive motion (Talmy 1985, 1996)

operating at all levels (single words, entire systems, like the modal, and general framing).

(Fauconnier 1999: 100-1)

ECATRABRAGO 3748 3. aEZ2EHT2BOERTH 24, ZOROHERDEN
(CZBfika E) A &Rz iEaEhichky s &5, BHERR (T/HE5 R
i, CLICENEh, EOFEESREED Z&IThsd, S5ICHHRNICIE. SEREEOHEN S
N —BRRZERENICEEENI T ik BE, BRAREWIERIE. —RIRAIEES 2 KBt
TEHMOMEE (EikifexEk) EHEENTHD, s LToaREZLS J&iThd. &
TR OMTBAE LA, BENERETH BORARNICHETEEWI LRI L
2725 & (cf. Lakoff & Johnson 1999: Ch21), £O XS n[fEtid+aH5 & FHEIN5S,

(CL OSL#3, BREAEH & —BNRAENPHEHER TH S ENWIIFTHDN, FBREENH
—BEEEEN EE-o AR E NI OTIRRL,. —RNBHAEHD HHELZHD] &1
HAHHH S (Langacker, p.c). 1T 4 A - HINICFE< BiEHES BEBUCH L T, 1EH (2002)
WNBEITI25.)

2. RT OEESE CL ICE5M8i%
AMTIL. RT OGS ONES 2 BRI/ LRSS, Thed, cL O—&ERA
HgEN I B A ERMLS - BT oA n k> THALSPANEA N5 L ERT,

2.1, LF EEBROMES : TRMAR—2 L0707 7408 ICk5@EE

HEFR LF b DI Wl TH B Z & i THIFMS N TWA T & TH DAL LF .
(6a)in > bWA HED, FNEA > T v FELUTHR (inference) Zill L THE (explicature) %
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BO20THDH, €01 7y b THD LFBREMIZ, CORED, EOXDLHHOENKN
REATZOMN, (N5 BHENTRERN., 2Ty FOFHROHEENTHTHIE, &
D& S IZHEM (reasoning, inference) PMHE, ED LS BE (PR ICEET AN G, BN
TERWRTTHS. '

(6) a. Explicature: an ostensively communicated assumption which is inferentially developed from
the incomplete conceptual representation (logical form) resulting from linguistic decoding.
(Glossary in Carston and Uchida (eds.) 1998)
b. WA LF: (U RE> THESNTVWSMERRK LRELFICFED ON6
MU 20 IR@rEk) (Fkz MR LEAThIEESNS DO,
p.5) ZRDOHEFBODLAD ... _ (&3 2001: 52, Sperber and Wilson 1995:182)

BlZE, (DEWOL)D TR2ITTFHFIE] % I'm Modern English.® LF [ dWNE 5D THSIM.

) a BOEIFHE,
b. ...he’s Old English.... I'm Modern English. (Lodge, D. Small World, p.10, Penguin)

BES L RTMSHABAMEIFENLNES D, WhhBiERa). B2WIEEH LU o L0k
MEDLHRHEZ L TWAONIZ DWW THaREDMlatzanTthinwien L Bbhb.

CL I, BEWRPEAWNIZ BAN—ZA LOFTO7 7 ILE EWSHETEAGNS I LEHS
ML THY, ZOROBEERE L, #lAIE, I'm Modern English. THTUZ, ‘1 teach Modem
English’ 72 & S HH OB — 2 25 E, TOEFRESESHE 1) LHWNFESZ5F (Modern English)
EERTOT7AINEET D, EWS CEWTES, DED, Iteach Modern English. & I'm Modern
English \33E OB R—A 2L, 707 7 IEOBERIZTZ L NI DU TH 2.

(8) a. 1teach Modern English. 0D #8H1#ii
b. I’'m Modern English. D i8A1HEE

O=00
O=0v0)
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(ZhS5OHET, MREBRAN—2%, KRZ707 71 ILEEET)

