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We deal with aspects of discourse markers in English and our discussions on
them are mainly divided into two parts: as the theoretical part, we trace the vicis-
situdes of studies on discourse markers in English in this paper and the practical
part is concerned with the analytical viewpoints for their full descriptions. which
will be discussed in the following separate paper. The organization of this paper is
as follows: the review of the treatment of discourse markers in modern linguistics
in section 2; the introduction of the major research approaches in section 3: the
relevance-theoretic analysis in section 4; the current Fraser's approach in section
5; the studies from a historical pragmatic perspective in section 6. Finally, we

summarize the previous theoretical approaches to discourse markers in English.
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1. 3UBDIT

A TIL, KZEEM (discourse markers) ¢ MIN D —HOFERBHOEH LY
EF. LR EERREORTEDLIICHELNTELZD), ENETLORHET T
D—FEBYIRY . BANREZ FE#HHT5 L0, W TREEROR ML fh
L, YOLIRBarbRBIHT~&n, LEFLERLR2ALRLED,!
REEBICETIARRNRHROANEEHICY 25 AHTIE. RAEEBRFAREOER®
LT, ETRAEFFORNEMBICRIBE LN L, FNEN O] TRIFLEMD
EDXHIEFEEE oo ER TV, KIZ, TRNETOFERREERIFOT 7
B—F &AL, TRENOT 70 —FIIB T RGEROEANRMESTEE &
D, TOMHMiERT, EHIC., RFEERZABRTEFORBRIIREIEL & o000
Lhp o T BHE MR RIC A A2 S T, PLWE & R L7 Blakemore DR FEZ BV /2
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B, HEMERAICET DRFEEROEAF EHERT D, KIC, BE, RESERMR
DY LN ETH 5 Fraser OMMAEZF L D, MkiC, FFIC 1995 FLURICKE 72
Bz ILETODELIHROBAE/TT5,

BB, MEICEWT, RFEBFEORBRFICHI 2B BT, REERORHK
RO THIHE L, BAEHZXT 2R L0 OMke B a2 BB L. 4% ORGEFEE
RO ERTTETH 5,

2. BUKSEHEPORE &AM

TP, KRB E KD RA T e —F RN 50, HIREFEFORRBOPT
REREBB EDOLHIICER I, afranicr 2Bl

BN EBEFORXM L Z b b Sapir X Bloomfield {2 & 5 BRI/ 78 2 8 T, 19504
RICMEEFFVLES L. BREBEFENBFEO— L LTLE ST b, 19504
#% ¥, Chomsky IZ & » TEHEBFEORRS—ET D, HEPLETDHEMLETIE
BEMNLELF - W& FOEHEES (linguistic competence) DAFHA%Z B L TXIXA
oML EROEKICHIDIBAIRPLHBOERRILAR LT,

—HIDEI RN EFEITLU T, KEIZHWT 1960 FR % ¥ 5 Hymes & H.01C
[z L iXDRIEFE) (ethnography of speaking) & WIHOMEWE AN OEELX O T S
HaERTH I S, ERUENZHERKS (linguistic competence) DRYI % A5 L .
SarEH (linguistic performance) DfFFIZEII LI I =izt LT, SiBlaEhe
71 (communicative competence) FD LD DMRIHAZ E/- AW L L= 2 A2
HaEahic, ZOEZHIZN > THESEEFM M % HR Y A A7 Sacks, Schegloff, Jef-
ferson, Labov 72 ¥ —HOMF4 % i L TREE/WHT (conversational analysis) 7235 i
Lz, KRBT, BEONFERY (turn-taking) RLERIFOMEMABBE L 20 | &
MOMAFER Y #EX L) TR O—Ima ) RFEEROBWE LN EREIND IO
Ieote, TOXDREFEANMT 7 v —F OFFFEANR & LT Schiffrin (1987) 23T,
RIS B EOBLARED Z LIk D,

—HREICEWVTIE, ¥ F Wittgenstein DE X HIZHE R L TAFSEHERRICE

DEMMAEIED HH, 1960 FAA D FFIZ 1970 FXH 5. Austin X Searle 12 L 5

F¥GE1T A3 (speech act theory) =X° Grice DHFFE % #X CTIEH & (pragmatics) 23 H
M LT, SBHBOMAICENTIX, ELHELFE - MEFOMBEREHE X /- Eokig
M@ onN=n, TORMATHREBEINZEEHNEE (conventional implicature)

KFEEBE B (conversational implicature) & DIHFRER. T b %5 H8kx I AH

I]Il[l
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(maxims) & DRHY T, WFEHBOBEAER SN D 2 L1/ 5 [Grice (1975/1989)
Levinson (1983)],

FIREIZE VT, Halliday DM B DS BB - 12K R X (systemic gram-
mar) AT HH I, HICHAEEH L (functional grammar) & LTEEH LN
NEHRTIE, BB LAV ERBICANR., 77 X MFICERBT i,
I LIEMREDO—BE LTHE ST b Halliday & Hasan (1976) 1%, #& st
(cohesion) Z M LMIRICH X TRERNRT 7 A MO FEEZR L, HEHEEELMS
REEEMOMEL YO THEFZRWIZITON T, 7, Van Dijk (1977, 1979) L ¥I#D
EROZRFEMAEL LTHEOEIND, 2T, EEESTFHBMEBHEEL LTHY
LB ENHY, TOHALUDOEOTERROFMENTETN R MO R0 B
KB LT D, TO®%k, BRETABRRET 7 A MO TFIEEMEI YT, %EE
4347 (discourse analysis) NEFHEFD—5H & L TEHA L. Coulthard X Edmondson
RELISTHENEAT, ZOT 7o —FOKEND 1 2L LT, T TICERY EFk
LESWEABRIC, 74 =LK T—J I lEoTHLNELFEHESHEERLE L
TERETOND, TOBEEL LIZ. KEOHK (organization) XM (pattern)
DEBRESL T, RFEBPETROICEDDI L ELT, DI, ITBHROREIIHEST
BWRLREHZEBTHENTRERICARY, BROSTFEZBERAICE LD a2
AEEEY¥ (corpus linguistic) ZEEL T, I—ny RZBWTHLRFESIVREL T
Fol, KEMHa— S ZAOFAICL > CREBEZERO ERHLBFENEL—F T, B
FEHa—RNADOFHICE > TEBOAHRA L TR Y, BHIEMR (historical
pragmatics) DOHEN O DG B ELRDOH D,

1980 E1XIC A > T, Chomsky AR LiEEZ & HICHBAR L DOICT SO EmEE
FEDBH, BRSELIKRFA~MELTHE FERRY Grice DEXF &2 F
DE LS G . FarlFla~p L TiTo7., 29 LI-ERBEGAAYENR DK
BT, 1980 BT AL ANOBMEN & BB LB 2 SHRARRARE L, Bl
WEEMAEOME L o TS, £0 1 DBRHEEIZEKIT S Sperber & Wilson {2 & 5B
MR (relevance theory) Toh b, —FHKETIH. FURHENCLIHL-EFE
BHTHL. &< R4 5 X EBLIZSIM L 7= Langacker % M8 & 3 238 % 3  (cognitive
grammar) AHN 7, £/, Lakoff # . & § 2BMEMHM (cognitive semantics) |
Fillmore % Goldberg 72 £ & B # X i#%: (construction grammar) 72 EA K% & 25
Eh, &SIAERTEOHNZRELRMNZEEHRFR L LT, Jackendoff DHEEE
i (conceptual semantics) bHEEMIED 1 >OT7 7T —F & L THIL L THREICES
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TW3, i, BRAERGRELHINIBEEERERIICENT IFHEMER] (linguistic
meaning) % #E L T\ $ T, Blakemore 72 ¥ B REER A Y L. BREFF
OFTHLBED 1 2L L TREEBRDOIIICEHLNEE > TV D,

T LEMEMKREICENIN T, 1990 ERICIRFTEEBREObDOICERZ YT
WFZe &R IEM XN Kk 2 & T, IREEIEE DS SR ROREDO 1 & LTEERF L
&EMNBx D [Brinton (1996), Jucker & Ziv (eds.) (1998), Carston & Uchida
(1998), Rouchota & dJucker (1998), Lenk (1998), Schourup (1985, 1999, 2000,
2001, 2011), etc.],

ZLTAH., boloRFEERIIK-o THELEDIEE LB, TORERKD
Fraser (3, RFEEBOFEM L 2B LRI L. RO RFEEED T 5 [Fraser
(1990, 1996, 1999, 2006)], £7-. Aijmer L2 — /XA (ZHK SN O EEM &3 X |
RIE TR, XUEf), HUEMERST 7 2 M0 Z2 4 T HHEBICANRT, RMEDOE
FEERMFEM (variational pragmatics) OSE¥H ORI OFIE A R L TV 5
[Aijmer (2002, 2011, 2013)],

