But O [ x{H8 | DRk & 2 OEEN T ¢ dialoguality
(REEER) & dialogicity (ZF D) 5 D—F g

N B SF M T

1. 12U BIC

HWEEOEAES (connective) and & but WEFIREKKN V ICFA%TH 3
(truth-functionally equivalent) Z &I3JA< 8% 6T %7 (Levinson 1983:
127, Traugott 1986: 146-147, Schiffrin 1987: 185, JFE# 2002: 687-688) .
And & but DREWD B R0, but # FEL X (REE) xR O Ek
(contrastive meaning) 2AELCBZ L1255 K577, ZD but IZHBOE
Whid DI L EIABDONTE T (Schiffrin1987: 185), LA L., D
BEABRABNEKR LS > TLVD», F-EHROE®REZO,», 7
I TV B,

But DO REIRIZDWTIL, BB A 6 Schiffrin (1987), van Dijk
(1979), R. Lakoff (1971), Blakemore (1987) 5 4%, % 7=RBkiRD LB H
5 Kempson (1975) B EDHHHAERATE ., L2 L, bur DNBEOE
BROEFER. & LEWRORE S BRYNLEHGRHEE (pragmatic inference)
ELTRIBDTHNI, 2 25 L7 [HB] LS HEGRNLE Z» b

1) ARICEWT, KEORBOMFULTIC [FAHBEESERH] (1997 £HE
RS L:J:ot

2) Traugott (1989), Brinton (1996) 5 AT 5\ b 3 B HFHRLBOMEICH
WTiE, SERXDOHLVEKRORYMIZ, FLF (H2F) 08X
(implicature) % L CHIXF (FiATF) OHEAR (inference) & LTHIhB L EZ
bNMd, ZHOLZEZERIVPXRBCEETHI L [EROEEL ™
(conventionalization of implicature) & PMRIEH, EILAHE Z B EEDEHKE(LD
¥ (Hopper and Traugott 1993: 75, Brinton ibid.: 56) L ¥ S % %,
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ZoTLBDOPIZOVTRFE RSB IR TERLLEEFSVE, KR T
. MR RT A2 & #am S (e.g. Roulet 1984) . 3T Tid Traugott
(2007) R Schwenter (2000) T &HEIE & M7= dialoguality (WEEHR) &
dialogicity (ZHDHM) LI BAH»H. T T8 but DXBRDO K
MRA L 288 1 RE R L GO THEE L TALL, Dialoguality & i3,
FEEOKEBEIILTCED, [T ADFEEIZK 5. HaEER] £0v)
ZLTHB, %7~ dialogicity 1. FEORMOKEMEEL LTHD., [ZH
DO LI ZETHB, REMNEI VIR (—ABLEDH», —
NZEBREERDH) THEIN, ZZTEDhBZ LIiE. HRORS
(Fr) BEDL->THBE3D»E S % BEELTIELHTHS FELL
i3 4.2H),

ARETIE, T and & but DBHEAFECHED 2EGHL (2.). EWA
but DMBOBKIZH 555, ZOREKMNEHG - BRAETED LS IS
HAXN20»%2BBl45 3.), ZOLET, REEBEOH DL EL
dialoguality & dialogicity A% but DX HED IR D R4 & BT Tz
Ll nd ZLaERTE (4),

2. BEREREVICIZERD R and & but

BRGNS B LMAE (truth-conditional meaning) 72 {1} & ZEEDH#i
L4345, and & but (3R CHEZMAN (HBBEBWN) MEELHD
(Levinson 1983: 127, Traugott 1986: 146-147, Schiffrin 1987: 185, SFi%#m
2002: 687-688) , _FEIFEMMEICE W THAEBBNESETHD ., THhid
B [HEFR] (symmetric) O &2V (Traugott ibid: 147) .

(1) a. He went to the store and the store was closed.

b. He went to the store but the store was closed.

RIEEGRINIE EEEO XS ICRIC & AL END and & but 725, FEERD T



But ® [XtHR | DBk & 2 OEEN T | dialoguality GIFEER) &

dialogicity (Z&DHM) 76 D—FE 3
2=y =Y a BT (1) a& (1) biZiZBASERARD LD,
(1) b TiE. 2 ODZ%NIE (conjunct) IZHBW TR I N-MEDOREIZHHS
2 xfHERE4R (contrast) AAFRBD SN B, LA L, 20O [XHE| OEE,
2%0 (1) a, bBICRSNZEHRDO B (ThbB and (1a) & but
(1b) OEKDO B H V) 1T, HHEFRNZEKEA (truth-conditional
semantics) TIZHIATE L\, And & but ZEBEFHMIZF L LT
LEINSTH B,