ZOHEOHBOBRHN—ZLE LT, BEE () PRI HETE (Modem English) #Z1)FE
(FERE) MU TEIHT LW LS ABEZBEL THLED. £5T5 &(Ba) T, BifE
F (WMo EEoMEMT (ZEEEE) ., ThUcBEEE hNE) BTo7r1ahs,
ZHIcx LT, (8b)Tldy 1 & Modem English &R 707 v &3, (& OIERMRICIE, mHHE
DI SHOBFEN BB END T EERT be THMEINTWVENG, B)DL DI, TEEER)
ZE WM T, 1 & Modern English 298> TW5%,)
COHFBEDLHNKRBEADESTHS. 785 I'm Modern English OHIEIX 1 &
Modem English ®fif 5 DOBAFRTH 0, IR E 512k 0 BAMAERA~— A LicEResh5 &,
ZORFHBRAR—ALENHEETH S, BELLTORAN—RX, 707 71 )8Rk
LTEEDOBAN—ZATIZR<, KOHEENGRARN—ZIE>Twd, £LTEDXK SR
BN EANR—Z EIZERSEMD, RT TWIEERROBRTH S,

LER 707 7 VeE, BBEREEORAN—AICHBELTWAA, 707 71 Lk Ra
R—2ANBEE > TEURNRLT D012, TNEMELUTLF EHEE WS Jlx 0kl T o
WEEELTWALIAICHENS S EFA 5,

LF EHE, d50WET0 77 1 IR ERBEIR—AEREE L - T, WhAEREFRT
BC&id. UFoflick> THEICRT ZEATES. FROBEEZRAN—RAELT. £h
CEETEE5E FOF, BOFE @R AR L) 036, Eosshkenr L&
BHEh (F5IR, EOBS5HE2EBCPHMNBTERTZD) I&oT, U FOLIBREED
Tr)I—arifEhns, COEE, WhABFEROERORIZNIE, Eozblks O
Z7ANVTEN (DENTOT A IE) OBRVWEDTHS.

(9) a. John sold an old shirt to David for ten dollars,

b. David bought an old shirt from John for ten dollars.

c. John charged David ten dollars for an old shirt.

d. David paid ten dollars to John for an old shirt.

e. The old shirt cost David ten dollars.

IN5OHITE, BANR—ARFE—TTOT 7 A VERBENENRES>TNSBRA, 9a, b, ¢, d
DFUT 7 A CKIRTER) ORWE, BIE10D L D IKERI NS, & X ORMEII
2 DO AHEEAEENTH D, EEOTHESEHEEC, EDFH 5 BOWFEAOHFOBTZ,
TEROGAESE. BWEMSTEIFAOREOBBHZXL TND,
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(10)  a. John sold an old shirt to David. b. David bought an old shirt from John.

John alidct David

OO0 || OO0

ten dollars

¢. John charged David ten dollars. d. David paid ten dollars to John.

Oen-0=Q | | O0=O

(92)~(9e)DiE\N %, LF DRNE & RTHERT 2O THNL Qa)~0e)DEREnI 707
71 IEOREDTULIEWOT, LFREMTT 07 71 )HREMIELTNB E NS T &0k
3, £H5THhE. 70771 )WRERBAN—RRALTIE (2F0, BT HFELERZWL
DT, 7O7 74 WEICMET 5 LF b, Wl TIRIEE L AR VRN, S0 Z &b,
LF 24T O ThhE, BAR—AHTAME% RTICEAT IS ENI T Licis A
LALESLTYH, LF EFNEENTEDICEAISHAAESIE, siREEREWSLS5KR, &R
HOBHVRERMRT EMETHZLND L ETH D, 2EDVEIWVSITTLF &I BTHAHER:
ThTH, TNERANICHES N EESTH . RAEZER LT HM|MBIZLENWI T L TH S,

MRAN—Z EDOT O 7 74 i) (profile imposed on abase) &1 BEHRDIEZ 1L, Wb
B RUANEERICIONTS, TOEKSIICEKEAMTERE LTINS, BROEH
FEM, EXSO7 71 IIEREBREICT 50l LT, b U AN ARET I, BAaN—
ADFHEMEITT 5.

FlZIT(10a)D (BB G TATIZAT) OXSBEEE, T20B5BEBAL DBRAUTE
SDiE) DI, BER2ATICEDY. dbESEHATITTOBATLEBS LI25HF
ITHLT. Anehaieadsd. COBEO THEEEBE) 3. e & T8 0220
AFI) —E2EEMICRATWAHFIIHN LT, 2200073 —»8 538NN 7T
Y—ThH3ZE2RmL, TIHE HEIBTEHEELEFECTLED) EWSTEEE
Z5. 5 &3] 20WThohsI)—BTRASM3, BHAN—2PRH KA ORE
THO, #HERLHT T —BICH U CIREERNI T T —B2IERT5 TALAL Ais A
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OEI7 b—hoP—FHE—RIZ, (FO7 7 MEHTIERL) BHAX—AZMEIILTWS
NS T ERTES,

