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A Relevance-theoretic Account of the Conceptual and Procedural
Meaning of Mandarin Adverbial Ziji
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Abstract: The adverbial SELF switches its meanings in many languages. In the context of Relevance Theory, this
paper argues that, for the Mandarin adverbial ziji, its different semantic behaviors in specific contexts are not caused
by its “polysemous” nature, but by its various procedural encoding within the framework of Relevance Theory. In
other words, there is only one adverbial ziji in Mandarin, encoding the conceptual meaning of “exclusion” , but it can
convey different surface meanings in different contexts. When encoding a shifting [+SHIFT] procedural meaning, ziji
helps the hearer exclude the alternatives of the focused element as the agent of the event, producing a cognitive effect
of contextual contradiction and guides the hearer to obtain the contextual meaning of “exclusion” ; when encoding
both continuative [+CONT] and shifting [+SHIFT] procedural meanings, ziji is often used to exclude the alternatives
as the current topic in the context, yielding respectively the cognitive effects of contextual strengthening and
contextual contradiction and helps the hearer derive the “inclusive” meaning. By “exclusion”, the adverbial ziji can
output various cognitive effects and finally achieve its intensification.
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L.5I&

DL “FI 27 B T RIS T (argument) 546 1 ) s BLAG ST USR8 AT Lo FH LI M A v g
Blyin) 2% 1], BB 5R A A FE (S5 5B 19805 4 FH4A 1992) . MEBSTE 7 A BESk U, X AR 438 i
FEAE, WS T (Y x-self, FE15 H Y selbst L K 15 1 H7 () lui-méme/elle-méme 55 4B 1T 15 4 it 5i i)
(intensifier), R 3L —n] 553, # BN R A) 1915 SUAEH (Liao 2021) . s ia] SELF A9 fin s H 2
LA 53 O = A O, B 4% 3R (adnominal) FH % . HEAL P R 17] (exclusive adverbial) ¥ LA K £ 35 14
7] (inclusive adverbial ) F#2: (2% Siemund 2000) .

EASVE R, 7 ST Rl E] SELF BYiE SRR+ . R0 R 2 802% 30k, iX & /@l SELF
A — 17 2 L (polysemous ) # FY (Siemund 2000; Konig and Siemund 2005 %5 ) ; i35 515 5 WF 53 W TT,
VR B 48 1 “HEAM” A1 G &7 A%, A — TR AST Re HAT PR AH B P J& 118 X, B s —~ Rl
i) SELF HYWL, BRI 60 & PRl ] vk O A F£7E (Hole 1998; Liao 2021 45) .

BB, Bli6) SELF HYTE LINRERIIC R a7 Hah SCAMAT Rl g5z 12301 i I o D) e S (G R S0 3
By 7 FEF LA [l AR SCR 20 msGE RN A 27 MRS R X, IR ST REERL ar pT HRR Y E
S, e 78 Rl i) SELF (93 N2 LS D e 2 B TR B rh i Se il =X ASGA S BGE Rl i)
“Be” HA—AHXIEe, B “HEf” 5 “A 7 FERRE H B o 09 [R5 SCR IR B 4 i (9 AN [A] 72
P G R

2. BT AFER

Eilia] SELF 1 DLk W R[] (1 22 S0, B “HEAL” A1 “G0 7, S 25085 18 5 AT 5T #8000 A oy —
i £ X Pl % (Siemund 2000; Konig and Siemund 2005; Constantinou 2014 % ), Siemund(2000) 1
Constantinou(2014) A Ry I3 1) SELF (1 = F F #8506 /& “Hh0 75 5K” (centrality requirement) . 41
W2, SELF VE h—~ £ s/ fhia) (focus particle), 7] LAY & — R 51 56 T 45 5 T00 NP 8 7R3 R A0
R BRI (alternative referents), [A]AS, SELF 9 SCHE XS 4 (associate) W2 AL FrC i B o 76 9]
i, HEfl SELF Y SCHRN G55 28T “X 45 1 577 ARk AR A5 O (7 5 i 6L SELF /Y
S B o G2 0h 2T R b G A B AR 3 B ML Y (protypical ) BE 22 56 O 3 & (expert) B it 25 A4 B A 4 A0
(Constantinou 2014) .

JL 48 HEfh SELF M4 & SELF #5522 30— 2 mhv a0 RN, 5 7 25 475 8 7 A 9 /> AN [) g 3 31
Siemund (2000 ) 2 1] 38 5= 5 18] SELF 45 F 2 1 Ll 1 G Rk B B 1 —ial 2 k. anfgil (1), 25
—A himself & P, 588 T 2 M1 (predication) f& 52 T Bill AY; 26 /M &M himself K518
FAEHEAD A & BA R S 1E; 58 =/ HEM M himself 53R EZA T A shVER M Bill i A & H K.