3. But DXEBOEE © Bk CFEARD S5 OFHA

25 L7 and & but DFEEDBENNTH S [but DXFOREIR] 1ZED
LB NTE7=Dd, And but, or &\ o T2RERESETIIRE
HREHOHIE THA SN TE D, AL T, PO TX ) EBHGRD
7 70 —FE4T > 72DIE R, Lakoff (1971) Th 5. T I Tik, but OXF
HE D FEBR 12 D T B F AR HiNS A © 3iPH % 3 A 7= Schiffrin (1987), van
Dijk (1979), Lakoff (1971), W& & L TH% L 7 Kempson (1975)
DELHEEIL, X hFmradhTE LI L&iRDES,

% ¢ Schiffrin (1987: 185-186) . but DXHAD FEk % PEF§ 5 DI
Hnid, b A EER->Tw5d [REOHKRBEOHME] 12D TD
T4 (expectations of a normal course of events) . & 7zi3 [ 5 A1

(background knowledge) 7Z&139,

(2) 1 went to the store but the store was closed.

(3) Liz did not get the job but she is happy.

(2) OOOHNENANEE L TOE, B2zbic NEFEOHREDHE
Bl —3hbb [EAEVTWAZEEMSBTNL (23 FRLT
W) BT EN] LW PERS 15 THS, £/ (3)
TIEA OGN BB A AT 51003, WRA [AHtEFCgE 208
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STED, LI EATIhEAETHS] BRETHS, 61 (4)
EEET 513, B3 BERA#EIVLETH D,

(4) Liz got the job but she is happy.

ZZTR Lz NEETHIHER RO TPRIIKL TS E (Fh25id)
Ei5125, (4) ©H@ETHI23WRAH#E LT, [Liz BMEEIcpt =
T lshrot] ZEEMGBTINEES LV, ZDEKSI1IZ, 3) 4) ©
BAED ZDODFENHDOBDOILFERKRT D 54, Rk s DK% FHH
TEHOERMBMTH 5,

Van Dijk (1979) &, #H#55H (connectives) % REBKEmA - 35 PR AE
FERAS T TR L 72, BOREGRIERGTNT, RS N-FE - fEOM
DBFRAR L. BHGIEMSFIIRETS (speech acts) DEDORFKRE
ET & U7z, BHGROEMST but 2RIZ2 24 TI2HET 5, (5) (6)
BENFhOFILTH 5,

(5) Harry was ill, but he came to the meeting anyway.
(6) A: Let’s go!
B: But, I am not ready yet!

FE—DFEHERE bur DY ((5) O&S %) X, PEHOEED but TH
%, R D Schiffrin (1987) 12k 3 [BEOHRKREOHK] O T
(expectations of a normal course of events) (i3 (2) DIPA) OEE. %
L CT#ih§ 5 Lakoff (1971) 12k % [PHOETEED but] LIZITFL &
DEFA%, Thabb, (5 OFIL. BERIKOAIZHRICKLGhE
WEWS TN, but ZZDFPEEEEL T3,

Van Dijk (1979) {2k % & 5 —DDEHGEN but DB, RETH
DEIDOBRERE S, (6) TiZ. A, BIZKBREETH [ER (request) | —



But O [3H8 | D&k & 2 OB | dialoguality (HEEER) &

dialogicity (Z&HDHR) 7 5 D—HE 5
[JE3Z# (non-acceptance) ([FFE] L8 FA3)] »nRS5HB, (6) T,
FEEHEBIRAILKARETHERETELNILAERL TS, £7/2, A
DRFITHBDVBESEMF (prerequisite condition) [(A 2k ) &4 TR
NTHBRTEIREBIZHSZ & BRI THENILEFRLT
Wb, L3EL D, (6) TlX. Buick->Tmdhs [ OB,
WEIZHBDTIZEL ., 174 (actions) IZFRL TWBEDTH S, 1754
LITBERES but THY . MEMEHN - FERHERGEIRZ R SEET T H
3,

R. Lakoff (1971) &, %7z, HERKMNIZIZ and LAFTH 5 &0
XND but OXFBOEBKRERD K S IZHHT 5, Lakoff i3 bur DL 2
DX L7 (a) BRBOKILO but & (b) FPRDOEED but Th
%, (1) 8) BEAEThOFXTH %,

(7) John is tall but Bill is short.
(8) John is tall but he’s no good at basketball.

(7) TREBKGHHILD but] 2B THBOEKRIZ, 2 DDO%KMIHDE
HAOHIZZ XD EH B, (7) 12BWT, FEHRFH tall-short HRFEEE
OxFELELTWS, SEDITHERE (referential function) L XL TH S
hE3ETH 5,

