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4. TESI7Z7O—F, 2DV T

HIEITIX, 1980-90 R BT 2HFE Lo T#iFl, & 7% -7z B&L (1987)
TS 2 REHEER 2T % Eelen (2001) S Watts (1992/2005, 2003,
etc) KWRRENLZKRA MY VOR-SHETVEERT S TEUNT 7
0 —F OWEEHFENLD, 22 TRIOT—~twmFOHEREETHD
FRZ A4 %A (politeness) | EWIEEDH V> F ik, —ik Ak & HE
DIRE, B EEE S ORUZ EXE FRIBIC & i 2 & % ATz, Watts
WkbE, TRETORTA P RAAFFETHIAINTWI-DIX, FiEEE
BL, ZOBAEZAELL TEHEN, BREP, B X OB %3
THEER WS 2Lt b, B&L (1987) RSN EHERNT 7
O—FIHET 2RI A M A W50 Bl, T7abb CP MRz s
b DL L TOHMHIERENED 5\ 137 x4 AREFER O DD HE (D
BIREFH) L vwoe R T A PAARBLE T = A AR HBOEEEDOERD,
ZOWE» S THIE, PRI ZRTA P ARADPOPICERSNENE
DDV THREMCAENASNT, S5 ZONFHEICH FIEPL
MCE2ERBHL IS, ZOLEEEEZFRT 201F TEk, T T#E
B, 7Z7wd 2 i3 (Watts 2003: xv, xxvil)o Watts I &k % &,
B&L (1987) 1 "EE AR b OEREN LM TH-oTd, 721 AR
ETHBOEMPZ T2 HFH->THBY, RIA PAAOHEHRmEVWS LV L A
facework DEFHTH 5 (Locher & Watts 2007: 10) 4 £ ABIND, T
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S LBEA»SBEL D X 5% e - AHFENLZBEREE (socio-
anthropological given) ;& LTD vy 7F o vy BDE Y =R M, EHE
FEHR T A M ARBUTRD Y, PHFEHRE LV BECHET 272012, K
74 A A% "THENHAEROBREI»o/IFINLE ) bOLRZZD
MIUIZE T35 (Watts et al. 2005: 12, Watts 2005: xvii) o BERDHE D,
B&L b "THEfHAEEH WO I Dkt b ez nzEr BT A (EH) O
R 2 R L - BIFRRY M (emergent properties) DR TRHETRE D
TH2 (B&L1987: 48f) ; LHHAEROHSMAIFEEICE KL T 2323,
Watts 5D L VFEL Tw21EH» 0 T, ALXOEE - 8578
(practice) Z—EDHKFHFICBV TR M AT v 7HICE 5 2 2 ET IV 2ER
LTWw2bIFTHb, SIEFEERID IEROFERRTIT 70 —F 12 H
SN BN (individualism) EAPFEE O HIESLEM ZEZK T 27: 9
WZERF T % Mg (strategies) EWoRBEICL LD ET VIR 3B
Watts 5D R 74 b2 A 1 DETNVIIHESWEZTEOBEGRO—5 L1
BEOUohd (Watts 2003: 261) . AREFITIX, "FHM T 7o —F ) il
DERFIR KT 2 HSHROBESEEFHIL 205, IV —T%2RK
3 % Eelen, Watts, Mills DFRZMBIL T, ThEZNOREF L FROE
T XL EWRETT 5,

4.2. Eelen (2001) MFEF A b REB L HRIEHR

TEEERNT Ta—F, i 2 "TEHNT 7a—F 4 O
BIZDOFELEIAHZEDRTA b ARBEPEIST 2 SHEROENICE B &
WoTh I, KI4 PARAEHBWCBTL2THERIIa=r—Yarv,
2 TRZEEE ), BB Vi T L v R T OO T B DI EHEE
FH7 7o —F RS m0H, 5 LERTIERT A b3 R 2tk
EHEL UMERF T 2 720 O OBIHIT), D% VS OREREHER T 5 5
EFT2RFECDOEHNS (Eelen 2001: 244), Eelen I & % &, BITOTH
BRT A b A AHFROBSREE I TRSFI ) #2223 Parsons fi O
HIHREF 2% (Parsonian Structural Functionalism) Q&€ TN T 7 4
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NV NE (HBHD) #HESEERICZ > Twb Evwd (Eelen 2001: 188) Y,

Parsons OfEEHIE 7T IVIZ ARHTEIO MG T, ADREDEHE & & 2
2A4DDTEIY AT LoD EHRD, TRbLE, (IfTEIY AT A (A
PRI, PRI AR RN EKR),, QA AT A (EBERFEIE R E D0
HOME), QY AT A (S &£ h—BED Vv~V DEH - HEEE
(collectivity)) RUMUALY X7 & (ffEE fF& 7% EDADHAELERIZ
B 2 RMHUEEHE) T, TRZNIIHEEICBEEL 205 bAEOMHE % b
D &9 2% (Ibid. 188-9), Parsons FUIHFUE L, AL 2682 TH
2O B S MEER L SHE D > A 7 A HMENDOTTHE) 2 JE 3 2 SEERHY
HEIERIC R 5 £ 3508, FERKRTA N3 AHEHT E b O THEWL Par-
sons W OFEEHITHFE L HH R T 4 b2 2O & OREIEHIC D
EDWTETNMEENT WS & Eelen A4 % (Ibid. 245), % DRI, KR
74 PARRAEVD b O RXAEIICHA S h 2SR OERIC & > THE)
aSh, HEWRR & ZEM R 2 SERE I 2R T 2 (R 17
HO—RBRELTELZD[IIDHEEND, KT A AWIED over-
views D% N & F X F L BERK T 70— ?‘@*ﬁ@%?ﬂa.ﬂ?‘é@m#% %
2, He o TH 2 5 HER b IBOFAER, akami, JIEmivaTE & v
SEBEHBELTEY, 25 LHEBOMRBCES T &, ZETET VO
ZLE NP rNEHNE b DT E R v ET 2 (Ibid), 29 LA

, THEEEER D H 2 b DIWCED {HIRDIE D, KEhsr OBERIVEIER
ML OREWT 70 —F TEZ2 b, K74 DA AOERR % b 2O I
EHE, AT 2TERR L A TBAELE TS (Ibid. 245) 1 Z &
%5,

29 LT, Eelen 13" X 950D & Nl 4EEHHFE £ X 0 X Ol 78
FEmHI» DO 2=V AT 4 v 7l (BRIGEZL2) HICb DK,
fER L F o7z i 220 2 2 Wk D& B FEFIIEFE OMiFE % 8
LZEMTE, RIA MARAEVIHEHRO I NE TLIZER D FER
e ORERERVEEE 2 L VRS HEETE 2 (Ibid)y £,

HIEICH A7z k512, Eelen 325 LTCIRT A bR A OBER % IRAK
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WRET 2D, £9—#D AL (laymen) OFEELHEIZ X % politenessl
CIREVEBPLET VOEMTHES (XYFHENR) MLl To
politeness2 & Z43F, BIZEZZTRI A4 M R AT TE IS N L NE
RETHY, BIEEMOHOAS (input) TH Y HFES (Eelen 2001: 25) |
L9 %, —5® politeness2 12 2T, Eelen i%, fioERIESHERE
% (social reality) OE#E, B, HHH%Z O &3O LFEBRIE, politeness2
I politeness] DEFHDE TR Z 4 b 2 A DHEEHRZ2RIFECEERET
bbb (Ibid 431), £ 35, D% Y, politeness2 iZ & - T,
politenessl DIEF® % DAL, A2 otto—MRICR - TRE 2 HETE 2
EWwd, Z95 LT politeness?2 13 politenessl B3 2 HERTH D, polite-
nessl THZE I N BR—Z DA CHEREEL T —DBENT-A0E L 2206 THE
B, C& 2133845 (Ibid) ZOEEIE, INFEFTDRT A bR AW