PlbE, BT R TECRDEFBFORNEZ WY 2203 5 ikGEHFRO LR IICER L, ~
AT =R ERTH D L RONDBHLRRGEERNS, XLV % B2 7 B % 34
ETDLEEMEOHMOT T, Mrx LHESMBESN T LERLE, UF., —
MAIRT 28O bH DM, AHERRBY FRIICRFEBFEORT T r—F o0
TFELS ATV,

3. MahlEAMARZ K2 3R So—F

AFITH., 77 A MENT Fu—F . QEXFTNT To—F . a— R2AEHEN
T7u—F, ELTEHRKT 7o —F2IEICRY BT, REFEERIC SV TOEARY
BER OB HHEIC OV THET 5,

3.1. ¥/ R 1\3c¥£é’~377"u—a'-—Haniday & Hasan (1976)

RAEEGRAT FE O DB BE T, W2 L o B TH]Y EiF. 2Lz ki
gi& L7cbd & LT Halliday & Hasan (1976) 2% %, £Z Tk, LT L 5
EHE SN DFEHM (cohesion). H BV kb 94 LIRIE R —BEM (coherence) #
FLHREESE LT, 77X MDD b,

Cohesion occurs where the interpretation of some element in the discourse is

4



YTBMIEREROMN (1) — AR D i —

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 presupposing and the
presupposed, are thereby at least potentially integrated into a text. (FEHMEIZ.
REDOHDEROMRNPMOBEROMPUMKF L TV BHAICELSE, 1 DOEE
PHMOBROMEL LY, TO—HOERNMBOERIKFT D 2L, DR
IR ENRWVWE WD ZEThD, ZHLZENELHIEIC, BRMEOEEA
ML, ED2O5OBH, Tobbiifd L R ERLFBICSNIERN, il
ELBENICHEKEEINTLOOT 7 A MEBHRT D,)
(Halliday & Hasan 1976 : 4)

AR TR L 9 2 k513, Halliday & Hasan OF#LA TIE, RMEEE S
ERMTFELELTNESTOND, ILICHLLE Y &, AL ERGENIT
oY —& LT, fR (reference). X/ (substitution)., 4 #E (ellipsis). ##t (con-
junction) AT ON TV B, KFFERIERVERER T I T I —0oFTHL
KEdashd.?

Conjunctive elements are cohesive not in themselves but indirectly, by virtue
of their specific meanings; they are not primarily devices for reaching out in the
preceding (or following) text, but they express certain meanings which presup-
pose the presence of other components in the discourse. (HE#tHIEHR T L A K
ICRRMENRH DD TIEAL, MENICZOERNFEOFHEN RTRIZ L - TRRMKE
EEOILES, THRLLERMNERII. ARMICEETTS. HH50VIEERKET LT
JRAPMIBER> TV EFTETERL ., RFEOPOMODEREOFELAIRE LT
HOEOERERLTNDEIDTHD,) (Halliday & Hasan 1976: 226)

Halliday & Hasan T3, L0 additive (1), adversative (KE) .
causal (KIEPBI{R). temporal (BRIBIR) D4>DF AT L, I HIZIh b ORI
ABRWAT 7 A RN TRERME LR OHEL 2R & LT continuative (#4#E) (2 TAL
Koay&Enb.? ZThoD#EEMEREAXT HHEMR L LT, #itill & & IIREFERED
AWLONTWVD, A ORFFIEBIC OV TS EAR o) X R E D SUIRIZ I 1T 5 Bk
TEDWHTBITORTWEN, Sxdgé LTHEMLAET 2 2 b33 L. Caroll O Alice in
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Wonderland\ZfB o, XL L TEEEEIRBITARFEBMOOHTICEHE-TEY
REEBO—HOBEEDRLIICTERY, LEALERL, LS LI-BER—
BMIIRFSINORANE S LY, TOROHEICKRERFEELHELXA TV Z L
f£6°4.5

1. Additive ({-F111) and, furthermore. In addition’ nors or, etc.
2. Adversative (XiF) yet, though, but, however, nevertheless, etc.
3. Causal (KR IEMR) so. then. therefore. because. etc. l

| 4. Temporal (B§WIBMR) | then next. finally. at last. etc. ‘

5. Continuative (k) now. of course. well, surely. at all. etc. ‘

&1 : HEHELR (conjunctive relations) M43¥i

3. 2. RFEHMWMT Sa—F

KERPREICBWT, EDEE (authentic datal‘ naturally occurring data) %
DA RETDREDH . HDVIEDTESITOP CRIFAEMER S, RIEEBIC
ERz Y TREMAEBITE, MIHOrRORENL SO L LT Schourup (1985) &
Schiffrin (1987) &Y ki, #IEEZ R T <,

3. 2. 1. Schourup (1985)

Schourup (1985) Tid, KiEERKIT TGELFORBEHFAICHIT A UERESLHRY
5bH D] (evincive) T. FiFEOEMHR (the private world of the speaker). &L
F-HWEFOALHMA (the shared world of the speaker and hearer). ffi# it R
(the other world) @3> M) KEbBLT5H, ThEFhD [HR] 1o T
. U ToL I CH B ER TN D,

The covert thinking of the speaker, what the speaker has presently in mind
but has not disclosed, 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 avail-
able to both the speaker and any other(s) will be called the shared world: and
the covert thinking of other conversants, which is inaccessible to the speaker,

will be called the other world (GGEL FOREMNEE. +4bb, HEFLENHE
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DHFIZFESTVDINELEHRL T ARNLOIE, UT TR LHIhs b0
THdH, REBEHICKFRZOMDITEE LTHRER, Zhxic, BHLFEL
fhEICAFARRbOIT THEEHR] LIS, /. MOLFESEH ORBREREZ T
ELFICEIEETERVLDOTHY, MhFHR LMHEN5,)

(Schourup 1985: 7)

REEIE L THSR ) & ORRIZ DV TIX, Schourup (1985) D#ERE4 TLUTFT D &
HIZEEDHHENT WD

Each of the items discussed is used, generally speaking. to relate to what is
covert to what is overt in ongoing conversational activity. The relationships in-
volved 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. (i SN/ ZFNEFNDIHE L
— I E AT, BT ARFEOP TREMNZRLOEZWHRMNR OIS 50
CERENS, ZIIKEEhIEFRIE. UTFTO3-50 MH#R] oBlarbRE SN
5D TH5H, Thbb, FLFOLAPMLMR, MEFORLBMDHR, O
ERMAMRTHB, BRICHEHT ML Mrxor—XiZ0WTHEENDIHO
LRMARLD, FLTHELFIRZRVEDOHAOY I L OMITET DR —H,
Thbb, MOHRTHRE SRS L ERMBRICHD LOMOAR—&REEE
LboEiArD,) (Schourup 1985: 154-55)

LED X D 72 ¥l T like, well, yknow i L < ot &L, Z O now. I mean,
mind you, sort [kind] of and everything, and stuff WM FN DV TOERBIS5 743
fToh T3,

Schourup (1985) DIV < D DB O FKEEFE I DOV TORBEMFEL LT
fEDHB LD ER->THY, EFLMAOTHE. HOVIT MERE) TREREE
FAHHAET—MRILLL ) L LImE ZAICLHFMNSH D, Schourup (TE D% HME IR
SEIEAN LMD . BATRUVLEHIC Schourup & Waida (1988) % 3 5 & 3kic
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Schourup (1999, 2000) 72 ¥iZH\W\T, RAEEMOERIMELZED TV D,

3. 2. 2. Schiffrin (1987)

Schourup (1985) D%IZ. DIESH OB H54E L TARN L REFEEMRMIE L 720
7= Schiffrin (1987) NN ENT=, FOHP T, RFEMIUTOLHIZERZREIN T
%,

I operationally define markers as sequentially dependent elements which
bracket units of talk.” (REMIZRBANL, RIEERELRFEHME D v 23T 2
T (B> T), MOBEFICHEMEINIHKEZTOEELELRT D.)