(10)a. TBEGIEARESL) TRTIZAT) a. Murder is murder.  (FFFT 2000)
b. Mary’s not stingy —she’s thrifty. (Marmaridou 2000: 143-9)

)DL S BAY SHENEED, BAR-AOHBEE L TRAZZEATES. AIAE TS
SEREDRVL] WS TOT7 7 IHRIRELCTH, TOCEN TRNTE) BRI L] 0ESL
50 RAA ¥ Eic@NAPMCE > T, stingy & thrifty DFERARES, (10b)D A ¥ FiRHIE
Fid, (EABEEEDRNV] ENDTOT7 7 A IIAOBMNTWSERA B A A BN &)
TRABWZEERLTHED, BICAYSEHEEE. BRNZTO7 7 1VETERLS, £
NEXADBBARAAN Y (D1D) 2REELLTBHEES>TEN,

LR w2 DH L, BRICE > TRARZRAR—ALRA FA X 2HECTH0TH
BN, ThAEFEEL TWEWRT OBEPHEICE- T, L M) VR EOAENMRASNED
BEHEDOMNEEB & L TEBS, (LF IR THEME - B - BEO X S/L three levels DK
RAlEEA LTS, HEELMEEEEE LTRD, JITRULEMERL T0HELEYT
HHHEEbNS.)

2. 2. scalar implicature D&k DREIZRFA : instantiation IC & 3 #Fi&

KD(11a)liE(116)% entail U, (12a)b(12b)% entail T5. TN TIEARE, (11)DF @D I
OZEANS ZENRTE, R2)DAEEPRVICOZEARANS ZEITERNDESDM. HDWN
i3, ZREa2)E, (120)0FEE FREEAS RO 4 TRV 2FEL (scalar implicature) |
A1), (1a)OEE HECAS TREDRI TN By 7 TRARW] ZARLBVOIES I,
scale % entailment TIEFET 575 (e.g. Levinson 1983: 133). TV EuFERE, 4HE 3D
WIIH scale ALY .

(1) a HBIZTIV Ry IMNASTEL. b. BEICRPA-TERE,
c. (11a) entails (11b)
(12) a KENZY—FZ4E#BE~NE. b. ABRR—F%& 3@,

c. (12a) entails (12b)
¥ & 54 ATRD Horn(1984) DAL, (13)D & 572 Q-principle & R-principle DEWATICL 5.,

(13)  O/R-principles (Horn 1984)

Q-principle (Hearer-based): Make your contribution sufficient; say as much as you can.
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(Given both Quality and R)
R-principle (Speaker-based): Make your contribution necessary; say no more than you must.

(Given Q)

DED. A)DHE AL R-principle IZEBFEFETH D, (12)DHEVI Q-principle IZHEFHFETH S
i, EWHOTHBH, BE1)DHS R-principle IZHEV. (12)D & Q-principle IZHE D DA
N, FHTH D,

ZZ T CL (D DUFRASHE) @ instantiation (PIR) WS MBWENTH 5. [T
Ry ) 1d TR] OBRMEH (nstance) &L THRAENANE, FIVEw Z EKIL instantiation
DBEfRICH B, L L, 4013 3 EOEMESI TR, 4 & 3 {81 instantiation DBEFRIZARV,
—RIT el & e2 £ 2 DOEEN instantiation DEEBRIZH I, el, 2 WTHNOREZZFURE
FEPB o> THEW, TOMRKIZ, ¢l &2 DS ERVIEMGHERRLZTNER SNV,

ANT4EAE~TEE GRTE) 4 EE~E] £5501 REFTHROLEN W
EDIZEHEFORNG H%2EE L T Q-principle IZHEV, HZE 5721F% < (contribution sufficient)
ERFELTHO TR, 48483 E0 instance TN ENFERNTHS, ik (12) TS
By FhsskizDiz TRAEL] EES0E. FELFRBRNFHTESES B, [T Ey
271 % TR ITBATHRBREDONEA (contribution necessary) EFEFEL TWHD TR, 7L
Rw 71 & K] #%instance DRARICHAME (2 FF A POEFICEUT) HMYLEREL
TWBDTHA., THTHIE Pl EbA)A)PREICDNTIEE. FHLFCMEFOR/ND
FHEND ZEEEBEGRTH D, B NKET D Q/R-principles TOFMBARBHALUEWEST
2Tk,