AT TNV ORI Y o TROE L HERmEES 2 — D A2 OfF 5
BT 7 A B DERITRE & 72 LIc—0—OxHGBIR A H 2 b 0 L HE L
CRUR-FHBHEfE > T2 2L 2w 72T b D TH 2 (Eelen 2001: 78f) o
B, —ROAZPEMOD (im)polite X FEETENIN T 5 HF (BEF)
FIEHE (D% 0, WIEEOERMZ LB 2 258D BEMd (im)politeness
BT 2 B2 ST R Wil % Eelen 13 "#IAY - 4348 polite-
nessly & &7%%3 (Ibid. 771),

SO 7 Fu—F 0L bz b ZORANCE L T, Eelen i3, Pike
(1967: 37f) DEREELXLOFFICEA L2207 Fu—F, §xbb
'f—S v 7 (emic), & "7 4 v 7 (etic); DXFBIEAH L, politenessl
B IA—3v 7, WELOTREVbOALT—F, INBOBEH LN
D b DOITE DA (NEFICIZBAR L WA EEh2) LD T
T4 v 71 WEAR Db % VUL B politeness2 DAERICHINT % H D
&L T3 (Ibid.: 77-8), Eelen OFmHLOE S1Z, WFED HIVIIZ—M DA
7.5 OHEOFETHNE CESE T 570, WREINCEHARITA —
SV I RRICWD S Z L, FIHEMARSANOITE 2 BFEL» LS T 258
Wik, RADOFHAZEZ % b 2 EOREME (surplus value) % d D728
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2, BEERECR IR T T 4 v 7 ER SR 2O bOTHY, DD
R A M ARDOEFLE T IVIZIE emic/etic DHEEINH S LI HDTH
%o RT74 FMAAERDA — 3 v 7 2AECIITAED EEHNL) A+
B HIE A ERTE 2 T 2098 & & b e (ER7R) Hanyg R
FA PR ADEEDOBTERLEENT VB I LIRS, KI4 X ALWVD

) TEEZMENR &I 2255 (RUGEMGR) OGRS —I v
ZHME ZFFRL TW5 203 D Th, =7 14 v 7SS EmBb e
Z & %m9flE LT, Eelen X, Distance, Deference and Camaraderie
(Lakoff 1973,1977), FTAs (B & L 1987), PP (Leech 1983, Gu 1990),
CC (Fraser & Nolen 1981), Volition vs. Discernment (Ide 1982, 2006),
cultural script (Blum-Kulka), emotive (Arndt & Janney 1991), politic
behavior (Watts 2003) 7% &% BV, Z 5 LI BT 2 RIEEREIR®
BRE—ROANT ORI R 2SR HEBLEZFE>TwE T3
(Ibid. 78)s T EIFIHIZ, =T 4 v IBHUIA —S v 7 IZkbZ L, Ti
bE—RDANLZ DRI T 4 v 7 RSN EZ S, RTA4 bR AKCH
b5 HE ORI TEIRFMIIC B W T 7 4 v 7RIS Z &
bdh s LiERT 2 (Ibid. 79).

BHTE®H 25, (Pike HELRH S LI W) MED H % Z D emic/etic
OXFNZHEL, ZEHD politenessl % b &1 politeness2 (BHEH) 2 HESE T
B HEE LRI D b D, Eelen 3% % D1, Parsons i (BB EZER)
&R % Bourdieu (1991) @ "EEITHI O (theory of prac-
tice) ; ICABNBTHETHY, & ICHKAWRHERPEBHO LV NV E2E2Z
T, "HROHERER] (social laws of construction) ; & % Wit Te
HIZERK (social genesis) | DEIX 2 TR T2 L THD, 2FD, KI74 b
FABEBAHESE THR, LATIZ, RI4 F AR T 2 HEH
A J1 =X . (the social mechanisms of its construction), 2% D {Hx A
DT, 2w z A &L > THRITEM (intersubjectively) IZAE S 11
HREIN2ZODY LI R2FERTILBENHLEVI>DTH S (Ibid:
246)
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kD Watts ®° Mills & [Elf#, Eelen DR 7 A b 2 ABEmOREMIE, <
5 L7z Bourdieu DF-£BE, £ 122 dD "™NE ~w A (habitus) J? ® "
[ (disposition) ; £V o leHERICEEHI NI D THY, FOFE BHE
Gl = A 2 ) Eg (argumentativity), FESPE (historicity)
B L OE M (discursiveness) TH % (Ibid. 247), & < I1Z, habitus @ "#
Hl & - ENEYE (regulated improvisation) (Bourdieu 1977: 78) 4, D %
D FEE(L S NIz LS L BRI & v S FBIME L ZBIEO ZHkE b
ORI EMA LI LT THEFOILY L FHORE (evaluative
moment) % T+ EET 2MENE SN S, D% D politeness b im-
politeness bILICHHRE T2 Z LN T, THESEEAOREBRD X v B/
TR RITBTELDOTHY, LicdoTEIA b2 AOHEEIZH
e s e b e £ bic (BRRELAEEL WS 2 D08 A S) A
BOHPRMT 52 ENTE S (Eelen 2001: 247) 4 L WH bIFTh %,

Eelen i% & & 12 Bourdieu DL HER O 41 R % 5 303 % (discursive
psychology) OFEEFEVODI 2 AEwEREL T3, SHOESRI,
WHLLBFR Y 7u—F L 8g D, #%GEE (talk) 2SfTE & LTS %6
I D—IEHET, ethnomethodology R&EEMT (CA) OFFE:d L Y 2,
DIEE FORERZ ABOITE e WO BlLEA» S £ 5 2, ADOEETITH (prac-
tice) # EHFIICIIFET 2D TH Y, HEWEBTEHE L TORT A b2
AHEROOHEFNER S5 2 2 H D L LT, Bourdieu DS % HH5E T
E5E0nI b THS (Eelen 2001: 236), B LBEFEOREOV £ DI,
B fTH e s, BFx (18Y) THo—REBLALTILTDH
% (Harré & Gillet 1994: 19, cited Eelen 2001: 236) , [E& e 2178 & 4]
DEES S, AOfTEIER LA T2 ens, (KIA4 MAABLrb21ET
D) "Hi# (norms) s D & D RER LD T Dy R THFAEY), (entities)
ERT, LA ZEhEREHSIEETITHE (social practice) & & % (Eelen
2001: 236)0 5 L7z ADOWEEBIOFEE AT 25 2 & TRER L L THEW
MAFRCHE 2 DHEEOEE (FH) clladbleicn s, N,
BEOHBETH 2RI FETERRINDY, BRI FSEREERERTT
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BOPICH B DS, EWIWHIZL 5, ZORTTE, "
HREO R AFEMERL, 2 b P ARITEIO (M) RN TIE% L,
L2 ZF NEEBSHENERTEH O TH-> T, Fhk D IcHSRED
PLHIPREHEE O Z Lk b (Ibid) jo HEIIANKERSH (argumenta-
tive) BB % b D, LHET LI LT, SRR E LT, HEibHSIE
BTH CUIV EER S, HETEHOFEMEICE VT, teznanEirviH
EEERT 2O EVSHEALSATIEICOTEREZD DI EZRD LW
S TH5 (Eelen 2003: 237) o Eelen I k1L, SiiMimsOFEE L
TORTA bAA (OHE) BAZIHLTRIZT b > & bHERESH
SR, HIEEEE (Lie->TEDIThAER) JEHELLY, EFEL
DT H2ERENI, THILRITHEBICE>T ITHED L v (well-
mannered) ; &7 "#EZ (uncouth) ; & & & HHEM - HESEET
V, ZOUSHEEHENE S OBEEL, DL TEZO/EITB T 5
ANDIHHRR « #ESAE 2 BE T % (Ibid. 237) 5 &> 5 Bourdieu R A
2R,

