TERIC X BT R D%LT
— R SRRTT BOBLS —

Rethinking Silence Based on the Pragmatic Act Theory
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Abstract: The aim of this paper is two-fold: (1) to critically examine
past analyses of silence, and (2) to argue for a new theoretical
approach based on the “pragmatic act theory” (Mey, 2001). In
spite of the ambiguous nature of silence, most previous studies,
particularly “speech act theories” and “politeness research,” try to
understand the function of silence with a predominant focus on the
speaker’sintention. This paperargues the necessity of reconsidering
the function of silence as interactions between interlocutors, and
not as acts by the speaker alone. Based on this critique, I present
a theoretical framework for analyzing silence, defined as situated
acts, which “both rely on, and actively create, the situation in which
they are realized” (Mey, 2001, p.219). Thus it is often observed in
conversation that silence is realized by the hearer rather than the
speaker, or that it is difficult to judge who is performing silence.
At the same time, interpretations of the functions and the actors
of silence differ according to the interlocutors. Situating silence in
the flow of actual conversations with their full contexts provides a
useful potential for analyzing silence not only from the speaker-
hearer dichotomy or the strategies for politeness, but also from a
new perspective of silence as having multi-functional and multi-

layered practices in our real communications.
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1. ZUBIC

ARE, WRICKOMPRINTVNL2ONZEZHSNITL220ICHBICHWeNTER[F
B AT % im (speech act theory)] (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969, 1979) % [ R T 1 b * X B i
(politeness theory) | (Brown & Levinson, 1987) IZIEHL. I 5 OHGGRDHFTICH SN SR
FIZOW T Lo, ZOHADD AT [FEMFEEITH (pragmatic act) | (Mey, 2001) 1IZHD <
BEFZE 2B Uy AHEAT R OBRN SRR ZHE T RIS DN TER T2 L2 HE L
Fe BRI 21T D0 RBRITW T 2 BB T B G 2 HEHIR IR L, EReFR0 5 2813, R
DERMEREREBILT 2O A CTHEAREZDDEEZ SN,

FATHFRICBNT, LRI RFEOH TSI EITERBEEH DI ENHASMIINT NS, TD
FO—DEL T, HFELFARKIIRFESGEDRECEE 2 EET IHEND T 5N D, LBITFHE
FOAMED T, o & OMBENREETH THS (Tannen, 1985, p. 97). WERITR D511,
FEEEDO DTN SN2 MM AICE D ETS ZEMAEE INTWS ' (Jaworski, 1993;
Saville-Troike, 1985), SiE(TAmCHR T 1 M R AHGmICE D ULERMKIZLZEHHHDD, £
NS EZFE L FOHRMN S —HBRERE S DTAEL TGRL TWAHENH 5, LU
MOLRIT, BEFEZLEDBORBRVOTHTR/EDH THL DN, XETHNEOIIBHEEL T
NDHDMIZDONTHNENTH D, AT LTS8 EETRAmIE, HETADOP TIHEIC
HOENDMROLENBLIVLEREZRDOD I EEMRETIHMTHD, HEROSITLD BE
BROIRIUCEN L 72 R DR Z S22 LW A B,

AT, BUDICRERD [Ei#ET8] BERORIA FRX - AFTTV—] ELTOHRRI
H5N5 [GELF] FOOMBIC OV THHEMRF 275, DEIC, [REHAERETR] ELTok
BROLES5ZHFITDNTMey (2001) 2 LIS L. HHETR] OBRANSLRET T 22
LDOBERIIOWTRRT %, AEZEL. DR OIS IC B 72 5 T rREEIC DWW T
EREITD,

i

2. #h U F ORI D <R O BBl

2.1. SifTA/ELUTORR

ANPERRILBRETHZEICED, HFECHL TN ELBALD ETHIENDHD, ZOLDR
BT 200 U CE B ITIIZE CIX. ST %m - OFilAz S SICaMtalfEE SN Tn b
(Kurzon, 1998, p. 25; Saville-Troike, 1985, p. 6)

W ET 2 & (e [FEFHEITA (ocutionary act) ] (Austin, 1962)) 1%, [FIKICHFITH L
T & %ITT 5 [FEFHEN (1) 172 (llocutionary act) | & L TOMIHE S & D, MEEFICK
D [F&E (M) @77 (llocutionary force) | 2VA® SN /ILEIE, HF O [FEEET (BY) 175
(perlocutionary act) %5 Zi 29 * (Saville-Troike, 1985, p.6). FEiEN (1) 174 & L THERE
T HILHRIT, BHOIITONZ2ONBHETHD, REEE2IEELZD, ERITZ0T @8N
» % (Sifianou, 1997, p.65). Saville-Troike (1985) 1%, LERITIAD SNDFE (N) Dl L
THBSHHE, G E8 BL. B KHE 82560 T0W5, £ Sobkowiak (1997,
p-46) IT& % &, RBRIFHSE S, A, SR EEALHEE (N oNdd 555, HAANIZ
EDUBMITONWTHET L&, RRABPLETE U THAET 2 Z EAMHEBICHRIN b T
5% * (Clancy, 1986; Enninger, 1987; Maynard, 1997: Ueda, 1974). & 51Z Sifianou (1997,
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p.65) &, RIHEECEEDEELRASZIT TR, LMBRFEORECHMOET LFRL T
2,