iz, [TV Ry ZEROBEMR & T4 & 3EOBR) 3. —RERELEERORNTIER
WihEBbHE 54, 29Tk, 23 DIRAD instantiation DEROFETH S, BBEEXKRT
% instantiation OERIZHDPEHH D, (r—F3ELLE (1 2LAT) BNETEENS
5A5M, KEIZESH] LVORETIE, 4BENEESENB5Z5M5, T4ER~NE)
i M3 (Bllk) B~7z] @ instance ThB., ORI TIE TRERIL 4 E <7z TRERE 3{E
BRIz OWTHhORETbEWN. (COBEDEsA. BEENE) Z EE~Zho7z)
FEELRW, DENHEBERTH- TH., FEMIC instantiation DEEMNHNIE. scalar
implicature I A LR NEVI TETH S, )

Wi, HREICETSERBITY, instantiation DREIFRAVZGINIL, EELAEZRATLHLEND
ZEWXTERRW, his finger & afinger. hisleg & aleg. W THOANT BIFREICETARIAT
BB, his finger V& a finger O instance TH B3, his leg 13 a leg D instance TIZWN=¥, KDL
HBERNEL S,
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MEEEN OB MEEEZOMES

(14)  a.John broke a finger. (= his finger)
b. John broke a leg. (his leg)

2F0., Nohn lZE ORI OFEEVE, John broke his finger.  John broke a finger DVYY
NOFEFOHWEETH DA, (John BEHAOMZEF >72) DSV, John broke a leg DA 72
WEns Z &TH5,

HUE (thumb) ZBEWTHE (finger) MBELELT S L, BEOHPO—FRIAHENCIEZ S
nams, HOMAENHESNTA TS, TOADIEERTOICTHFEEE o finger ALY
5. L7=hioT, his finger & a finger I instantiation DBARIZH 2 T &2z d. L LAOHIE
2ELMZNNS, ZOFEENDY > ThhE, TO—HOREFRFEMITILAITI VW, &
DieD, HAZEODLN > THSHETFREEXRH aleg TREFEERWL, EWIDITTHS, Thi
his leg & a leg 7)Y instantiation DBRIZIEARN, VD ZETHE., (ROLIK1IELMZND
DRABEICIZ RN NN G, his nose VX a nose @ instance THEAL VY. 72235 He broke his nose.
IZARA T He broke a nose. EB AN T L3 BIFPHBTSHS D.)

(19)DHEAE L Q/R-principle IFEAHT, TNTHHALLI & T3 L, (14a)ld R-principle 1255
FEFE. (14b)i Q-principle IZ L BFEHE WD T &I SBM, RS TOBKRAN (ECHZEHT
%) ERITAFROEREIC, LERZ2FRIPEA 20N, SHARBTRAIETSHD. HER
AFAMNERAENAIMBHATERNE NS T LR, B a leg OHLTH 0ot his leg’EWVD
scalar implicature 2L DA, FHTERNEND T ETH 5. (instantiation DEEFENH S L&
V4 R-principle ZMEH 4. ZOEGEAIEN & FiE Qprinciple BBAHINE2 EVWSHERHEA
bhaM, TOEEFLFCHESFICE > TOBRNFTHERERFRD, BHEEE S 5FEH
IZia>Tn3,)

T, RT B EOBERIZESHUTZDTHA DM, Caston M5 DFIH5)ICES &, RT
14 scalar implicature 12 DWW TIEE A LU IaM 272 L, EZ RT THRBATEL W ENW D ERE
THoleE D ZTETHBMN, THITH L T Sperber & Wilson DZEFRT 5 & Z A1, presumption
of optimal relevance @ revised version(16)IZ & > THHAFEETHAHE VWD ZED LI TH S,

(15) Many authors have noted that RT has had littlc to say about issue of scalar implicature; some

have gone further and asserted that the theory is intrinsically incapable of accounting for this sort

of inference (Levinson 1989: 466, Welker 1994: 80). If this were true, it would indeed be a

shortcoming of the theory since this has been one of the central topics of post-Gricean inferential

pragmatics. It has, if fact, been addressed,...most recently, by Sperber & Wilson(1995), who

claim to be able to account guite smoothly for scalar implicature.
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...it is useful...to see how the literal application of the new one[=(16)] extends the predictive
power of the theory beyond that of the literal application of the ecarlier one. One area of

pragmatics to which this extension applies is scalar implicature. (Carston 1998: 212)

(16) Presumption of optimal relevance (revised) (Sperber & Wilson 1995: 270)
a. The ostensive stimulus is relevant enough for it to be worth the addressee’s effort to process it.
b. The ostensive stimulus is the most relevant one compatible with the communicator’s abilities

and preferences.

