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«

” (aspect ),

(D John is gone.

i ° ’ (2) John has gone.
’ o (
‘ ) ( ). (@)
Lyons (1982)
« ”» (
) )
20 ’ 43 »
) @)
<« ”» (1 )u
R 199 ” C
7 , Lyons . (3) Let us go. ( D
, « » (4) Let’ s go. ( D
(Subjectivity and Subjectivisation, D. Stein & ,
S. Wright ) 1995 ( ) ,
). (3) et you“ 7,
“Let us go, will you 7, us” 7 et
’ 20 ’ us
’ you Y
3 ’ (hortative), slet  go
? « 2 ( you )’
7 “Let’ s go, shall we?.
7 , )
, (3)
“ ” (sentence subject ),
, Edward Finegan @) “ ” (speaker subject ),
: “ ” (utterance subject ).
D (perspective) . (3) , (4)
2) (affect) . i 3) .
3 (epistemic modality ) 4)
’ s let’s
’ ’ (5)Let’ s take our pills now, George. ( s
« ”» D
(6) Let’ s see now, what was I going tosay. ( )
b ° . )
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3 ;
(6) let’ s see

(Traugott 1995).

13 ”» (affect)o « ”»

0 N

1977)

3

il’lg )9

€ D(Texv) 1989
« V.
E. Ochs &B. Schieffelin §
(Language has a heart),

missing you terribly” (

b

Well )0 ’

, (utterance)
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( Halliday 1975, Lyons

b

” (social referenc-

»
Samoan
[ 2
b
, “I am
D,

K

” (empathy ) . Kuno (1987)

43 »

6) him self:

(6) John was worried about w hat Sheila would do. As

for himself, he knew the best plan.
( o b

him (As for him ),

himself ( « ” ),

(7)John thought, “Asfor me/ myself, T know the best

3

plan.’

6 “John thought”
, . Kuno “
(Kuno 1987:26). ,
(Tang 1986) Kuno ,

(speaker’ s em -

pathy hierarchy),
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o b

« ”» « 2 43
o
”» 3 » <« ”»” 3

b
2 « 2 «
o
”» « »
o
« ”»

(Zhang 1994)

(9) a. He must be married. ( )
b. He must be married. ( o)
must [19 ”»
(deontic modality ),  (a)
( ) ;
“ 7 (epistemic modali-
ty), (b) « 7
° ) (a)
he [ 2 (43 ”’ (b)
y (13
”’ « 2 . , (b)
(a) ° )
“ 7 (mapping)
« 7 (Sweetser
1990, 1997).
b b
ao s
an s
(10) 43 2 43 ”»
s H (1 1)
b «“ b

(12) ,

2

, weil“

(13) Er ist nach Hause gegangen, weil er Kopfweh

hatte. ( , o)
(14) Er ist nach Hause gegangen, weil er hatte
Kopfweh.
( s o)
a3 “ 7, (14) “
7 (13)
9 (14) o ?
a3 hatte. (14>

(. Keller 1995).

43 ” « ”»”
E. C. Traugott “ K ,
b
J— , 13
”»
9
“ 7 (Traugott

1995).

T raugott

b
b

(pragmatic inference) .

K

o

(15) a. Mary read while Bill sang.
( o)
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b. Mary liked oysters while Bill hated them.

( N )
while “ ?
, (13 2 ,
. : while A
B , B A.
A B
( ),
, while
b o
weil , weil « 7,
[4% ”’ y
B A,
B A o
b
, [43 ”
. “have done X”
“have X done” s
b
o b

(16) Since you have (often) heard about X.. .,

( ( ) Xoo o)
2
( « ” ) y

(16) ; “ X”

y 43 X”
( G IiCe « 2 « ”» )

. « X” , «
X” , ,
, 3 X” .
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»” 43 2
1 7 ( “ 7)
? ( 3 ?’ )

’
[ ”»

’
’ o

<«
b

[43

” (implicature) ” (entailment ),
P

43 ”»

(18) s

(reanaly sis ),

havet (X done)— (havetdone )+ X
have X done , do

s have do
, “I have the watch repaired”,
. do
,  “I have X heard”, have do
) )
have do .
, it

( Carey 1995).
, be going to"

”» « 2
b

(hear, like)

( “his soul was going to be brought into

hell”), ,
go .

(Tt seems as if it were going to
rain), (Traugott
1995). go , .

? Traugott s

o
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b

«

” (construal ),

( [13
gacker 1991:215).
(discourse) ;
(Traugott 1995).
Traugo tt )
(Traugott 1995; 46).
bleaching ,
(realignment) .