ST ALL TORERIIZ, SECUICBEfRR < HREMICBIRINZITATH S (Jaworski,
1993; Saville-Troike, 1985; Sifianou, 1997), D7/ SiEfTAmid. S XTI ERIRWOFTE
C2hBR %m0 d oA et U, BREEMCESUEMOII 22— a 2 itHons@E
Dtz wEeIc U7z,

TEINZ DR A& W2 BR DT, EamO RN b 5, SiEfrhmeild. ELFOREM
WWHEHLEHR TH D ZEMRHEL THIT 515 (Mey, 2001; Searle, 1969; Sifianou, 1997;
Verschueren, 1999), Searle (1969, pp.16-17) 1%, TR OBERKMEITDNT, LFD K D ITHR~R
TnW5,

When I take a noise or a mark on a piece of paper to be an instance of linguistic
communication, as a message, one of the things I must assume is that the noise or
mark was produced by a being or beings more or less like myself and produced with
certain kinds of intentions. [*'l%] Furthermore, not only must I assume the noise
or mark to have been produced as a result of intentional behavior, but I must also
assume that the intentions are of a very special kind peculiar to speech acts. [Hlg]
Only certain kinds of intentions are adequate for the behavior I am calling speech

acts.

ZOX D HEmNEHZE b DOSFHBITAMOMMAIKED &, LBROSMIIfTAZICLS [BEX]
EVD RUICERDNBEINZODER D, AXR, FiBfrAE L TOWRIZ. [FEN (W) 78] &
[FEREIEAT (F)) 1T2) OW A DREN ST 2 T EMNATRETH S (Saville-Troike, 1985, p.6).
LNLBRSEBEONIICBWTIEEEIND DL, [3 LT OFEN () TA5D0ATHO, [H
R ICLDFEEEHEA (1) FAICONTIEER SN TR NONEIRTH S, Lizdi> TR
MEDIDITMIRSINIZDOMITDONTIE, FHMORBNSERIA SN TNE I &I, ZDLD
IRILBRITZE T, TOHMICH SN DB OBE 2L FORKERZE L TEATHBO, LR
DERIZ—FELMN B OELTESZENTVDS,

LA UEBOII 2= r—2a 2H8T5 8, RRIISENBERNAIRERITATH D, Ik
RIIFHFEZE S DRDRBRWTATH 572D, REFEBEED D BHNERDOITHE TH 2 DN
BWTHD, RKRITE->TIE, GELFLHEFOMEDN, ILBEFITRD DD, TOXIRITAEFH
FEN (M) fTAOHANSHRES 2 EIF,. MBPMORFE S 5EICL > TEDIDITHMRINT
WEZDONEND FHIZDWTHHT S ZENTERN, RFEOHF THEENMEERL TNWDIONE
BSMMTT 572010, GELFRET TR, [HEF] LSN2EBRFICHEREZ Y THILEN
HHENZD,

FREHETALELUTORBROSHTNEL. TOHORMICEDIETI LB RDEND, ERICK
HFFEN (1) T2DOZTIE. HHINSGHCAD SN FENDO O RITDNWTHENH S

N, XA D78 THH % (Lehtonen & Sajavaara, 1985, p.199). Saville-Troike (1985) 13,

HORED [AE—F - A3 225 1 — (speech community) ] DEE D, LEROLEENEZ
WD EBRXTND (p.10), MATR—DOXMANTH>72EL THEBIL, £ I TIrHONTW
ZLHEATZDOEPRIICE > TRERSHAEEZ DD I EHH S (Lehtonen & Sajavaara, 1985,
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p-199).