L L@6)ayb)id. Carston (1998: Ch5) OFZFHFO2ETHREL. BRI 2FHRED LRET
[REDRETHHDOT, QRprinciples KT S, 5T 35 EANANANICEDD S scalar
implicature DL, RTIZBWVWTHHEAR, FRELL TR EWVWIZLETHD,

2.3. BEOHMAN-_ZXLADMBER : BMBASY (RVVTF) C&DBE
ROANZ TREHMNOHRE OFTHo EHHEBREWWIO 1 DTHS, ZoOFZEHWTHHN
L&D ETHMBOMRAN AL DOWHEE, MO ZOREENSTRLTWELI THS,

(17) Speaker A: RN F L—ERIZBWHETY, E3TY, —ABKRBICETE?
Speaker B: FLldE WHIZEDITWA T, (43 2001: 55) (cf. Harder 1996: 146)

BRI ML —2ES2b0 TRV L (FR) 2RI 2 ANALIIRDESEEEN S,
ThHOLEET, B i TE0WEEHEDARWL] BHELl) EF-oTWs, (XY RL—REVWETH
5] (AR 2) &b Tna (FNEB BHA-TWVS). T39 25L& RiRED1E2M5),

MBIHE KRN EWHEHICES, ChiERROMGR AN LLEEENS,

EZANHEELTHEE, COYRZEFHATHEESE (B BARY FL—2EHETHS
ZERAGRMNoT. AISRWHNEHHR2AREL TWEDIITHHA, ENTH, 17)DFD
WMOZETEIEYTB IR FL—2HITW RN BRI L, £0HE X H
L—o TRkEADR) ERIOEM, dATEARE. Hanoiitg2 2/ LT &ic
2%,

R M L—NERELZENSRWIOBEED, BT 5 <FEUHERRRZWLSOTIEhnhe
Bbhsd. Zhid. =BWBEo#mEzH->TWTH, ZORECH > THRERRELTWSD
FTRANEVNS T E, Hi0E,. bhbhOBERROBENRINEZE>R<E-EHD
THAHEVWHITETH B,

ROMEE, g7 OH¥NCET2METH S, 170 B BES&A e LDk

—94
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Bz MERSH EBEEMMARNTESN TV | OTHSH (Eoae)ESH), Fid MK
kDWW ERENMITWARN] ENS 23 EREDL S ITHEBTENA0OM, RT TIEHEK
HIZmRENTN,

[EER7255 1 S E TR &S ZEM T-BEOICENR] LD TETHBIE5,
FHIEEEOA LU SERZETOE FIR~J/2F T, SBHTE-> Tz,

- MUOMIMELRT) EWDTERSRERI LIRS, EEKEHREFEHONND,
HMOBELEROROBRELBETEEWI I EITRENS, EERY ) ERFEEMNTTH
OFREEH LRI, TN BROKOMRE LT HL 0D ZET, ERU DS Lk
EASMD Z &b, Lishio T, MEEdh LEENTaNn) WS T &, Thok
HERNRT) EWITETRAN, EVIHTEREDS, 2FD, HYTOBRRECHEICMA» S X
SBEGEMNEND ZEITREN, TOAAZZLIEDM> TV, ENHEDANZX L
PEBT20ICEDL EVBOHAEMMENbONSRWITTH S, Mbhro Thin Mg
Exfes haEhdikan (THYTOREICEIZMN D) Mk 23, relevance PHHEINLD
THhT, relevance DHEABEML L0 DT, EEAKSEESbhbhidkzsizn. (F
O DI RRITEN SR O—FR, BRFICELEN S, relevant B —FIEEFo>TWHD LA
UT#H5.)