(8) [PROTEED but)] IZBWTIX, (7) D& S5 EEWRERAIX L%
L2 but BVWSR TS, LAL 2 O0HMNEORIZIK, AR Eh:
M6 LDFENS B, Lakoff 1. Z 9 L7=EFRE I HEOBK % BR
T 57912, BEFIX [A142] (presupposition) % FrzZ8iF % b &
Wi s, ZITHHEIhTCWAZ L [HAEThE, 27y bR
— A5 FNETFMENS] (Lakoff ibid:133) EVSZETHB, 29
L7z (8) D& uflA [THROEED but] Th. (Blakemore 1987
&, Lakoff & [ERkIZ 2 DIZX 5 L7z but IZDWTRRTVN D)
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BRI BRGR DB % B 5 Kempson  (1975) 1. but DIERIL.
s LT - HZ2FOTE (F33BHGENHGR) 2Xk3720. Bk
T but OXMWMOBIRORTEESRM (prerequisite) AHETE 3, FHAMN
Dhrisnk LT3 (Schiffrin 1987: 186-187), % D LT Kempson 3.
but DXIDOFERDFA & LT, Grice (1975) O [[SEBNNEE
(conventional implicature) ] D#ERTH 5| LWV HEEARWD AN T3,
S ER] (Grice 1975) &1, [ UL Grice 2RI L 7= [£FD
ARl (ZEOABMEHTFTHI 64 TN BEE) (conversational
implicature) &34 < REDOIFEILANHEZR (non-truth-conditional
inference) THh 3, Thid. [REDERHEBARL X IZ. HH
(convention) & L Cflib->TWBEE] DT L Th B, Grice iX7 D
ELTC2BIDBEZET /0. ZD 1B but ThH B, Thbb, [bur i
and LR CHBGMR (HEBKKN) NEEFEOM, [bu HER] 2%
RN S 220D ] 28 < &) FEBERNINEE 2 HMecH-o |
&5 9 (Levinson 1983: 127),

Kempson D SEEMMKZEH L. SERNNEZ LWL DB DD F
A2 MZEoTHFENS, —DHIEK, bur OXEOREIRIE [ BETT6E
(detachable) &5 7 Z M7, Lo (1) a, b Tid, ZO @ HDOFW
THAEBBBIZIZRIC TH 5 Z L &Rz, Bur L BEFBEMEICE L T
% and (1a) 2 SIINBOBEKIEI 55N 5, bur DIEOE
R HEBI KRRk 5 [ HETRE] ThH B Z LRI N, —OH
D7 A ME, SEMRKNNEED THOIEUARTEEM ] (non-cancellability)
Thd, (9) TRBEEIIZ, but ODRBOFRIEHA SO T Z Lt
RARETH B,

(9) Although Mary is poor but happy, there is no contrast between

these two states.



But @ [ %] D&k & Z OB dialoguality GHEEHR) &

dialogicity (= FD#R) # 5D —E% 7
(9) BFEL, BRLLEV, Ko T, but BEL WHHOBKIZEDH L
RABETH 5, —DODFT X bh 5, but DXNBOBKHI FEHRNINEE
ThHHIZ LMt I,

Kempson D Z D & 5 KHFEH 6, BIKGHDHNE TI3 bur & and DR
BNELVWEDOLRAESh, but ODNBOBIRHIPFERGOEKRE R h
5ZLFEbrot, L LEOBLADERED S, but OXIROFELR
. ERREEO (BRAE. SLF - -EEFo [PR] [wi].
[RFEAB] [BE] Loz ar 6 K<<FMHENB3EDTHBHI L
tbhhotz, LAL, ZONBOEKNZEZEED LS ICBHEMNT S
NEFh20», d2VEEROEFERNLEZICHZ2D1L VS MEEZE
Z2E9ETBL, BADLY IBRODPSZEEFIEAZS B,

RD 4.Tid. and & but DEKROIE - ERICHHLZ [REOB] &
LRIZ, ZEENEDESIBAVFIANTHEDhENE VS ZHET
GO CH#RTS [EEOK] D& ZLF (Traugott 2007 %) 2 5. and &
but DEWEE Z THhI2n,

4. Dialoguality (X&) & dialogicity (ZHDRM) : FEEDOHE
HEROH
41. 88 =

4.2.7C dialogicity & PV T but DR A FET 5011, st (viewpoint)
LIZRZREDLIEEDEDOPBMBIL T &0, [#lal &S
BIXIhETIC, RAGMIREIWDICER LSRR THWTE ., §
EMEOILE L Py 2O T BEIEIE (come, go) X HAIEDEZ
WBEE (Khs - P51 FOaMcENT (#4207 4 v 0 kiG]
(7#H 1993 @ 304) #F3FRICHVS R, F2fHRAA - RGP HR
43 AKRE - BEOHICES T [HMl SV B micR
KAEWTHOOR TS (EH 1995 BH).

