ki b 22 8 o T
B =

0. XELwic

AR ClX, PREEELHE (discourse markers) & FRE NS —HOFERB WY LIF, 2nbd
BEEMROPFTINE TEDRICYILONTEZOLZIRD B, ENENOHHT
TU—=FICBILEARNLEZHZ2ET 5 LIS, Qb TGRS AL, &
DX BBEISTERIH L T REPZH LTV E 20, !

BRIz, £9, BIRSHFORNZHYICEBL 2050, TNZ ORI CTHGHE
B EDRRICETEE o 720D " R Tn L, KIZ, ThE TOFRELRRGEEROGHT 7
O—F &ML, TNEFNROT 70 —FICBUT 5 EGEROEARN ZMEDTE2 T L0,
ZOFHliZ R L72ve S5, SRR EARSHETORBRICEL S E 0T L%
o 7 BEMEE R ISR T, T oHLLE 2 72 L 72 D. Blakemore OFE % B\ % 7%
O, BIEMEPIERIC B B MEHIERR O E 2 ikam LT <o RIS, BUE, BGHERATZE
OHLDIAFAETSH % B. Fraser OFflAZ F LD TEH X 72\,

Db sz i % 2, SR ORFM2z o T L, Z05Ildizo Torks
GBI ZIERE L, SHROBEEERMIZEO T HMEZ R L2,

1. BURSHEF O LG

KREITIE, T3, RFEEREREMEA 7 7o —F 2 RET 50112, BRSEFORE
OHT, HEEFRAEORIIER SN, TSN TV o720 2T R TES T2 E
29 %o

JHRoE Y, BREHEEOKLME 5 bbb E. Sapir % L. Bloomfield (2 & % JeBRIY 2 F 58
Z#ET, 1950 FRUITHESFHFSES L, BIGEHEES R Zo -3 e LT ES T b h
SN ED SN TWwoTze £ LT, 1950 FLD%F1IZ, N. Chomsky 238 L, Sik
BEORIRAT—2F %o N. Chomsky & H.0o & T 5 M CHETIE, HENLZELT - HEF
DEFEHEST (linguistic competence) DfFZ HIg L, XHZFOELL59WRERY, ik
DR A b BB, FEOEREBH STV o7z,

=0, TOXIBRENEFATLC, 7TRA)AEREIBWT, 1960 FE R %25, D.
Hymes % .02, [ Z & I1X@DRI%EEE] (ethnography of speaking) &\ ) IRIA WEBI A S F
PRSI L T AT b s, ERCCEES, SiEEH (inguistic performance) @
B A2 HIg L7220 LT, Sik{niEHREJ) (communicative competence) O fi# B % i 1
HWFZEHAE L L7222 P IRBENT, SOEZHIH->T, SHIHEASHEFRN AL
ZHUY A A 72 H. Sacks, E. A. Schegloff, G. Jefferson 72 & ® —# D7 % & C, KXo
(Conversational Analysis) 235 L T\ o720 ZORFEHSH TIE, FihDNETF (turn-taking)
RXFHOEAHEL 2 ), BEHEOMHFOR VY #5720, SEHFMEEO—b % 5



R OBEEH SND 2 LICh b, E LT, FO LX) REWGSNNT 71 —F O
FERA: & LT Schiffrin(1987) 25 T, BEEER B KIS LR E S 2 &1k %,

—JH, AF)ABVWTIE, &0 L. Wittgenstein D& 2 Hilhx L, HESHESF
TRICK A SEENTZEDSED i, 1960 /024 5, J.L. Austin X J. Searle 12 & % F&56 17 2 #
7@ (speech acts theory) 2 % L THFIZ 1970 X5 & @, P. Grice DWI%E = #%C, FEH W
(pragmatics) 25 V. L 720 S OFEMGOMZEICB WV TIE, ELFELTE - & Fouaiksk
W E R EWRERER L o728, O ATIRE SN 2EE N E & (conventional
implicature) R XG5 & (conversational implicature) & DR, T LT, TN o %A bkk4
% B (Maxims) & OBbH Y T, AEHEROB X HVEH S b 2 &% %o [Grice(1975/1989),
Levinson(1985)]

F7z, A FY AITB VT, MAK. Halliday 13, A O SFEBIC S, Hek 3 &R0k
(Functional Grammar) % #8 FIF, SR L2 B2 2L XVEHBICANT T 7 2 MO
WHARMITOND X)X otz €9 LMD —BE L THEDIT 515 Halliday &
Hassan(1976) 1&, #5 %1% (cohesion) & HVOEZICH R T, 727 X bapkroFHEEZRL, 2
DOHRT, HEHEREH ) FEERBLE L TR O THRRICHIZE S N72DTH %,
%72, T. Van Diik(1977, 1979) b MMl OARI 2 #GEM7E & L CTIEH Shb. 20k, JEa6
TTAMGREZI LT 7 A VoMo FEZEE &8 T, #5599 (Discourse Analysis)
WEmFO—78E LTER L, R. M. Coulthard, W. Edmondson 7 &'l & - T, ZOW%E
PHEELTVo T2, SOTTH—FORERFaO—2L LT, T TIIWY RIF72&55
BrETIRRIS, EBO 74—V EF - TJ=2 12X o THE LN ER 2 ERE Lz &
BT O N, KFREOBGERREZ L L, 3G (85 oy —ry 2Ll EH e L
7eDThb, LT, oy —HEOHEIH, BREEREZERT LI L
L), FOEROGNTEE BRI FIF - a— 32 5§55 (Corpus Linguistics) A%
FRLTWE, I—ay N8BV THHRFETITREL TV 2 EITRD, 29 LR
TN BNT, REtERZ DML LR, ZORBIIFESHEA TV,

1980 4EfRIC A o T, N. Chomsky 2VER L% & SITHB AR D DIC LT, HaniiEz
DTV, FAWmBHEEIMNA L FA~NGEL T E, FEHFD Grice DE X &l &
L7235 S, Ma G HaNGIE L Twhol, 29 Lz, SiEMmSADEN L REOH
T, 1980 A PEE NS, AHOGRMEE) 2 BB L -7 2 S Hms S L, HOPUR
DD ) o FDOH L WSEHZEOMIEDO—21F, 4 ¥ RIZBIF 5% D. Sperber & D.
Wilson (2 & % B# PG (Relevance Theory) DS TH - 72, —F, 7 AV W ERETIZ,
[A CREABECV M L - SEEHmTD, T o7z (824 2 Bl | L 72 R. Langacker %
JETA & 9 % 7RH13C1 (Cognitive Grammar) 2384, & 512, G. Lakoff & Hu.0v & 3 % ZRAIER
#i (Cognitive Semantics), A. Goldberg 7% &'\ & % 3L 3L (Construction Grammar) 7% &A% 4
ERME N, SHICAEBGEORNZRE RN 2 EEMIEE LT, R. Jakendoff DBEZE
BRia (Conceptual Semantics) b — 2D FFEMIE 7 70 —F & LTHEV. L, BfFICE > TWwWh,

2O L7 LWSEEM Ao T, SREHEHRIE, RIS, BEEIEGmICBWT, SHEENE



Bk (linguistic meaning) ZHE L TW L HFTAKE Y EiFsh, HRSHEFOTLEED
OED L LTGRO DI LDV ET o720 TH %,

D%, AR OWIIENREIZEH SN TV E, 1990 FE/RI1CI1, HEHE#RZO LD
(R A YT EE R AR 4 L N C, KGR SR se oo —> & LT
A L7722 &8 2 5, [Brighton(1997), Jucker & Ziv (eds.)(1998), Carston & Uchida(1998),
Rouchota & Jucker(1998), Lenk (1998), Schourup (1991, 2000, 2001)]

ZLT, GH, dolEOHEERISK > TIE2 D 22 H BN, ToRFEL LT,
B. Frazer 23%51F & M, SGH Rk O 58l 2 0B STR S, KR B FES O Shoodh 5,
[Fraser(1990, 1996, 1999, 2007)]

Dik, BRFRCTEBE¥ORNEZMD 2255, REHEZOWFERIICOVTE R L7,
—H, AR~ A SR EBNERTH L L ONNEETH B, LRV EBZT:
WAL Z W R ET 5 SEMEOHT, R4 &EZOMEIRBEENTELDTH S, T, —
a2 T 280 b H 505, WHERR Y KERFIMIZ, #RETERMIEO &5 7 7u—F12D
WTEHIZFHELL ATV E 2N,