ROZEHEIC L AHRARIT. HITERLS N ERMEET SEROMMTH S, Bl
LTEad., ZEHECI-oTENAEAHN. THRICTFAMIREETFTWENES
M (GEYE, BEOEBTHINEDD) 2Fz v i T2LE HOYIMEE=BmEICh
FTHEZEHL, 20OACTFFAMIREF v I/ TEHIERBENG, HROHH LK
DDBZEITRES, EVWDDTT, MEEARHHEREENTRN] ENDSTEE2RHLTS
15, [ZEMECE SR BRENICHHR SN 2RETHS.

(Relevance MR E ., MEEHOTEREESEBEREINEZOMN 1986 £THLHN. KAIC
bHH LI EFDE, 74 /75— ES (Winograd & Flores) 73 OV a—¥ LRAEBMET D]
(EERE) 2FL. bhbhOSEENHSORBRMENSBEENWI L ERLE, Uq
JH75—RiE, ZEHOANSNALSRHERATIE, BRNaMERZEL TTR, UR
ToHMENEWI 2 2RLEDTHH7.)

BASHEETH, WHYIHMBTREEORDTNRS 2 b TRV, ZOERINLENSH
DA ERTE, HREBYRBARA DO LEIIMBEN TR LV ZEMMROEATH
M5, MEOMMNTS, A RAM O CTHB I L—Ah, A7 VT, BHEBAET IV,
HENEAF—TOHENEEIWS T EICkE (HELLTAF—IMLHENSA, &
HTHEDAF—T EORRZBITEDICAZU T FERAND), (ZOHEESITY, A
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EWISFEHEER, EORFGoPEEALEE. S5IGRE. EhEEZE-T<hanED D
KELEALEHY, BEREELEELOPVRONEDL D ICEDITE L OFENKLTHH (R
FEIIERNSH - TWB), EWIHIEIRBTMAZ ) T PLERET S, MMnEREbIN
EVI LI AEFN. RBOBLTET4 ZAI—R (AZUFH) EHVEICRNWDT, &
DEDBRFEITZRREEZHNEIITEWERT LWL THD, (AF)-Ep—
TOAAMEDT TO—FIZTDONTIE. SDFIHOSESH,)

W BRI OBEREY: - EBEIZ DWW T, BEREOREEEEET L. L0 U T M,
A2V 7 AOBEDKNZT T, ThENDRE TOEERI-CHS) « B bEAAE
BT Eicis, KIFMICEL 2 B ERECHE) - BiF S8 L T, —E0RA 7 U7 gl
PLEEMICHEZNS LWSIDITTHS, [FoRE LD, Whid MEE9k) EEER
T, BEREVW<S DDA ) T 2BENICHEEL, FO0EFED. ROTHEEDERT
THhd. 8 GEMEE, GACH B OREE - OE#RIZDONWTIE, ¥ (Damasio, AR)
O V=T 9y - I—N—EH (EFTHH #RD HREHTH S,

EEERZMCTRIE, /8—A (Peirce, C. Sanders) @ abduction ®73/%— (Popper, Karl)
D conjecture B, MEEMFR (contextual cffects, contextual implicature) E#ELTWEHL, Thb
AZUTEEEFT B ENTES, Yr—Ov 2 - F—LAPIORHEFRE, Fkz
RTHRASHM L EETTINADHEEZ DT TWAEZANH S, TOMED abduction
conjecture Tl (cf. Eco & Sebeok 1988), [FEA] M5 FADAZ ) 7 h) RSN, BT
5 BEMERNS EALDOADY b T SILABRERIODREOTHS D, F—LA
iz EGHEMPICHEOMAMN 27520558, Hudhidbhakaiz, £hidm
BN E TR, ERZHENRHETH2DOIIITHERLTHDICTZ RN, $5
TLE: FITOREBER. OB RZERTEST B (BT0OE) M-k ERETT
SDIEH, TRY abduction X conjecture TH D, BAELHEENNL A7 U T b OEOH L84 -
FIMT IR L TSN 2D Z & 289 5, (Wierzbicka(1998)kk, T DE@ 3T, WA
HITBZEZIEIEREL T, REFCREHMZ2EML TH0, BT HHsizik<y
WEHATHWS.,)

2.4, EBERSHRORMES  EMMEICL D g

Sweetser (1990) DEMEITO3ATIL, £ OREMBIRES, HFENABENSDAY T4 U0
BETETH 5 & T5RICHERG M, Tho 2 ABohHMBEREET L0z, T0H
WM & 725, Bybeeet al(199)DIERMT B L1, A 724 1) AVIBERIE 2 DO RED R
A EVWDRBERTH 205, FHNABRFELZVWRTTHS. T5THNE, &