(1)Bill himself has himself not found the answer himself.(Siemund 2000: 12)

B (1) A RA B, HIE 4 Siemund(2000: 12) H & AN, “SEER IS AE B P L A2
B, M) 5E 4 — 1> 92864 (laboratory sentence)” . ILAb, IE AN Liao(2021) 48 i, 22 SCIRAE A —Fhin]

@ AR QOIDIRHIEIE “AC” BRIEZ RS, BT LU TR S E R, R RRaE ) 2, — Rk 18 1k (predicational
construals), Ul: ()T Q°F7, AT Ei AT BMR, HPWA A’ IR E LR ; =~k H i (quantificational
construals), U: (i) & AL T4, AT, HPhWmd “Ac” 4 E w0, Hil SGEF “UR—A AL T4, Bafhac
REZANEE”, BOIRRTRR 2 A 4 v (R 48R 2012: 329) 0 24k K (2012) #F— 00, B AL “AC” B ICELAHMN A h
AT, SRR FORAT A U o MR L (2014) WX ILEE T BidE. i b ik 2 sebe R IE SR R e s R G H A,
ALFEULE A8 BT S RS = R . o U SRS P S TR OG5 “HE” 448 FHE:, LA R 332
Btk 18 B 29, 5 64T 2k “UE” AREER (A 12 67),



LI %, BA Z M E B R & X (Lyons 1977), HLiX$68 S 2 78 B (metaphoric ) 8855 16y
(metonymic) A FEA I B 22 F A A9 (2% Lakoff & Johnson 1980 45) . {HFATAR MEAE 5/ #H18 1 iy
SEEIRKG “HEML” SORT “E 3 LR RTE—iE

Hole(2002) 4% i #li7 SELF B0 1 1 (too-reading ) 43 7 77 7 VF 22 LR Y ) J5, s\ g LiE o -
BA FTIB A PR “A e, H PRI (additive) X FE B “H 7 5 1A “d” 3P 45 R
(Hole 1998) . Hole(2002)48 i T F “HEfth ¥ fill17)” (adverbial-exclusive ) iX — AR i K iy £4 Bl if] SELF
(IARAFEZ AL . 4 “T built this house myself.” — ] HUEHERR T “FR A sh Hl— R k& 17 1
XAl ek, MIEAERE VA AR HA R G 577 o i TRl SELF B CHK 1) NP 20
gt 5 (agent), &llii] SELF B8 W # R M it -7 (agentive) SELF (Hole 1998, 2002, 2008), i T-f#iE )
RS2, Hole(2002, 2008) 35Kt Fi44: selbst/selber F1 “[ O 7E40%: FHHET VP 2 ERiES D
L1 (Voice head) . selbst/selber F1 “H 07 A LIAE A — 416 55 pR 4L (identity function), #R J5 i i H AR
J18 LA (focus semantic value) 3K 5 | & B A4 1% ££ 0 (alternatives ) (Z [ Rooth 1985, 1992) . Jiti F5- 4
SELF FYVE FH A2 B & 1 S B 4 (associate ) T AE BRA G BE BRIV E T A A M 57 B

Hole B #5175 5 W 534§l i) SELF (HEM /G 25 P SELF) A5 SUAE H T BN PR A 4347, (B4 DT
WA YRR SELF 14— LRI % 1Sk, /D 7E b i DUEmF o, fhJf35A sE—20 R B4k
HRIUE P 5 PERIA “F & AEE Tl e

Liao(2021) %} @8] SELF i %4t — 18 SCRIF T B EA (9880t A A BUE Rl “Aa” 2
“HEML” — AN S, BTG “fu s SCHSR “HEfl” SC7E “A 7 MHET Topic' W “is” (disguise) @,
FEF Eckardt(2001) il Hole(2002, 2008) X} 5 4 SELF 4 £5 55 i X 4341, Liao(ibid) ik — 4 ) F¢ T
DU R 1 L A o e e G S, ©

F DR Y “aLET U, ‘A E 7 BT Topic's M A — A B (covert) Y 55 LB T
(exhaustivity operator) O(Z:[5#] Chierchia 2004, 2006, 2013), 1 F 42 y5. 300 K HAR AT T 78 #4) dt,, {
FHBR AR s A LA SN A AR HERR EAh . L, “H 7 R LEEA A8 X HERRE THE
f s, HER “@8” SORIETESR . YR “A 07 T TR, B “Hefh” i) 3Rim & X
PR 95 R B3 O HEBR Y 2 0 A0 A T s 1) S A A8 R T BB, BRIV ATt HE ok Bk 4 1
i g+ (agent) .