I. HEEERMEE RS ESE M7 Tu—F

AREITIE, 727 A MNGENT 7u—F, KEEHHNT 7a—F, a2 ERT 7 a
—F, L TEHWWN 7 7a—F Z I ) B, BRI O W TOERRWBE SR E
DG HFEIZOWTHBIL T & 720,

2.1. 77 A bMXiEWN7 70 —F—Halliday & Hasan(1976)

KRR R DI OB RS T, Rk E T L o 2T 1P, 5L < Realiirse
% L7-% ® & LT Halliday & Hassan(1976) 257 H & 11 %, Halliday & Hassan(1976) (&, LA
TOXIIZEZEINS R (cohesion), HDHWIEdD 94 LIEIL { BHE—EM (coherence)
ZHOHREE LT, 77 A MMz #ED TV 7z,

Cohesion occurs where the interpretation of some element in the discourse is dependent
on that of another. The one presupposes the other, in the sense that it cannot be effectively
decoded except by recourse to it. When this happens, a relation of cohesion is set up, and
the two elements, the presupposition and the presupposed, are thereby at least potentially
integrated into a text. (R§HPEIE, REHICBIT A2 HEEOMMOMMO R ITKAE L TV 54
HIXHELD, —DOEEPMOEZOHRE Y, TO—HOERIMOER IS
LTl LIS, RMITHERINLNWILEZERL TS, 29 L2 EREL HHIS,
FREDOBRDEE LiFoh, TOZO0%E, Tabbiiftes x2ERLHRIZEN
T2HED, SR EBBENHEEEINTHET 7 A M2BKT LD TH5S,) (Halliday
& Hassan 1976 : 4)



ULl X512, AR CTHEE 3 % k5EEEH 1%, Halliday & Hassan(1976) O ##l A T,
(SN 2409 CHEMEE L LTHNEDSITONL I LIZRD, SHICHELLEY L, #
WA ELCENH T T —& LT, BISEIFR (reference), 14 (substitution), 74 1%
(ellipsis), #&#tPd4% (conjunction), FEEZMYHKS HPE (exical cohesion) 3Z8 1T H TV 528, %
TR, BRERERT AT T O THLGEREINL Z 12k 5,

Conjunctive elements are cohesive not in themselves but indirectly, by virtue of their
specific meaning; they are not primarily devices for reaching out in the preceding (or following)
text, but they express certain meanings which presuppose the presence of other components
in the discourse. (FHEMEF X TNARMERIEZFFo TV DD TIE AL, HIEMI,
ZOREEMN L ERICE > TRHEREZFEOICE S, T4bb, 2o, ARWITIE, %k
T35, H5VIEEMKTHT 7 XA MIADK> TV FlEHTIE R, #EFoP T, i
DEFZOHIEEZHIRETA2DHILHEOEREEZLTVWDLIDTH S,) (Halliday & Hassan
1976: 226)

Halliday & Hassan(1976) Tl¥, Ll OHEHmEARPRKE K 5D TMX G I TED,
Additive (f711), Adversative (3i$%), Causal (JiL[X), Temporal ([ B§4%), Continuative (F¥#5t)
EVI) FnBRARO b, TNEhoOERMARE G 28 E LT, #Ehaz Lt
2, PREEEERR DI U O T 5, fil 2 DGEERRIC DO W T S T OIERM 2 M) & 458 D L
RIZ BT B BRI GHT AT DTV B, SR e LTHMH L7277 X + 4% L. Caroll
@ “Alice in Wonderland” (26N, F& L THEFEIIBT HHRFEEZROIITH T - T
BY, SKEEERO—MOBELEBR LIS TE RV, LA LaAS, fPOiEs L-HRE
— Mk (coherence) 13, MFHEGMT ORI S L 2D, TOBROWRIIKE LEEL 52T
WS 2l

1. Additive I read a book in the past few days and I like it.

9. Adversative They started out to England but got captured

on the way.
Conjunction 3. Causal It was a beautiful tree so I left it alone .
My mother was in Ireland. Then she came
4. Temporal
over here.
. ) What kind of a degree? — Well, in one of the
5. Continuative .
professions.

# 1 kRO H



22, ZEOHWNT 7a—F

T AV IERERAFY 212BWT, EDEFK (authentic data, naturally occurring data)
MW RET DHREEDIN D HVIERFE I ONT, REERIPTEHI NI LR
D, REHEMRICEN T Y TAMIEOMTE 2, AWTlk, ZoRENLZLDLLT,
Schourup(1982/1985) & Schiffrin(1987) Z LY L1, FOWE L R Tw & 72w,

2.2.1. Schourup(1982/1985)

Schourup(1982/1985) Tid, #taifEakId [# L FOFRRAICB T 2 MEBIREZ WI/R§
5H D (envincive)] EEZ, UTD X9 % 320 [HFE] (world) (DB I DEEZ T
W5 ERE ORISR (the private world of the speaker), &% LT« B & Fo A {7 (the
shared world of the speaker and hearer), UM IZfi#& A (the other world), ZILZ o [k
B (world)] 122V TiE, UFOXHIZHH I T2, °

The covert thinking of the speaker, what the speaker has presently in mind and may, or not
disclose, will be referred to below as the private world; what is on display as talk and other
behavior on the part of conversants and is thus available to both the speaker and some other
(s) will be called the shared world; and the covert thinking of other conversants, which is
invisible to the speaker, will be called the other world. (i L FORRIENEE, T4hbb,
HIEEFE LFPHOPIZHR->TEY, lRT20b Lzwl, Lawhd Liiewd Did,
DIV, TRIHER ] &3 DTH b, KEFSHHEIL, #KFLLoMmoi7E & LTH
REN, TRWRIZ, FHLFLMBEOMGICAFITRZ SO, [HEAIR] &R, £
72, MOXFESHHORIEEEZEX, FHLFICERAZWHOTHY, [MFiR] &Ml
N5s) (Scourup 1982: 5)

PR L Z o [ E OBIFRIZOWTIZ, Schourup(1982/1985) D ikiric BT,
UTokoicztdbhTni,

Each of the items discussed is used, generally speaking, to relate what is covert to what is
overt in ongoing conversational behavior. The relationships involved here have been described
in terms of three 'worlds' : the one known to the speaker alone, that known to the addressee(s)
alone, and the world known to both. The disclosure problem may in individual cases involve
the incongruity between what is shared and what is private, the invisibility of the other world
to the speaker, the incongruity between what is presumed to be in the other world and what is
in the private one, and so on. (iiam SN7zZFNFNOHHA X, —BICS 2L, T 5
KEWATADOHR T, BAEN R OZHIRNZ S OIEBRIT 20 IE, 221
HENLERIE, DTo320 [#HE] OoBlA»LRHABINLEEDTHS  Tbb,
W LFOARPAMB MG, HEFORPHMB M, ZOMBEHIMSL M, FRICHET 2 M



X, HA0r—212B0nWT, XN 250LMWEdD, FLTHELFICRZ W
hEOMREOYH L OMICBITE2A—, T4hbb, MoOMARTHIREINLZ L LR
BRI H 5 L OBOA—F 2 ELdDE %A 9H,) (Schourup 1982: 111)

UED XS BBMAT, like, yknow 2DV TEEL L 94T &N, now, I mean, mind
you, sort [kind]of, and everything, and stuff X 5DV T MBI 2fThI TV 5,

Schourup(1982/1985) DA 7E1E, B D FEHFFEFR IS O VT OB L L ThlifED H 5
bOLLoTBY, TheI, MAOFHEE, 5 [HHRE] THEEEA% 7 588
B —BALLL) E LA AL D S,

L. Schourup 1&, € D #% b M B IZFIE R 2 #£ D, H AR THE VIR IZ Schourup
&Waida(1986) % Hilii 3 % & 312, Shcourup(1991, 2000, 2001) 7 E 2B W T, kEHEEHE DK
RWZEE DT 5,

2.2.2. Schiffrin(1987)
Schourup D %12, KRGO OB Z AL L, AW 2 i85 MT 78 & % - 72 Schiffrin
(1987) RS N7ze TOMEOH T, HEHFERIZRDO L HITERSI N TV 5,