R. W. Langacker
( 1994 )s
Traugo tt s

T raugott

”

2o ’

° Lan- (19)Mary is going to close the door.
( )
(20) An earthquake is going to / gonna destwy the
city. ( )
Sweetser(1990) “ ” (metaphor )
) : (19)
b
b
« » ; (20)
b
b
<« 2 ° ’
[13 ”’ tO
’ ’ to °
Langacker(1990) » 20
’
(1 9) 43 ”»
, (20) 3 ” «
semantic ‘: Y ’
b b
b
' “ 7 Langacker “ 7
| “ ” (mental
b
scanning ),
(21) The hiker ran up the hill.
( )
» (22) The highway runs from the valley floor to the
mountain ridge.
( o)
Q1) s
22) ,
’ run
” (construe) .
, Langacker 7 ¢
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. ,
(23) a. Mary is sitting across the table from Jane.
’ ’ ( o)
’ ’ b. Mary is sitting across the table from me.
. “ 7 , ( o)
, c. Mary is sitting across the table.
; ( )
’ ° ’ (@) , Jane
, Mary , ;
, -7 , « 75 (b)
’ ’ Mary ) me
) ( )s
. ; (¢) )
¢ 7 9
(ground ), “ ” (speech (
event), o )y «
“ 7, 7. , (@) Mary Jane
’ “ 7, (b)) Mary me
. a9 Qo . (¢)  Mary
, .
«  » « I » .
. “ 7 “ Langacker  Traugott )
7 (Trajector) ” (Landmark). “ , .
, . Langacker . “He has fin-
. Xy . ° Xy ished” ; (
)s (
- ). ) he“ 7
@ ( )
G “ “,tr o Im « ’ » o o« » ’
7o 7 Xy o ’ ’
(19 ’ Langacker,
«“ 7, xy ; (20) ,
« ” ( ,
x) Xy . , 23 @b (),
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Abstracts of major papers in this issue

A matter of balance — Reflections on China s foreign language policy in education, by Hu Wenzhong, p. 245
Although China has a clearly delineated policy on the dominant Han language and ethnic languages and has achieved suc-
cesses in both status and corpus planning, there has never been a consistent well-designed plan for foreign language educa-
tion. Policy shifts were often motivated by a political agenda of the time. My argument is that when the political agenda
prevails over the educational foreign language education suffers and that w hen the political agenda converges with the ed-
ucational foreign language education gains. W hat happened in the 1950s and in the 1960s in China seems to support this
argument. The review of past events in the history of China’ s FL teaching throws light on the need for a consistent lan-
guage education policy in which there is a good balance betw een the political and the educational agenda. This plan should
take into full account China’ s needs both at present and in future years and the language use situation in the world.
Meeting the communicative demands in academic and professional training curricula: An overview of ELT in tertiary in-
stitutions in Singapore by Ho Wah Kam, p.258

This paper focuses on the upper end of the formal Singapore educational spectrum, providing an overview of ELT in
polytechnics and universities. Itis in four parts. In order to show continuity between ELT in schools and tertiary institu-
tions Part 1 explains briefly the nation’ s language policy in education. In Part 2, an attempt is made to delineate the main
trends in ELT in universities and polytechnics and the approaches to ELT generaly adopted for mature learners. Part 3
draws attention to the changing emphases in tertiary education in Singapore and to how students are being prepared in in-

novative ways in ELT for a globalised world and a knowledge-based economy. Part4 provides a summary of the paper.

A survey of studies on subjectivity and subjectivisation, by Shen Jiaxuan, p- 263

This is a survey of recent studies in the West on linguistic subjectivity and subjectivisation. Subjectivity concerns the
linguistic expression of a speaker s point of view or attitude in discourse, and subjectivisation refers to the structures and
strategies that languages evolve in the realisation of subjectivity or to the relevant processes of the evolution themselves.
Current interest in the topic is related to a renaissance of humanistic linguistics. Three main areas have been the focus of
recent studies and they are expression of a speaker’ s perspective expression of a speaker s affect, and expression of a
speaker s epistemic status. There are two approaches in the study of subjectivisation a diachronic one as adopted by E.
Traugott who combines the study of subjectivisation with the study of grammaticalisation, and a synchronic one as repre-
sented by R. Langacker who treats subjectivisation in the framework of his “ Cognitive Grammar”. The differences and

similarities of these two approaches are also pointed out.

Relative constructions in natural languages by Wen Binli, p. 276

The aim of this paper is two-fold: first it examines, based on data from English, Polish and Hindi, different types
of relativization in human language: the standard headed relative, headless relative, light headed relative and correlative,
in light of w hether or not the construction has a head and what structural relation there is betw een its constituents and

then it identifies and discusses three types of relative constructions in Mandarin Chinese.

On Whorf s covert category. by Huang Guowen and Ding Jianxin, p-299

This paper is intended to review B. L. Whorf s notion of the covert category, which is considered by M. A. K. Halli-
day to be among the major contributions of twentieth century linguistics. A covert category is a category having markers
that ordinarily do not appear — they appear only in certain‘ test typesof sentences. Covert categories are hidden cryptic
by nature; however they are just w here linguistic meanings dwell. The notion of the covert category is at the heart of the
Whorf Theory Complex. Itis of vital importance to Whorf s linguistic pursuit. This notion has foreshadow ed many as-
pects of Chomskyan linguistics and has also given much inspiration to such systemic linguists as M. A. K. Halliday and J.
R. Martin. With the development of modern cognitive science its merit will be further revealed.
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