Liao A4 375 AR BRI 43 Bt sl im) B O 0 “HEBR” o SORN “GL 87 1 50—k, B Ur i e 1
“AC7 FESAT “HERR” ThRBRT A REHE A “OL &7 BRI . SR, Liao ' “HEPR” T HEH 1 & Bkt
MoF REFERERZE R, B “A 07 A B IR RET, IBAX A 55 )REF IR g? &
R AT LA “H 7 BERTE—AE? Liao(2021)—3CIF A X IR T HE40 88 . 4, Liao(2021)
XF R A O B B R O R R IT TR ST, IR T iR e R A e
(3 S e PR 5 AR, (HHIIER R ITEER “A Q) fEiE s i B s 7

FIREFSE R, iR 2 A BT TG B RERIR) SELF PIANE XA B INTERE 2, T 45 —18 LA

@ Liao(2021)IAN “A 7 BitE:T Topic'h, BERMMA “GL & Bk, A ST LA33RIE “Hefh” 1918 SLIIRE, Hutkab i “th
% KICFRIGEI

@ FRUAER IR RIDGERF “A 7 M S HANAAE A, MBshiaam “Ac” A “HIE MER, BishinEr A
O MER A" o SR SRR AR SN T B SRl 45 R, FRATTAT LAKE I IR PR R R EUT R U2 1) AT (L 4E
DA A SSRE); 2) W A1 3) ARl 4) P4 (ZE4ER 2002; Tsai 2019) . Tsai(2015, 2019 )R iX L6454 2 Fif i
“HE” Bl “hEE” (outer Self), £ “MEEE” X (anti-causal reading), KL ZNFK A “HN A E” (inner Self), & “N 5% X (anti-

comitative reading) .
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N BE A T3 A B LT SCRR ORISR D RE RO SE L . PRI, A SCHESCHR IS 15 5 T, ik T-DUH SEPRIFRE,
AR DUERNE A 7 AL RS IR R e a8 U LSBT h An el 3 Bh 52 bR ARA5 A~ AN A
MBS AR, AR “ A O 8 USRI B L BB A2

3. REXHEIR
3.1 B /4 3 3R

KB FE 8 (AR 7 BX RT)(Sperber & Wilson 1986, 1995)iA b & 18 38 br & — 4> W 7% /4 B
(ostensive/inferential ) it 2 o ¢ 3 A 38 i B 715 15 455 {1 1% (contextual assumption, CA) > & 1 5% 2l 35
(modify or improve) Wi A1 FFESE (encyclopedic context) , BV HRH L1 314 FAE (representation ) ;
W it AU B 78 1) 3 B AR AR Dy AR B B TR 48 , I S 55 15050 A 32 1 B A 9K (optimally relevant)
P IEfRRE, DI ot H C A BHAA.

B A Ol 58 3 A SRR 2 7 A = R OR [A] IR RICR: (cognitive effects), BIVHS 5 BRAE 04 (1 T 1
1458 (contextual strengthening) . 2 BEELAF R 15 FY1FE 3% 7 J& (contextual contradiction) LA K 7= Hi B iR 15
15 B2 % 71 (contextual implication) o 17 T 132 4 i A DG IR 75 1 2 PN T B A5 1 257 th 78 2 AT
IR, ABANTG EEWT 35 A AE A B B AT H A 22905 7 (mental effort) (Bardzokas 2019) .

BH 7 AE PR AE PR AR AU 5 17, 32 B 18 13 5. B (mutually manifest) 17535 {5 3% 51 Sy 4 #ad B4R A0IE PR
X HF (214 Sperber & Wilson 1986, 1995) . {HFESLPRACHiLad B, A LE R I AN S T3S BRI IR 2 9]
s MR, A2 PR T N C W1 7R I TR AR rh HE T 2 R A S B % HiT 4 (implicated premise,
IP) Jf- 2 F U AT HEAS B i — 2D RS 5L, BB 5 4518 (implicated conclusion, 1C) . i % 5 Br A #E
i, B E AT ABR B S50 B el 5, MU IAAE SR R, itk — 20 f AR PR 4l X A AR
WA BT TE SR BB AN T 3 B0 R HE RS BTRR, 3 A8 PR AR A A e A Gk T T R
32 A E A AT L

RT & “NEAE A & 1U+8 7/~ HEFE (spontaneous demonstrative inference) fit 1, HiAZ% [ & —2H i &
FII (deductive rules)” (Sperber & Wilson 1995: 85). X LKL IMIAR $i& HE 2 (concept) S &5 44 I 1 HE
FIRPATEAE . — MRS F LA E =MORRIAE S 2545 H (logical entry) . AFHSE H (encyclopedic
entry) FIiA){L. 5% H (lexical entry) . 25555 H thi i iR i 2000 W) 0932 58 4 B, A BHE B A S 4
HE15 2. (denotation), TRV 2% H W48 [ 2ATE T H LA FRBIZMEE 09 1) 2l i) 2 .