BRI A DA RFROET NV EFKIBICR LS5 LT Fu—
FTHRIAPFRARBKARELT TV RT L, EAoND2D, ZTDESD
BBEOLRIAMARAD TEF )N, LN & Eelen i3F5E$ % (Ibid.
248) s INETORT A b A AHEEHH T (im) politeness {TEIDEH | 12 FE
BEY TP LT, Eelen D& X9 E 7/)VIE" (im) politeness D FH D
FEH 2R b5 2 EREHIE LT 5 (Ibid. 249) . fEHEAZeHISCRE
ThHs " ALIE (im)polite Dy LSV TREALIZHEWIZ
(im)polite LML 5 D, WO HwiIcB EHaz oz b TH S
(Ibid.) o

EiRD X5 S ET VDG 126 THAIEHLR R T A4 b A ABRA
O77u—FE LT "EHR, TH2Y, MENZTVDLITTIE AW, 2L
»IZ, Belen @ & 512, #HAEEAICED 2 N2 & > THEEKR AR LFER T
DITEID (EFISAER) A — 3 v 7B L ABOBIEH I L 5 (FT -
Em)) =7 4y 7B E 250 2 2 L IZHEERIVICARETH b, L L,
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WEOHANEMIZ B 2 SETE 2 EVCICHHET 2O £ 22 L7
2 R D2 %0 2L AR O FHE L HIHILAE A O habitus & L THE{LE T
W5 H, ZOHBPFHEOREICIEH 2 IFTOHESNIEE,), DD
— DAL DEFH LTI L (TERW) 25 LitFani ™
Ey R THAL X5 %bDEHRD 1L THERLT 2 D05 E =#%2
FETHD,DF D, KEPHE LR Z M@ C CER I N, EEHEO X 23—
@ habitus & U CEH UIHETE) 2 BRI —E QRPN I NS 5 & 5
LTw3 LEESNIHEEECHEO S AT L EDHLB—BRDART
bHIMEEVHHATRE LD TH S, (Eelen d etic/emic DX % HERF
FT2OMNEEL W EFHED B K 512), politenessl/politeness2 D KA b FEW
IZ1%, —#& L~V O politeness FRER 2 X R & U 5 b RIS I 3R
(politeness2) D7z DERBIIEESILZ LN T 2B NEE L AR TRET
55, Eelen (Ibid.: 252) 1%, 3 (AL T, FELDY, #2E
ZAHDHWH DI ELTH) politenessl R T 4 b3 A DWFFEFEE X
& &9 55, B&LIZH > T, HEHEEMIC politeness] IZHHY T 25— D
AR DIEBETE PRI O S I HE S A TEHRE O BATR %2 SFEP L
L% BT 3 2 FRIN 72 face & ) TEIBERICERT L2 TH Y, L
b ZOWRIE—DOALZDEES D (D% D politenessl D FFE-HEE) T
bhHd, bbb DA face TIIXLEDLD 21T 0, BHEZBIR % face/fac-
ework IZFRILT 5 ZETHY 2IFT DR BWETTIEDH 508, 2
MIFBHERFHIC L 2 — b & EEEOEBR TIE#BI 7w L Th b,

Eelen (Ibid. 252) & Mpoliteness? 2B 2 BB, (OHTER EF)
B2 D7 LTd) b SHEE politenessl 2% 3 (represent) 728,

politenessl DOFLHFER & L T politeness] IZEHEENR L & WL OMHTEE
S Lo TLE I AREED K WICH 2, LD S, Eelen I2 &L
X, BRI TE 2 7220 — D A% O 5 politenessl D&% % -5
CYVEMLE (mimic T5) ZEE2BTHLTFRSRVWL, LD ICEED
ARBIRZA P A ADHACHEO LS 2 bDERFBH LI LT, W
HEEFFECZ LR TRETERL, BLAERIA PR RACEBICEES

92—
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5 HOVBE L T2 0ORENFOND L5, HEICEHFZ 5 A2 OTTHE)
WHWEED TE VMBELRFEZITINEIZELTWS (Ibid. 252).

L LKRTA bR RAEILAIFELEM: (psychological reality) % KBS X
o ll, GEEENT Tu—F DRI A b X AGWTHHFEEF, etic/
emic B A %= B L Ic B2 5 59, politenessl & Eelen & 28
KT AEEE KT 2 — L EFHEDE L TEZIE T TH %, Eelen ®
Watts 507 70 —F 1, PHEOBLEEEIE T2 2 L2 & D RHETER
(prescriptivism) =#E 2RI kR LD, L5 k—Rb 28T % Fik
ELUCEHECTE 228, MHAMFHOSEELZ D T BIEH (FHMR) Of
Wi & SE(M & 2> & 32 politenessl/politeness? O XA 2 #ER I 2 Z L 1, Mills
(2003 : 8) DIEFHED, HENTHEWEP D TR, ZORINCI1Zb S
ZEDBRIA P A ABROFEENFTIHCERT 2085 0 3E5MTH S,

4.3. Watts (1992/2005, 2003, etc.) D7 7O —F

Watts 3 B&L (1987) % EfEROREBAIBFEDO E 72 2@/ & LT, —
BOAZ D THSNDEETA b3 ZADFHERHNT 2 0 < 2 S BHRF %
AL, K74 P AR W) FEHLHRIHIC facework IR TE 5 &
WO RUERASE, AT D TR U CEB £ 72 XM EBc
bz “polite” £ EDFEITH LD “politeness” & 5 R 7258 2 5
PIFBHERLHHE LTI RT4 b A RBERORDO LS 2HIT T2
(Watts 2003: 252), Watts d Eelen & & 12 Bourdieu DEETTEI D BlEH
WKL L 724/ TV 2ER L, 13D politenessl & politeness? % [X
AL CHIE 2EETXE L3558, Watts (2003: 9f) 13 & 512 politenessl
% “politic behavior” & “politeness/polite behaviour” 2431) % H°HH
HoO TAIFMHES A v v 7 — 275 (theory of emergent networks) J¥ %
S5 ATRL L, %0, HEEMOFEAMO ANHEBIR % b 2 HHRET
HEST U7z DHERE L 72 D & 2 HEGIZ AT & h 2 2 BRI IRE & LB 1T8)
(Watts 1992/2005: 50, 2003: 20); H2Wix "THEwictF I A~ND
liiE D75 (Watts 2003: 30) , TH S “politic behaviour” D5 5, TH
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TOHSIHAFERICASb LW ERD 5N E O EBZ 72178 (Ibid.) ,
% politeness & AT b TH 3,