UEDZEMNSFETEMCEDL TR, BN ICER L ZEmahOo &0, AT
ZORTEUZEBRO—RIELOAHSNIITETWARNEWE S, SEOILERIETIE. H5IR
HOFTHELTFEMETNURZEDIDITESZATNDEDN, BRUHENILERE TH DD
DNTHEBRZFEDO TN ZEARDEN TS,

2.2. RIABRRRA - ALTTFI—LLUTORR

FATHHFE T, IEBRO ETREEO—DE L CiEL F LM EF O BIFR AHBEROMEEZ HT
T, ZOXSBURIE, NI FRXER ICHEDESHIND ZENEW, AFHiTIE K
TAREA - AR T T V=L L TORROFHMICOVTH L %,

RIA MR AMGHL, RFSH5HEE 7M1 2255, TEREEL TNWDEND T EDHL
KA SN TWS, Goffman (1967, p.b) ICX2 &7 oA X &id, HOLMENEFITRKD S
HAEWMEDOZ E23T, FLFEBETIE. I3227—2a> O TEBENDT 1 A%
RELBRVESICHIZL TW5 (Goffman, 1967, p.15). Brown and Levinson (1987) 13,
Goffman (1967) ICX 27 =1 ZOWEZTNTOANDNEDN S DI AR EDEARMERRE L
TELAR, EBIENE [RYT 17+ 721 X (positive face) | & [RATT 1T+ Tz AR
(negative face) ] @ 2T L/ze R T« 7+ 7 21 X EFHENITHB S NP &
LCRDLNTnEWVnS - E SRt 2 fED - nwEnwaakckz2S L, s, 2517 - 7o
A2 ERFMEFITTBE AL NZL BN HSOITE Z T 5Nz <lah & o il S fEEEE E & 7=
WEWI K ZE %I % (Brown & Levinson, 1987, pp.62-64) .

Brown and Levinson (1987) M@/RL72HR T4 b R XA MO AITB N THERIL, [7 o
A AT 4 (Face Threatening Acts; FTA) | Of7fiz T 2720 ICHW s N ERESNT
W5 (p.295)., T72OBEIE. HFITHL THEL < ZZWAEHPEZE, FHEzHEABRNWKD
129 272007412720 5 % (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Jaworski, 1993; Jaworski & Stephens,
1998; Sifianou, 1997). FTAZ kT 5720 OIEBIT, ILEEFICE > THEAOEGHZREIT 2 &
WS HIE S DD EENREKREWVWE DD’ (Sifianou, 1997, p.68). ZD7=HItEIL, [FTA
%957 (Don't do the FTA)] EWS A RTFP—D—DELTEALHNTNWS (Brown &
Levinson, 1987), t&H (2013, p.74) 1. Z OB ZE [[EHEIEE] LIFATWS,

TEERIFTAZ BT 2720721 T, 72 ( AERETHITAHELTHHWS NS (Saville-
Troike, 1985; Sifianou, 1997; Tannen, 1985). FTAlZ, [#+ 7 - L O — K (offrecord) | £7=
X (4> - La—FR (onrecord) ] &L Tirbibd, £7 - Ld— R &3, MEBENRERELE
W=7 2D%ITTdH % (Brown & Levinson, 1987, pp.211-227), ZDODMNL DX ITH W E
WTHBENICA Yy =2 RA D8, RBRIZA 7 - La—RELTHWSNS (Saville-Troike,
1985; Tannen, 1985), T DX D BERBFIET, MEFHORWI EIZKD, HFOKRINZEHFT
278 THH D, Lo TA 7 - LIA—RELTEHENTZEEIT. SiEfTAE LU THET S
EINs,

FRUTHLTH > - LO—R&EEF, BOBEREZWRWNDEZENICRETSA NS TP —%
&9 (Brown & Levinson, 1987, pp.94-101), >+ L O— RICK DT/ DZEITIE, S 5ITH
FOT oA X %555 [f#fifdf7% (redressive action) | ZfTOMEI N T IN, LTSI
SIEEDRIFTOMNITED [RTFT 17 - RI1 b+ A (positive politeness) | & [T«
7 - RI1 h %A (negative politeness) ] 125371 %,
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ROTA T« RIA PRARER, MFORST 4T - T2 A ATWME LA ST TP—THD,

HFLOHEREZ D, HESLH L AZET Brown & Levinson, 1987, pp.101-129). R 7 1
T RIANFA - AT TIV—ELTOWRIZ, BRI EE2RA D £ &72% (Sifianou,
1997), LIWLABNS ZOLD7RIEERIE, M I ENBEMEHRIN TS UEIZET S AT
EDHWNWIET [ (marked) | DTT% L7825 TW% (Tannen, 1985, p.98), Tannen (1985)
& 1YY A (Saunders, 1985) %7 AU I EREDEA (Gilmore, 1985). 1 A% (Nwoye,
1985), —a—3I—JFFEOIFVADHEEZD LIT, INSDANDEIZLBRITH U TEENR
il DO & 9 212 d 5 Lk X T 5 (Tannen,1985, p.98)