I operationally define markers as sequentially dependent elements which bracket units of
talk. (BERERY 72 B & SRRk 2 B0 HLAL % B D\ 2 e i ICARAFE L 7 R L e 36
$ %) (Schiffrin 1987 : 31)

DEFRDEZHEGRE LT, kDX 2ER—EVYE (coherence) 12D SN D

(v

%o

The analysis of discourse markers is part of the more general analysis of discourse
coherence—how speakers and hearers jointly integrate forms, meanings, and actions to make
overall sense out of what is said. GEFFEEREDOHTIX, L) —BWLER—BEHOSHTO—
HThob, T4bb, SHLFLHEFIFHDLTESWHER, BR fTAzREGL, %2
SNTNED SRR EBRETEIKT 5 TEIZOTORH O—ER5TH %o) (Schiffrin
1987 : 49)

Schiffrin(1987) Tid, XGEEEMRIE, [FEEOXIRIFAEZE 2 S H D | (contextual coordinates
oftalk) EHESIN, UTDS5O0DLNIVTHRIEET S EE 2 Tw5 @ BlahiE (deational
Structure), FSaG1TZME7E (Action Structure), F&ufhi2c#af & (Exchange Structure), Z5-#He
(Participation Framework), 15¥#t{K%E (Information State).

B LNV, H2EEEBIL, BEENI S 2O EE L R WBERE R
L BD, FEARMIZIZBIAMEE (Ideational Structure) Z KT A Z 127D, RELER



X, TOBSRHEELTRENIEYDTLZLI1C% 5, E20BLVE LT, FEiGEX
WREGIZA 5D FREEATE 2R L, FEREITAME (Action Structure) #TEE L TV <, Z Dk
HEL NIV TIE, GEEGRE T A L OBEZEZR L T2 EIlhb B3 ORKEL N
Ve LT, BalidllAB Db E > TRIHONEFKHSH (turn sequences) ZTEK L, Z1L 5 1355
k& (Exchange Structure) ZAEA M9, —BEORFHEFRIL, o E5F 9 LR
BELEDLYEVEED, TOREERIEL TV LIRS, 29 L-kiEEEORTH
EhbER—HMEIIE, BEEOAERROZESR, TLTZOHMAERLMEG LTS E
# 2z 5, Schiffrin(1987) T, & LT - M & FoOR % 258+, (Participant Framework)
ELT, HFHEEDE 4 DL NV EHREL T0bdo, mRIC, BHEVFROJE L HE
L7257 X 7 Hiik 7 IR EE (Information State) & LC, GGEE T WIZHAANL T WS,

LAb @ Schiffrin(1987) @ #EGEE 7V Tld, KOO FTELZNY, SiEEEICaI o=
F—a yoRTHuOLN, TOXRICL> TEBEEZZT2b0LR-ZOLNTEY, ik
BEIXZHI LT 3asr—vavalLzbnlhoTnblvnozEZ E LTW
o REINTVELS5DOMEL NVOFRICIE, KGO OMIREE L THEES
N5 HRE—BM (coherence) D=2 H 1), FNFNOEELNVIZ, MEDY A 7OHERE
—EMEEL, 4 OGRS COER-BEICEORIZHFLE L Twareitd L Tw
LT EiThb,

DEDOGHICE s THLRIZENZZ 2, MOTERNLEZ L THLA, #Kah (&)
EVIHI LD, LTIV FAIEEINLDOTIE AL, BNy -V E2BET S LI,
HR—EBMEZFH--TaIa=r—2a VICHMT AL W) T LThHotze £H LTI 2
Zr—=varo7atZAOMmT, BEEERPKRELRREERIZLT0L I EBPLRNITE
N7=DTHhsb, *

BAKM 22078 & LCid, UFD X 912 oh, well, and, but, U or, so & because, now
& then, yknow & I mean % ZNZNOEEL HHE ST THH L Twb, LI, OO0
MREr—ETRT2, BH ) IZZOHYUTLILARVIIIBWTELLBET X272 %
L T2,



TR TE Z 5.8 Bl G FERAT RN | eSS
*oh oh oh
well *well well well well
*and and
*but but
or *or
*s0 S0
*now
then *then then
I mean I mean
*y'know y'know

2 HRIEL NV &G & o Bk

Vb X9 &S50 2 mgeid, BFEO ITHEBROREL MG L, HizlZirLiza—
I8 A Z 754 (Corpus Linguistics) DHTEEAIZITDI, H& RIFFEERENEREIN TV S,
DT, Z20HEREO—> & LTHIRE N7z Biber, et al.(1999) 1235 1) % EEE RO HER N 2
OVTHHLATBE 20,

2.3. I—NRALENT Ta—F
Biber, et al.(1999) (&, 4FICOFEN 2GRN ENS VIREERICERL, UTFTo X%
EFHREHZTW5D,

Discourse markers are particularly characteristic of spoken dialogue. They are words and
phrases which are loosely attached to the clause and facilitate ongoing interaction. (FfaGHm ik
RRICTTER M G0 ISR BN 2 b D ThH B, TNHIE, Wl AR IHBEL, &ty
HAHAEH 2T 55 TH 5,) (Biber, et al. 1999:140)

Biber, et all.(1999) &, $FEDOSFEHGHICVM L T—HKILZK->THDOTIELRL, dolE
SR EREE LTEMMTEX 2D DTH DAY, SRl EHRICEHLTIE, SHIZEELLML
ToOLEHIZHERTNS,

Discourse markers are inserts which tend to occur at the beginning of a turn or utterance,
and to combine two roles:(a)to signal a transition in the evolving progress of the conversation,
and (b) to signal an interactive relationship between speaker, hearer, and message. Words
and phrases which are discourse markers are often ambiguous, sharing the discourse marker

function with an adverbial function. ... The items included as 'discourse markers' are open to




debate. For our purposes the category includes interactive uses of well, right, and now, as
well as the finite verb formulate I mean, you know, and you see. Many other less frequent
forms, such as mind you and now then, might also be regarded as discourse markers, as could
some inserts primarily considered under other headings, such as oh in 14.3.3., and okay in
14.3.3.6 below. (RRAIHERMRIZXEEDMEFRL I OMDIZAE L HMIMICH B AFET, DIF
D2ODEHDBHREEINT VD (@ KAEDVFHERL TP TRITZENT 5, (b) #kak
T HLERMIEETHLTF, MEF ZLTAyE—YOMOMEEHZ AKT 5, ik
it e LTHINLERIE, U LIS iR RE & jIGI R 2 pkae 2 LA L, BB
Thbo TADOHMWIIKH LTIE, £DOAh 73TV —I2i&, Imean, you know, < yousee 7%
ED XD R EE RO U ) U & FARIS, well right R now % & O EAERW 7 fl
H % &t mind you R now then 7 ED X ) M0 H F WV HIEOEL VWb Db, 14.3.3
? oh X 14.3.3.6 D okay O & 512, FL LTHMOWM L OT TER S NS AGE & [,
TG E LTALT I LD WRETH S )o) (Biber, et al. 1999:1086)

24. FHHGRNT 7o —F

FEaiAT 25 P R° P. Grice D XS OBANZ IO K MR OO T, REHERARE 2R
Vo TCHEmaENLZ L3 hh o795 Grice(1975/1989) OHC, LT OBINZBIT 5 therefore
D) X2 W Tikiw 8, therefore |3 188 W& 7 (conventional implicature) % fH 9 B3 &
LTHEDITFONTWDS,

(1) Bill is a philosopher and he is, therefore, brave.