A DOEEITE & U CHE & L5 politic  behaviour %, Fraser &
Nolen @ "ZEREFHIF, BT 2 HAMEMO &£ & 2757°FHH (2006) 5
Db & & 2 fTENCERIL 72852 TH D (Eelen 2001: 75, Locher & Watts
2007: 27), %7z Haugh (2003) @ "#im3 15K 7 A4 b+ X (inferred
politeness) ; Exttbans T FHis 3R 7 4 b+ R (anticipated polite-
ness) 1 I LW 23, B&L (1987) OXHiEERE LT TEHNT 71 —F
DEFIE, —MBEZELTORTA bR R EELR - BRI 5
& &bz, politenessl &5 FEHEFIRDOFITO) WIERICNLE L
&% Bourdieu (1977, 1991) @ "/\E k » X (habitus) s ® "EEITE
(practice)J, BHB0IE THERH R Y b7 —2 (social network) ; o7z
HZEE Iz b & D<K MEBITEIOMER (theory of practice) ; D—#f & L
THEDT S ZEIchb, Z9 LI politenessl D= EIERA DK Z
SR EE (SFESIE) OFHC L > TONE < Ba b O
& A B35, politeness 178 % TEEY) (product) 4 TZ £ TifE (process) |
EARTEBAIC O S (Mills 2003: 1) o

Watts iIZ Z L, R7 4 M AAWFRIZRICED b LT EFE - IESHETH
WRET 2 IEEMIR ORIl 2 B D A LB B D (Watts 2005: x1i), —#&D
AR & o THEbN % EFEMN % R 7 polite, polished, courteous,
well-mannered 7% £ OFER] P E ERFHE O 752 T & 5 standoffish, snob-
bish, stuck-up, priggish 7% £ 139 N CHSHATENC N 3 2 FREHY CTHRaERr
BHEBERTHO L L TSMEVPHESWIHEERATHES bOTHY, %5
L7 EOITEID TE 3 & 55w (discursive struggle) ;% ORI 5
WS bUTHD, ZDORFIFHIETO Eelen D emic R385+ BiE
TRELPETZRGEIHET 22, Eelen HE 1, Watts (& Arndt &
Janney) 7% (B&L »EEERIIHEEE % M D politeness] IZHEH L7z & 5
7%) politenessl/2 @ & [E] % # JF % 72 & 12 & A L 7z politeness/politic
behaviour DXFNWEZ EFTTRT A b A AW, 720 5 200 L& EEE

94—
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LTw3 (Eelen 2001: 252),

MEVIE L2 %%, politenessl/politeness? % X314 2 BHERAIARIL & L
T, Watts I, fERORZ A4 b A AR TR H 5702wl
T by 7% >3RI polite/politeness & 5 FHGEZFHEHAGE & L CT#EHA
T2DE LT, EOBENFHTE %2R TIET D “refined”, “polished”,
“courteous” &\ o ZEEBN—BDOIEEMRDAL I L > THELN IS,
K74 DA AHGNRECTOEREMNET 2 ENENTHL I L2HITT
»% (Locher & Watts 2007: 15), 29 L7 RADEFICIX & WK T
BEARZA FAA, EVDbUZF7 v b OSSO PHFER & 57 @Rk
LxaGhb, TOXPIEEERT 2EEEHS TORBERNFEELD 2,
Mills R Z A b 2 R{TE) 2 FRERHRO AN EHEET 272 S WOREE
BETERT A N A ADOSERME L@ 2 R T & kv E ATw 2 (Mills
2003: 151),

Watts 12 & % &, JEHFIRIC L 5 2 5 L7- SO ArER 2 s o
T5ZET, K74 MFAARACHEDLZ S ESEHEANL VD, EDX I IfH
bivd, ELBMEPEVOEEEER L2 2RI EREN - JESHE
BIRIGE L TWE N E S, & ENTFERRE &5 (Watts 2005: x1i) o
ML, ZOFEOIZYMHIZEZED politic behaviour & HEINDZH W (Thid.
202) 1 TH BHEED polite behaviour 23 1) 3 EEHENTZ Y E 5 pIC b
Do TWnWb,

Watts (2003 : 170) 1%, & % 5iER¥D “polite” LENTE 2D L5
HEND BHERD B BV EDIEH B LT 5, HiFeH (SFEDNEH)
X, 9 H LMHEVER THE X politic behaviour ZZF(TT 572 DICTKD 5
NAIRNRDOEFHEDBHBREENEI VI O EFHEHL < Tk s
7, Bourdieu ORI K S 2 1, RIPC/T2wT22NED "EERBRE
(practical sense) ; % 9 WHBHETEREINE b A& LTHEIEL
LOWMTHZWBRMEE % %, £ 5 LIEHEIC X % politic behaviour %
B2 72 b DIFERAT O (salient) 728, polite &\ 3 5l 252 1) 2 WlREME A B
%, LL, ZOMIET 2 MRS IIBHEOFERHEE L -o» ) A&
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LT, HAERZ & DMl <, SRR THNT 20ER’DH 2 v
(Watts 2003: 170) o Watts D BB %2 HTH L Do b 5 WHKFM CTRISH
DT AN THBEANC LT,

M: Dr. Weber briefly \ can you explain exactly what AIDS is \ (i#

T FEE, BE\BFKEEOEHE (overlap) fEFTERT)
ERBERETEHERL D 5, #FR (Dr.) 1ZEFIR T politic ZICHE & & 5115
W, briefly (FHEHIZ) &I iERIE (Dr. Weber i3d 52 AFRSEHHIC
b) 7 A ARFETE (FTA) L2095 579 (ZOFFLE LT), BEEOD
FEETIE (BHOMAE D 5 1% Explain to us exactly what AIDS is £ § -
TyhTEbRProlzDIZ), HETOFTA 2#if8d 272912, Can you
explain &35 #EERIEH (politic behaviour Z#iE L TE Y polite & FF
fligits 3) 2o Twd, ZOOFEFEEMEE L T politic behaviour
L¥rENG, DD, —H, polite & & 5B FELH BEA L facework
THY, Z1Wx politic behaviour D—F7Z WS> DTH 2 (Ibid. 171) .
Watts 12 & #LiE, politic behaviour O FHEIEIZHHEERH O YEE T LT N
® habitus & Z OMAELERHOHICH L TZOHSEM» o H ANicE 2 5
N57 24 ADEMPSIREENSE DD ET S (Watts 2003: 202), Z D7
B, ZUEEBAKMNZ polite &£V DI THEVWEHDOSREHETH, d L
FREOMIE & WS mTERY TR w, TH2E Z enarhid
“polite” ZEMEREIND B v,

%72 BBC ® Panorama &9 7V EFBHTOBETRICB W THLSE
MITHEAET OFKE 2 # > TFH L7z Ssorry if I interrupt you .. there” & \»
2 FEEIL, FISHEWHEHAFOR S 2ENS (D % Y politic behaviour #
X) FE 2 BHE L TARFKD politic behaviour IR Z 9 & L7z b D LIFRS
n50, ZOFBFFEOEEIT - ERICENEESLT 270 ICERN
AT e RETRFEETH Y, FASEPBLEEFZ 2 EOTRE 5T
THERORRERRE LA LN TES LTS (bid. BIES) .
Z0%E, FAEHE ENFEEFOMTHOITHEEZ2D S 2F0NBI>TWw5
EHLDLITTH S,
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Watts DBIDOFITIX, BEIDTz DD 2 WOHFES% b 5 I AWSHTT
TIEEF 2 ADES> Tw 2 DICEET 2IRANRES D, Z05E, H
TWIEBEREL L D0H 20, FTIREF 68T TRZDFEEZTHRL
TWwiell, REPOITEEOBHSIFTREVI 2RI L
Thb, TOWRWTIE, XD L S 7% politic behaviour DHEN T DFEEHHH
Hahad,

Excuse me. I think you're sitting in our seats.

Excuse me but those are our seats.

I'm sorry. I think there must be some mistake.