TR LTHRAT AT - RIA bR REF, RPTA T - R IA MFRAEMERLTHO,
MEOXHT 4T+ 72 ACEEL, MTPEHEHEZE XORBRBICHWLONDE A NS TY—
T®% (Brown & Levinson, 1987, pp.129-211). h#3. RRABEZZRTLBICRAT 1 7 -
RIARFRA + AT T P—I272% (Sifianou, 1997), ZOLEIL. HEMICEIRTH S K
DT 5N NTEDHWNW/ZT [HERE (unmarked) ] D172 E SN TS (Tannen, 1985, p.98),
Tannen (1985) 12X % &, 7«1 > 5 > KA (Lehtonen & Sajavaara, 1985) =7 H /N X 71 ik
(Scollon, 1985), W+ —ALA T 27 Z5EMAR (Philips, 1985) 1. EBEXRTT 17 - RIA
FRZAELTHRMICHEAT S b Tns,

PUEZESHELICRIAFRA - AT TIP—LLTOURERRT D E, K21 DEBDITRS,

BT A28,
( \ BN S FIT /ﬁ
— I ___ K717
N R4 R F R
FTA %4 & -/ e \ ELTons
/ﬁ BT A% LT
_ A7-La—k T
S—" \ ) A7
( Frazigs ) ;%f%ﬁ; 51 k2%
7= DILER ij \ &L TOLE )
\ (EHEERTLEY) )

2.1 RTA hRABREDIURDOES 25

Sifianou (1997, pp.68-69) IZX % &R T bR AM L, EAMOHSHEREC D%, &
HOEGWHEDE, FELFEMLETLINEIDEV S ZBOMERHEL FARRICHL Eok
IIRBEREMETZ2DMNEVSLEDOMEZEZEZE A SO A THEIT/RS, ZOXKIBELEHED D
ORI 5 73T ATREZR AN T A b AL, R O UL TR T 2 NN E OB 256 5
ET2721F T, BXUYEPREFEDODHNWEITASNDUMBITADLEICOHNWSENTVWS, 2
EZIE, Nakane (2007) 13, A=A FJU T DORETITODN TVDRENICTASN D HAANE
F—=ZAPTVTANDHWIEDORFEEHTL, 721 XREZ#ITH72012. HANIUERZET S
—HTH=AITUT NBHFEEZTHILEZHSMIL, F—AFTUTAEHEADHNWET
FENOLRITH T 2FEAHTERNH D I EZ2RL T,

BRI DR ABGIC L DULEIFFEL, UL HAFE Z LITAHSNDLEMEH O 2] 57
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T2 ZEICEBMLTWD, LOALARTA M 28I 3L PICESNENINZ SHET W
EO<SHGmTHD LEMIN TV (Sifianou, 1997, p.71). DEDRTA bR X HmS, aﬁb
TREHINTNDE ENVWZ D (Eelen, 2001; Sifianou, 1997).

RIA MRABEIZBIT 55 L FHLOFKMIT. RIA4 X - AT T0-—n6RTENS,
Brown and Levinson (1987) IZft2 &, I XRTOHEL FIIH2HNZZRITTH7-0ICEKDR
IRAHFEELE MHETLH2ILETEZOHMRTICO LY EEZONLFEEZREINT L
HEZSHD, BLTFEMETOREETHL, 721 AREOHFLEZFE L., EORTA M+
A+ AT TT—ETIDONEERT S (Eelen, 2001, pp.9697). TDZHETNETNDA LT
TIO—=d, ZEAWL FTAZT272] OLDICFEHELTFENEH#RITREZLELTENMN TN,

UEDZEMSRTA R AHEmIZ, 3L FOBRMITHEDWHRIPHLATSH 5 I A
%, DO [FELF] MERETHL I L2BRL, MEFLIN2EEENMEEIN TN
WZEDRFBEL TH TSN, HEFAMEDHEM CIE. IEENEBRORKFE BN TEDLSIC
WEELZOMENS HABRINT NS, ZOTENSRTA MR AMRIE DT, *E
RO 2= —2a O THALZERO—H o LNMERTERNENnA S,

3. MEITZOBRITHED <TKBRO 57 Hi Bl ih

AT DRI R D SRBIT AR R T 1 MR XM mE AW TlE, MREFELFICE21T4H
ELUTMEDT TN ZENH SN EB STz, FEBEREVWSEHAN SR ERLE THD72D
BN —BIIRL P SN THRWEIRA D D, LRRIE, FEL T RS FAiL J‘J%aﬁémm
ZERXEVEC DD, #EPTRETHLONNEEICHNENTH S, MATREFEPOLIKD
B=ich, 2RENASND, ARTRINSZHHMICES A, [REHEERTR] ICED K
BHEZEBAL, EHLFE2RASHATAEWSHUANSUBRELESZBET I La2ilA 5,

5 AT %am & 1. Jacob L. Mey CROEBRIN, EF BEHROSPHTHEHZED TN
BT 2D —DTHB, ZOFHMIDNTMeyld, DEDXIICHHAL TV B,

My point of departure is that no speech act is viable by itself. Speech acts as such do
not exist, unless they are situated, which means that they cannot be said to have a
unique reference, based on their linguistic (semantic) content: the same speech act
can function in a multitude of ways, as the case of indirect speech acting shows. (Mey,
2010, p.2882)