SR R B HE S R SO R IR, 16 Tl A S R 1], O L  F AR
FEEMRRE R b, Wox2im i AR H AT LU G &R 4 H AU (Moeschler 2016) . LA i) and A4,
RS B AT AR R

@AND(Moeschler 2016: 6)

a. logical entry: x AND y — x, y

b. relational entry: {CAUSE, INCLUSION}

c. lexical entry: Conj

Blakemore(1987) Ay — L3 5 F K B g it 1) 7 JEL 24 SR (9 AN MR 2 AiE, AT A4% T e R S A L
Mrie. XAME B aan 4 MBS AT B L. 25, W2 B K 39k 18 7 A R B g i A
FFE ¥ (Blakemore 2002; Carston 2002; Fraser 2006; Mauri & van der Auwera 2012 28), H 4 H5 a9 HE &

T EED, ORI SO, [ Z IRSR (Moeschler 2002)

T A T AL AR e A R A SR T IEEAR, BRI R, 1 B AW B

T FE SR A 15 15 f# B (221 Moeschler 2016; Bardzokas 2019) . U114 she X FE A AFRAR IR SR A5 F 35
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AN 48 TR A 18 2% 23 () BR ) A B ME T BAER, 1743 here 3% AE A48 715 1) O T8 2 2 )48 2% o7 B PR 1 Ky
UEIE A BT 967 B (Manuel 2020) . 34K, #7002 M H FETE SR T

— AN T B T BE g AN [ M BT A FRIF . Bardzokas(2019) 8% 1 AR A i 1 B i) afu
(Al B 8] 14 (non-temporal) FH 2, A A AR B )94 afu HA X E 27 & X (dual procedural meanings),
B 1) s SRAE B (9 52 s 2) 5 B e S0 BRI 7R o BATE AT LURIH afu 9 2R & SORIE H
A MNME MR (Z B 18k, DAk g 01710 5 5 AT 0 i A 2k

R L, WG gt 32 2 Dk 118 5 3208 I ME A 45 4 LA R 3 L (E 2% 14 (truth-conditional ) PN 2%, T
FEF R SO Gahis 718 5 20 R A28, 18 0T is GRS 70 R AR, 5 s brad A P i B oy
o FEF I, AT A& X o gz FBIDUE R “H O i, 7 = SR B
TAVES: “B O MBS, P02 BN R T A8 A0 St AR, WA SR SO R “H O i
X Iise.

4. 8iF “B2” WXRBEDH

ARG ENA “H O RREEE CRIITF A R—IR 2 LA, Wije i T HAE R b gt T AN
PER AR P 2 X, BRI “A ) B “HEBR” — 15 CThfE, BECPrig s, f7 & U8 SriE A
AR IERE . B, “A0” MRF S ML — R0 s Y, 45 SIS A3 bR
Wi -5 BT B B AR P 5 07 I (i s A HEBR LA e 4R it g5 ), 17 J5 3R A5 “HEML” i b% S
SR A PP 7 LA BT B [+SHIFT]®, B %R A FLRE v A5 | 38 B 4R 35 4% (shifting)
WA, P2 AR TR P G AR, B g S T AL b iE (topic shifter) 2538 75 #1037 (Al-Bajari
2021) Hk, Mgl “Gus” iE5 Lk, B T 48 S 0ridE AHERR A E S TRy &, “ac”
R B HESE P [+CONT] ORI 25 AL RN AT AR FH, HJ7 ) VR F 7 | 50T 3 A RS eI 5 B
BER B AHAT A B3 s B DAARAT “E 7 MM . SR8 28T B 8 2 Uil A R4S IE 52
R e BRI FET R, Fe s BB R R 0m AN IR R, RS TG 1 £ 2218 (discourse continuer)
FEE (R ).
4.1 “HER B FE U AR

MR EE T E AR R R, A O 3R HEML” BT S, R R SR R B T HERE LS
P IE HR B SO R iR R, SRR BT IS AR BB S MU HIRIOR , e A S5 iiah

NE R BB ATEIERR . L) RE), BRI SR RRTE(3) .
()N EGFD AT ik, — A FEFARHE, Hd)LEHTANEBZEPFRKMER, (CCL)
(3)Route:
AR

CA: JLEFKER
IP: a. £ /R K F KMk

b. )R/ R K F KA & ILE 69 ¥ M
IC: ) LERAR ATTF KM
YRR

@ Moeschler(2002, 2016)IANFEFE 7 SCHA J7 1) PE4RAE (directional feature), FTH e HEFREEAR ) 7 0], BIE IS 5| & A
i3 (forward inference ) 5 [l {fE B (backward inference ) K 7% BT i& AEAT18E FHHERE

® SHIFT W shifting 45, FnFev & LT iR .

® CONT J continuative 45, FmFEr i LIS MR .