I'm sorry, but are you sure you've got the right seats?
O LT Z polite BB THMEDDHLIEAHH5D, ZO%HE, HED
DBIRE L e, EAHDZDDB WD, LaL, HFANZE S », HEF
BHDI b DFEIE EHEE L TwuilE, BhTE7z A5 5 Hey! Get out of
our seats. L EbN D L5 Z L FHL 53 TR0 0, LOFE
£ b politic behaviour & ¥IWi T % &5, DI,

I'm so sorry to bother you, but would you very much mind vacating

our seats?
EEbLNIS, FEVREST:BDOD O LHEEFL T 3R IIHOHENICK
JELTHBELL BV, ZOBFSOVFZFICLTREbDICE>TIET
DOFEFHIIEL S b DA, ZORWTHIHRFINE O LD bilEgEl R b DT
HY, TTICES> TWBEFIZIIBZ S S LB TR (aggressive)
— TR LA TEZ —bDFVERDONIL LWV, ZORWTIEZ
DOMICH S EFZE LRV EDVRID D B0, WTFhicdkIH Ll TR
O LY, Hpolitic behaviour 22K W H T2 Z Lk, Ry
FEEPNEWIZ ORI TTHIT 2 2 71205, polite TREWI L1235,
Z D Z &5, politic behaviour & polite behaviour & IZ&FEL { kW2 &,
7272 L, politic behaviour OHFFIZ B 2 F5hHH & & 121X polite 122D 5 %
EFRT 20 THS (Watts 2003: 257f), Watts .o ki, "25 L7
HEEBITAED S B L 5 w5 T8 politic behaviour 72 O s % B
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RO DIFER D -7 &2 TH 5 (Ibid.: 248, HIAEH) , LD
b Ths, 25 Lk Watts Db 3 relational work (BIfRIEZE)®
BARGIZEBI T4 D> D 1T L WS, D 72 & politic behaviour 12 BH59
MR ORRERT Watts DRERTAH LS (K12H),

1T, BIKEDOBEDENS 4430 3 % 5 5 DH, unmarked/politic
behaviour IZFH2 3 % “non-polite” OERSP, /2D 44501, DFD
positively marked behaviour & > 9 FRDH % ZAMFOFD SO D
EL/ DO o7z 2 A 54D Ypolite” £ SNDLXEBTH S, Z
5 LT, "RZ A b2 AL relational work Db % 5D %
W &Y, W ABRIER (interpersonal meaning) I 23» i % flldHl &
DOBbH Y OFTHEEL & Tid%z 5% v (Locher & Watts 2007: 10) 5 &
WIH DT TH3b, & 512, polite behaviour & N5 b DBHEDPL Y & D
TRHENCOEENCHFMMI NS I Lnd, SHEBEZTOH O
polite ® % W iZ impolite X L HETE 2T Tld <, WTFNOEFRICD

-

unmarked behavior e I3 ositively marked

behavior

“impolite”

[non-politic/inappropriate behavior]

X1 Watts (2005: xliii) @ (non-)politic/(im-)polite
DEE (Watts 1992/2005: xliii)
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NIz DEALDBFHNT 7 u—FICHFET 5 (Watts 2003: 1571) o
2% Y, politic behaviour ® 35 B ¥+ % “polite” & A7 T D IFEARLEH:
2 (2 3HSE) R EOEHIC LD, o iERRcE->TH
Zb 5 FBHI» DML b D TH 2 (Watts 2003: 31, 2005: xxiif)

MAFRTIRETIT 2HAFH THRINHEICAERL TwirE S
PIFLRBATTE 205, HAFRIZZ K 056 THE, O b DT, “polite”
EFHliENA LR LA2ENTHD LA LDITTH S, Polite behav-
iour (D% Y, politenessl) X politic behaviour 2z 72bDTH 5%, &
AT Z X 5T N(im)polite” &5 HEEIZIZ»% Y O FRED) IE
MbbZEiZiksdh, Watts (2003 :258) io&niE, NI ZnF S KE
BT OHERIC BV T ROALLCEFR EOT—BORMBHLbDEL
T, politenessl DHEFHTHIEITREDDLDIZ LW,

Z 5 L7z politic/polite behaviour DXFNZ DWW T, T CIZHEfL 2 &
512, Eelen 2SFHEH L T % 1Z5, T ORFIEHERET 2 O0EEE L 4 5 6
&% (Haugh 2006, Vilkki 2006: 329), Z DXFIX "HHAIH (ingenious)
7253, & <IZ “polite behaviour” &b - EFEE T 5 (scrutinize) NS
H2ETHENXD DS (Sifianou 2006: 668) . LEDFI» S B 5 a3z %25,
“politic behavior” ¥, Leech (1983) 73 politeness D& A7z L,
Goffman (1967) %% “face-work” & MFIZFEFE, & L7z “tact” (KHLY)
EVIBERICHEMUL T b, BZHL DR, HERRT A M A ABIRE
ENTWDEHDDE L M “politic behaviour” KEHENE EAHKEINDED
Th?5, Bs e WEEDOEBITE % politic & FERD polite & EAR
POBEIZE JWCRBELIZNTH Y, W iEZ s TEEL 25A 5 RH
Wb b, R RT A b & AFH T politic  behaviour % “polite
behaviour” & #7%TKITD "HEEOEGE Db o726 2 €TV OFREEE
DAREIZ 57223, Z RN TN &, ZOHmWFHBIEI> WI LoD
Th 29, FELELOHWIEEL THAEERATOPRD LD LR2 X
HLTWHFHICHET 220 o ir—Do—DfEIC LT &, HALSE
Jin# @ habitus °EAMEA OBREE 2.0 OB & 7 E k4 GREREEZ) /3
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TRA—FTHNIN "TEE, 75 FT “polite” »EI»DOHEIXZTERW
lenseFzon, EERNGZRIEBZELX b 03, THLID
EZHHEZE, K74 P RARAEEEOH 2802 85D TE LW f
one follows this train of thought what is left for politeness researchers
todo?); &5 Haugh (2006) OFFFIIFERIZELTH, R MAT v 7
I TERN, BRI, B, BN -V R =2 b nIfES IR
LDTH»9, BIzX D72 LiX, Arndt & Janney @ "t ABIRIY R Z
A MAAHE, WAL T ELZ20b Lk,

Z @ politic/polite DX BNZ DWW TIZ, Mills (2003 : 68) 1% "EEIC 1K
T30, GH% (useful) ; bDEATWE, TERICKT %, & A5HAIZT
BEHAL Cwnwy, TERLEAET O, RI4 b2 AR E > TlE—
#%1Z politeness Z#F T b OWBHEMRTZ A4 2 X, B 5 Wi politic behav-
iour TH Y, EEE, Mills DHFEL 7z FHHICE > TR Z A4 b AR EITFERP
BB RLET 53 (Watts WS- UERICRE S TWwBE T 5)
b D, 79 LIctESIEE Tl & s politic behaviour TH % 23, EiZ,
5 LIATEICHE 2 £ 9 A2 013 FHEHOMTEAZE (RKRF) »BH3
Mo72EwvS (Mills 2003: 69), Watts (1992/2005 : 51) TiZ, politic
behaviour 2> &4 N7 BEREOTEN %R, ()2 2 2 =7 —¥ 3 YO (com-
munication breakdown) ®# 47263 b @, L fF L CHTCOIH %
L IE, DD, OALBICHCDZ L2 LD RFHELTHS S
XM 3 2 D 2 EEICHT, HiFE % “non-politic” behaviour, %%
% “polite”behaviour & 3 % %3, politic behavior % Bourdieu ® “habitus”
EFAFIT S D E WS EEET, (non-)polite behaviour Z@E FHHE L 5
1TEN 2B 2 % L WS RHLZ X - T politic behaviour 7> & 4]V B4 Fimic
FHER R FIRED B %, #15%H D White 13, Bourdieu ® habitus D[
(dispositions) & IFARIARF S N2 TTEIRERC T T i/ (FH) B 83
Tz bALED T, FHlid 208N AF -~ 2N L T2 5D TDH
D, Z®X 7% habitus I%, (im)polite behaviour DX ZEETE % 72
I T7 <, politic ZTEME & (im) polite RITEIEA DM F 2RI TE 5
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LDTH S LRI % (White 2005: 2) . HADNMEIIL L 72 habitus &5