Now I do not wish to allow that, in my favoured sense of “say” , one who utters [1] will have
said that Bill' s being courageous follows from his being a philosopher, though he may well
have said that Bill is courageous and that he is a philosopher. I would wish to maintain that
the semantic function of the word “therefore” is to enhance a speaker to indicate, though
not to say, that a certain consequence holds. ([1] D %G5G #& X, AL L A0 [F
I EVIEKRTIE, ZHELVPBERTHLILEEEFTHLILEE>1THA)
B, T FETHLDBMICZDOEREVDBERTH L ES o L 3ADL kv,
"therefore’ &\ 9 FEOEMAEREIX, FELFVDHEHEPE L TVD LV ZLr [F
S>TW5] OTIEFE AL, [RBLTWS] LERLAV,) (Grice 1989:21)

DX, FEHmOPLAIE S TH 5 & E (implicature) & ORYHE T, R CTHEE T
B RS TSR S N T W2 2 ST FEHIZE L, BICFEEL < A% BEME B CHG
ED—D L 72 D Grice DI FEDOHF T FIFHS N TW7zDTHh 5,

—7J7, EEHEMmOMIE L L TEFODH S Levinson(1985) IZB W TH, afE#kIZOWT
DRBVETREROSN, UTOXIIGHKEENT A 7 v A% M) BERLE L TOMEDITTn5S:



To return to straightforward issues in discourse deixis, there are many words and phrases
in English, and no doubt most languages, that indicate the relationship between an utterance
and the prior discourse. Examples are utterance-initial usages of but, therefore, in conclusion,
to the contrary, still, however, anyway, well, besides, actually, all in all, so, after all, and so
on. It is generally conceded that such words have at least a component of meaning that resists
truth-conditional treatment (Grice 1975; Wilson 1975; Levinson 1979b). What they seem
to do is indicate, often in very complex ways, just how the utterance that contains them is a
response to, or a continuation of, some portion of the prior discourse. (FRFEHIE/RFEHIZBIT
LEBEMRMEIIRS &, EREICBWTE, 2L T, HEVWECIEBEALDOFHEIIBY
T, EFHEEITT 2R OMBREZRTHERWED 5. BlE LTI, EFEOHRMWIIKD
but, therefore, in conclusion, to the contrary, still, however, anyway, well, besides,
actually, all in all, so, after all 7% E DM ENH 5, —HWIZ, TD L) ki, L7
CEBAEMBEMORNZIHE L) ZERELZ > T b, (Grice, 1975; Wilson 1975;
Levinson, 1979b). Z O 13, LIZLIXIEFICHMET, T o 2 E SRS, kirik
O T AN E o Tz, MEERTHDE L > TWb,) (Levinson
1983:87-88)

X512, Grice DIEE L 72455194 (Conversational Maxims) & B LT, kD X 95 Zid
BBARSNS,

Consider for example the English discourse particles well, oh, ah, so, anyway, actually, still,
after all, and the like : these might be described as 'maxims hedges' that indicate for recipients
just how the utterance so prefaced matches up to co-operative expectations. (%1 z X well,
oh, ah, so, anyway, actually, still, afterall 72 & ® X 9 ZIEFFEOSRETFEEZEZ 2 TR X
Jo IhHIE, HEFICEST, ) LEEMAHE & LT RS2 IR 2
HIfFICIh> T2 22" [ REOHEMEE] & LTRRBR TS5 LKL Ltk v,)
(Levinson 1983 : 162)

COEHIZ, WERDFEMGMICBEBNTS, FOMZHEE LTI sz rs 7212
X, HRZEHNRORELZFOMRED L LTHEHIR T2 kiR Tca %, 72,
IS OFENN, EOBEMBMEICEZEEDL DO TIEARL, HEFICEMLEHERZ
ETHOIL, KFEOEELNVTEELTWS E W) TIZEET, %12, Bk
T L i SN D FHRFHEROBBILICB W THEL 525 2 LIl b,

. BEEPEB G & SRRk
AR DS, MRS P ORBETIEH SND L) 1T o701, BN ER DB 0

BPITTH o7z REITIX, F7IZ, TOMEMEMEROFEIZE S L7z D. Blakemore ®— i

10



DWIEEENLH S, BHKERIZB T 5 HERMHTORFEERONEST L EFLOTHEE
72\,

3.1. Blakemroe ®—HDHf5E & Z Dl

219, Blakemore(Brockway)(1981) 1, EFMRiw & MDA ¥ ¥ —7 4 A IZH.L2H
D, TOFREHHICE D> T, BERamEHFHmEz B CHMEE LT, #ahHbiah (discourse
connectives) IZ#E H L72o Z L C—HDFEMD, Bl XIRZHEFDTF LB, 35D
FE AR EREREIRK 2 MZ 5] DOL L THNEDS T 2DOTH %, BEMEHGEO
BRI, ek L) BN EEMNRORMNEIAE L Y, SHERBITCHE
P (relevance) ICEHBKT A L WHBEANPLRELNE Z L IZ2 ), SIHEFHEIR (linguistic
meaning) (¥, TXRTCIELBAEZRKL 725D THY), ZORAMPEREZ WM EDIT S
PHRZOHRLIELE 2D, TOEROH CHEHERINEH SN Z IR 5,

S THio TBARITIIE R bV old, BEMEIEL, METER & 5 V3Rt
AT OO TIER L, R, VIR LCEET A L
LD, SHEFNERPIVBEEICHESNLG L) ICholcb )2 ThHbE, 72, M
B O R CRIEIC S NGENIE, —RICHKTIER I 7 T) =8 T 55,
ZOFTRTODDOP—FRICHME L EFFHEFNERZF S TWH LIEIEA W E 2L
WZL7=2DTh 5%,

%9, Blakemore(1987) 2B\ T, Btaifbiaiz S OIWCHELIBIKRT S22 LI12X D, [
MOBEMEICEDLLER] &, [BABROBHORMIEbLEE] X L7z, [Fil5
MEK] OTNESELT, Wbhbwd, BEEREK (conceptual meaning) & Fifit X Y FE IR
(procedual meaning) P X PO EE N Z (ML 72D TH 5, & 512, Blakemore(1992) 125
WTC, D TR OFML A BV CHGH MR OB 2 3 L, ek x (&
& (implicatures) \CHIF 25 b | & LT, BN Z A A3 CIRGEDE (contextual
effects) | OB D O kFEHRELZ BT, UTFO 3D LD TH 5 (Blakemore
1992 : 136-142) :

2) () XIRMEEZ AT REEHRE | so, therefore
(1) SCHRME R ORALIZBE b % iRkGEHEGEE © after all, besides, indeed
(i) R &2 B ET 5 ikaihiat © however, still, nevertheless, but

ZLT, Enohdd U<, FNERY % EIR (procedual meaning) ICEHBKL TE Y, #am
HPE (conceptual meaning) & DX B ZEFAL 72D TH 5, LHL, ZOWLT, § Tk
BREOMD LS ITRKOVWTBY, TNENOFEMIIOVTOFEM RO BLERZ
EERERML TS,

Blakemore(1996) T, k> T X 7z but X so YA DIEH & L T, in other words |2
KRS N5 A& EL R (appositive makers) D 3T IZHU D ML A&, A& LR IE, so X but & 1%
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HioT, IhbHiE MEWEREZL L, [HRWEREICHEZRA T O] & LTEHEF
JERICHEGT200E L TNEDT2D0TH L, TOLII—HIZE ) kit likn%
IS D TR E, TG OML S 2HEH L TWwb, (cf Blakemore 1996:345-346)
Blakemore(2000) {235\ T, but & nevertheless DV ITZ2FHELLIBEKRT LI LI2X D),
% L T Blakemore(2002) T, #x b #f# 7 well % §HFEIC AN, T EROBEE M TbI 7z,

WEROE 2 FTIE, FMWERE, [FEICH{HZHRTD O] ELTHESRTWILT
ELro7zhy, [(BRBEOXATT M) RIS 2HIR%Z &0, FEEHHIZE D 2 H#
M7 HEADTRCOEREELDO] L LT, TOMEOILEIH» LN, JRHHOH
B Fo well D— B L%z X588 T, G, [HFERRz &RNROTHTES X9,
SR B OSCIRRD A 2 e b L, SUIRD 24 U 5 8k 4 2 3ERR O W RIS D W T O8I % il R
L, EOMEEDZRICHGTHI L2 GMT 0] Lwv)fkkd RN RICES
72DTHb, ° ZORMOBKRT 2 LI A1, Rk, SHEERBOPT, 4 F—%
RERGFAETIEIL L, MoOSHEEBLFEMKIC, BEEZHVE—-WICHHAINEZRE LD
ELTMBEST LN EEERL TS,

LI 1A%, Blakemore D F3E 5 Td 5 %%, Blakemore DIFFER A, BE AR ICIL) A E I,
SHEFMERIIUTO L) ICBE IS TV S,