HHEFHED S D EEME B ORER

AR 3 AR A i & O IR A BRASTAE T 2BV O BIRFEEIZ A & 7 4 1) AIVigiER T
sy, EWS T EITR S,

ZHUZH LT RT IZE < Papafragou(1998) 0 ik BhBhEa O BBka L, M (D) 2®E (p)
EDBIRER). EMTENS. [l OBEICHBT 3 BEMRTED @I can DRENSTTRED
) W YIS TFA FOKREGEERICIGCT TSR ha, 250 T, mEEH
OFEOM GRS Z o (EREHEBEOFREEHI BB ), EHBFOEERIEED
XIS OMDOREICEET 2 HETRS, £D D & p OMEMORBEIR] &S —#rix
BETTSE. EWHibiJTha.

ZOHHOMBERR. Z<OFHICAOND AEMORERANRA ST IVWRICHD, R
HENZIL BLTFICmEh s X 97, 3FED can 1ICHY T 5 EBIEIF O SN2 BT E (Bybee
et al 1994: 194, 199 L & 5172,

(18)
mental ability

\

ability ———» root possibility —  epistemic possibility

/ \

physical ability permission

Papafragou DML, BTEAE DhbhREZRBTEIENTE, EDXSLAZEHET
LM E L OBETHRES, EE>TWAETT, bhbhAlL TRRT 2868 WX
7)) RHHILZEHELTWAHL, @FHNICEEINSGEEMOEEEBREL TH
B, LBLWOTHS,

#l Z 1. physical ability>>ability>>root possibility ~OFEFENL. TNENOEKAELLTOLSIT
TRTHEHL LD, EEWRIRLICHELTED, BRO—HAL (generalization) &
LTHADZEATES (cf. Bybee et al 1994: 192, Achard 1996) »

19) Can predicates that
p
(i)  physical enabling conditions exist in the agent
(ii) enabling conditions exist in the agent (ability)

(iii) enabling conditions exist (root possibility)



b A

for the completion of the main predicate situation.

(14) T(i)DEBRECR T, (1)@ physical 25E B TWAH L, (iii) T E 51T in the agent A& H T
Bo

root possibility 2% % & 5 |Z epistemic possibility & permission ~O#5FRIZ. Bybee & 13 inference
ELTW3A, generalization % inference 12850 % (B2WIETO X I EKELEZA TV S)
AR AN Z AL E LT, BMEMEI (desubjectification) ZIRET S EATES (Nakamura
2001). (permission ~“DILFRIZ DWW T, FFRIOAZ ) S ho—8R (fBhoEE) 2XREL T,
HFEITIHZ RS 53, ThabbiEsrficid, Maho2EE2MaA oI —f@lick
5ETHNHTHD,)

BHEEEMENA F 7 M LENE, HRERA SBHFEIES interactional mode of
cognition EIEIR, WHEIHN S HEHR A 22AIMRAEZ displaced mode of cognition &IER &
&, WENSEEANOBAREOEITH, MERE (desubjectification) T 5. displaced mode
i3 BAER EEEAEL TWAERZEEO T 1)V bR E E N 528, interactional
mode (&, BFFELHAOHBEES FUHEER OFEEA—ONEHTHY, YEETRFRIE
ELEHAE#M TS S, (WD HRHENEBREERPERNICITERELSOE, BRETH
HBHAEREAR LD I T a EBLTABREbNAMRZ, HlehbHENTER
H7AHRETAML TNLDTH5.) BVELEMRENSEE L AEOBRRABEBMOM LS.
interactional & displaced OFIL & LTINS, £EFNSLT 74 —F > A D interactional
mode TH 5, SiE¥THE. Langacker (1985, 1990, 1991) @ on-stage, off-stage. Kuroda(1973)%
reportive, non-reportive, Chafe (1996) @ immediate vs. displaced model 72 EDFRHIBRAE DXL %
ZLTW3S, HFBELT, onstage BFEEREMREDA YT U ardkIlanl, 774
—# > AITI, intersubjective ZREDEVHFOLERDEVSAEMSEELDT, T0OLD
72l E TE® T interactional mode &1 5 fEZE AN,

BiEMAE (desubjectification) &WH A, E7 Pz ORBHFEICE TS Mdifb) 2l
Hagah, BEEREITE. FA—TRhERMNS RADBBAEVD X OLERITARL. XF
B SENRA 25T a EBLTORNRNIZREEN 5, HREBNEENSYOBEL,
AER (PF) ZEHBENLREEELTRAS, WOIXREOEBEKE~OBITTH 5.