(Schiffrin 1987 : 31)

COEFEOHERMNLERE LT, KOL OB ER—HM (coherence) TS EFE
BrHs5,°

The analysis of discourse markers is part of the more general analysis of dis-
course coherence—how speakers and hearers jointly integrate forms, meanings,
and actions to make overall sense out of what is said. (GG HTIL. &
MOBER—BMICHTILY oo —8ThHs, Thbb, BFLFELHE
FRBALTEBEA. BK, TAEZRKAL. RESNLHNE»LR2KNLELS
BT D HEIZONTOZHO—ITH2,) (Schiffrin 1987 : 49)

Schiffrin (1987) Ti&, WREELEHKIT TFRFEDO UIRWIFAKEEZ L 5 L D] (contextual co-
ordinates of talk) & BIE 4. Bl A& (ideational structure) . ¥3EIT&H#E1E (ac
tion structure). FEAGA W% & (exchange structure). £ 5.4 OF:#l (participation
framework) . {##CIR1E (information state) 520 L X)L (plane) THEMET 5 %
nELTEbBIND,

B1OBELSAVTIE, HDEERIITRFOCH S O R MR e ROBEEE
KT, BANITIIBSHELER L., RFESHIBHEERAMIHEO2T 5,
FB2OHEEBLANLE LT, BIEFEEIXRMIMOIOREITAEZRL, BiETAEEY
T 5, ZOBEL VTR, REERLBEFTALOMENRERIND, F3 0
BRELXLE LT, BEVPHARDLI > TELFEDIESHE#HS (turn sequences) Z AL
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L. REBEXBEELEAMT, REEBRIO-1E02 5 LERESHEELEbY %
FH, TOBEERIET, 2 LERFREDONRLELIZER—EMICIE. BEF04
EHERUOZAE, ZLTEZOMBAZLME LTy, EFLF - HxFoMEs2E
FORMELT, RFEMBOFEIOBBLRLEREL TS, KEIC. BEENE
DR LICHE T A ZMBEFRRIEL LT, REEFTAICHAEANR TS,

CORBEETNERESNTOFEERY . FEAFWIC2Ia=r—2 3 L O T
WHN, XRICE > TRBEZITDLOLEZOLNTEY, EFEEERIS>LEaIa
=Tr—YarERBLELOTHD, REINTVD S5 2OBIEL XL OFRIZIT,
REBEOBERMOBEFRLZB L THEINIER—EHOBELRH Y. ThEL OB
LARAVE MEDSA7OER—BHEAKL, B4 0RGEERBZTOER—EMHICY
DEIHFETHIIEART L LichD,

UEDGHICE o THOMZ SN2 ik, SO TRANALZ ETHDIMN. KT
(£238) T FLAEEINDI DO TIE RS, 61O T -V 2FRT S LI,
AIa=F—alEMTDENIZETHD, EHLicaia=r—varos
D ZADHT, REEFBDPREREHIZRIZLTVDLILEAHONIINTDOTH
D,°

BB & LTIX. oh well and but RUX or. so & because. now & then
(B % X TRIF), yhknow & I meank TN T OBIELBEE ST THH LTS, L

DHTRER A — B TR, BH (*) FEOUYETILANIIEBWTESH#EL
R4 ZexRLTWD,

A ER e BhHEOPHA Bl FEEEAT MM P& AWM 1
*oh oh oh

well *well well well well
*and and and
*but but but

*or or

so S0 *s0 S0 so

because * because because
now * now




Hi e Z33Ceirse 855
then *then then
I mean *] mean I mean
*yknow yknow yvknow vknow

F2 o BBRE L ~UL L IRGERER & OB% (Schiffrin 1987: 316)

72¥ . Schiffrin (2001/2004) TiX. KFEEBMIUTOIH>IIHEREINT WS,

Discourse markers—expressions like well, but, oh and y’know—are one set of
linguistic items that function in cognitive, expressive, social, and textual do-
mains. (RFHEEER% (well, but, oh, yknow® X 5 12 &FH) 1. REMy. BHM,
HEMELTT 7 2 MY EB THET 2 - @O SEEE TH 5,)

(Schiffrin 2001 / 2004: 54)

AR L X, FE2B L THARPEB A RET 2EN,. RHMHEME I, S5
EHEOTHAROHRENRTAT VT 4T 4 %R, BEZRALTMNOIDITHE
oM, RMENEIE, HRethE L OBRBREHETIEK. 727 X MOEK L
. B—OX XY REREFHMANTHEA LRI CTERLEETIEBO L5255,
ZOEIT. RAFEBRILELD 4 oOFEBTHAET DL LD L LTI Z 54, Schiffrin
(1987) LY b KREnizRAEh TV B,

I TCRRFII OV TN TR < REIEEMRICIIMBEEI R OEA R H 5, 19704
REAME, BMRGHIHEENA O ERB L 5I1ch ., FELFEOMIEEZRTEBLLE VS
I ThR, RiFER T Iaslr—va il 2 RECEARLTONDE L H IR -
2o Schiffrin (1987) THbh 2 ohix, HHREZIR--ARKE LTEE., &M, It
BERERZRTEFLILIIANT, ETHOHROFENEERT S, well ITEITRT L
BBEFEFEOOLN Y FZBRREETREES AR WD, FHLFIRFORILOYR—EM
EMFFTOEENH D Z L ERT, —J. Sk Schourup (1985) Tix. [M#FILEE
LFOLHREEZTRT DD THDETH, FHLFELITHENTNE Z L5242 TH
WRETIZ, BFEOHIBREATCORBELOERENEZIEZ 5,

Schiffrin X Schourup 72 £ O G E DML FEITE4E O ITHEMORKEL WIS L, H
ToAWZHESE L7z T2 — /S 2 F75%) (corpus linguistics) OH TREAICITHOI, &~ 727
FRRBERIN TS, LT, REERICEbLS a— SXEEFEOWNLE, a—73
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AEBFOHERKRKEDO—2L L THIENT- Biber ef al (1999) (2 B EEZL O
TNz oNTHR A,

3.3. A—NREFBEBFWNT So—F

Bublitz & Norrick (2011: 5) THRLNATWA L IIC, BEHRIBEOERZORE
EDHRAMELY bEFEEAICERELTERL, NN RETHT—FIFHEFICE
BETHY, AKPoEE (authentic data) IZHEII kv ond, TLTIDL
I IRER TILREEEROERAFI A% < RHE 5,

= RAZED VTR 22 SREEREHANE & LT, London-Lund Corpus % » T
‘bottom-up’ D3 Hr %17 > 7= Aijmer (1989 / 1996) M D, FHIC LD L. KibHE
WEaIa=br—va VIZBWTARAIRRBRERT, MEFRXRICKE SV TRFEL B
R4 B5BEDAK (signposts) & L THRET 5, REFIEMIIZHENTHIIZ LD
59, FELFIIRFEBROERBIELM> TNT, HFAxRIXRTEYNIZAHND Z LB
T&5, LEBoTa— A& HVWSZ & TREFROERRLL B L HEBIL L. KFE
BT ABREOBARICORN D, & 51T Aijmer (2002) Tix, a— R ZEISW =y
FrofALMBEELERH L ET. &t (grammaticalization) % & ¥ & SR EEEE M
DATOER L RFEEOBRICEEAE LTINS,

i, #[E4£5E L ORE KD anyway, however’s £ % 43 #7 L 7= Lenk (1998) . like
D EE PR RE R STIE L & 48T L 7= Andersen (2000), EEDOEEMNHR D T — /1A
AW HBEEFHLTE L LT Aijmer et al (2006), Fischer (2000) 28% %,
I—R2EFH LB OMIC, HeH TR XD RBRFHMIEORRR b A
LBNBEEIITR->TND,

a—RAEFMNWTHEEFE L KERFOFLSELHEESELLE LT Biber et al
(1999) X, HICABEMAEH CHESHVRFERCEAL, UTOX ) LERE

HZTW3S,

=

Discourse markers are particularly characteristic of spoken dialogue. They are
words and expressions which are loosely attached to the clause and facilitate on-
going interaction. (AL IC DM REEIZFHFHENLRLOTHD, TNOHIT
iz BN L, EITPOMEMAR (RVIY) 2ERIHED DFHEOXKI
Thd.) (Biber et al 1999: 140)
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t

I

3.

a

Biber et all¥. BEDPEFHHRMICIH L T—HRILEZER->72b DO TiEARL, bolEbL
W72 E R E LCHMBTE DA, BEEMICBEL X, SOIKHFELKUTDL D
WRTW5