i TG s oS (structured structures) | & AR TREE(L T
2 (structuring structures) ; SRR EN B LD THY (Bourdieu
1977:72), F@EME FEEE2MMNL, BT 2FHMEZLObDOTH 5,
ZHFHBEABICBWTESTHL, KIGT200HEE2b525b0DT
» % (Thompson 1991: 13) . Bourdieu DERIZ, EAIZT7 — AR (feel
for the game) ;, D % 0 Z ORI TRIHPHEY] T, FPEYI TV TE
BRH (le sens pratique) ) #5:25bDTH5 o, FEME
% HITENZ 723 Watts @ habitus Of#H% politic/polite DX BN HEH 3 %
I IZMEL R VWb T TIE %Y (Thompson 1991: 12f, White 2005: 2 &
),

Watts 5%, BHIHZE L LT politenes2 ZRRET BRI A b F AH
DT T IV ERESE L T “polite linguistic behavior” O BHIEE 2 HE
5 LFARERE LT 5, ZDLIBETNVIEB&L KRS NLHERD
ETNVEBEARICRLY, ETVOBEL AL PEBICHS I bDZ &
D (politenessl TD) FIEZMEH» DEPHNCEZE L TILHTH
BRI 2 b D2 L ERT S (Watts 2005: xxii),

ZO7 7a—F1% N(im) polite (ness)” & \» 5 FREDRIEIEIE & O KUN
PEOWESTZ ELSHE LI T Th S, Eelen @ emic/etic DiEawm T
bz k512, FOEROFHE L L T—EOBERRAEIC R D ik
WEDIHZ B, ERE, Watts HE b iiE&AIIZ 1 politeness LAZFD “face”,
*politic behaviour”, “habitus”, “social field”, “symbolic capital” & v>>
TeHEEE b X 0 EYI e EREIER S BLETH S 2 L RO T 5 (Watts
3003: 262-3) s EOEMAKBIBRT L D1, D EDDRFD 5 W idftE X
{EIIEE L ERD 2 WIEEROZE (I HBEZ L 20w EFHD)
WZEITEE N, xR ED % X 5 7% politic/polite D KAl % ik D £
i T 2 HEROZLMEIC IR ORMD D B,

FCichiniz ko, Wattsid, "7 x4 A (HH) L OEEZDOHOD
HRMEREEE XD 555 (Watts 2005: xviii), K74 M R ADERICE
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BRZVWZ ER (B&L D) 7 =4 ADORZ D H DIV 6 EEXb
EVRDHDH S, 7oA ARETREMET2HKELTORI A 2
ABUSE RN FUHICRT S 25 (Watts 2005: xix)o 7272L, Bl
DFNTIE, B&L ORET 2 /iM% "TBAMRIEZE (relational work) ; D
NERDBES, ZTOPEAZEZ 2 BT WS (Locher & Watts 2007:
100, L2 L, %5 L7z/l%13 relational work O—Iic 3 E v & Ak T
b Th s,

Z DI TIFEEO Tpoliteness2y DFEEEIX &5 785 D, Watts IZ &
e, TRIZA PAR20OHIITHICE 253 (discursive dispute), 7
7B (im)polite behaviour 25— DAL 12 & > T E S5 i - SwFF S L B
DERD HENDH L (Watts 2003:9), & LT, EHE{TH (practice) &L
TOMHEEAOMMEEZD Y O % $ICHZE - TR T 2 Hikz L5 (Watts
2003: 118) 43, Watts OF#:13 “post factum” (FHEAT AT NIz D)
FHIE T2 <, fHELTADH TO real time TOFH = E5E 3 % (Watts 2005:
xx) M, #HEFFESW (CLS) PEFEMTL D bMEL T3 ko1
Rz 2%, SEBEAKOIFEMRCTH2KE FHAFROYEELL)
HYEFHTO (im)polite BIEA2HL2H WICTHE LRI L H 5 HEM D
KIA P AABRBICBET 2 2 LIV ENOIE LG T 2817
BOMEIERT 2 BN ZR T4 DA AOHGREHEETEL2EERET D
JTh %, —DAR DHEHITE% polite & 2> impolite & »IRET % Z
EREDLOTERBNT, HKEE— R LLIFROMETH 211D Tk
<y ZIWVISTABERIEER, HER, FIIR e LTHHiish 5[
BEMEDY D 2 &5 D Watts S3ERD THETERMN, ETVERET S
RILIZ 57228, 25 LeFHliowh L FEEMER £ S EAEOERCHZ
59, 5 L7MEAMZ B&L O 7 = 4 2 Z2#H 3 2 B2 > 72139 T
b, ZOFHEIIDDLKEHDEFED 7 4 — VRV —I TEEDAR A >~
7 -~ M LTHESHEOSHEBMZFET 20D L5 2F¥(TH 2
2, K74 M2 ATEOMAEL QN OMIE 28K T % & EALREDE
MO OFEIc 2D phknwEBbi b,
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TSmO B L CiE, Watts (2003 1 261) i, (im)politenessl O
iiiE, (Bourdieu ) #-&EBTEOMHHO—I & L&t TE 5 L L,
HEEETEN D 50 2 1, AMIFEEOERICB W CEHENTH
% Z 55, (im)politeness] DFEER d B4R, LE TR TRAHRWE
Hb, LipL, T Tz X 512, politeness?2 DEHET H % N X polite-
nessl DB ED & 572 b DX IFZIEHMDIZ WD, Watts 1, &
A XALER RS EN I b FHE/ERIC B T % politeness] DB TOHE
SATE R FHE 9 % “pohte” “impolite”, “well-mannered”, “rude”, “stand-
offish” & Wy o 7z FHEEICHHY T 25851 H 5133 TH D, politeness] 13
BBl 0niEniwnd, Lnrl, Z0 politenessl D E 7 V1 politeness2
DEREUET NV EXBEZDFTIEET 2, 0% 0, HBEHD X S 7% politeness
OEESICEFBIEZ b8 /2 b D, FRELXE2H L T2 & ofl &
T BFER BT LENEL, D OFEEDH L OREERE (taxonomy
of linguistic structures) 23fThbh b Z &2k %, UL, ZOFEEIZFE—
DOFEEHOFH % < 2 — DN L OHWT OFEEBET 21 1ck 2 L L
T, Watts 58— DAL DEEE KL v e UTRIBRZIEZ TEzd
DTH5 (Ibid)o ZTDETIVIZH S politeness?2 D zEIgT L AL
SHEEE L AT 5 IO R EETHOEMLHEZER D& LD oLd b
Livis v, FRLOR—OHESSUEERNO AL 12 X 2 Bl — 5 5
SEERIID “polite” 2 “impolite” 222 H 5 H D—LZ DIRE DRZER
fiif (the differential value of that attribution) DWW TIFEZHIZH
fEBE T, L L, politeness2 O ik D EME L 7c 2 X E polite-
nessl ZHAEANEHOSINE CBEHFIICK D &2 politic behaviour # 8 Z
5 (FlF 2 cERNCEL) T L et Ts2 2Lt EoT,
politeness & \» 95 FIFEDER D 2= LHSHEEITE OB ICA R R B i