UToETIE, KRB, ARICHERT 25EEBY, E0X) 2l FNEREZH- T
W5DONH P TRL TW5b, [cf Ifantidou-Trouki(1992), Wilson & Sperber(1993), Sperber
& Wilson(1986/1995)]
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BrlIiL s tshs b o

linguistically encoded
NSy | AT (R YD) FMEIFET LS b b o
conceptua]ly encoded procedually encoded
TR HERZEMK R HR HERE A IR
Té%@ ERAEY2, THHD THHD
contributes to contributesto  constrains on constraints on
explicatures  implicatures explicatures implicatures

/\ [discourse connectives]

AN IR i ENA % FRRE
HELT5DHD HELT 53D 250 HlRT5H0

contributes to contributes to constraintson  constrains on

proposition higher-level proposition higher-level
expressed explicatures expressed explicatures
[evidential/ [llocutionary/  [pronouns] [discourse particles
hearsay attitudinal (interjection)]
sentence adv.] sentence adv]
[parenthetical verbs]
[apposition markers]

1: BaFIERE K EHEH L OB

IV. B.Fraser D7 70 —F

G A REORBEDOT Tu—F L LT, o5

D T 5 B. Fraser DHF3E 2 LY FIFTHB & 720,

4.1 B. Fraser O EARPLH AT DWW T

Fraser(1990, 1996) TiZ, —#EOFEWIE, MHO I 7T — 2K T Hdb 0L E x, il
LCHADERmHNEKRE D & L’Cau T UEE R, (Pragmatic Markers) & W9 47 T
— %R, ZTORRNLRERELZDTOXIICEFLDOTVS,

RERL R Z D b OIS 2 BT

Pragmatic Markers (cf. Fraser 1990) correspond to the different types of potential direct
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messages a sentence may convey. These pragmatic markers, taken to be separate and distinct
from the propositional content of the sentence, are the linguistically encoded clues which
signal the speaker's potential communicative intentions. (7% amIREHE &9 DL, XA
RIELTWAEA 25 A TOEAEMNREZN R A Yy =V EHIBLTWD, TR 5O
MR, XoOmENREETEHELZZNob 0L LTHREN, & LFOEBEN
ZInEBENZEXT 5 5PN L SIN TN 25255 DTH5S,) (Fraser
1996:168)

S ORI O 321l 8T % (Fraser 1996:169) :

() () FEARMFEHFHIEHE (Basic Pragmatic Markers) @ 2K 7% X v v — VY OREFEDO N % &
M5 230,
(i) #3095 A % (Commentary Pragmatic Markers) @ 25 AR1 7% X v £ — V1220
TIXAVITEHRAv L=V %B™T 5,
(i) EHNAYFEH FtE ek (Parallel Pragmatic Markers) : Z&6%19 2 v £ — DI TN 2 T A
vb—TEEHT 5,

NS OFERGERIVER & 2, BEREER T —Do DXL LTI, LT L) ITERL
Twa,

Discourse markers signal the relationship of the basic message to the foregoing discourse.
In contrast to the other pragmatic markers, discourse markers do not contribute to the
representative sentence meaning, but only to the procedual meaning. They provide
instructions to the addressee on how the utterance to which the discourse marker is attached
to be interpreted. (FAFHEFEIRIZ, AT T HKER L BAN L A v =V OMBREAKT S D
DTH Do TOMOFEMGIE R E TE Y, AR IR %2 L0 FIRICITEIE T,
FIER 2 EROAZEHIK S 50 TN H1E, B S FITHKEEERIN SN TV L HEFEFED
EHAMENLEDERMEFICHALDDTH%,) (Fraser 1996:169)

B, KEHERRIILTO 4 DI X &N Twab,
(4) BEEHRHARERE (Topic Change Markers)
a) I don't think we can go tomorrow. It's David's birthday. Incidentally, when is your birthday?

b) Speaking of Martha, where is she these days?

back to my original point, before I forget, by the way, incidentally, just to update you, on a

different note, parenthetically, put another way, returning to my point, speaking of X, that
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reminds me, etc.

(5) ®F He L, (Contrastive Markers)
a) A: We can go now, children. B: But we haven't finished our game yet.
b) John won't go to Poughkpeepsie. Instead, he will stay in New York.
c¢) Jane is here. However, she isn't going to stay.

all the same, anyway, but, contraiwise, conversely, despite (this / that), even so, however,
in any case / event, in spite (this / that), in comparison (with this / that), in contrast (to
this / that), instead (of doing this / that), nevertheless, nonetheless, (this / that point)
notwithstanding, on the other hand, on the contrary, rather (than do this / that), regardless
(of this / that), still, that said, though, yet, etc.

(6) WAfiTHE3, (Elaborative Markers)
a) Take your raincoat with you. But above all, take gloves.
b) I think you should cool off a little. In other words, sit down and wait a little bit.
c) He did it. What is more, he enjoyed doing it.

above all, also, aternatively, analogously, and besides, better, by the same token,
correspondingly, equally, for example/instance, further(more), in addition, in any case/even,
in other words, in particular, indeed, likewise, more accurately, more importantly, more
precisely, more specifically, more to the point, moreover, on the basis, on top of it all, or,

otherwise, similarly, that is, to cap it all off, too, what is more, etc.

(7) MRS, (Inferential Markers)
a) Mary went home. After all, she was sick.

b) A: Marsha is away for the weekend. B: So, she won't be available Saturday.

accordingly, after all, all thing considered, as a consequence, as a logical conclusion, because
of this/that, consequently, for this/ that reason, hence, in this / that case, it can be concluded

that, 1t stands to reason that, of course, on this/ that condition, so then, therefore, thus, etc.

DToplIxix, RRALWRbDOTHEN, LD 4 D0E#ES—CIZHhTWwAZ L
MEBRER VG W & L CTld, EHEEEE (However), fRFLHYREFHGEEEE (quite frankly), 3f41
RO FEH A S a% (Sir), FEARMYFEH GRIER% (I estimate) DIETHF ENTWAE Z LIZIEFEE SR
Wy,
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(8) I appreciate that you are a member of the Police benevolent Association and a supporter of
the baseball league. However, quite frankly, Sir, I estimate that you were going a bit more
than 86 miles per hour. (Fraser 1996:196)

4.2 Fraser(2009) {281} 2 &MV T

Fraser(2009) i2BWT, INF TOLEIUWRMEIN, K& LMllAs L LTiX, §XT%
7B G AL &% (Pragmatic Markers) & L CHihE L, LEC @ 5, (Parallel Markers) (&,
i AL 3% (Commentary Markers) (ZWRIX L, HE3k D FEARIERHR (Basic Markers), fi# i i 122
#% (Commentary Markers), #fatife ik (Discourse Markers) @ 3 X4 & 312, iz ikih~
A YA v MERR (Discourse Management Makers) # #8E T A Z & 2B L TW5b, #KEEF~
A YA v MEE (Discourse Management Makers) (&, X B FALX A &40, RIS & A ik
(Discourse Structure Markers), &% /504 1)#E# (Topic Orientation Markers), 1 7 Wit 2
#% (Attention Markers) 72 EAMRR I N TV 5,

(9) G~ & ¥ X ¥ MME#& (Discourse Management Markers)

(a) AREIHE SRk (Discourse Structure Markers) : first, then, in summary, I add, etc.

(b) FfiE )7 A Bk (Topic Orientation Markers) : anyway, back to my original point, before I
forget, but, by the way, incidentally, just to update you, on a different note, parenthetically,
put another way, returning to my previous point, speaking of X, that reminds me, etc.

(c) ¥ MR (Attention Markers) : ah, alright, anyway, anyhow, hey, in any case, in any

event, now, now then, oh, ok, so, so good, well, well then, etc.