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 be-
tween speaker, hearer, and message. Words and phrases which are discourse
markers are often ambiguous, sharing the discourse marker function with an ad-
verbial 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 of the finite verb formulate / mean, you know, and you see. Many
other less frequent forms, such as mind you and now then, might also be re-
garded 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. (FRZHEFEHIX
KDL — U REFEDOHDIZELZBHICHHHAET., UTD200&KEINES
SNTWD (@) SFEPERMH LTS BRTOBITE2ART S, b) FLFE, MxF,
ZLTAYyE—VOROMEEREERT 2, RFERCEENIE;T. LIFLIE
PR b ek ) 7R R & RIF R R R DR D L B TH D, - TR 2o
LOREHEZESLNE. REFORMB DD, RiFE#ERCL-DIC, ZOnT
U —iZiX. I mean, you know X° you see’sc &M L 5 IREREBT L HFOW Y THD
iz, well, right X° now BHHEEHMIZMVON28A G ST, mind you R° now
then e ¥ DFE DR RVMILOFER], F 7z 14.3.3 D 0h=° 14.8.3.6 D okay D L 5 |
FLELTHMOAHLO T TERINDMAE L M, RAFERLE R L0
ETHAS9,) (Biber et al 1999: 1086)

4. FBf nl’ﬁ%?jﬂ‘_?
54T BB Grice D& D WM OB 12 S < BN ROBMO T T, B

WFFICRIML > TEMIND Z LT o7=45, Grice (1975 / 1989) DT, “Bill is

philosopher and he is, therefore, brave.” (¥} % therefore D¥ETEN Him S 1L,

therefore (XM E M & E (conventional implicature) #1959 EHE &L LTHBST LN T
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Now I do not wish to allow that, in my favoured sense of “say”, one who ut-
ters [1] will have said that Bill's being courageous follows from his being a phi-
losopher, 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 cer-
tain consequence holds. ([1] (ERHIX) ORFEH X, AAHLLEZAHD (59
EWVIEIKRTIE, EANRBHTHDLI I LLEEFETHILIZLE2RLLESTZOTH
AIDV, WEETHDLIZENOEDHREEANBRTHD E (Eofz) ZEiThD
25D LD 2wy, ‘therefore’ & W HFEDEKRERIL, FELENHDIBERMNMK
ALTWHENHIZEE [EoTWDY OTEHZARLS RIBLTWD) EERLIZWL,)
| (Grice 1989: 21)

ZHDEHZ, BFHAROPLHMETHSEE (implicature) & DFHE T, AR THY
ML THRGEBRNT TIERIN T S TENICET 5, R oRBEEERR T
FLEBED 1 D& e 5 AN Grice DFFREOFTIRY LiIF o TWeDTH D,

—J., ERGROEHREL L TEFDDH 5 Levinson (1983) IZBWTH ., aRIEZEMIC
ODNWTORBREFT RO, RFEOFA 7V AEBIERE LTHESIT TS,

To return to straightforward issues in discourse deixis, there are many words
and phrases in English, and no doubt most languages, that indicate the relation-
ship 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. (BRFFE /FRRBICH T DHEZEMBRMBIZR S & EHIZBW T,
FLT, MBEVWRIZFLALOEEIIBWT, RiFLAITTOIRGEOBGEELTRTHE
RANHDH, FlE L TIE., RIFEOKYIIKD but, therefore. in conclusion, to the
contrary, still however. anyway. well besides, actually, all in all, so, after all
BREODEHISHD, —RWIZ., ZOLS RIHBFEBRHEOBRVEEDL L S REKRE

13
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Eh5LREBLEE->TWA (Grice. 1975 Wilson, 1975; Levinson, 1979b),
WL UIEERICEERFIET., 2RO E2EDEENEITREDO —H 5T
ADREE STV Y , #EETT LD ER->TWSD,) (Levinson 1983 87-88)

X 512, Grice DG ZEHI/APE (conversational maxims) EBH#E L T, RO
Xon@adnikonsd,

Consider for example the English discourse particles well oh, ah, so, anyway,
actually, still after all, and the like : these might be described as ‘maxim
hedges’ that indicate for recipients just how the utterance so prefaced matches
up to co-operative expectations. (5l 21X well oh ah, so, anyway, actually, still
after all 18 ED X D R WD RFEHEEATHL I, Thoid, MEFICL>TH
TIL2EFEPREDLIICH IO RBFIIE > TV E0ERT [AEOERE) L L
TRRBT DI EAHKDE LILARV,) (Levinson 1983: 162)

O, WROFERRICHENTOHLPLMLHREEL LTERY EFbhhofizicy
L. FRAEMNMAEELZ R OFEEA L LTHEINEATWEZ LN EMTE S, &
o, INHOFBANMEORBEICEEEDLS bOTIE L, MEPICERLREE
MEEETLIOICHFEOFEL XNV THEL TV E W) SHHFTERE T, %ICHH
MHEBm THELIBERINDIESTHRIAOKHE S [SHNEK) ORBULICY B2 525
&I B,

7. Aijjmer (2013) X, A DOFTEELRNFEMM (variational pragmatics) 3L
b, RIBOBEHFOHRRH, REMER. %Y. Fi, HEHL2ER, 772
hMROTEB) (activity) DF A7 (LAORFE. WAMLEEE,. HEORFE. BEOKE.
¥, BBRRLE) RELFORKMRLELERBLEONDPLETHD ETH,

4. PR & KEE R

RERIEM S BEIREFEFORBETHEH IND L DL 57=DiX. Sperber & Wilson
MEEE LIRRHGERGRO 1 SDOBFEMEROBR GO Th o7z, BIEMEIROH
FLATid, PRERHERE RIS SR BN BRI R ZHIRT 52 L2k » T, BN A B
THA F#%%Z#HEH L LT3 (cf Sperber & Wilson (1986 / 1995%), AHiCTIL. #
(Z Blakemore O —H DA FE & B2 & BURE 1T k31T 2 BEE % B3R C 0 R ST AE R
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MESTEZELD D, Lk, BEEMEGHIC S L - RS %213, Blakemore @
fhiZ. Blass (1990). Rouchota (1998), Unger (1996), Andersen (1998, 2001) 73
ERH D,

4.1. Blakemore ® —@#D WL & % D i Al

4 %) Blakemore (Brockway) (1981) (%, EWim L aEMHROA  F—T7 x4 ZIZH
LRHY . BEMRIZEDLo TERBLERAREBSHFEL L THKEHERE (dis
course connectives) {(ZFH L7, T L T—EDFE MR EFEPLIXNREZBEO2T HEEIC
[ EEOERAROBRICERBOEIRNEMZ D] bOE LTHHEST I, BEMEERO
RV, WERD LD RERR LFBMNRORINIL W TS RY, FHFERTET
A (relevance) (ZEHBKT D LWV I BB RBENLHRLELNDH I LI o,
[E3EMEK] (linguistic meaning) (IR TAKBMEKMRLIZ-BDOTH Y, RHNE
RZWDICMEST 0B PLREERY, BROPTRFEENVEREIND 2 LIC

2%,
I THWio Thadiuidebiuvoid, BEhERERIIREEER. &5V ITREEE
im0 0HEBRTIEIRS, EhOEHET LI &I [EF/AEER] 2

SVBEBIIHEINDILITR2TENWHIZETHD, £/~ HEHERO P THE
WICENTBAIE—RRICKRFER L ARINDI AT TV —ICBRT D, ETH—FRIZEKE
EEMER] 2F-> TV D LIEFMmIT ORI LE2HLNITLT,

%7 Blakemore (1987) IZB W\ T, RFHERBELBUKT DI LICLY . TMEOR
HiEicEb2ER] & REMROFTHORMIEDLLIEHR) 2XKHIL, [EHEOTEK)
DFMRSIFELT, Wbwd, MEEMEMN] (conceptual meaning) & [FHEEFHE
Bk] (procedual meaning) DXBIDEEM A FEMH L7, & 5(C Blakemore (1992) (2
BT, WO THEEEERONM CREEREORELEHE L, [#E (implicature)
KR EZRT b O & LT, MBE#EEEELHTIIRDE ) (contextual effects) Dl
B SRR R B BT, LT 3 oI H L7 (Blakemore 1992 : 136-142),

OXREFE 2 EHH T RGE RS (FiERE AFREzArabECHEEHEIND)
so, therefore

QOBEFOREDBRIICE D D RFEHEE BEFOREL RO DN L RRT D) ¢
after all besides, moreover. further, indeed
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XN 3B) : however, still nevertheless, but

ZLT, ZhoNKBLT IFHREMVEKR KHEML TR, EESMHEK) Lo
Blam# L, LL, ZOBATT CICRFERBOHOFEHEIIZRSINTEY,
FNENOFEEOEMBR OB LBETHAIZ EEHRMHLTNAS

Blakemore (1996) Tid. f£¥il> T & 72 but < so AN OEI & LT, in other
words |\ AR I B A K12 (appositive makers) D HTIZHLY # A, [RIFKFZHKIL so
Rbut FRBRVFENEREZFESL, [BRREBICHIREBT D) T [FEHEK)
CHETHHDELTMBEST 2, TOXDICKRFEREROSHREIIKDTRSE, &
Fro@L IE2EMHLTUVD (cf Blakemore 1996: 345-346), Blakemore (2000) i
BUWT., but& nevertheless DE W3 iTHHEETH I LIZX Y. & bHiZ Blakemore
(2002) T b R well X HBICAN, TFHEHEK) OFBRITDORI,