BEEEOBEIRFTZETOLIIZ, EORO-FEOH HREY ) 1285
7 b T BRAER C (Conceptualizer, ZENHOM) 7, A ¥ 5273 >OH# (on-stage) 75 E
ZHNWT, AOEDLI I, HIENEA (off-stage) MEBMBL THB LS ICAET HilET
H5,
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(20) de-subjectification (from interactional to displaced mode of cognition)

INTERACTIONAL MODE DISPLACED MODE

; & i
@

(545 | % can,able @ ability D AN 5 epistemic DFHEAOIIRIZIZ. F X ITHFEHEELEH
WTWBEFR 3D,

(21) a ELEZDUTEIHPTEARENS5, (interactional mode)

b. 2D XT3 AT6N3, (displaced mode)
(22)  a.Ican eat this apple in 3 minutes. (interactional mode)

b. This apple can be caten in 3 minutes. (displaced modc)
(23)  a.I’'m able to wash/solve/drink/read it. (interactional mode)

b. This is washable/solvable/drinkable/readable, (Horn 1980) (displaced mode)

CD~EI)D@)THAE NEJFZDY XT3 HTERGNS] W50, U T2l
TOHEFETH D, interactional mode IZ X BB TH DA, b)XD TOY TR IHTHE
RENB] EWIOE, U OLEHEE ST, ENABENSEOD X TICEEORETH
LZDESITRAS displaced mode DIBE WL T 5.

gt Sweetser(1990)D A ¥ 7 o V) F1)LizdEAE & L TO A4 . ability 725 possibility ~OIEFROTA
IKTZEoTED, TOWIRITIE R AL P EBH<AY 7 7 —RBBIHEEL TS O TS,
BHEAEDOX S BT OZANHEEL TWDDTH S, iz, REAREOBEF OB T,
ability & possibility D EH 5 & HOMZNWHHIRAERZE L S5h2Mn 6, REKMEMTTIE. R
HEENTHHNAZHAENFET 20344 T, BESasa0, HRMAROFEL, A5 7
A DAINVBHRE T 202 HE X RN, REFRLICXZMrETETH &Ik 5.
Papafragou (1998) D4 #71E. FEBIBEED root & epistemic @ 2 FEHOHEERS, LHban
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HINSWEFABRILRT 5 W OMEHENRMER 2, HHTELWAN, REKCEBET 250
#TIE. interactional mode % root DFAEIT, displaced mode 7 epistemic D AIEITHIET M5,
Z ORISR ENS T &I B,

3. BU

RT OE 4 ORREAIZDWTH L TE /A relevance 2 STHER DR O A EEOF T LD
ETHHICRT ORENREERSH B EEBbN5, DAGIEqT, pBe/eb, rldqTha &
WHkShHRICERTAHED. FIAE TV 57 AEEH] &0 BEMTHECOHD
MEDQLSBBEERBIEZ L TVWANEND MU THAREOMANRENTHEWN, £
DD EIFES D721, il Bﬁiﬁﬁh‘aﬁqﬁ?f;h?&ﬁ CFPHERE) NOEDH&HEL,
BAEMET 2L oo TS, MENRELTNICET 2T 3L F—SRRIEESEL T
EM5, FNPRHET relevant Z2ERAVRE SN A C LT/ 5., ZOHEE. AHOMHGEEDS
£ < OB TH B E WS HISREESBL T, H7=b ABID relevant 72RO 7 017 2 241
ATNWAEOTHBN, ZOLIAE, ABOMRO AN = ZALATDHDITDOWTIEAMHHS
MLV L, FRE2HELMZTEHENZAEAND BOTHRRW (BEbHALMROTOEA
R 2EN TR DB, SROTOEAZOHOTIIZWN),

HL RE D, AMDFRA D = XA ZTWBHERTH S ET2EEEDH T, Ao Eix
BREEN EOBESHATELDNENWS ZETHD, BROTRTHBHATEIUIAFOMBEN
O7 O ARTEFERERELVD T EICHE S5, (@i Than LB RNRZYRHOTH
L) FRBATTREBR bM<, ERERICHERS B LN T EITkD,
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