— b1 B A Y PR AR
7 JE AR
a. — WM A ILE FRMR
b. IR/ R KR F KAk
“HOC PR R SO Sk — N R T HERE, 48 VTR R T, SRBUE SRR “OL
) R O MR AR, BT R M I LR IR A, L
=501 INE & SERRR V, BRI A — RS A N TR AE N R L TR e . EIf TR ik
FRFRpYE o i FEAAEG B AEVTIE N B MBS, S CA 5 B, ol 160
B A EE RS B s N b4 T T — 2 iR
BEA, AR AL AT, B A AGTA I ) K5 BB KR (Sperber & Wilson 1995:
260) . Wil A A ARATFAH R A HIZECR, X 563E A PS5 GBS RR) A S R i B IRE, RIA
S “EI/ R TR BXA ShVE— 2 5 U 36 A LB e BB R 22 W ekt T~ —
HAHERT, WEDTCIERAF AT AR ARG, . R, Wrik AT A O I A5G HERT B/ R K F-
SR AR L (R S 1 B AT . T 0, T AT LR e D £ A AR R o R o
Wit B 4516 LA SR A O
B T AR B S S A R 2 SR, RS2 TP AR USSR R iR Rk ¢ —
I H F A 5 0 18] 8 A SR8 BB R A T HE R o 13X B B s R W il AR AL T T T A UE R R
BXIRAF A B, SO 36 N RT3 HUOP I (B s “— DI 4 5 JL3E SR g e, B “EIi/R KA TR g
P ST, TR I R SRS B TS AHERR eI/ KT VR VR K o SRR e T LA ER
PRS0 & WA ISR, f5c ) 1 B S A SR Bk A s B A e, B “— Y] [l AR 5 J L= A ok, &
/AR AFEHER B
[, 6] (4) h “H O /9 [+SHIFT] R 7 & SCHS Bl Wi A R4S 3 B iae A B £ a5 o 1) 2 AR 1 42
A, IR UG A TR 8 B AR B 0 i (15, e 2T Hh B AR DGR TS 1B A 132 . (5) M LAk

LR
(4) KA ALK, 24 B Ak FH, o kR K FERE, RFLARRw—&FH . (CCL)
(5)Route:
AR

CA:a. 2R kEH
b. K FE4 ik FHE
IP: K E4bk 2F0EHK
IC: 2 5 Rk 4k FH
B
XFERE KRFLRpo—HF
¥F G B
a KEEFRAIRE, FRARFH
b. 2 rk Ak EHE
[+SHIFT] #2175 3 & — A B I #3515 0738 A BE =2 1 58 (1915 5% v 3R BE SRk “ 2l

@  REARE, ASOUIRBEAZW “A O i S ESE L, ikl N EE285T”
X — AL A5 A Gast(2006)#2 ] 9 SELF A4 BT 5 35 1498 i Z [0 A7 78 “URGUBIIT 5% R 7 (secondary thematic
relation), RINESE FPAAIE— N F208 NP IR R G — e SR f 032 25 ASTHAT N, BB A SRR e BRI & 1 o
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b Pl LR AR R VR Ry AR AR i 2 b P ™ | A R R B 5
HEEAR . AR SCHEME A DU I, R 2 A e i S — g 5 5L AHDCHE, Wil AHE T i K
oAb v BT RSN X BRI . Rtk BEE O RREBE IR RS SE, WE IS AE AT A R A T
AISE AL SRR BB 458

[FJ B, [+SHIFT] B85 25 AR [ 4 3y ST il A GTE R 3, 343 “R2EHARE” “R2E+ Hin—
" BB . BT, WriE AT HERT R HURAREE, JR A e, B2 “ A s Ab
PEFAG” 177 G B, AR B HERR K2 7 AR “Rb e X —F g . Rt el O, &)
“AC” 1 [+SHIFT] B2 7 2 305 1 Uil ASRARIEEE 7 & A RIS, 4k i HEATT 5 15000 A2 1 et
KA TR AL, B “SLaam 3 abdegif, Rae -+ R Y RE MR 7 .

MR B3R A A, FRATAT LUK “B 27 192 48 XU 5y (3x € Dy in Cyyig | Ax.Te[x = agent A
ALT(x) # agentin e]}, RIfF7E28 5 x J& T—MMEAMELS D, IZE G T A B TE 5% 77
TE— N e, ARA x, x BOMIZFAF B, 10 x 09N 4 HEBR R S e 0YJgE . T
AlE “H 7 BE SR “HERR” , OO R 45 H AT LSRR O EXCLUSION, Ho A& 1 @i ) P s is),
B HIRRNC 2 H AT B Adv 1 Intensifier 7. ik, @l “H 07 BA DU SR L.