WROEBEZFTIE, FHEHER) T HEECHHEZRT D) L LTHESINLE
CRERN o7, TREEHNEK] X TREORITT HEEN) XK T 5 HIR
EEYD. BEMRICHb MG T ot A02ToliRESbn) LT, F0oMA
YL X Tz, KRR D L E R D well D— WAL % X 5 F2E T, RITEAMIE T/ R
DFHFHTREMNTEDLIICIME ORI RERFEL L., R4 L D5k~ 7
RO AEMEIC OV TORREZFRL . ZBOEENDOERICHFESTLHZ LG T

HEH) LI BRL—BRAOLERICEST-OTHD," ZORBROEBERTILEZAIR
RAEEBRIEERBAOPT TRAINTHEREREFETERLS ., hoEFERBLFKIC, B
EMEROPTRAINIRE LD L LTMNESITONILENIZETH D,

L £ Blakemore DEIER THEHHMB, ZOWARESBEEMIERICTVATH.
Wilson & Sperber (1993, 2012) THEFEMIZEESNIFERIIAKDOL I ICBEIL
TW5,® LTI, FLEBCBEKRTIEFRAVO~OO EDFHENFBREZEA T
WA MY B THRT (cf Ifantidou-Trouki (1992), Wilson & Sperber (1993),
Sperber & Wilson (1986 / 1995%) ),

ERMICEIN D EROME
linguistically encoded (FiEMIZFLF1k)
A) conceptually encoded (BE&HEIIZFEF1b)

a) contributes to explicatures (FEIZEMHR)
i) contributes to proposition expressed (FHMEIZEHW#K) @
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ii) contributes to higher-level explicatures (FKFEEIZEH) @
b) contributes to implicatures (FHEZEIZE#R)
B) procedurally encoded (F#:& 89125 51k)
a) constraints on explicatures (FE % #illR)
i) constraints on proposition expressed (FHMBEZFHIR) O
i) constraints on higher-level explicatures (FikEZEZHIR) @
b) constraints on implicatures (#EZHIR) &

ORNAEE : 4. B, RESWEL L
QORFBNITAEF. BERHN. FKERRL
O
@— D FEE
(DXRBIZH U B after all you see, you know. actually. then’: ¥ (cf. WH
2011)
(2) Auh (attitudinal discourse particle), ek (question particle) 72 &
(BT
ORFEERTE RIEF)

T, REEEMIZEAY 5 Halliday & Hasan (1976) < Schiffrin (1987) ®\
W5 HER—EMEM (coherence-based) 7 7 —F L H#MEME (relevance-based)
DT77a—FOENERLTHEL, BBE-EBMHERTY o —FilbWnTid, RFELHK
DER—EHEZF>TWVWILOLAEMIN, REERIFIRFOERFALOBKRE S
ML, ReEOER—BHICEDL I ICAMT 2227, —FEEEERICE VT,
RERMITR—BMEEL2RODDI LI TTHARL., KEOMEEMEEZRDD Z LI
LoThans, BEEMIEEMEEELE LTMESTLN, ER—HMEIIREN R
H D (derivative) & 725, Flx L, RFEEH now!lIli7 o —F TED L HIZHHA
INBDTHAID, HiIFEDT 7 —F O Schiffrin Tix, now LFEHIE, TN
Y7 DBEAN, LYVKELBEOPRTEHE-ZERICBIELAR Y. IR Rk
(discontinuity) A4 LU DMICHWON, KREOER -HHE2MHRFTIOCEKT 5,
—H®%EDOT T u—F & & 2D Schourup (2011) Tk, BEIZHEFICHEE LTV
(highly accessible) FREIZH L THEINCET 2H 722 XIREHET D L 5 M & FIR
TEVSILFHREMBIREZRT ZLIIRD. 2D nowllif X6 TS Z LR#EE H
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SNHBMDROFBIMY (newness) THARL, XIROBIRICEAE L TTWB L
HEh 5,

k. R OBMEM B TIX, REEBERFE (discourse connectives) IIEM I N7
IR (intended cognitive effects) D HIFFZHET HHEX D L35 (Wilson &
Sperber 2012: 204-205), ™

4.2, PIEMHIRERT A bR R WOUSSEHIBIE L 1Y%

RIS II R AR CH DI BEEZ RO LR H D, ZOLIRRTA MR
A (politeness) RRIFREBEEELLEDICHVON D EHERAOLZIRBBEEE (phatic
communion) (FHXFEALBRT, HEMHERO L > RBHTHAR TRE L2V E X
nTERE"

L 7L . Blakemore (1994: 56-58) (¥, {mZ(ZB¥ 2B O LA R EE I
ENHESHRROFA T I T RALEDLICEREBTINEHRWT L LIZHY, L
o TREMEHIGIIRT A M2 AR Y REOSHNINICIET 2R LMY 5 &
LTW3, F7-Zegarac & Clark (1999a: 321, 323) X, RKM 2 I 2=k — a3
(phatic communication) & HFIZ AN, BHEMEIN TF 5 EINYIRIEE (ostensive
communication) . ¥72b b, HHMELZME FICHENICLLELVWE W) THHREX)
(informative intention) &, ffREREZHFIZEX WV EV D REFEX] (communi-
cative intention) DW HF#FOERELHEDY ., HHEFERHOTKROMPRIT. FERK
HRRAEERDRBIELRVWERIIOLZEIREND L 45, RkiC., RMERR
HI7R 3L 5512300 Nishikawa (20100 226) 1%, KK 2 Ia=Fr—a 3B LF LM
EFENAEVICRF LR ERVZ VMR T I L2 HIETERATHGEED
1272¢T 5,

REMAIa=r—varyT, BHEOSHENREKIV G, GiLFSME FIM
DEBRRDLENVWIHENL)HEROTHD, 20, SHERHOETO L S ket
RETRINDSMBUTEDDZOTIE 2L, BLEXIBMIRMEZEICBO TR T
HIEEERICEICEMNT D (Zegarac & Clark 1999a: 329, 331, 344: 1999b: 566),

DRSO L. oh well ah73 & ORRGEBRORERHIL, ARZ, 2K,
EREZRTHEFEOMTHVON, ERFEIPOCALIBMERICLE>THETLLRVWEE
ZHIBRT D L& F2Ex LIELEIMEFLRUEZBEFEERDLIEVEVIRS
A FF R, D% Y Zegarac & Clark TE ) RBM AR LA TORCERL T, Rk
Wala=r—ard LTHENEZERT S L107%D (Nishikawa 20100 239-44),
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RE. AABGRHAEHREL RO ORFERLBREB BV TREABEL B+ 2 &3,
I—NREHWTZHFRED Aijmer (1989 / 1996) THHEMEIN TWDH, =& 2iE,
LFEOBELRX KT actually i LI LITEMRKRE (hedge) DHEFE%R . sort of [TRFED
NEB[OLMEEFFD, 72, oh [ mean’s ¥ WEF SR EEIAF A% £F (floor-holding)
DERE S RAFEE IR D ZKBETE T H D

5. Fraser D7 70—F
REFEEBRFFTOT 7a—F L LT, bolXbRFHEBFOLDICHESE Y TS
¥ TV 5 Fraser D Z Y Eif 5,

5.1. Fraser @ JE AR Fefa 7

Fraser (1996) Ti¥, —WOFEAIMBEDO AT IV — %2 TH DL E X, HiE
LTEADOERGRNEKRLZ RS E L TEMRZEM&R (pragmatic markers) &WH H T
Y —%ED., BAWLBEZUTOLIICELEDTVD,

Specifically, I propose that this non-truth propositional part of sentence mean-
ing can be analyzed into different types of signals, what I have called Pragmatic
Markers (cf. Fraser 1990) correspond to the different types of potential direct
messages a sentence may convey. These pragmatic markers. taken to be sepa-
rate and distinct from the propositional content of the sentence. are the linguis-
tically encoded clues which signal the speaker's potential communicative
intentions. (RE&KMIZEH L. XEOCERBMEICHDL LRV MERMIE, &4 2ER
DERIZHITTE, £ b E2FEHMIER (cf Fraser 1990) L FRL., XMmEL T
WETHAIA I A TOBENTEEN LAy E—VEMELTWDS, b
OFEM WAL, XOMENEL oL O b0 L LTRSS, FELFOE
ERREEENEGMNT 2 EENCR TSN FERNITHD,)

(Fraser 1996: 167-168)

I OIZERABERIILULTO 32yt T3 (Fraser 1996: 169),

OEAMZEMREM (basic pragmatic markers) : AR A v —CDOREDH
* a9 5,



MY SRR B5 5

QfRFLTE A HFEH (commentary pragmatic markers) : AR A v E—TITo
WTaXr b gdAvE—VEART S,

@ BN FEH Fa kL sk (parallel pragmatic markers) : AR A v & — I
ATAvE—VEEKT S,

INHOFEMmEERE Iz, BA4DOTARKSDE L TikiEEM (discourse markers)
ERT, LTOLIICEREL TS,

Discourse markers signal the relationship of the basic message to the forego-
ing discourse. In contrast to the other pragmatic markers, discourse markers do
not contribute to the representative sentence meaning, but only to the proce-
dural meaning. They provide instructions to the addressee on how the utterance
to which the discourse marker is attached to be interpreted. (FRFHHEHRIL. 561T
TORMEE AN Ay -V OBFREENT S, OB HRERE . ARG
EHUIFORM R X O BRI ERE T, FREMARKROLCHEKT S, £AbI
Wl & FASRFEREE S SN TV AR EFER EDO L Y IR EN D EINE FICHZLD.)