FROTMNX G 2R T EICEoT, P L HFEERO TR GSD—28 L
TR ST 72 55 8 iz A2 3% (Topic Change Markers) (&, ifi #8 J7 )4 1) #2 % (Topic
Orientation Markers) IZWINE NS Z &2 5, $Eo T, BlEEE TO Fraser ®53%HI1Z, DT
DEHIBEHLET I ENTE S,

Basic Markers
——Commentary Markers
Pragmatic — Contrastive Markers
Markers Discourse Markers —— Elaborative Markers
L Inferential Markers
— Discourse Structure Markers
L Discourse Management |— Topic Orientation Markers
Markers L Attention Markers

3 ¢ ARk D 71
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Fraser ® —# OWF5E1%, IEH A2 H SRR Z I Z, RO EEMTHEMICEH LTS
V) HTHHMETE %, 72720, HmSHEFOMEL LTRLEEICIE, HeEE B
PP 3 @ Blakemore & O It@ A &, T oHLI R EERE L U 2B [ FNERY
(procedual) &\ ) HEEZ HWT WS A, TOHFEDMHIZOWTIE, Blakemore D & 9 %
B SERY, BERMEICEG L2 WEKRSFIHNEKR TS 5 L HHENIZEZ TWD, (cf
Blakemore 1993, 1995, 1998), Fraser OHf7Eid, BB LA SEFNMEELE W) X 01X, T
LAl iyifze & LCRMIT&, BIZZ IR L D5, BARWIZZENEN ORI D
gz TEICHPI L T FEIE, R4 OERNLREEMIEE b X BREDOTH S,
Fraser O 7 70 —F1%, MEOHMA THGERZ ST LELIELTVWE 0D, §ERD
B R EREL L9 & LR E LTOMEBED T TE L L) ICEbh s,

V. SRRSO WTOREANE 2 )5 & ZD0H OBl
Dk, WGEEERRE o TRA LN 7 70 —F 2 ) P T &7z, LI, o TRkt
W HFEAN T, NS 2 EORBBIEN S0 L TWIFIE X wod, e dEd T»E 720,

5.1 FRahELRD — M 2 R

INFE TORGEEROMEICBIT 52 KE RHER, KRN EHEILZEINTI hholz
V) DT ONLD, ZTOMEANZERIE, SEEEZOERIEELT, L0LIH%
SHRAEZEOLION AV VAV RPN o HIIH D AT, HEFE#EkE VWY —D
DATIT)—%RBOLBE, UTOXILTa M A TGREZ T2 LTBE\V, (cf
Jucker & Ziv 1998)

() KR OO XENA T T =2 BR L TE DL LTRZ DD, €OAT T
V=i, %E, BEE, BE, BlEEvozuwhbw s NEIRE A T T — LB R
bOTIR AL, BRI - EHRI A 7T T) - LTIRATBE 2V, L2225 T,
ZOWBRIZOWTIE, Hlic oG, BROMRELRLZFHOTHEIALAOL I LTk
%o EIEH, mIEEA, MR ENERKB LR, MILANVOREEHZEDT
WhHLF AT LA X (lexical phrase) L HEEND DD, —HZOHFEICANS,

() H7IT)—%EHTZ2HEBOERY - BENREEIZO VWL, or—EDdEL 72
FHIIADONLITE L, IXRTOREESREPEET L LIERL BV, H5ME
IS T [ ] TH 525, HHMEIL, XOMEERO—IE LT HKE
L, #ahkEak e LT [JREM] TH 5 & wvo 2B (gradience), @ 5 Wik
(continuum) Z 2o H 57 ITY —& LTIRZ %,

(i) FREEEE RO IET 2 I R E L TIE, TOAMAVRRT 5 & 912, [RkEFL N
VTHEEL, FELT - Bl & T 5205 EIN 2 &3 55 A O MGEE AR 2 i 2 T
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WA ] 2w EREITFENS, fHL, 22 TWw) [#k5G] (discourse) 1, TEFICHZ,
RN A RO R, EHIC, 77 AME L THIULEN L RO AR 5T
[FE56IRIL ] (utterance situation) &5 &d D& LTHMRT 5, S 512, ZOFREEIRNR
25955 LF - HEFOHBPLMENENZI1T)aIa=r—3 3 Y OBEERDIHH
AP DOBRREICBI G55 2 &% %,

HREN T 2SR O — B BB e o THIZEL THB & 720,

(10) < &Y - FEmFEE >

@ —FENLRDHDONLVH, WL, FHLRXLVOLOBEENS,
(b) (B 2 — DR CTIZEH TE v,

() R—=XZtpwvy, MV L7 HREEZTERT 5 2 D% v,

(d) T OEEREREICIG L, e izt .

(11) <iEafioHeEfE >
(@) LHDOMBEIZBIND Z ALV, U, LRICAELLZD DD S,
(b) AEDOHEREFZOIMINCA L B, 55 WVIIHEREEICER IS TAEL 5,
© #IRHTH 5,

(12) < BRI SRR >

(@ TNHMKT, XOEBMEICEDLIMSMNEREZIZEAL, LT 7L FHlkhw
b DN,

(b) XOEBEIZE D 2SN ERZFOLAICD, XTFH) OBEREEILVWEAENS
(AN

(13) <HRREMIHFE >

ZHEHEN T, WO DKEEL NIV THRIET 5 D DA%\,

(14) <tE&W - SRR >

(@ FEZEHELVIHIIVFELEETHCOLNDS L DIE W,

(b) K BF 7R THW LS D DA%\,

© V¥ —MEEEEHY, KESECIVHBYICHNL SO H 5,

FROREOR T, ERIRFEE, BRIFEIZOVWTIE, bI)PLELIBXRTBE
f:ll\o

ERRRE L LTI, iR I ENAEO—IR e LT O EAMEICE D 5 EwE (131F)
R £ E R LA, BB 3 a0 £ 12, B AT 50 [H
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FEINEMN] oLV RN ER] 2HoTwa 2 Li3WsNTHY, Thz o
IR BDONIZONWTIE, UTFD 3202 FHHZEIT 55 (cf. Schourup 1999)

(15) () F&EFRFKEN 7 7 0 —F (homonymy approach) : Bl 21X, H 5 kil ak 2 D
HETHWONLEIL, TNENOERERZ W EREHWICHRZ2E 2,
(i) H—FEPER 7 7 9 —F (monosemy approach) : & % ikah AL sk |\ C R 7 Il 0 &
Ha i, ZOWEN R ERERED DT XTOHE, H50IEZEORENERZ
LTV ER T,
(i) %Kik 7 7 1 —F (polysemy approach) : & % ikahifEak WSRO k% FioW6
2, ZFEEMICIRZ B2E 2 o

FLBIICIE, ZREWT Tu—F L), TOFRY - BEENA Y P -2, HD0IE
HENA Y N7 =2 2Z2Z T DOPEENTHSH, HL, B—FERWT Ta—F, H
%\ iE, HENFER Y 7 1 —F (core meaning approach) & b M2 00 5, ARGHIE L%
k>, ZOMGEEFHAL TV I LIEETH D LEDLNS,

72, BEEMRBICOWTIE, SHICFHLAERT LI LR ETH L, [LHEEN] T,
R AKRAET A VL O D L NVIZOVTIE, KELSUTO L) kL XL hsE 2
b5,

(16) () Textual Function (RkakDOHERL & B % HERE)
(i) Cognitive Function (1&¥RD ML b 2 g
(iii) Attitudinal Function (5§ L FDFEaGREEE & BD 5 ¥k
(iv) Interactive Function (§§ LT - X FOMHENEH & B 5 Bhg

DT, ERLD4DDEEL NV EZB L RA 5, GRS E T2 1H72oT, ED
L) BRBUTIZEDONED, ZEZTWELW,

5.2 kDD OBLE

FTTICHwM U TEZ LIS, HFHERO ST O L S0, HEHEGRICEHEL L D ODH Y,
ZOWHETHLARMIZOWTHWLOnEZ LN, H—WNEoHrHEETH L L) T
Hbo YT, EDXD LBlEH»bHEHE#RL RO THhITIZLvwor, KFETIE, DF20 0
BLSERLTBE W,

5.2.1 RfigiltoBby2Ez b

REEEGR O EIHIE, LT - MEFoORBAMRRZED T, U7 v A%z THEE
HEVWHTETHDB, o T, BEFMIE, FTFRARFLOMBER TV IR
590
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a1 (EMRERY) © REERARAS, JBAT3C CBATZEal) S LT, By 2NENED L
BB R Z B L T B D02 EH T 5o

ZOF LV BB BRI OWTIE, $CIOR L2 O Tld, Halliday(1994)
P bFEL <, FERIC, Quirk, et al.(1985) (2B % 3% = Swan(2005) OGNS E L 70 b
THs59. °