JiEE B TE D X912 % 5, LI O Watts DL D TH 5
(Ibid. 262), Z 9 LT, politenessl OBEEAL 2 BRERIIIZZ IC 0T k%
TULER T O HBHIC BT 2 HBREKER E (politenessl) DT L
TAHETWBEDITTHBH (Chapter 9), ZDiwETIIOTE (Watts)

— 103 —



e EEREA GRS 5 425 (2009 423 H)

1Z 7 X IRINC TEIERY 7 faceworky D & 9 7%, — DA LB D (D
% D politeness2 IZJEY %) AREPHME2HAE 222000 Th5 (b
aRD Vilkki (2006 : 328 f) % Eelen (2001 : 252) @ emic/etic DR IZ B
ERY i R L0

ZDETNVIE Watts EET 2 L D12, "HEWHEEER L2 ZTOF
FEOBEZEEOMBENIICT I 2 HER (Ibid.) s WIXE W R WS, Eelen ©
emic/etic DM & AL, politenessl/politeness2 & X HI=° politic/polite
behaviour D FEEHFIE LI 1L F IERBROENE > T b,

4.4. Mills (2003) o> TMEBITBOERGE, EFNL

LI ERRFEL { AT &7z Eelen & Watts D2/ E TV £ ORFET, ®
13V Bourdieu DIEBTEIOE % £ 2 H T % Mills (2003) & "EETT
BoHERE TV (community of practice model) ; 23 Z LEETL TH
9,

Mills ® € 7 Vi, HAFHOEMSFERGRNE T VERFET 27912
BEITAREPEWVLS JEER»S TPy —EEHENURIA VA AKX
UiEORERICET 20k L D SeAfR 2B L 32 GEEhL ~ v Til)
HEELVVDET IV REAT Y, Mills b B&L 5OKRF A4 M2 ADE
TIVRZDETNVOFEEZERASTERINCEZ S 2 R ETNVDFHMEE
BET2 I ECKIBL TCWR2MoE TV ERIHT 2, B&L OE T VA
FEOMET 2ER 2SN T 2L L%, 5E LS T ONEHM 0%
FE ST, SHEOED LI E T 2SN ER (NE, BE, ¥«
VF=E) OprbhEED ZUEMRETNVERALZ W E WD K
2oL, Zhifbbh, 277 XA MNPHEDE 5 EERECPHEF
WHEDBHETORT A M A ARA VR TA b3 ADLEME @Y 23]
W 2HBREFFETL2HAMEDITREET S (Mills 2003: 244-5) 9,
Z OEARTRIE, TR T A b2 RAFHICHEFE? L OFHEL b o S
X2 —HOBEROME L 1ZAZET, Znidd L SEETEOFEAHEE
FL, HEL, ks 2 HEOBEBTHCABTHY, /225 LIHEH
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I BT BMEHAD 2 OEFNTHO P MADITERHIALIC D W» THHT 3 5
7o DI HESET B —HOEEITE LM (Mills 2003: 9) 1 L W5 bDTH %,

Z5 L7z Mills (2003 :4) ® "#fEE 7V (process model) 5 & Eelen
 Watts & DERHFRICFT VL EA SN DD, Eelen BWERETAI, S
Y& (appropriacy) O¥IrH BRI & & 5 SIZEHI T % & DD, [EFES

2 (stereotype) DBRENEHE L WY S OSB3 AL OO L o7z iz
XY 5 EEBEOFEN ZIRT NE LT 2 H80 L D At LI
L 2 HANDET RN OEBETHE O L~V &8 2 7277 (forces) &
O & o 7l & F[E S 2 M THRZ S (Mills 2003: 4) o EANDBER
BISCHEER S, DOWEHSHEDOE I 2FE T 5 0 lk Mills 7210 Tl
ROH, WLONFEIY = 08— KT A P AR LW I ROREN %R
L, Iho%r TR (process) H 5 WIFEFHIZ B TAL 3T 5 FHfi
(evaluation) DfTATH2 (Mills 2003:1), &A% LEREET IV, 2EE
T2 EHDE0OTH D, RO D, politenessl/politeness2 DX BN D> T
3, R4 A ARWEE, HrEFHBOMETHZ Z s, ZOX5
ZHERFT 2 DI, Eelen ® Watts 25% 2 21 EF S Tl e\ & &% (Mills
2003:8), & 51T, Mills IZE > THRT A b2 R L IFBITHALMBA D
&S H OFES PHESIEIRI O 72 O 1 BIRT 21T8I Cid 2 <, SRR EIR
X o GEIRT 2178, HHrWIEFMHLOU6N2 EEL S X5 RITEIE A5
N, ZTOZHEEEMZ ZH, AL “polite” 72 L BT % FEEN LR IR
ZEFAT AHEZHMT L L5, HEWERT A M ARICBWTIE, 4t
SRR L [FIRE, #E2Ma vy X L LTCON#EYIE | (appropriateness)
EWVSERORH D ZHEOKRED Mills 34 EL® 5, ST 7u—F
BT % Janney & Arndt (1992 : 22) 7% T#@YI&, @ X 5 HiRmy g
SEPRL T, HIRERZTY, AXPHESHETCBEVWOREZ L5 KM
LT PRI o 7o BRI D NELZ T 2016 LT, Mills i35
iz & & o 52 —HEORHE & D» o A TEADHCLMA O FEEE 2 5
THHEEWMT DI THYIS ) LIS ERTHL I L2 5D
JTHb,

— 105 —



e EEREA GRS 5 425 (2009 423 H)

Z 9 L7 Mills © "EEfTHOR®ERY 7o —F,TlE, »2HEEHROH
HRHEHHHO AN B 2ITEIOBIR 2R T IC 8 2 2 L 278D 554
T, Parsonian 5T WHIR b 5.2 % 03, HlE LRI OB  =
WRICIFFHL 2w, L2, AEPREHRD ZVWIEY = - EOHERF
WEBOEH LRI S FET 22 ALEAGNET VEERL, KT
AMNAREYT 7 A MCHAEEROBESHE LI TEALRG 2% 5
[LEIFHDITEI CH 5 £ A B TH 3 (Ibid. 245), Politenessl/polite-
ness2 2RI LW ETH Mills DAY > A 13 Watts *° Eelen & D HE
MEFZ LD, &8, Mills b B&L DE TV E2LHENCEEL TWi b
TiERVv, B&L DRI EDLO THEIO D 2 BENEEN TS L
FHMiE T 228, ZDETIVIE, RTA bR ROHEHSEZTEN ORI
BOTEZANZEID ES5RBEINLDD, L7255 AW polite 72572 2»
impolite 7257202 H o TORBPEEBEOHED L > b D 2R,
ZHEFERML LD TR WE A S (Ibid:245), RT7 A M A RITEHTH
D, polite 2> & I PIIMHAEFEHOSIME I LA 50w EWVI bITTH
%, Watts D7 7u—FTofilihiz k>, 25 LERATIE "RI1 b
I AWFFEEICER & Nl R 2 (Haugh 2006) 5 & W9 SERIN4E U
RV, RIA b ARAISTARRE WS BB R G IIEET 5, K7
A P ARFIHEFHOYEENME & OBREHET 2 DS EIH
(resource) TH 2 Z LIZEWIZR L, ORI A P A ARTA Y RT A
N AZADHEFOT RO NEAEER £ T %, Mills 3R T A b 3 R &2l
(money) IZfl7-—HEOEF L A28 2 L H WIS, FORMIL, EEL
AN DBRBEDOTETH 253, MHAEROLHEENFENICHE 58K L
BRI RBPHEL RS> T LI EBFERRLTH I 072 wS (Ibid.),
¥, EA LSz T 2 REER (E) LTORIA bR
B L OFEHEIC O W TIE, 3 TIZ Werkhofer (1992/2005) 127 L W HEEHS
»HY, Watts (2003: 143) & ZOFEL%® &£ DIAATW 5,