@ [ 1©

a. logical entry: {Hx € DyinCypifdx. Je[x = agent A ALT(x) # agent in e]}

b. relational entry: {EXCLUSION}

c. lexical entry: Adv, Intensifier
42 “087 BB L ik

4 [ B A 2 S Ve R T PR AR Y B SR, “H 27 3R EET BB X, BRI A BT 1
R, (AILA T AR R “HERR” Mtk X IhfE. R “H 7 (9 [+CONT] [+SHIFT] )% & ST firh
SRV IT ) VAR BR G T WT 55 N B SN S A B R Y T B AL, AR AR VAR B 0 RN T 9 IA
IR, SE T HEWT Y EA e A St T B A 1, anfel (6), AR AR R 7 (7) .

(OAEAF THRKSEXET, L Rfil iz AEEST, REFLRRALZR AEZIT—EH
FlAL, (BCC)

(7)Route;

MAABAE:
CA: ] L — & A P14
IP: a. BN/ — A FH
b. ZRAM LW ME R T 2 b A |
IC: BiZwWIEZ BN
F oL N FeiE BIZ AR ST, R RR AR
¥ IR AR IR
a. W 2 — 2 A P A
b. B LA By A — F A P A
7 JE AKX
a. RAZZRBA LG PR T 2 de b 0) B E
b. REIZRAFTELREAMN L

MeAb AR 1 IEARFARAPIA “A 7, FORIr S “fs” i85 UEX 5) .



“H O (Y [+CONT] TR 2 SCH ek — N 0 33, 51 S0 3% A1 B4R BB “(W1 &)
—ER T T CE O BB R, TR SRS AR, IR 2N B
Sheeed SR ST IR I DL AR SRR AR AR B A “ 2 AR 22— A TR A R S AT AR,
LT CIE A A B0, T35 AT LABAE “Z20 A/ 22— A Il 0 53 A 205 5 i 1 i A
O G R, W I BT e AR 2 A IR R T R A R TR 4k T A5
B B IL BRI N WIS

W, P 2 SIS — A 1o R, S B O 370 A o D518 335, 1 0397 OB B R AR 030 o7 1%
ML, AR | TR 5 30 A RS AR AT R 3R A5 Pt — 2 AL, ) “2%
SN — AT IR L I, IS AE [+CONT] 5 2 SIS B TS i B o (g At o
St [, [FSHIFT] B2 25 515076 A6 £ 5 B 50 397 1 5 R o IR 4 R LR 2 40 A/
24 (1 ) B3 i, T TSR AN A T R TET B O AR, WU AR % R SRR B R AR 247 e B 7 A i
5P JE IR . g DL HEBR B AR, [+SHIFT) B 25 SUH B35 A HER: “2020 Ay 227 1N
B 1S B, T [FCONT) R 25 LA 8 T “G2n AR 227 18R ELAG /o) -3 1 T 1 e i
B “2 g N AR 22 A T BB, (E Y R EESE h, B DR T AR A TR0is R, JE T, “Ac”
R 78 A ST 0 A 2o 3 A5 5 U0 T8 PRl o ST P A R, D MR A e B, %

== A2
S o

Liao(2021) #2513 “Ph2etl &7 i “AC” nTLAS R “Gs” LrymlinE “t” FE, i sk =HA
WHE” . PR D B4 H A “DE” A “Ac” MEHXUEMAW? THrIBITRE—T
“UE7 A LB T AR

(8) BAsHT B T+ 52 & LA HALE B, SR EM R £ 89— F EHREEH AR, (CCL)

(9)Route:

AR
CA: B+ i & L 6 oL # 5%
IP:a. & 58+ 52 &7 LA MAH K
b. L % B E BRI EE N LA HINFE K
IC: B T VA 5 B A G fm B 2 3 1 L A L HE K
¥ 1Bk
a. BARATAL+ 2 E R A ILE K
b. I % B+ o E I R
I BBk
a. BRI REEZAND H SR FmB &N L AHILE K
b. RERL 5 B4R B B EE T LA HNE K

s (8) F 119 224 i e 45 S B8 9 2 1 o S 1) SRS BTk R Dy s Ao B SR I LM, “H T Y
[+CONT] 27 & SR T 4R, 51 507 36 AT SCHR B B2 /R B ik “ A% it 10 i
BTN S L, I AR B A A S R T s RO S AL L KR S A IA
PN, Wi AT — A T ) o R P B T BT R 7 s RO %7 B B S . B IR

IEUN Liao(202 1) $2 3 AY “Dh2E &7 LAYARSEPET (relevance of presupposition) BE4, B “H &7 # 5B AT R 20 5
TR MATR R R AD SR

@ MElnE ‘Ao R a7 SO, B R R A EHERRAE AL, AN HERR EE AT VP BT REARRE SR B A B
(Liao 2021)



e 78, WA A HERRAS B B S 4510 “ RS T DU 5 5 AN R T R I s OB 57 . i T
W BYAETE, WEEE T IUAF IR A AR B T LA B eV A 3 i s DA Bt — 2D rO 4 3L, BOT 36 AR
T T A BRI RE SR B, [+CONT] R A SCRT LA 50T 3 N B4 o) A R 2 Y R AR, 2175
BT R A IARIROR o