A TMey (2001) 1&. “Speech acts, in order to be effective, have to be situated. That is to
say, they both rely on, and actively create, the situation in which they are realized.” (p.219,
REAE]) EHFERLTWD, T72H5 Mey (2001, 2010) 13, ﬁﬁﬁﬁ?‘é&i*ﬁﬁﬁ%o)qﬂt%
SOTIEITENRBEREEZDOD ZENARETH D LIEMIT 204257, [FELF] O [EK] I
MBEPNEEHETHMICKDITROES AL, 780 MR 22T 52 &@EE@
EHNTWDS, SEfTamid. ThNEHL TWARWICKET 2720 Tr<. 5 LRz
BIDVHTHEEH S TNDEEND ZETH S,

DlEoigimz & LICERSINON, GEHEETRAR CHD, JORMAITBNTITHIE, 7
LFLEFTRMEGTADITODN TVAIRREBEA LS A 5N%, ZTORITDNTMeyld,
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PLFDE DT R TN D,

The theory of pragmatic acts does not try to explain language use from the inside
out, that is, from words having their origin in a sovereign speaker and going out
to an equally sovereign hearer (who then may become another sovereign speaker,
and so on and so forth). Rather, its explanatory movement is from the outside in:
the focus is on the entire environment in which both speaker and hearer find their
affordances, such that the entire situation is brought to bear on what can be said in

the situation, as well as on what is actually being said. (Mey, 2001, p.221)

ZDEZFL. SHETARZTTEL, FLTFOHEAICEDSRIA MRA - AT TFV—&
L COIT2DMRICH L THH TITES. d6LFHLOITHM T TOTHZID HOHEF
RRWHERSINTLED 2D, AR TA BRATHZ2ONIDONTIE, FRELIZK< W, TN
13, RN BEEICELS>TRIA MR ZAEENERBDS2N5THD, LEEN>TRIA MR
HER D S TR S FERRIC, TAIGAD SN L FOBEREWS e Tidk, RFESH5H
DRI E VD 2T BDINERICH B EHREN SITHITIHDBRENDH S,

ERHEREBTAROESAHIE. MBREZMR T LA THEERECHRENTHS EEAZ 5N 5,
Jaworski (1993) %> Saville-Troike (1985) 1&. TEEMIAH AT R ATTHILT W IR O CHERE
THEBRNTND, Ld> THRRICEKDMBITHONTWD DN ERET 57201218, ILEN
LA T I AN EOREBRMUENEZETHS (Nakane, 2007, p.27). %7z Saville-Toike (1985,

p-1D & REROMRIIFFELA LT > T 7 XA MKET 2 LB RTWD, Ldi> TEREIE,

PERDEEL FOBMICERZ Y TESHETAMCR T PRAMREL TESADKD B,
EEATRmOHIIMLED T 21E DK D EROMEIT RIS LRz it T2 2 L13ms
NCTH 2,

Saville-Troike (1985, p.15) &, Hymes (1974) I3 2=/ —3 3 > ORIEE & Z K
HEDE, (WD), [E27T), [FEIC&> T [H#EITHL T [EDXSIBGIET], [EDLD
IR O], M) DWCES A 7ZONMTERL, MBRELES5ATND, H—DAE—
F-A3I2Z57 1 KRBT DANTER, TOXLRH OILROMEA ke L TW LN H
% " (Saville-Troike, 1985; Enninger, 1987; Jaworski, 1993), % O 7z9IkEA7= & Z ML 72
HIERERIIAOGNLELTH, TOMRIIBOBOOSHEHBMARITI > TRRLZENHD S
Do ZOXSIALH, BRUEHEWNI > T 7 X MREWZ S DOUWBMR MO 2 =27 —2
3 COBEICEL D E, BIREULITET 2 N L ICHMRZE B < TR H 5 (Nakane, 2007,
p.-3D. FAWBRITHT HRHBOMER. EENBRAT LAY A TehBETHRRERD S %
(Scollon, 1985; Scollon & Scollon, 1981, 1983),

FRAT AT - TAVANETHNANEDORFEIHSNDULBREHICH T L, F—2&
=2 DHNETHASNDEWRRICH L TRARDZE®R DTN aINTNVS, X171 7 -
T AUHNET BNATERT O BWIEBRE 25N EFITEATHRERWEREL TES AT

% (Scollon, 1985), ZAUTK L 7 HIINANEIL. XA T4 7 « 7 AU W ANHEGTEE L <70,

WERZE LI DI LI ENE, BENIHNTHD, BILTHSHEESZ TS (Scollon
& Scollon, 1981). L7 > THliHIL., LEICH L TENTNOEEBMBIETOEZTE2H &
ICEKRDT &2{T/R> T 5,