Dialogicity i3 D & 5 AZEMEICHIT S [HE] LT PR
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BRHKTHWON TS LS T, ZhIECHERAHTHOYS NS [#

RIICEWESTH B, ¥ 22 TiE [NRINOEEFNT Tu—F] &

BIED DWW [/NEOXHKR] (B BB 2003; K3 Style in Fiction,

Leech and Short 1981) #*5 dialogicity (D ; Traugott 2007) D &

Lok [HA] LSBT OVTHBARA S,

"B (2003:198) Tk, IHOEHELFHEOHMOR D L DIZDON

TUTD&S kidihh b 5:
INGUESR E . EELFHEORTRbINS#IEE L TR LT
7z [ XHERREFIZE T 3E2DTXTOLRLE, [L.]
DED/NRICETSHELOBEDLYHFITONT, EESNETE
ReEfifge LTns, ZAICEALTZ I TEEBESERLTE 2D
. A - PEEE - AT OXRIE TS 5. Zhoik, [L] fE
EHEH, DFHIZE > TRADBEWA0DL (DFDREFEREZICHOH
SE7ZNDR) LS BEICEDS, ZL T, fEHELFHEDOM
CHDG5IERH2EDLEENS7-0. ZOMBEIZ [EEH
fAlEEE5 L LTWED,N, HHEICDO,IrE2] LWSHEE,
EBE EXFI A Oh kL 5B,

ZOFIHIE, MBI L% [EELHEORTEbIN S
il EHREMT TS, 22T [#EE] (discourse) 23, /NiE4# &
[BEZ L] &, HRARED [EHLZ&iF] 88 (cf Stubbs 1983: 1)
ZEeEFEZNL. FIT1970 FRH2 6 80 FRLBICHEBLZFELZ &F
FICEDBHINTE WL O»DEHGNZZFEEHL, hiis
WOBEZLEENNTESILERIRL TS, D) EO5IHIZIE

3) Traugott p.c.: Traugott (2007) T dialogicity, dialoguality 3@/ X A= A3,
Traugott & TN E T [l RAL =27 VY ZATHWOhTEZZ L2380,
Leech and Short (1981) 2% % & 5 A3EAMNCH T 5 [ ISE0WE LT
W3,



But O [XH] ORIk & Z OB dialoguality ¥FEER) &
dialogicity (Z & D) 72 5 D—FE 9
WhHWBFELZ LM ETHER I TCE L [BBELFORBRKR, BELTFD
BWARTE & (strategic) ZEIXOHEBREEZFICII £<BELI»] 72
[FELFOERPEETICELL#ERINDIH] VI MELRKD Y
DHREEN TS,
ZZTLEOBEDONEL [T - EBIME (subjectivity) | & DRI
¥ ELTL %, Traugott (2003 fill) =& % —&D [FEM] I2OWTOD
EE20D ¢ L & /5 5 Benveniste, Lyons DEBZE D I, BIOBRED [
LT i3 “sujet d’énonciation (speaking subject)” (Benveniste 1971[1958]:
225), “locutionary agent” (Lyons 1982: 102) &7Z& 0. EO5|HBORE
i TFEE] OMEZ 2326 - FRMOMELBEZMAOND LS
A&S, ThM - EBM (subjectivity) &1% Lyons (1982) IZ kAR
DEIEEDTH S,

the term subjectivity refers to the way in which natural languages, in
their structure and their normal manner of operation, provide for the
locutionary agent’s expression of himself and his own attitudes and
beliefs (102).

(EBMEL VWO HEBR. BREELZOMEICEVT, -8
WOFEHICEWT, REBETR/EOCEHORRI-HHDOEE -
BRERBTIHHEEET,) ¥

% 7z Traugott (2003: 126) (&3 [FBUL] OBEGOERDOPIZ 8
P LI EFEARDS ZEHNTES !

subjectification is the mechanism whereby meanings become over

time to encode or externalize the SP[eaker]/W|[riter]’s perspectives

4) HFRIZEHIZLS,
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and attitudes as constrained by the communicative world of the
speech event, rather than by the so-called ‘real-world’ characteristics

of the event or situation referred to. ({ &V v Z7{RIZEHIZ X 3,)

Traugott (2003: 126) 12 k4ud, TBM LI, EEF (FH) » [E8
HOHT] #d - BEALSL - Bk 252 Th s, /- [Eoh
ZNE -EBOohIHEICH LA b hzigdE (FE) OFBNESRE
7-REFE | (Traugott ibid.: 125 KD EHAIHER) L5 X 5,

INRD T BT R AL TAR2Z0, BDR EfE (2003: 185)
T [BHANHORE] 3 [ZOANMORE - & - BB L b5, Hk
F. BE RN RBREAELZADICESKEDDES>TH B, N
BN =2 ThhL, ZORESNBIEED, 2O THIE.
(BREN:) EEOBRMN, ZFEREL ZLFITR N 33EHEOH A
LMk, DDEEFALY, ErNAEEFELE, WbIF [EHLZLEnE
W 7zi08% ] (Rissanen 1986) 7243, Z ZIZIXME E N BEFEFH O EHE
B Ay E—VORDELELTRIFICEDEIIZA WD, MWD
woH, L FEIR Pl - RBRE - LB I WS SEEICER
) - SCHERY (Traugott 2003: 125) £ 7-3ERG@MICEDNI L E L 5N,

4.2, Dialoguality (¥5Efs=X) & dialogicity (=F D3R &A)

2 (I32=2r—vav) BRI, EHEMANT, HH
(RJ7) BW< 25505, FEOK - HROBOHEIZ, Fica —u
3 TIRIUF IS D72 > Thk DR S T & 72 (Traugott 2007) .
LTI, Nelke (2006) 2 ZEOBRL (polyphony) DF X5 %&FF L < 44
iU, Schwenter (2000) %% 2 X4 > FEDKFERERD £ FIEDHHTIZ I,
Traugott (2007) (& > TZDHEZ K OB FHHER S Wiz, BRSEE
FIZBOTE, [ZEDHR] 1L blending theory (e.g. Fauconnier and
Turner 2002) 12Xk > Ti#dm <M T % (Traugott ibid.) .