5k IRI A, [+SHIFT] #2155 SCHe 5 U i A T W3S A 48 s A8 3 H R1F JiG fB s “ SRR 07 AN 5 22
A e JEL A A5 B D S A OO 58, BV AN B L R SR v D S I O 5
P, Wi AN SRAFIEBE P & A RSOR , JE AT TR T 4310 2 D s RO 5 4, AN T 22
v SRR () B AR OCIRPE TR B AR RS o £5 b, WA ATE [+SHIFT] R 2 SO B T HERR “H e 87 il
I, [T [+CONT A7 2 S € 1 B “Eh s 87 S AR A il A 2 A9 T REVE .

BEBREIS) W’ , “AC” MR E X251 Vil ANLRSE ] B R 8 1 i “CRA% ) i
A Iy 508 B S SRR B TCAR” LA B CHEAT RS 0t i S D s B RO 57 AR SR AR
BT, FoATT R B U0 A 32 B PR (R Ak T O N 0 2D B, el Bl T PR 4 T A A DGR A
AL

R IR G T B AT AT UK B 27 A9 3 4 5 4 (30 € Day in CR 1 APAx Jala = x &
ASSERT[P(a)]] AALT(x) # a}, BIfF7E2 i x J& T— PDERAUEES D, IZESL TR BAT
Sk B LA BT BRI ARA POARA x, AT R i o, x S5 TR o HLIBTE PN o YA
x BEROCEANE T oo FET UG, FATATLUKE “B C7 1958 B S LR AN FR:

@A’

a. logical entry: {Hx € Dy in CJ | APAx.Jaa = x& ASSERT[P(a)]] A ALT(x) # cx}

b. relational entry: {EXCLUSION}

c. lexical entry: Adv, Intensifier
43 B F ks £ 47

RPN A BB AR R AEDUR R “H 7 i FR R A R E R . Al
i A O BT R R ST R RIS [R] A 1B (BA LA AN [ (Y HE B pE A2, foe 25 Bl T o7k A\
AR RESE X o RBEBS A AT H A9 T.5% 71 (processing effort) B A1 345 AU NI BUR IB 8] —F
A5 A REHEAT H S5c IR ) 35 15 2 B8 (Z: 1) Sperber & Wilson 1986, 1995), B} Hy S 1] G /b (1) %%
PRI REZ AR . BRIL, FEffisemlin) “ A O i, 445 “HEfL” DLR “6L 87 1 BE SR P 4 44
FHE “Fadp” T “ N2 A Sh b 2 00 e 10 S5 A T OCHK Y5 . (Sperber & Wilson 1995: 50),
R E % 9% 0 0T /D AN BEARAS e A DI (4 B AR, SO & TR 2% ) I B AR e A BRI

FATUAR “Hefh” 5B Ly (4) 0l Ch oy fERHE, EETER(10)), BT H 2 &A i “a
7B AT et

(10) KA RALBTAR, L4 B TR FH, B ko R R FERE, RFF AR Rw—F4 . (CCL)

(11)Route 1: Route 2:
a. 2 RFEE a. 2 sk EE
b. K xFH b. KF LRk FH
. kLA R 2 F e FHE c. THE Z AT, KA A IFHBCE 5 R 2
d. 7kl K2 ERE (FHRi%) d REETAHZ FREFH
e. KFENRLAXEFF e. [ S S L itas 2 (H7 18 %)
f [ 2T b e B
g [ S
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(1) PSRRI AR, Route 1 7EIRAFE R LA SR BGRE i p B B g B v, w7 LANGCR 5 B T 1%
NHERR “RK#+7 oy FAR R, ifE “Ac” P45 “HEb” /915355 Lo T Route 2 7, fF A
FIN A 200 8 A BHE TRER A “ Sl SRR MRS, SOk T “fE e o 2 R X
LA CIRNE, W iih N T 2% i s i B s AT BE R i /N, o A s A5l A o AN sl LA
N — MBI R T AR A IS

Wi S PR iEA T, IS AR B 7, BT “L &7 B8 X, W A (R B Wb 5 an “ By
IO A AT L” SR BB, BUR T DU 3 o ik i 5ot mT DA A Y 5 17 SRk E
P o SR, BeA TR Sk R AREET, W iE AR AR 3 BT R AN
PR X 5 W ih AR 9 T (expectation) 58 4 AHAE, BCHEBRIC IR AR S E AT, Wik A BN BEZR 15
FHR ARG o T “%% ) H S 7EAS 3 —Se T 91 28 14 2 Jif (reward) BB L T A 25854 7 (Sperber &
Wilson 1995: 49). Route 2 Jf- A & L1 W 15 A 4R 75 I 11 28 (9 52 Jil (3F 35 384 5 A DA 8 R ), Ho v 8%
Route 2 # ZEUT G AT BE 21955 1. L, Wik AFEfE 241 (10) B, 25 H 3h 8 Route 1 LAZRHL
“Hefh” 15T o