929



100

ICR [ iE.: S

BRI T 280 ARIE, BbMaI 2=/ —2 3 > OHmAET TR FAUSEULITE
TEINVEDHWETHAELDZEND D, ERT. HAHET T X S OF TP FS
NTWL0NZED, F—0OXLIZET 2 ATRERLTDOHNETH > THHETWITEETHICH
EH5A 509 % (Tannen, 1985, p.98), 7= & Zid Tannen (1985) i&. 7 AU WHAtEEDH
THZa—I—VDANEBEEN) THINZT DANZEDHNWZT, FEih S BRI 2 MifE DV
MWELDZEER L, Za—T—0DOANVER, ME2EZRNSW- D EFHFETDHHY 7+
WZTDODANEBEZEZDT, EMITHO, B TIRRNEE#HL Tna, 2L TH
U747 DANOEL, RFERICHEGEZTIZ2a—TA— T DAEBICDWTREEICHL TX
BHTHE EVNSZHIRZ D> TN D,

Doz EmoibEid, Bt az a2 —2a R0 TChr<FEXMENII 2 =r—32 3
IBWTHBPICHENEC 274 ThD, TOXIRTHIT. MEFTAHOITONTNS [\
22 ORWULED LAERHEOSHEEOREANSELAD I ENVELELRDLZDTH D, EER
DEFHPE®RDTICAH SN SR, ERUKEFTEIZ DWW T Mey 13, ATFDEBDRRTNS,

[T]he act of keeping silent (we can hardly call it a ‘speech act’) is highly dependent,
as to its interpretation, on the cultural context in which it is performed or ‘uttered’.
Just as regular speech acts need a proper context of utterance to be validly
performed, the act of silence doesn’t properly make sense unless it is situated, as to
both its linguistic and its cultural context. We may go one step further, and say that it
is the context of culture and language which ‘sets up’ the language user to deal with
a particular act of speaking (or non-speaking, as the case maybe). ['li§] [T]he ‘speech
act’ of non-speaking doesn’t make sense unless it is pragmatically founded in the
social set-up of the language users. (Mey, 2001, p.279, [5&7# /5 3])

RIUKFFED @RI, T2 IR0 DR, e, 2L TEHENERZZEICAND Z
EWCKOERMFIRE L2 D, TERDWIZEIL, AL FOERICERANLETEN TN I EITXD,
UROERN T THo e LFFVEHN, WRICHA SN2 RIUKEEZZBICANS &, LRz
FEHFEEATRE L TESAD ZENEYTH D ZENHA LIRS,

#f I RZERTT am O R AITHE S EILBRIE, [REMI S (pragmeme) | & U THON S, 7E
FEEFE LT, HETAROPTIAC T AMIKODREDT SN, BRNIMGENZT74E2ET
(Mey, 2001, p.221). Caponeld, FEMAEEFZZBAMITUTOLSITERL T1 5,

A pragmeme is a situated speech act in which the rules of language and of society
synergize in determining meaning, intended as a socially recognized object, sensitive
to social expectations about the situation in which the utterance to be interpreted is
embedded. (Capone, 2005, p.1357)

E51TMey (2001, p.22D) IC&XHUT, HHRIMOH TREBKICHES & U THRN M« OfHER
FL, [REHEREMA (pracy) | EMEEN, S 5IENSIEFE—DRENPEELIZNDEFRU KD IT
TRTCHRBDITRHTHH D-OFKFIC [FEHEEIME allopracy) | L THHDND, TOX
DISEERFERAT. TN EDLIRBBDOTHD, EOLIBRBDTH U A/LNDNZEERITT
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HIDZLFTEhnEEINd Mey, 2001, p.221). LEHEERAKRL Hc0RE25E
BN HDZDRIUTK U COHFE, BLXUOZDITANTDOHTREZL TWEEEZ5NDRIT
Lo TOBRRINT 2 ZEMTED (Mey, 2001, p.221). ZOL D ICHEMEBKLIT. &K
OHFT [ZOH TN TONE] ERFESHHEICIDELALNTVDONITERNENN TN
5DTH5,

UED&S5aEZTT2TH5ZEI2L0, IMBRELFENTHD, LENBERZHDITAELT
EHZADTENNREIC D, ERDITAMICBNTILERIT, ERICEEZL TWA Z &ICkD —
KRB N B INDEANA SN2, L LN SEAEBITAMOYAICE D & A
ﬁ%@¢f%6hé%ﬁ®@%%%ﬁmmﬁ5@5&bxbhé 72 E ZIERFITHB W TR
UBEDA Y=V RADTHTHS EARFICGEELBOAKICORD A%, ZDOXDIRMRR
@éhﬁﬁ‘%%@ﬂn;%mfﬁ%&éhéﬁﬁﬁﬁotoﬁﬁﬁ%@¢f%%%&6%él
EIZXD, MROBEZ2LOFFMICES A5 T ENHERIZIL S,