(Fraser 1996: 169, 186)

I HIZ, REFEERIILTO 420 TR ENTVWS (Fraser 1996: 187-88).

DB (topic change markers) : 3 L FDE 2 Tl., “FEDORIEIIHIIES
LTWD & TR D,
a)l 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 reminds me, etc.

@ Xt H  (contrastive markers) : #EEDORIE T, EITORBICHET AIHGE %
BET IR LD TH D,
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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, contrariwise, conversely. despite (this/that). even
so, however. In any case/event, In spite of (this/that) in comparison (with
this/that) in contrast (to this/ that). instead (of doing this/that). neverthe-
less, 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.

Q@ MK IR (elaborative markers) : ZFDORFHIL, EITORFOANETZFL
15,
a) Take your raincoat with you. But above all, take gloves.
b) I think you should cool off a little. /n other words, sit down and wait a
little bit.

c¢) He did it. What 1s more, he enjoyed doing it.

above all, also, alternatively, analogously. and, besides, better, by the same
token, correspondingly, equally, for example/instance, further (more). in addi-
tion, In any case/event, In fact, in other words, in particular, indeed. like-
wise, more accurately, more Importantly. more precisely. more specifically,
more to the point, moreover. on that basis, on top of it all, or, otherwise,

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

@HEREEM (inferential markers) : HITORFENLE X HE IR/ ETT,
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

21



M EaE3CbiFgE H5 5

conclusion, as a result, because of this/that, consequently, for this/that rea-
son, hence, In this/that case, it can be concluded that, it stands to reason

that, of course, on this/that condition, so, then, therefore, thus, etc.

UTFOFIERRAN LR D THEN, LD 4 DOEHEN— BN TWBE T
& BBBREEV, REEEN (However), fRILIVFEMINIEE (quite frankly). A 5|H)EE
AiiER (Sir). EXRRGERWNERS ([ estimate) DIETEFI SN T3,

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: 169)

5.2. Fraser (2009) (25} % kfm
Fraser (2009) ICBWTENETOSENREMIN, KELBMALLE L TITILTE
amfra% (pragmatic markers) & L THIFE L TUW 5, 3751 AR 5 13 R R (0 AL 38k 12
WU L PERDEARRER, MR, RESMRD 3K oL & biz, RIEROIEL
SHRFBEZRELT2HSEZEBL, HZHFTE RV A MEFE (discourse manage-
ment makers) ZWREL. LTFOLIIZTFAKESSy SN D (Fraser 2009: 893),

[RiE~ 2 ¥ A v ]

OMEM G (discourse structure markers) : % % D #4373 ik & O KM & O
TEDL I RNMBEEDTVWDEERT, (first then, in summary, I add etc.)

@FEE J7 423  (topic orientation markers) : 5D RFEOFEHEICETAEL
FOER%E =Y. (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.)

@UEE B EE (attention markers) : FFEOEBNE Z > TWVDH I L &RT, L
EUEEEE G A TR E St T 223, EO XD REBHBSEZ 2 NnIRER0,
(ah, alright, anyway, anyhow, hey, in any case, in any event, now, now

then, oh, ok, so, so good, well, well then, etc.)
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FEHEOTMNESZFTZLICEoT, DR L b RGFIEEBOTMESD 1L HE L
AT B AT T FEREER AR A (R FE R M I RIS SN B Z LT B, Eo T,
BIF R TO Fraser O HHIL. UTOLHSIEBLET I ENTE S,

1RIEM O N

Pragrnatic Markers
(D Basic Markers
@ Commentary Markers
@ Discourse Markers a) Contrastive Markers
b) Elaborative Markers
¢) Inferential Markers
@ Discourse Management Markers a) Discourse Structure Markers
b) Topic Orientation Markers

¢) Attention Markers

Fraser O — DO R ILIEH 2> HRFEMB AR A . KL EFHEMTHEMIHBLE TV D L
WO RTHMTED, L, BREEFOMAL LTADGEIIZ. AFEL, ME
PEERR O Blakemore & D@ AN R &, PLOMLERELZH CDBEIC FHEH)
(procedural) &9 HEEZ H W TUW A28, Blakemore M & 5 22 k% I KT, BB
IS LAVWERDSFREMNERTH D LEBMITE XL T VD (cf Blakemore
1993, 1995, 1998). Fraser DHFFEIL, WE LBEREHFMMILL VD LV IZL L AR
WAFTEE U CREMECE . FISCEER L 6 HEMICHE~ ORGEEROBEE T
AL TV FEE, BAx OBERAREENEL b X <BIgdr, Fraser D7 70—
FIIMADOHMAL TRFEEFEEZDILELII2EL TV ELOD, EROMERRERE
LEIELEMENRZMEL LTOMESITRTEL L IClbiD

6. MESEEARKNY TO0—F

Jucker (1995) (T X » THE AN ERE L TR (historical pragmat-
ics) 1. tHEBEOENI - TEBEHVAIRANEATEH LT, SHEAN L
DEHIICHEEZT T, BEMIZELLL TV DEFEL TS SHETHD, EOHH
DIDITITEBEDOSEER DL BELERDIN, HRBINOERKFBETORL R v
NDT I ARNEEDIZ~NVT U Fa—/3Z (Helsinki Corpus of English Texts) #%* i3
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CLHETHa—RN2A0ORENSEERORMIIEML TVD, 3 —R T —F 2@
WICBETSZL T, EBRERAPKMORBLELBICEDLICRILLEELLLZ
BB TELIDOTHD, ZOLIRFET, BEFHROTEIZH T D XikIL (gram-
maticalization) « F#l{t (subjectification) - [ £k (intersubjectification) & v -
TR L b > T, REFEEBDZOO AR ERY | BRI T T
5 (®H et al. 2011 30-31, 75), % DHKEBT & 72 - 72D Jucker (1997) T, ~
Ny ¥a—n_ 2% OEDOBETHE LT well DT E{ToT=, Z 9 LIZRFERER
WX 2 R 7o —F T, LTO XS5 2 LAMEE L 25 (Norrick 2009: 863).

il

OHHHEANED & 5 7288 2 8 TREEEM L 2> 72D

QNEADT a2 2B L THEEEENORFEERBELD LWV — KN Tt
AV REEREH I B BN DD,

Q@IRFEEM D L S IR I ) BRSO H 2 BB TH D L Al D,

@KL L BE DB D3 B 5 2,

EFED Jucker TiX, well LISMZ . in fact, indeed, besides, anyway, actually, cos
(because), after all, now, oh, OK, I think, like, I mean, I say72 &N Z O Tk
WX THMENTWD (cf. Aijmer 1996, 1997, Ferrara 1997; Tabor & Traugott
1998; Schwenter & Traugott 2000), Z 5 L7=BHRERGNT 7o —F 0 Bk r—
RARAHET 4—& LT, ULF. in fact& anyway OFlE R Tk &z,

Schwenter & Traugott (2000) L. in facti¥ 1670 FEHIZ [EEIZBWT] OFET
BiFzEMmTo8F L LTHAVGR, 1730 FHIZIE TN, LALRNRL] OFT
HEMICHET 53 L FOHB 2 R T REOE KL FOXRIFANAENR, 1810 £HEICIX
[EZiX) OB THIROFERLV b INDOERREZLOFNKRYTHD Z L 2RI
EHMABENT LT 5,