Biri2 GEHEH) @ GRS ED X9 % (REEH) SEZ26NT 2002 L5 T 5,

Ji I, RS L RO BN 2 R T 28k E LTI R, ST ) ORIz 2
BV ERTIERNELERTLHI L5, TOB, ZOEEIL, DL RaiEo
A (conversational maxims) & B o> T, ZOHEFRPENZ AR L TWSDOH % 39
HZEICE-T, BRBHMEZHLNIILTWL 28Ik b, HKGE#IC L > T, TOEK
ERBHIRIND Z LWl b, T2, 29 LCEEHMMNLRE 2T, SRS ED X
I A OFEREAT 4 (speech acts), H 5 WIIRGFHITLHGELEDL > TVWDLDONEEET 5
CEHHEEL LY, 9 Lot plEseE L T &7,

Bl 3 GEHRI) @ BGEEEET E D & ) IR T A LR L TV 200, HoH0iE, Th
TNDOFETFATR D EDRGIEEHFME LB Do TV L DD EEET 5o

BEATHOBEEFICOVWTE, TNETOFRHROMREI TR 5L IX% 5705, W,
IR, RKHE, PR, LIS, RIS, BEAFLoMEBEREZ LEL T 585074 L DMLY P,
FrHLFEE RS,

PDLEOERGRNAEZE 2 S HIC—MRILLTW RIS, MENBERORELE T 2 %2
TOENTH b, s FrOBMIE, T ol EMICHR L 72 ECEEICT)
NETH LY, FENHEROBE» S, UTOX ) IO OBEZ2RETHI ENTE 5,

B4 (BN © BGIER ED L) TN EREZ GH LTV A 0ERET b, A
ENZIEZ, T D 3RS, TOXRMMRE ZET %,
() SOIRIOHERS &2 R A9 SORIOMR 2 GBI %4 ?
() ORAHERS 2 L3 2 IR R 2 ST 5200 ?
(iii) IRMHER 2 2 9 5 IR R Z 59 5% ?

522. WHREOMDLYZEZD

Rk, BATHES B A VIIERRER L OMRT, ToHHREICOVWTAERT S
LB B, FLT IEROERREPSZHEICEb T LD EREITI) 2L b, 1o T,
THWMEE DT, UTOBED»LDGMPBLETH S,
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BUE 5 (BEREMY) @ ARATESIRAS, BEH, H2VRIABHRE LD LI LEDIBHEDOH %
BT Do

Bl 6 (BERENY) @ FRETEERERMOER, 2 VIEHEROZELED X ) MDY 13 5
DhaEHET 5,

B 7 (BEBENY) @ REREGERAS, MMOEIILEED LS ICHbo TV 1A HEET 5,

5.2.3 kil - XAEHELOBDY EEZD

AFT, FREG (discourse) &) Y, IRFETHALTBY, R OHI % OIEEHD
AT, BLAVWXREZEZDTWAE, LT, SHLICEHEEHZEDLOE RN RN
(situation) & D HFFEICAN T WS, REHEFRIZ, S F T LM ELEbLALZ LIZRD,
ZDHHFE (scope) L DD Y O OBIEEZREL TBE 72\, 72, AT TR X
12, RkEh & [F UMEA T4ER (conversation) # K& Bz & LTEYH, FOEFEED L)
KDL TV EERL T LEND S, KTk, TOMELRET LT, <
DD DGR D AT B Z R L TB & 2,

B 7 GRSE - KO GRS E D X D AL O - KEHALEEboTw5
D% FEET Do HAKRIICIE, ST (ocal) 2 Bb ) ZFoO D%, 24K (global) 7 B
b ) EZFODD, R DGR (scope) # EET %,

Bl 8 (RKEE - XEHOHHY) Bk - KEEORMG 7 > 3 ~ (opening section), hEtL 7 ¥
3 ¥ (topic section), ##&+t 7 ¥ 3 ¥ (closing section) D) %, EIZEDtLr v aryLflb
LIREER R T O ELET D,

B9 (GREG - XEEOMM) @ k56 - ROV O T, REEEHAMEFI Y (turn-
taking) & ED XD ICH DL L2 DN X ELT 5, S HITHMAMITIEE, MEFKBE (tun-
requesting), MAZEPRFF (turn-holding[keeping]), MEFF#EVE (turn-yielding), NH7E i HE (turn-
relinquishing[abandoning]) & &9 b 292 E%T 5,

ERE BA 8 RUHA 9 DT TR B %, #Gh - KEEDOWT, §F L TG - Kk
B R IT o T LIRAE RN S, 3G - KETHEEIREL LT, W oD olaz R
LTBE72,

BIA 10 (56 - M)  RFEHES S o IX5 M X Tk E 2 Wi 4 2 #E Ak (attention-
getter) K L TCWANEELT b,

BLA 11 (GREG - REENY) REHRRRR DS, BEh - RRE O MF 2 REFT 2720, H D VITES 5 [
BB E%2325] 720, LERE D % HEHE (silence filler) # R72 L TV 2% E%T 5,
Bl 12 GRGEE - &AM @ %G5 - KIEOFEE b - T, FLVETEOEA, 50
RAEEOLE [BIE, W, B, SRR ], PR L2 BRoREOHME, Lo X)

RRRBEZ R LTV LN EERT 5,
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Bl 13 (GRGEE - RERHTHY) @ GEREERR Y, 6 - RFBIEL LD L) IZHb o TV Ep
TERET Do

BlE13122oWwWTiE, HCMBIE (self-repair) LB > TWBHDH, H5HWVITMESIE
(other-repair) &b o> TWLDON%EELL, 61, EDLH) LN THBILEEZIToTW5S
D, ThbL, (b)) GEEMMZIRD) OBIE] Zod, [ X 1@ % 5E OER,
Bk (EE] 26T 2515 2025, AR REIT) 2 LIk 5,

524 FFBEEOHDYZERD
ity 2 mENEICH LT, &L PABEEN L 200 HHREZ LTV Gard 5.
29 LBRREEIIOWTIE, UTO L) ZBE»r 50 LT REDRDH A .

Biri 14 (GEERREEENY) © FRGHELEEADS, MHTPORFHICH LT, BERED, BRDEL0LH
BREEEZIN-Z EA ART O EELET 5,

Bl 15 (GERRBEENY) © KGR DS, e 2A L, TONFCHLZNTY D0,
HHVIIER OO EEET D,

Biri 16 (GERRREEENY) AAGHAERRAS, BBIERG21T) SO b W HRRBEZ KL,
TEARGE (hedge) & L THREEL TV AR EET 5,

5.2.5. MNAHBREOEDLYVZEZS
WIS, PREREERRIX, KR4 bR A (politeness) & Bb > THAEST 260DV, HTFL
DO ABIREZR L 2% 5 v,

Bl 17 Ohf ABAFREY) RAREARRRAS, B & TS L CHER B2 KL T H 2 BHET 5.

BLr 18 O NBIERIY) © REERERRADS, BI&E T2 & o THHMD 2 WV IIA R E R ITNE
RETHE, BEFICRELTWEILERTIEERT L,

Biri19 Cor NBAFRIY) : B & F0 [T (face) L THREZ R T2 ELHT 5o,

Bl 20 O NBIERAY) © BAREERGRADS, BIE TS TH5R T4 PR A E W) L) HCH#W
LHEREE R LT 0BT b,

5.2.6. ZTOMDFEDL - SCEN BN
VLR, LRV LOBETH - 72208, RGERRICOVWTEFOERZHLNIZT S
7212, DT L) EE» S O DR ENICHLETH 5,

O X oM CPRCL, BEMSC, MBS, a3, Hil0) & EORZBERD S 5% ?
QO HMATHAWER, T4bDb, K (formality), F&HE, FinzE, HWIRESESH L0 ?
@) — MR AR BN T d 2 75, A DS FB I e Bt OUIR) 32w 2 i,
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LD EFEXELRLDIIED LI ik CUR) 5 ?
@ HEEEER O R 2 &0, oSG R E OEMRIIE ) TH LD ?
G BB L 72 FIRE W2 FF OGRS LD L) IV T 5 0h ?