But O [XHR ] DMk & Z OBE(F 1T dialoguality GEER) &
dialogicity (Z& D) 5 D—FL 11

“Monologual” — “dialogual” IZFEEDKDOMETH 5, @IEIC. —
ADFEZHIZXBENANITKBEEL», £WH T &7, “Monologic” —
“dialogic/polyphonic” 13885 (view points) DEDMETH %, ERIZIL,
— ADBEL ZADHEAHTH 5, Traugott (2007) TiX. “monologic”
— “dialogic” DX BN and & but DBEKRDFHIZHRNZZH, [REIRO
B-BENT] 2F125 103, HIAOBELBICHEHEDOEK
(“monologual” — “dialogual”) ZHERIZANDNE2ZLIEET S,

HE - PHOROMEEE LD L, K1DEKIITED,

x1 EHBEHBADH (Traugott 2007: 7, Schwenter 2000: 260 £H8)

AEDOK BEDOK
1 (monologual) 1 (monologic) 2 (dialogic)
2 (dialogual) 1 (monologic) 2 (dialogic)

EFEOHIL E R TA LD (Traugott 2007 BH) ,

(10) Mary is short and she’s a good volleyball player.

(monologual + monologic)

(11) A. Mary is short.
B. And she’s a good volleyball player. (dialogual + monologic)

(12) Mary is short but she’s a good volleyball player.

(monologual + dialogic)

(13) A. Mary is short.
B. But she’s a good volleyball player. (dialogual + dialogic)
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(10) &, EHEII—ATHEALE —DOTH 3, [BROEKX] & [/NL—%
—ABIENI L] OO (—RFEERN) FEIISENICY-—2IRT
WY, And DETROF L [E CRERETERT 5, 20 (10) 1 Mary
DZDODRBOREINTH 5, (11) 1A B _HICKBINFETHB, 22
TE Mary D DDORBOBOFEIZ~v—2 Ih$. A BLEUCHER
EHIELTWS, 7272, § L BORKFEHEOEE (XML ADEXH, 1
Yhx—=vaVv) PEEZLOTHhIE, BIZ—BEHICKES LT,
Mary DIBADFIEEZBL TWBZ L2k 55 (cf. Traugott 2007: 7).
(12) 3—ADEZIZK S, 2 2OHOGEBOFIE (R K H, N
L= R—=H5 V) HbutlZ& > CHFBEWICHRMIC -2 Eh T
%, Hiffi & RED (W] BHRMISR SNz, 2 DOMILE S 7-f5HR
#REILTHD, Mary DBAIZOVWTOBEXMELONS, (12) D&
DX (RiEh) OBAE. Bl "D (dialogic) &% % % (Traugott ibid.)
B&%IZ, (13) 3 A BEIONETH 5, dE&EMN A (dialogual) . s
D (dialogic) DHITH %, (12) D& > E—ADFEHE K BRE (—
X) DB[AFR,. BORTS But 2k, A BIZKARENETEEH
TewmBROFETEbS [XNHR] 25ENICE & g8l Tn
%,

ZZ7T, (10) (11) (12) (13) ICREND and & but 12D\ T L B
THh LD, Schwenter (1999, 2000) 12k 3 [xHE| (contrast) - [Wif]
(adversativity) DE A H BT 5 L. “OOMEBEFADOME A & 0 g
Lk5b, 2. T, BHGENICIE and & but DBERIIZE L WE ALK I BT
LERNRz, 22 Tand & but DEWAE S > —EEHGRIHABLT
Ab L, and HHO SN (10) (11) OFATERNROBKEKLAET S Z
ERBB, (10) (11) DEIIZ, “ODMIE =13 RFEH and TRHEITI T
WABHA. SEMICEFIICE > THRAIRICEIAT (LiEh
T) FVnhnd, [FRENSL-—FK—-LDS5F0 - TF| OBKREHI-
TWBHEE FITIX, and ORI - %8 (F7213 A DFREE - BOREE) O