Tabor & Traugott (1998) I, anyway O RFEEF O R EMBIZ OV TERU TO
E2ZERTWVWD, PRFEBTIERZ O BHFHEMFE T, in any manner O FE DFKIER
7 (M-anywayl=a manner adverb anywayl) T®h o7z, 17 P BROIZEEHT
HBhlsEL X 5N 50D nonetheless D E D FH A (C-anywayl=a concessive
anywayl) Tholo, D% iEEGH %L <3 AiE (TR-anyway[=a topic resuming any-
wayl) M4 C71-, M-anyway @ (in) anyway #% C-anyway I[Z&FR 3 2 i8%2 T in Al
KLU THERAN (scope) MIEK L. & 512 TR-anyway (2 BB 3 5182 T /EMA A 4L
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KU,

INHLOBENCROND LI, BEMICE OREERIBFLEM T HEFH 0
LIFLIEXCRIGORiE 2R T, REMREERENEZBHEL TVWD I LB, REE
BITABEOICEMAROT, BITXEHEBEXEE2BECDIIB LT, AILLDFELFOR
FEERERMLTWD Z TR ORMIT RV L unay, RIBHE, REEEK
BEEZ FFOMRIE AL D —HI L EXDMENI T L THD,

XL, R ORBO R THEEER S UEN - BIELBEHIZH LV IUEM S T
TY—%BHEL. UAHTEARLTWEhooh, R NENBELBET L7
A THD (cf @H et al. 2011: 24-25), LELORKHE L THIHOBEBE TET L
nNTWi=on B L, FRMFHE, E%RoFEnk. E8ET. H55HABINFE
MER»L UEMNEFRIZ, 77405, “from less grammatical to more grammatical”
~EETHTutREE N, TN EHRBOREME (narrow view) TH S (Onodera
2011a’ 19-20), BEMIZKREERHOZL T INODOHBEMATVD A, a3 — 2 2@
BREQIC O 5 & XRORIF S CEIF, S HICRIEEM~ LERBIZRL T,
RIS B L DR E STV EHI ORI T 268 RohnDd, DX )%k
ZEMS, XEbEE FOEMTIAI-—TOWETHDHLVIEZX T bH D, T
NOSHLHER) FLi® (scope expansion) T. indeed. in fact, besides D L 9 72 BFED K
FEEBUSMNCHL. BERED (H, ¥ F. 7F) RT7TReE. FAYE ALV
BIZBLWTLRIKOFAMNEAZ T O, XEkD —FHEtE] PEESNATND
(Onodera 2011a: 619-20, 675), DX DT, REEEM & ELDO—BlL AR T &,
XERFOLDIZDWVWTHHBENRLELRSTND, EHIIXELE WD LY KEFE
EHEN/FLFOME PRI HIEECEDLD LI DERRILE KT D Aljmer
(1996) 72 & D RMEHH D (Onodera 2011a: 616-17),

o, RFEHEBIEITRE L RERFEOBRBRIZOVTOFELFOHMPEE LR
DT, HERUPRFEER~ LT 2WBTIIEBILSHD S, b2, £@BEE
EBILTaia=r—valOPTHOLRAHEIE - DREFOCTITSEEBORM E
BALNBEbLD " L xiE, RENEEMOTHEMBRIL LTO well BEDHITH
5, FBILLMEBARXELO o R IIHABLTREIZHLRLNDD, £ %
LXELERFIMI LT XA THDLE VI RBELH D (EFSF 2011b: 130),

Linguistics 49 (2)(2011) T (%, ‘Grammaticalization, Pragmaticalization and

(Inter) subjectification: Methodological Issues in the study of Discourse Markers’

EWVWORENMEN, BEEHNRWNT 7o —FoHiodmafEzs, MEF
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(2011b: 86) DEF H L H I, RAFERORZRR T L HE D L&A, HEBH

HEDE—BUIHERMTAIZEIIHET., FERBICHOVTRBOICT —F o217

ET, TREFNORBOBBLENED LS AT v RAZHUY T HIEHWTRETH
o S — RROFIINC & B - B L MAOMEN TN B,

BB, ARTIHEE LTRRICET 5RFEERNTEOLBZW > TE D, £ L
B0, ZLOAANFEEFIZE > THRBEERIRE LM LETH 72, LarLaeh
b, BITHRICBITDIENENOT Fa—FEE AL, boiX6Mx ORFEZEHROH
ERBRICAHANERNIZ OB EL | BROLHRELSHEOBREE L TE- TS,

7. BbDIZ

AfaD BRI, RIEEBOEZA R L L CTHRBW LM Z B, ZhE THKRE
BENEOXIICMAESNTELLEZEBL., TLENDWREDT 7o —F % Hik
IZL22, KRR E VWO RIADOERLZHERTLI L Thotz,

RTEEETRIC R T2 82 & LTIE, REL 2O0DMNERBOBND, | DIEXEB
ATCRGETHIET D & WO 2 EH L. RS W2 — {1k (coherence) (2 & D
EICEBRTH2NENLICEZRD T u—FThotz, bH 1 D2OMHHIT, FLFL
MEFNIIa=s—varz2fTHRI. FLREREDL I RETFEERE - THRE
LTWED0, ¥7-MEFEIRFEBEREZEOLIICHR LN L BEMRREITI O»
Vo MENOCREFERLBRSTD GBm) ERRNT To—FThol,

RAEEEL ., B, MENAEPOIABNARER LR IN, SHETO P LR
BELTHROND DR o7y, EBHMOMEN XD LIFIE VIR~ XL~
NVOXFEYOERNPLFEEDORFERZEDIBEVFEHRWER~ERS LT
KHT, EOEHEMNY OhER-TERL, TLT, TNENOEBINHT Tu—F
DHET, RIFEWLR N EDT7 7o —FOEBHRBICAERL TELOTHS, &b

LEMET, RIFLINEDO DL ELI MR L LTHRRILLEL S LT DN Lo
T&ETW5

CORRIEEMNS I ETDEICKRELIBIIENDMBIZ. —F TV & RFEER
O THFEEHEMN) (diversity) TH D, =& 2 iE. KRBT HE — O NTNIZILE &3,
ATE AR BEH ., L X N7 LA X (lexical phrase) # {3 ied R TOREFEEM
BILBOFERNY) - BENFEEAFO DT TERVWEW Z e ENETFLND (ZD
RIZHOWTIX, AROKRE RD2KRBTHERT D), EOX D RAB & REEBFED
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SEGERAEEERR O (1) —3EFERRGEEMAT DA E—

HRBICANDIONEWS ZLICHLRESERIND N, RFEEBOANTIT LI,
LA~V EBZIRELEDY, BERMRICEL T L2068 RE T 54888 L A%
TIENTEIEEOMEMNBRRBERALLI ETHE-HRTEVDLRVDOTH S,
LLZhb, REEESOBEMOILDIZIE, TOLIREEERELFBEICZTIED,
BRaxRBlENLOHO TS ZEBFETHD DN D,
AREERFEBMEOHEBWE LTMESTEARLIE, FORBRELT, &HT
REEBORFMEELDD L LI, ZONNFEL REFIERITHERL TOLE
BHA5, £ LEFEIIIRVMDON, KETHD,

* AR, FEARMAKFEER DK 50 HH Ll U7 THRFRRGEESMNENLR] (K&
(2015 EFIITTEIOREMB L 72 5B T, £ D Appendix 1L IZRIE SN D TFETH D
REEEBIN A DOHT ] & S GITHBIE - FELTbDOTH D, RaEHEMOE 2~ O
BRESCHIES L., REZ2ZHINTV.

s

1 (EREEEM OAHICOVWTEHEARLORMObNTEL, ELoLbDOEES
% [cf. Brinton (1996), Takahara (1998). Jucker (1997), Schourup (1999) 7
Y1 : (1) discourse ~ : connective, connector. marker, modal, modality indica-
tor, operator, particle, etc. (2) pragmatic ~ : expression, formative, marker,
particle, etc. (3)% @M : attitude marker, boundary marker, confirmation seek-
ers. conjunctive adverb, connective, contextulization cue, editing (self-correction)
marker. expressive particle. filler, frame marker, hedging device, half-
conjunction, hesitation marker, hesitator. initiator, intimacy marker, interjec-
tion, particle, pop marker, prompter, repair marker, softening connective,
starter, topic switchers, turn-takers, etc. £k % 724 % O b O MR TEEFBF T D
REBRBERLEINTNOMET Tu—F 2B L TW5D, L. REEEH D LHBEN.
MBSOTOALESERKMLTVBEELEXD, T bD 5 H T pragmatic [dis-
course] particles BFA TH W O H b o 7243, BAE TiX discourse markers
MEZFLIZEITHD, RFBELLTH T#FEH] ZHEVHVLARI R, TET,