VI. BbYIC

AEOHME, ThIE CHFEERSEDIHIIMAESINTE D02 HET 5 &Ik,
WD CTHAE RO 2 WIS, ZOEBLHMAEL, WEOWOWELEZRT S
L ThoT

KRR T 2 E A HE LTIE, KREL 200N BDOLN, ZO—21F, Xk
RTHREHCHEBET 2 L ) Ml 2 B L, EEEGEATZ O )R —E M (coherence) 12X D X
NCEHMRT 200 FPLICEZLT TO—F Thole ) —20HE, FFiLT - B
FHhRaIIa=r—Tar#2ToBIC, LT, CoMRREEENEZH->TESLTWD
DA, F7z, WMEFIE, EOXHICHP L 2D S ZOFREMREITH Oh L v o 22l A
ka5 RRA) RGN T Tu—FTh o7,

AR OREME LTI, ZOSMERMICH 5. O LIZFICBLIREZ L TIERL,
RS TRTOAI 2= =Y a YORIIBOTHRIELTWE I L2 EZ 5L, B4R
DIERTH B EHIEDNL, LA, 29 LSHEMMELHTE Lz LT, S
WKIHEHF-> TV ZEDPEETHL LH Il bN S,

KRR OBERIIOWTIE, SHEOERWLEEICTILRY, [SiElZ AR %
VOB FETHL] LEZD L, ZOMFOY Y HY FAGHERIC L > THER IS
EEAZDe TODEHIE, ABNEDLDICRONDE ZikaitEikid, SHEOREMN RS L
BEVEDY DY, BEEBEGROMEICRON X ), SREGREZEL T, S
DREIZHHE-> T ZENTELDHIDTH %,

R CTRLULIEGT OB, WINbBREEERZARWICL ) LRXLVOENLRVTE
DEMTE A ED TN 72DDBDTH D, IFRICOVTIE, )i ICT R0k,
WA vy =%y M —EZXDMEICLY), BHEELOERENETHIENTES
I hot. MERZOBLNLERNLED L) Z—LZHMET 200w LT
HY, TOEER, KRADPLDLS THEFFEMAZOFIIEZROLNTVEDTH S, filr D
BHZDWT, XRZ EFEICHGA L D, AR TRLZED L) ZRBSZ2ENT 550, 2o [HF
22 Z DR 2o T b,

AFTRLZ 20 DESICOVWTIE, SOICEHEFNLEL LS9, FIZ, EROEMRD
GEZFEFLOEBEFROEZ HIZOWTIE, RAMICRZ2DE LTHRIARE
TH 5D, & H (implication) & #EF (assumption) X, SEERMOLFEE ) DA OEHKZ FK
LTWwAZEIFEL TS, BEICIILTLL L2V, SITORPHEGRSEED
AFEICIRY M ENB WL ) IHEET 2 UENH L. HamsSiEFEMIIEZ ) 22 LHEILT
bUT LD TAGHAE > TV ELH D, RARMIZH2 DR T CHH LT
EDEF Ly
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KRR O S BOMFEO T L LTI, KEL 2200BH»OEZ 505, B
PRI A YT, ZToOMK AR E BRSO Ttk L, —ookaEihEs 5%
RED OB OMBGEERE REL, ThZNlR A THEHOMEICOERL 2L, KR
o> T HETH L, ZOmFE, HHBNEZERICHY, 2oL 5 EELRNIE
LN, BICHBBOMEOREICHFEL-V. FTEOFLHDHE LT, B. Fraser D7 L
T BEICHE Y, ENENOEHGRNERO 2 s S b,

i

1. LREORGEEERM DL EDH T, TOAIRIIOVWTIE, A LZLDOPHVLNTE
720 B0 bDRZFETLELUTDX) % DD 5 [cf. Brighton(1996), =5 (1998),
Jucker(1997), Schourup(1999) 7 &] : (i) discourse ~ : discourse connective, discourse
connector, discourse marker, discourse modal, discourse modality indicator, discourse
operator, discourse particle, etc. (i) pragmatic ~ : pragmatic expression, pragmatic formative,
pragmatic marker, pragmatic particle, etc. (iii) % @ ftfl : attitude marker, boundary marker,
confirmation seekers, conjunctive adverb, connective, contextulization cue, editing(self-
correction) marker, expressive particle, filler, frame marker, hedging device, half-conjunction,
hesitation marker, hesitator, initiator, intimacy marker, interjection, particle, pop marker,
prompter, repair marker, softening connective, starter, topic switchers, turn-takers, etc. Z®
B % 2 BRZ D b O DRI RO IR, ThZhof%eT 7a—F 2 XL T
Wb i, PRERERRO LR, MEDSUTOALRESERBLTWEEDFELX L, 2
NoHDH BT, [k (pragmatic[discourse] particles) 254 A THW LN D B -
72h%, BUETIX, XEEHEER (discourse markers) 25 d L HWONERB L2 X 5 1B D
Ns,

2. 29 L7z Halliday D7 % T, ZFOH.OI RS TH S 45 H M (cohesion), & 5\ it
HRE—EE (coherence) & 212, L EFHFAMN LS00 b7z mi#md Bz SN TWw 5,

3. Schourup(1982) TiZ, 'envincive' & WIHFENRF—TJ—FE LTHWwWHLNTEY, DTO
X I IZEFK E LT % : ENVINCIVE: a linguistic item that indicates that at the moment
at which it is said the speaker is engaged in, or has just then been engaged in, thinking: the
envincive item indicates that this thinking is now occurring or has just now occurred but does
not completely specify its content. [cf. envince: to show a feeling or quality very clearly in
what you do or say. —LD3]

4. Redeker(1990) & Schifrrin(1987) #51E 3 2T, #ahitEak& ) Mk Z 8, SEEoOH
RB—BYECE DL —HOFEN 2RO X ) IZEFKT b ikah#ERE (discourse operators) & \»
9 HiE % H W Tw5 @ A discourse operator is a word or phrase—for instance, a conjunction,
adverbial, comment clause, interjection—that is uttered with the primary function of bringing

to the listener's attention a particular kind of linkage of the upcoming utterance with the
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immediate discourse context. (FRFGIRMERE & 1%, Bl 21X, BIFIR 2 X » M, B
E, BENZHRENXRICCNA»OREFTINDIEFEOD A ENLE T >E LM E FIC
FEWET S L wo o F 22RO/, LWL, WTHb.) TOERICHE) &,
“deictic” ZEIRAHH ) KEHIRIG] & L CPD now R then & & 2 L2741, let me tell you a
story, as I said before, since this is so 72 EDFI L NIV O SFERBIIBINL Z LIk b,
Redeker(1990) Tix, RD 32D L NV THAET 5 &% 2 T\ 5 :Ideational Structure (B%
&MfERE), Rhetorical Structure (IBEEIYHEE), Sequential Structure (HFFEEAYHE )
Schiffrin(1987) DHERE L X)L & [b#3 5 &, Information Sate & Participation framework (&
il 2 DFEFHFICED Y, MWMOFFEEREFHEOEMREZELITMDO 3 ODOL RV EIRELZD DL
LTw3,

BB IS B VUL, SUHR (context) & 1E, RFEOSFEMXRO A% 5T, GO
ffIZd > T, FEFEDOMNE & ILITHER (inference) DRTHEE L THW S, iz 8 &l
%3 A% (assumption) TRTE2HFLWMEE LTHWON A, F7-, BIEMEPEGR CHERE
(assumption) X, Z DIGHIYHAIZBIT 5 FEE (explicature) & ¥ CHUFE SN b XX
T, 2OEED, Grice D59 'whatissaid LT LH—HLTELT, #REWIC, HFERIL,
Grice IV %2 389 i Hami Tl D F ) & 2 A TOEE (implicature) & 1Z—3 L v,
% 72, Grice ® 5 9 ¥ 1 & & (conventional implicature) & 4% &% i & & (conversational
implicature) ® & 9 % XHNIAAAE L 7o \o

. Halliday(1994) TiZ, (i) 347 (Elaboration) (ii) 33 (Extension) (iii) #{t (Enhancement) &
W 3DODORELNT T —ERT, TNEREELICFELIMOSIEL T3, fil)y,
Quirk et al.(1985) T 1%, 337 7 (conjuncts) @ 4 #H & L T, A. Listing, B. Summative, C.
Appositive, D. Resultative, E. Inferential, F. Contrastive, G. Transitional % % Z5F, & HIZ%
NZENOTMEXSERLTW5A, Swan(2005) 122\ Tlx, Discourse Markers ®IHH % %
Ba iz,
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