But O [ X418 ] D 7k & Z DB dialoguality GHEERR) &
dialogicity (& D) 26 D—H% 13
BDOX AR IZ{5b S, Schwenter |3 [RHR] [Wi$E] I2DOWTkD
EIIBRB 1 [xIH8] (contrast) 13 [MFEICSHEBFENBE TIILL .
FTROBEICHEKRT S - MOBEHMENTHS] —H. [¥#]
(adversativity) i3 [BEICEEZHOMETH D] (Schwenter 2000 :
259), [SEMHEHOF THE SR 2REAOBOXH] 9 (Schwenter
1999 : 127) ML 35, (10) (11) X and SV & N =FISLE 243,
EEOTI = —YaviZBWTidand PEBEEERL, —DODOHA
(monologic) THNSN2HFA S HAUX (Traugott 2007 & 1), M
(X MMEbBHEA. 22D ZDODOHA (dialogic) THRNSH7zLn
SRS TE BHEERIID S,
—% but RV (12) (13) X E I Do And & but DB HNE, i
0 $keaa bur 8 [¥i$% ] (Schwenter 2000: 259) DRk % 5 FEMICHIRK
IZEEd (L3F) 2&Thd, (12) (13) A bur ZHWTBILZH, but
BHVWORA TS ZETHETE AT 2 (W] oK Gia) %
ShITBHEENC LT s S 20k and FFVIZHE L DB HRNT
b5, WENICEEZLS W] & (gl Lobsrnid, SEFEN
MW Tk ((12) 2fhicehid) . EEH bur # V5 Z LT [Mary
BB, S —K—AASF0] I RENO [Hx AR
DEE] ZW/RAICEL, [HOKE] & [Nv—F—-LD5%%] O
D F G % AREICERER (FFE) §5& 25 TH5 (Schwenter 2000: 260) o
Traugott (ibid.: 8) 1 &kAu. Wi & [HEORMAE DL, BEN
sk hznil ¢h 5,
XEEFR (dialoguality) . —HD M (dialogicity) DFEIZRA 5,
Traugott (2007) %, XMFED P TEHEHENBRMIC (strategically) FANT
WERHER, RBICSEV AT L0 THLLEEL L TES

5) Schwenter (2000: 259) DJEXiZ. It [adversativity] involves “[c]ontrast between
different points of view as these are constructed in language use” (Schwenter
1999:127) Th 3,
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(conventionalize) 5 Z & 2H 5 LTS, HA 1T, WHEEDH CEIE
2% (turn-taking) &P TIT S [ER—BE] OB HBEEHOHEIC
FELIZLWSEBLISFMND B,

(14) 1 A: Is he coming?
2B: (Yes.)
3 A: Well then, I'll stay.  (Haiman 1978 & 1))

(14) FEENERE & GO Z 2. BIERE N SELELEELZ L
WL SR X Tz &5, Haiman (1978 © 571) &, Jespersen
(1965: 374) O [BER+ER S HENRE] » 5 F&MH»E LI
EVWOSREEEB LI, (14) DI BERDED BZDHOEOIME L
T D72 PP L 72, Haiman (ibid.) OFHHICX HIZEREMA 5 &
5. (14) 12D A, BOHM—EERZLZ/ 2V Fuy—-TEbhd
BEBEIGE X T (adjacency pair; Schegloff and Sacks 1973) TH 0. X 5IC
HENBIRERR (preference organization; Levinson 1983: 332-339) D%
ISR, BOBFEINAHEMEE (Yes.) &, BIED (k¥
Mize) KEEOREKEEL i Fh BIER (preferred second part) T» 5,
ZDZEB . BR—HEMEEMEO DOV, REHOETH
572 L DHERNHAHB O K> TH B, 9

HWEDZFMH D & 5 5 HEAH (complex clause) DREZETIZ LA, Z
NEFBRIC, FEIERE 2 GURNERERA» SE Fh=Hil-aHBEc. 75
vV AFBD “la raison?/la cause? (the reason?/ the cause?)” &3 ERHD
ZBIHdH % &1, Rossari and Cojocariu (2007) 1= & % EESBRAIFZEIC X
., Ly LHFOHT, GEE (turn) OFETHOWSOATW=ZD

6) ZOFRUFHOHEA BT 2&AmIT. FFERIEEE T B & Traugott (2007:4) T
FR5 T3,



But O [XH8 | DRk & 2 OB T ¢ dialoguality GEEHR) &
dialogicity (—H D) 5 6 D—EE 15
REH, HPACHME DR RGD 2RO (—HRM) BRI E 5> T 72
WS, ZOMIZY, X TH -7 Guarda! (£ # 1 73E). look!, see
(3E) wELiF. MBI a v 7y BEN ISR LT
kLT o 7285 (Traugott 2007), Traugott (ibid.: 8) Tk, Z5 L
TZAEERR RS - WGE e Wo 72V T2 A M #EEAR LT, [[EEORRNE
WEEICBWTIE] ZFHOHAD (dialogic) 2V T2 X b2, Hzili
Bkt (semanticize) ? §5Z &MdH 5B ] LIEE TS, “HICKEHEL
W [REOEBEDO U7z, " HIZXBZRREVSIHADSH DI,
FLOBEROFEEZRDDIEZEL S Th D, ARTHRTE 8 bur DR
ENINIZH-B L L, H%EE butan (on the outside) 2° 5 but “DFEE
F. T—AD (72, Kohymzg) #Hedl »6. [ZFEOWR] 12X3
[WiEry ] Bk  (adversative meaning) “DZE{LTH S &5 (Traugott
ibid.) »
ZDEIIZ, but DEWZ L TEKROBFREZHES S &350, [HAD
¥l 0AELY., [FHEOK] ZLTEE M EDLS TR DEDDY
Y UNERERIIEDDIILENETHA I,