MZTaﬁiﬁﬁ% MOVHAAT, LB ZE XD EMNARE®RZEZ S DITALELTESLAD I LR
HEET 5, TOHTMBTONZONE. 4T LbITANELDRIOITALRRZT 26 &4
Wid2ZENTERN, EORFETIE. & EITH TAHLIRMRNTTbN T4 %2 BE% D
5ZEbHDH, LMo TITADOERIZ., HAETANEDRETE LD 2E0WAS, ZOXD
IR 2N E®RZ D DTAELTESAD I EE. FHLFOBRICHEEZ L SHETAH
RTA DR AHRICLAMRICASNT, BROAI 22— 3 JICXDEILEMRET 57

123, BRI NOF TR EZ LS5 220 ENDH D EEZ 5N,

4. i

ABTIE, TAHEL TORBROAITICRNITHWSNTEESHET MmN T4 3 A8
MICAONDFMEDH T2 LEEDHIT. TN OMERITHD < HHTITH U THEHIIMRGE 217785
Teo WERDEFET RN T A bR AT, WRZFELFOERM E WS BN SHRL T
%, TOWD [MEF] ITXDHRLZDHD DRI NEDXSBEDTH o 2Dh LW D ik
i HFEOEINTORVONBIRTH D, ZOX D5 IEEE L FICED ULROBERICERL
ENDD, EEOMATHICASNDERO - LNESATVRRENENZ D,

LR, HAFTROPTIHR/ELTHORRNLENTHD, ZENBITHTHS, LROZ

FIEPRLEMEL, APTONLZONET TR, #HITRKORETINZONEND DD RIT A,

ZOEIBRBEREAARTIE, FEAEKTR] ELToOREMNT L, BHERETRHE
L TR ZEHEET LI EITLD, RO —FANTRIR S N2 M H > LRI DN T O 2
W LFLET T, MORFESHEHELZ DL DRI E NS BN S KD EEOHAEITICAIL T
TOEMTEDE DTS,

W UFDNSHETANETORAZETRIEE2 2 L1, MBRESCULROEEZ20TT 2720
DL A DRERICKEBEHMMZEZ D25 T EEAXSND, F—DRERTH> THZOMRL, &L
FLHEFOLOR [RFEBEGE] OHWVWETHEIRD D5, FERFEIISME L THRWAIL
BRERT DT> A7) T MERECHAFERED [F2FEBEH] OHWETHRERD L
MHB1EA5, MAT IRFEEEE] & BERFES5E] OHWETH, F—0RBRITH L TR
LEEROTZITOIILEBHD A S, BHERTALL TEREZ LS AHEA. TNENDIY

DNINS AR B ZEMNARELEIRD, ZNENNODMMOMERZGS I L REE 25,
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TN 5 OHERIE. LRSS 2R T 5O A THERER L2 D,

