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Constructional Changes and the Development of Interpersonal Functions in English
and Japanese: A Usage-based Construction Grammar Approach
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i i _ This study revealed the development of interpersonal functions in

expressions in concessive constructions

in English and Japanese is motivated by their constructional schema where the speaker superficially
accepts an utterance or attitude mostly by the addressee in the concessive clause and then makes a
contradictory claim in the main clause. By positing four semantic domains which consist of the three

levels of content, epistemic, and speech-act originally proposed by Sweetser (1990) and the text
level supplemented by Crevels (2000), the development of the topic-shift function in the English
concessive construction is construed as a natural extension from the speech-act level to the
text-level in terms both of synchronic poleemy and diachronic semantic extension. The same
explanation holds for the development of the topic-shift function in the adversative conjunctions "
but™ of English and "shikashi™ of Japanese.
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well | mean
now, anyway
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having said that HST COHA  CLMET

(1) a. Having said that, let me just stop you.
b. Well, that said, you know, I’d like to address that.
¢. That being said, let us end our sparring.
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Sweetser content domain
epistemic domain speech-act domain

2 Sweetser(1990: 79)
although
(2) a Although he { didn’t hear me calling, /could hardly walk,} he came and saved my life.
b. Although he came and saved me, he hadn’t heard me calling for help.
c. Although | sympathize with your problems, get the paper in tomorrow!

Sweetser athough P, Q P —Q
P Q
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(EDC)
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Sweetser Crevels(2000) (2d)

(2) d. | speak and write Serbian, Albanian, Turkish and Dutch, but | cannot express my true feelingsin
any other language than Romani. Although now that | cometo think of it, | have done it many

times ...
athough (2a-c) (2d) P
Q (2d)
Q
although
Although
Fraser(1998)
(3) John was late in leaving home, although he arrived on time.
Crevels
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(4) The diet can make you slim without exercise. Having said that, however, exercise isimportant too.
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(5) Ms. KELLEY: Sam, everything in the book is corroborated and it’s corroborated by at least two
sources. There are chapter notes in the back of the book that tell the reader exactly where the
information came from and how it was arrived at.



DONALDSON: Okay. Having said that, Kitty, let’s look at some of the things that you have
said in your book and see if, in fact, you have  two sources and if you can corroborateit.
SAC HST
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(6) CLANCY: All right. Having said that.
HST All right.
HST SAC
HST SAC HST
(TLC) TLC SAC
Tabor and Traugott(1998)
but

(7) A: | had anice lunch with Nancy yesterday.
B: But (to change the topic) did you get the
money she owes you? (Fraser (2006: 85))
(7B)  but 2 A
Nancy B

but
but

(8)

(8) But tell me, are you really planning to retire?

((93)) ((9b)) ((90))
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