5. MAEESFEDORD but DA & [XBOERE | DEME(T (T ICDONWT

RIS, BREEBOXFTHOB OGN bur 3L, FRICKDH LW
BkEEZ NS HROTHK] QBT FIZONTE L TAR,

F LB L Z-EROBHFIc oW T, BHREENEs - TX
7z Traugott DFSEDZFEROHPIZE Z FHRE N T3 (2007, Section
5) : “What have been called “motivations” are for the most part conditions
enabling change.” (BJHf I LIFIINTE -6 DIk, < DA, ZfLz
ARIZTBRMHDI L THB), Traugott (ibid.) 1. HAFED [72] &
BHieE (T, 20 E, 26, EoT, 2, ThThidH)

7)  [HEWAt] (semanticize) &\ HAZEDRHBIIFIT - SR (2005) 12& 3,
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(Onodera 2004: 119) 2RO EHiaI L L THN S LSk ox
AD—DDiESI % & 521 HFENESE (turn-taking) TH 5 LR L 7=,
(15) & [Té] w5 FFEBA1 I RFER) ISBNh s &30k
zEBbhd 18 LD HARFEER 5O TH S (Onodera 2004: 94.
Traugott 2007: Section 5 THIH),
(15)® (Nyooboo A% Chuubei iZ5 & AEZELHIT,)
Chuubei a. Futon wa irumei.
Comforter TP necessary not

< ‘Comforter won’t be needed.” >

Nyooboo b. Demokonya wa samuu gozariyasu kara,
But tonight TP cold COP because
< ‘But, it’s cold tonight, so...” >

(1784 Futsukayoi oosakazuki, Traugott 2007: Section 5 & 1))

(15) b.® [T3] 13 42.0%4WIZi AL, dialogual + dialogic (XEEE
A+ _FHOMM) HEETH %, FEVAIC pro-predicate & LTHI< a1 7
dERDOEZL D [72] REGENREHE - LB THWONE XS IZE -
TZHRBIZDWT, Traugott (ibid.) IZFER BB (structural
motivation) MMEV2E LT3, [TE] R [T E] »REBEDOHKEE
ke LTBMS K5 ICho 28T & LT, FHIL - MFEBILE
BIFoNd725506, ZORERNZECOEBEMN T IZEES 5 LIEET
& 57259, Traugott (ibid.) XFE, THELRD OBIBEF T 2EL T
ABENELELPELTNWS, 22T, BRAAERETCHVWONS [T
] [723E] o, BREEZETHCONS bur OWBELEB T

8) HAREZEZRICKITZEMETIT: TP (FEE~—H— [13]). COP (a¥
7)o



But O[3 | DBk & 2 OB @ dialoguality IEEER) &
dialogicity (—F D) 7 5 D—EE 17
% (Onodera 2004: Chapter 3) &5 Z & S BKEWEETH 5,
BREBEZFBEOHRTO but DIRBENIE S 2, (16) 1. 4 1SN
TE22FENODOPRLEN, ZORFERZNEPREEEIMS 5L T35,
PHEODBEHOERL B> T,
16

Christina: I don’t think soZ
Ben: Some people think it’s everyday,

1

2

3 but —some, some of us who live here tend to take it
4 |: for granted.

5 John: I mean.

6  Noriko: —Um hmm.

7 Ben: |:But a lot of people come from all over the world,
8 the whole over the parts of the.. United States to

9 see this. We who live in this area tend not to go,

10 we just take it for granted/there’s a lot of things./
11 John:  That’s true.

12 Christina: Well.., well the reason that the native

13 Washingtonians don’t go is because we know what

14 the traffic is going to be.