2 Halliday (1985 / 1994%) Tid, HERLHIBEMEKL OEMBHER. S HIZHA
BERMEKRERSISICERATILLTVDS,

3 aAIa=F—TarOFHiREMERT now, OLWERT well 2TDZ L
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EEBTDHEABRRIZLIBIINRS>TWD I E &Y after all’l2 ENTNIT
FEND,

Halliday & Hasan (X, XEN EF-TT 7 A 2T HICEEERE—BENRL
NHZLERHDET D, BR—EMZHRTOIFRLLTE. 772 FONERNR
EROMIT ABRPRER (A—F, XV T 4, @M. ETOMITEELFHRE
DHEIZHD DOk~ 2BKN) BH2D, MRELEER-BEMEZLRBETILE. B2
—BHERRIN TR REDR RS THT 7 XA MIRMZT D0, £ OHIIRATGE
Thd

Z 9 L7 Halliday O 2% T, ZOHPLHLMETHLIBERESCER -HME
R, LESHEFHIRLL»OOH - R2ERPEHINATVS

Schourup (1985: 18) Tid'evincive'b W IHIFBENR X —TU—RKELTHWLNTED,
LUTOLIICEZEIN TS : EVINCIVE: 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 evincive item indicates that this thinking is now
occurring or has just now occurred but does not completely specify its content.
[ef. evince: to show a feeling or quality very clearly in what you do or say.—
LD?]

bracket i3t %# Goffman (1974) OEAET, RFEL2 T b oW I LMl
WThy aftid (bracketing) NRLAE LTS,

REBIEAS BRI - FBARMICKFEO TR B LD L S ICHERT 20 icBT
L 3ITiE, fthiZ Schiffrin (2000) . Redeker (1991). Lenk (1998)7%2 &R dH 5,
Redeker (1991) (I Schifrrin (1987) Z{EIEY DB T, WiliEd & W 5 M35 % 8k
FREAOER—HMICIHO L —EOFEMERDO L DI EHT 2 REWRMES (dis
course operators) &9 IFEEZHW TV 5. 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 immediate dis-
course context. (ERIEMMERE &I1X. Bl 21X, HEREH ., RIBIMEEARLa A v MEI. R
Beaillg &, HEARRFEAOXRE DO RFINDIRFEOH DHENRE RO X
FHEFICEBRMETDIL Vo HBELRON. HDHWE. AITHD,)
(p.1168), Z MDERIZHED & ‘deictic’ Z2FE K& H 5 KFMREIT & L TOD nowX then

EEL T &Y. let me tell you a story, as I said before, since this is so
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10

11

12

13

14

BREDH LANNVDEBREIIRIOND Z L1225, RERIEEIRDO 3O L1
THBETDHILEEL TS  BlEMEE (ideational structure) . EFEMIREE (rhe-
torical structure). REFEAIHEIE (sequential structure),

Schiffrin (1987) DO#REL <N LT 5 & 15 HIRE (information sate) &
2 5F OMH A (participation framework) [X{#l 4 OREGEIZEDL Y | MO FEE & %
FOMBREXRTMOIOOLNALITRELBDE LTINS,

FEFADOREICE T IBELZ DM LIEHRICBTROL I L LD H D, James
(1973) FAEMERR/ROUNMA T, MBRFAOEWIIEHMETH LN, BIE BT HHE
EMIEEVTHRAFRRETHDIE L, aT L 5EN%2ET L7, Bolinger (1989)
. MR OBEDHMBIZIIS = A Fr— L EMNEELRERHZHS & LI,
Aijmer (1996) (I — "R ZHWT, ohD T L D EWKEHRIFEIZRIT HHEL
BTV, MicER—BEMHEM (coherence-based) @7 71 —F Tid Redeker
(1991) . P9 M B 5k o Fe#l A Tid Wharton (2000, 2003) . Nishikawa (2002,
2007) R ENRDH B,

LFETERICED D DL, BHEIHEDOEE (cooperative principle) 2§
CBID N ORKE., TABNETIRRIZBNT, AFBBML TV DIFEDORY
EVDORTHREEINTVIHHRFMENLERIND I ) bDict &) (5
2011: 190) ZsFopidnid by, ZOBRBEIZIIKRD 4 DOAE (maxims) A
HsH, DR BFAERHEYLEOEREZ Y QB BELEBsTnd L%
Y QNEMN  BEOHDHZ L EiE (@O INHICEEE,

Wilson, D. 1975. Presupposition and Non-Truth Conditional Semantics. New
York: Academic Press. if I8Z. Levinson, S.C. 1979b. *Pragmatics and social
deixis.” Proceedings of the Fifth Annual Meeting of the Berkley Linguistic
Society, 206-23.

—flebiTHE. welIZTAFERETIH DL VWERTRYE, BHKBEHNR=2T
VAR, Lol HEZIFTEETHVWONLIHEAIIBENRERD Z LM H D,
HELFEPBREBE R OE., FOMAMICHE S R AT XL 572 (authoritative) BERER
KB =T AEFL, ARLITIRBEORELEELLY, RRDIER%
BRTHOVRMDOBELZTRTIERHD.

Wilson & Sperber (2012: 200-205) 2 X % &, BEudithBRGE CIXRAG R EEIT 45
H# L) (bridging) L WIHOBRLEELXOMRICHEELEISREMENRHD LT D,
REEHERGE A MA D Z LI K> THEDHRHMPREB/BOND LI EORE.
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ZOEIBRNRERDIOICLERERERHMEICEETE 5 HEM (accessibil-
ity) b Eiched, HEFIE LT, LTFDQ, IZBNT, BHOLEES
NDEWOMEICEZ SNV (p.204): () a. I prefer Edinburgh to London. I
hate the snowy winters. b. I prefer Edinburgh to London. However, 1 hate the
snowy winters.[the snowy winters 1Z. a. Tidr ¥ Y| b.TIEZI U NT DL
LR SN D AIHEMES 100% TH 5,] (i) a. 1 prefer Italy to England. I hate the
pasta there. b. I prefer Italy to England. However, 1 hate the pasta there.
[there (X a. TIXHEEL L BIR I 2 FIREMEAD 80%., b.TRHAZ U TELMREND
ATHEMEA 100% T 5, ]

15 FEMERICB VT, IR (context) & ITHBOEFHEHIXHRO AR LT, REiED

16

17
18

19

BRI H > TRIFEONE & HIZHR (inference) DfitEE LTHW O, MikaE

< &H A3+ HHME (assumption) T RTE2ELMELLTHVWONS, /-, B

HEERGTEOME(H S VITEE] (implicature) 1, HHMIMMHAICIITHRE

(explicature) & X CTHMIND NEHR T, %A 1L Grice DF 9 ‘what is said’

ZFLb—HLTELT, HRIUIZ., MEIZE D & Grice IZUi%E T 5MMICE

7B EE (implicature) &iI—® L7V, 7. Grice DE H> I E & (conven-

tional implicature) & £7FEMEE (conversational implicature) @ X 9 72 X B

FIEL 720,

RiEIZ L > T2 DA FEHRICIE. ERFATRH (ostensively) IZIBEIND LD L,

ZOTRVLDNRH D, FIEICIIESEVCEEINDI OO LFESTENIEEIND

LORHY, EEMNGESNLDBOITIIEENICESLEND b DL £ ) Th

LONRH B, #HIT Wilson & Sperber (1993, 2000),

b ABH#H Malinowski (1923) D44,

Traugott (2011: 60) %, FHLLMEBILEZLUTOL I ITERTNS,

subjectification: the recruitment of meanings to express Speaker’s self and atti-
tudes, including attitudes to text-creation in the sense of discourse-
management.

intersubjectification!  recruitment of meanings to express Speaker’s
acknowledgement of the Addressee and desire to maintain social exchange
with Addressee.

Ero, B L N EBALITEGRAETEELIHY . STHEICI-TRLENERD,

Brinton (2010: 287-93) Tid, S S ERFHAOKMIEME L TOMENE L
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RFHZ DV TR TV D, AETH D RGFEEHRICH L TR &, WRFETI then.
FIEETIE now. ah, Z OFEFMICHBMIZBE N AH (parenthetical clause)
BRGEEH L L TH W you know, you see, iitA %8 A3 3 I mean. I
iR (1,500-1,700) T why . oh, iIn fact, actually. besides, 1IE*41{t % 77
anyway, look., B CAEIED I mean, well. % WUT{CHKFE (1,700-1,920) Tid after
all. XEATEHER LIV FEEE O anyway, of course. mind (you) H&HF 5
nhTnd,

5% C#K
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