G4,

FRHRETHELTEREADL AT, [TRE] L (TR0 WEHLLEZ SRS

DR ENDZZ2D, #EPLRETHZ2O00EDI DI REENBILBRICALNDZDONEND

T

RS HECMEED D NWIETORBLAREND D, TNETNDNTEDRIRITH S

NLMFRPCHERZHSNTT ST ET, MMROHROKRHADHEZD T,

-

RERZE T2 2 &0 %ﬂ:btiﬂi d BIEDE 2B, ZLRINTVRY, ULHLENTS, IHERICHEE L8
OATEE, KRERMEIIARS R0, 2AUd, IEREFHEL, SHROAEE WS B T
ﬁlit’&fibfbié?)@@‘ MENERFEOPCTRZL TWBEEEOE T, 2L TWANhETH 5D,
Z@iﬁf;%ib:%’j%‘ SEATIIZE ClE, ILBROMKEEZ WA S NICT 272012, SHEOHEEE ST T S
DICHWSN TSR, —BIITHEDN TS, AETHOMICHED [SiEfT4#H] 2[RI
]\ZXfE il DSMCH, & A, [BIEPERGER (relevance theory) | (Spelber & Wilson, 1986) % Hi
Wiz % (e.g. Jaworski, 1993) % [ A £ ¥ i (markedness theory) ] 12 & % % %2 (e.g. Sobkowiak,
1997) mEHH TN D,
—EROILERIZEFL, SEEIT A EIEEET, (23 224 —3 3 21724 (communicative act) | EWOIEFRZ
FAWTW% (e.g. Lebra, 2007[1987]; Saville-Troike, 1985). Z MWL OAHEIE, Fifz & babia
WL % [S55 (speech) | <‘:[/'C59~7ZIT EANDEEMICERNT %, 2N A 22— a ikl &
M 2ETMATH> TH, £ TITH 5N 5 MmN A Austin %° Searle I X % [ S BT % J 2]
EZHEBELTWD, LA ->TClalayr—3a ikl & [SETA] 0ObnWEIZ, BRI
THEROMEAITHEIZA SR, D EEEEZARRTIE, %kf ﬁﬂ‘n@‘:f:'f [d3 2= ’7 a T
2] EOWSHENHNSNTNEELTH, [FiEfTh] KERLEK L., EnziEd s,
SEETARONGEL FAENWITTAZELADDIZHITENTND, FO0 [FiETA] % [FEN @)
1), [3&3E (M) OF1). [FEEENY () 174). [FREBEMER] OX 51T [FiE] &0 HiEHEE
WWHWENTWS, LA LRSSHHEEZ EDRDRERWILROSGS, [FiE] 28 0ME2EHRT &
WY TR ARnEEZ 5N 5 (Saville-Troike, 1985, p.6), ABFZETIZ, LA LD EZ2EH DS AT,
BEF O HEEICIBIE 2 AT T,
EEUAFAEEEEELBADHEE, HARNZINTORE DT 4TI/ (Nakane, 2007, p.27),
RIA DA AHEGL, SEIERIFEHICL o THRIESN, iEmERINTVD, RERICET 5 EB 5T
W2 TiE. *TH Brown and Levinson (1987) IZX 2R T4 MR AH@mNEL < HWHNTWS, Lz
Mo TAWFZETIE, BT b % A &1 Brown and Levinson @R L2l a2 S L, iz D
T,
—HTZOXDITEZ, ILBROZ T T OB U TRERHER 2 BN E 200D 5720, 6o &b
TETHRWTALEDART I ENRETH S (Sifianou, 1997, p.73),
2010 “FiZi3. Journal of Pragmatics (volume 42, issue 11) IZC “Pragmemes” &W 5 HFRT,
FHEITRHIC OV TORESIHENTV S,
EEUARMRE. BRICEDITAHOMREERICEET H2DT TIERNWT L& AT 5, T
WBWTHERAERITAEL TOITAIL. A>T 7 A MRRNUZT TR, TAEOENOHEEIIRS
ZEMBHDERRS5NTND (e.g. Capone, 2010; Montiminy, 2010), Mey D&l HFE AT A DE 2 Ji
%k < Alessandro Capone i, {TAEDEKIZDOVWTU RO EBOIERNTNDS,

Intentionality is 2 mental phenomenon: it is usually a mental cause that prompts either
linguistic or nonlinguistic actions. Linguistic intentionality is what animates a speech act: it is
the reason why the speech act is proffered as well as the intended consequence of the speech
act. If all goes well, and the speaker’s communicative purpose is understood properly, the
addressee will fulfil that purpose. ‘Intention’ originally meant ‘aiming at’. So, it is reasonable
that an utterance should aim at something (its purpose) and be fulfilled if the purpose is
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taken up. [H1] While Mey specifically deals with speech act force and claims that this is a
function of context (he calls the speech act in context ‘pragmeme’), I deal with the issue of
the speaker’s/author’s intentionality and I address the question: whose voice is the one
expressed in a speech act? I propose that Mey’s notion of the pragmeme must encompass not
only illocutionary force but also intentionality, as well as the phenomenon of voicing (see
Capone, forthcoming). (Capone, 2010, p.2965)

EFLD Capone (2010) OFIRB KL, ARIETIIEHMERITAEE A DBITIRIZT TR <ITAFED
BENHEETDHIEICT D,

9 Mey (2001, p.219) 1, FEAEEITRICEDITHDES ATE. Hymes (1974) 23R LU 72 [FE5E
F4 (speech event) ] DFEAH & & WTHMT 2 EBRTWD, RFEFR LT, HFHETO 20 DH
AT K> TSN AIEFH O Z & =7 (Hymes, 1974, p.52), T DK D RBANT SR S N/ FEFEF
I3, TOETHRINDFHECHENRD D, TOTAZITOI IEICLVRFESEEOD W TH
AINERZE DD, TNICKH U TGEHERITAMIE. & 5RO F TREDITTANHES NS ZT
Th<, ZORAEGD ZECEDZORIETEET 5EX %55 (Mey, 2010, p.2883).

10 2OZ&iF, WOKNDOETHETHHFES N TN S (e.g. Agyekum, 2002; Basso, 1990 [1972];
Nwoye, 1985; Saunders, 1985; Scollon & Scollon, 1983), 7z7ZL Z D&k Sisikimid. k] 22—t
MIZESZATNE720HHbH 2, MROMRIT, BRDEBY, H—OXXEANTH> THRERIRD S %,
U7=m3> T [3Ub) ICOAEKIM U 7L BROimd. BT 208 N H 5,
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