15 Ben:  That’s true. [laughter]

16 Noriko: Um hmm.

17 Christina: But..but we will still tune in the TV frém 9:30 and
18 sit there.

9) FIVRZYTIHOFELLFIIROLENTH S,
C -, RBALTEDhEE [ 2 A\OBEEOREOEH, /1O
BN 2 DORENBEANTITHRT TRE -2 L, /38 PHEE L XFL,
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3D but i3, 42.D5 MM % 1T monologual + dialogic (HHR) & 3T
%, A& %E &R S SR ORE 2 R 72 T Hi9H (clause- initial)
D but ThH 5,

7 @ But 13 dialogual'® + dialogic (X{#d) &5 A 57255, ZORET
3. BROBEEVREORKEZEL A2 S, WRITREEED LT
WAHKRTARONS, EEN AT OZRTREELZNS LS KD,
BEROABHGRITRELRK TS X5 % [MAERARESE
(collaboratively developed floor; Edelsky 1981) AR 56N T2 %, Ben DF
STWBZLEMILTASE, Ben BHADFE 2-4 DO L LT,
TOBut #FLTC5Ld . WARHIERERETEDSNDERFEDHT
FLUWEENET7 25728 REZLETESD, EB5ICLTE, ZD But
IEXFEEI (dialogual/multilogual) EHIWFTE LS, T DK 7 D Bur IXEE
HN (AAMWRBELZVRICHWS) [REkE FRT 5] SKEEE#ET
H 9, T LETH (action) #D0AhSHERERTHS AT, B
NE-7=Z, (24, 7V v b VIHEROBGRICKN$ 2 Wk 5 H8E) & 7-10
THhRBZE (7¥ v b PO T 2 ) HEIRO ., BOAKIGEIZNT
BELSHER) 2Ok ¥, RV N O E R TREGEORE S B
LTWw3,

17 D But (IR#E LT\ 3) & Christina D 12-14 DFFED DI &L LT
U7z & RuE monologual, fEEGEEE D REED H TH 7z 538 EE B> 72
& RAULHEE but EXHTE S,

LD 3OD but DIRBFNZDONWTE LD TAL I 3D but id, ik
i % 4% SEVE (clause-initial) @ but TH B, 7 & 17 D bur i3, FEIARK
AL E SBREICHO SO N REEE (BE 2 LIITWAIIEH) D bur T
b5, EO bt ERBOBHAERL T 5, RITD., IWOBKEERT

10) EREIZIZ. 2 AL EOBMEDREETH 52D T, multi-logual & TEFHINRET
H59,



But O [X{H8 | DBk & Z OB | dialoguality GIFEER) &
dialogicity (“F D) 7 5 D—F% 19
but BT AL LT, WEE (258 0P THEIERRE LS k-
THIAHANEVEBRTELSITHD, 1V
REEIER O E F I B D B P, Schiffrin (1987: 31) IZXAU [FED,
HBHAEFENTL K BHTHBRICIKGF L 2EE] (“sequentially
dependent elements which bracket units of talk”) T® %, & & ¥ & Goffman
(1974) O TR LI BEEIE. #HDOFEIL (opening bracket) AEH U
54590 (closing bracket) KD EELZ L Eh, ZTD1®, SBEERALHKE
FE L Yty X B —DDHHEIL [HAFTHICHIN S Z & (Onodera 2004:
18) TH %, But 3FEFEICEHNZ ZEARAERBICBEHNI LD T oL
2N L6, OB & DO RKEE R bur D IBOBET T & LT
g, [EENEZER] 2 LT [Eke vy BR] [ZHICKSHA] BBE5L
TWBEVWIHRHAMBLTOHNE I TH D,

6. LD

SOBRESRIE SIS B but 13, FKiE L kS & R SFERETED but TH -
T¥, MLz ESHIED bur TH->TE, HAIZZD (dialogic). 2
FOHBOREKERL Cz, B~ AOBHDOERERL Tz
B %38 butan (on the outside) 7°5. - ADPA 5 DX DR E FHD
but N\DOEWEBEE A 101D, [HEE] L5V F /A POHT, G
ERFEN - BROAZA T TV - LT hut % [XH] ORBKAENT
HOED =D TR EWLEWIREBK D LDZH I,

AREDEIE T, bur OXBO B2 BRI ER 2D A, FEEHGRE
Bz DM LS BEERT» T2, 3.0FRTIE,. IhE TOEHRN
B - BKROEEKOE S 520 VISR L Tid, ERHRNERT

11) %, EHICFHLLT — 4B - RAEVBDBETH 3.

12) HEEH» S BRRBEEOBID bur DL WEIKREBIZOWTUE, §HOFAE - 7
— AR RDBETH B,

13) [1831t] (conventionalization) & \>5 HAZEDREEIZFAIC - fIK (2005) I
&3,
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HBELEVWIEAN STz, UL, 42, 5. TRZ-X512. [HE
ERHOP CHEEBENSBEHREZ L 77V —MICHWSEE, 25 L=k
BEBEALTSZ 2D 5] (Traugott 2007) WS E X FITHSHE.
but DMBOFIRIZDONTE, L LERGNHERE L TREL -5
LOWEBRACREBIZEIRIL L. bur ODRBKRWEIRIZE 57205 Z &2
F-lcfiRkTEB LB,

Efo

KX DONED—H %, HILFEEFHMES (Aoyama Lunchtime
Linguistics) A& (200847 A 23 H) ISk WTREL -, BELT
BRAER L MOTEGEE., PERReEE LR L BT E ¥, 7=,
HEROBBETax s b5 2ILELE, KatirhdicmlesBL
EFET,
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