LA BRI, Wik AN TE MR U E AT 18 5 2 A shid £ 0048 1 i BRI AR, 1006 A 75 220
7 R TSR AT B LA OR SE PR BRI R4 T 5 72 % 2 X5 | 5 T 8 A SR IO 4 0 1 o A 152 BT 5 1 i B
5L TR ACHEEE AL BR, (R UEHERRA R, S5 205 B HAHEAT 1 B A B ) i e
44 337 “ga” i mik Ak

FREFIR R A7 RS AR A B VR R nsR e, 3 B AR R B o ) A o
71 (illocutionary force) (J& 7k . 5 S 2018, 20205 % SCi . J& 7k 2019) . @n(12a) iy “AH . 524
“HyZE A B A SUEE R AT, TR T )T IR, BN BRI AR o AR AT R,
AT B, AR SRR IR, R (13a) F(13b), FATEH, 24 “AC”, M
AT 08 s, O SO R AR T AR, BN R A R R R TE AV AR “E A A B . (13a)
HCE O B R AR R R, U BRI AR AT XA R L R, Rk T U A
FZ 0 . i F I U AT TG AR I 7 s, hnsim ia] e Ziia ) i B (S B K L S SCE 2018;
e Sk JEIKk 2019) 6

(12)a. B 233 3291, sE 4% d 4 2k 3 A MM R P 32D S FAGE B2 3] & 09 ] iRy, X
5 FR A AL EE A, Z IR ETAMm4s, (CCL)

b. BpfE 23 32, AL 4 AR R H F M E PV R FARE BB LRI &g iR, K
% FRALEHE FHTEF, BIRE T B M A,
(13)a. AP R, REER AL INFFLH B THRE F. (BCC)
b XRE R, RIEERFIEINFFLARE T

P, TS 2 “Ac” BAREMEAIIEE. RIERIE “AC” ISR L, erE e —
ML A7 CH SR AT AR G, OGS 2 5~ 351 ity it g sl A~ R R R, A
O A FH 2 HE IR L — D0 A R A 12 S 0 it = i R R T . AR S8 “HEAL” A R,
“Ao” WREFESGESE EXEEMMER. “AC” SWISHY [+SHIFT) 2 & X851 UriE AZRBCER
PRI G LA B I 78 A TE B R, i 22 HERE, 15 1 5 AR SRR 19 7 & %, 1A R
ARIT Ay it = RN A T e, DA 7™ R TR P T A AR,

73— J7 1, 7 [+SHIFT] 8% & SRS B HERR 2 A Mas By IR, “Ac” B9 [+CONT] #2)% & X5
ST AHERT B BT ) AT ok S A P IR, I UEE B A R s AR, H O™ A TR B R R
FNAICR . ST, BIA “H &7 sl “HEb” DU AR B0 G R 48 5 (1 DA B R SR S B Hon
SRIIAE
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5. 4518

ARSCARHIGERIE “AC” WA “HEfth” —AFEATE S, Z BT LL 2 A~ 3R 1H X, A& i T A
ANF B R g TORRIYERR R R X . MRlE “H 2 STk [+SHIFT) F2 77 5 i, 1%
J746 T W iE AR 5 AR AE o8 G R, HERR “A O QIR G 1 B ARy 4 1y i g
HETT 7 BB P G AN RISOR, 555 W B s A 345 “HEM” i iE 5 Ui, 5 “B 7[RI gid
S [+CONT] P27 & A4 P [+SHIFT] F2/5 & X BT, [+CONT] #2345 &5 Se 5| 5 Wil A S
585y AR ARAT (3 5 B 5, 1 8 BRI A ) IS8 TR R A0 RF 2L, 35 BT s AR5 Th B
SR HUSCR, Akl “E 87 Rh B U . SRR, [+SHIFT] F2 /% & X4k Eids Wil A
HEH 535 53 PRAFAB B ARAE 9 7 T B, HERR RIS ) - B, DA™ HH TR B8 28 J A ISR,
HI, “AC” 2 “Hib” i RACTE SCIIRE . 7R SEPRIESE i, AT P 3R SR P AR HE R B AR A B
“SEAT, WTiE N B SRR A ) 0y B AR LLARBCH BT I R A A RISCR . Bz, Bl A 27 i
CHEAD™ St 7= Az TE SR o FNE SRS SR I HIRICR,, JF LAGA BN i g 1918 H1 26

&% Lk
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