Politeness IZ 2 DDV V2RO T, LFEEROEE 2 EH T 2 b DD, #
TEELHEL, FHEHEOARE T RE LA S Mills OEAH TR IZHE
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HE TN ERT]E A o5, [FRIC Eelen ®° Watts & & [FEEORIZE /7
FOMESE LD ZTWBEEEZ LD,

4.5. "TERMET I OREEER Bourdieu DI RIER L FAERIERL L

PLE, 37 7o —FZ@T % &£ A5 5 Eelen, Watts & U Mills O
FEREREE A TERD, Watts & Eelen DF #7710 —7 & Mills ©
MEETEIOILFEE, € T VHER T % Bourdieu (1977, 1991) o "MEETT
BOHEE (a theory of practice) ; *° "EH# M (Relevance Theory) |
REW TEHINT 7u—F, ORIA M ARAWRIZES b D% T
ZLAHATBEIZN,

4.5.1 Bourdieu D&

Bourdieu (1930-2002) 13 #EEaIERE 2 HEATFIC b & O BBV &
BODOT LD 92 CUbEEF L bENn2) "EETEOMR, TS
N3 (L) ERRADHESRIFETH 5, #2513 Saussure IKIZ U 55
B & 2 OBES SRR U TTH L T 2 XX OERE» o iR
WE N> 2 &L (Bourdieu 1991: 37), 1970 HAXE2 & 1980 FEaTH 12 2
U C, SRR & Rk 5 2 12 Saussure, Lévi-Strauss, Chomsky
EWVS T FRBEEHE L X EASHS S, & < I Saussure @ langue/parole &
Chomsky @ competence/performance (24 7, ¥ 7F 13 I-language/E-
language) D X5, & < B, FERNZE S O & L TO langue % compe-
tence & I % ik 2 @IUCHA L T 5 (Bourdieu 1991: 37) o W3 7»
AR TS IS 5 EFBIHAER T HHEMEDR 2 b > T b
DTHY, 9 LIEFHEFOFHPMA TRIFHEORESLHETICA S
BREEDHENBUAINEFE 2 BB TE R W EWIbIITH S (Bourdieu
1991: 2, Thompson 1991: 2), Bourdieu 12 5 H R IZtE2/), RIS
ThbZ &, SEMAHE (linguistic exchanges) ZfhDEEL D b DEIFEI,
HER (HEE) 2EBTETHY, £LEENLOI S LIHa, B
B o NI EBIME 2517 2 SEHERIIE D bOVE L ET %,
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Bourdieu OEETE OMEERIE, FHIFERCHBRFNEBERCL 5
T, T O HEE K ERYT % 7z 912 habitus & field 265 b TH 5,
AR DHEERAZHBR T 2 ST hE2XRTT 200 7k, HAEERC
b B AR DFNLHIOERIEKFET 5, LWI HEICH £ D&, EEE
BRE VI BT LB EFE L 505, FRFICHSEROEREE % b 1E
Bz >, EWwHITEH%2 &% (Thompson 1991: 12), Bourdieu iZ#Ef#
BHoTHION, TOAZANZTEEIC NREITERH, EbFFasnsd,
"TNT 2 —OERE, FILLUAE T b s T, WL ERE
bo THEASA TRV (U4 2007 1 23) s bbbt s, ZITIER
A MR ADERT TEBMNT S —F, BT 3 habitus, disposi-
tion'?, practice!® % EDEPERICR > TATW L,

HEWHEERICB Y 2 5B TA% &L THEETE, (practice) &I,

[ (habitus) (capital)]+field=practice

&S Bourdieu AR LD, 22 TREIANE by 2 135EdRD & 5
2, TEESEAIRET, B E#z IREZMEM (dispositions) DR (Bourdieu
1977:72) s TH Y, 7o EETHE, L3 T(HE0) 5 (field) s OEE
LN HESHEE ESMBEONE + v R EEROBEOEN TH S, £ &
3 (Watts 2003: 256), & 2T T&A (capital) )2 LIS FSEHWE
By, LR, #HERIEIR (resources) DWW b DT, HizD07D,
HEPSMNEINTYS LS B HGEE, S50FE L SMAN S DER
ThHY, ZNBEAD habitus D—E & %% & A5 (Watts, 2003: 148f) o
Bourdieu ® "EA, WIEFAVEELREE-FEET O CHEONLLZED
HEHEMA Y V-7 OfifEbE N D, £/z, T (F. “champ”) s &
FAZDPEE LWEFEZRD TH L EEZRLENT 2 S EHOMHE
Bich7: %, Watts (2003 1 150) 1&, T_XCOADOHEIEEITEIZ L 5
THEARFZ L DIFEFETH S L LT, Bourdieu DA% FER L, HEIC
J& U7 SRBNFE 2 SREIEETE . U TRk L, BN EETEI 2 X
D &5 B ARICHETL THE B,

[ (linguistic habitus) (linguistic capital) ] +linguistic marketplace=
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linguistic practice

Tbb, SREZTENL, A X > TEEEW habitus & L THEIL S
NIz SRR (linguistic dispositions) &{EADHES CHEE L - S3EN
BRI ED I N2 b OPGOERBL S NI FibE L a2 B0
UDEHIFELWY, LaRTbUITHS (Watts 2003: 150), Watts D Z
5 L7EFUC DWW T3, habitus 28U "EBIMEG, 2R T D AT,
Bourdieu DEM T 2 Z8iME L FHMEEZHEN T 2EORN D 2L T
W2 EQHHHINH B Z kT IR L. (White 2003: 2),

TR & 512, TSR AR O %8 U T2 A & D &
b N EHE I @Y 200 e TIRE S —HO MR (Watts 2003
274) 1 £\ 5 Bourdieu @ habitus & Watts @ politic behavior {2 U %
»5, Watts i< K hiE, HETEOHERIC 2 DOAESH 5 O LRI,
habitus I 2 DOEIEDH %, Tabb, —2IF, HMAPE TFNOHAEIER
RIS 2 DD Te oK (IR L -thafEEzNEL (H2o
bOL)THHEFEEKT 5, DF D, habitus IZFEICZ 5 LRBLS
NI REE D © politic behavior DFEREREKL T 2 LD, L7z - T, £H
B ORELEH T OHESHMHAFER B W THEAE "7 —AHE (feel
for the game) (Watts 2003: 75, 148, etc.) s 252 20D w5, D%
D, Vv h =R ETEFMUOZBFOROEE 2 FIAL 258 L1,
EEATENIHEZ 20 0 o TEITII AL, 2 THIBENZS 2 20
HIGTEL DT H 5, K74 PAAXABFEAKRTH D, "X & > THRE
INTWDE (FWwz#EHz ohzwy) (Ibid. 75), £A5bUTH 5,

Bourdieu TIZ HEEFIC BT 2MAOFEEE & Zh 2HEL T
2 ZBIFERSE % habitus DWHUE < BN L Twb LA 5, £ Watts DA
A TH7 & 512, Bourdieu D EFBERMOBER T, B b 2 18ET
3T B REM habitusy & WO R TERDb SN %, 72 & 213, Bourdieu(1991:
ML 2 &, ThHoWwBHIHTE, £ O—RIZIEH oW 21TENIX, AT
L7 —EHOREBURE O HEEWTH 2 BEROFES (conjuncture) TH Y,
—H ISR S e S REM habitus ORI D 223, 25 L7tk
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M, FEOFEWET S VEE-STD T 27246 00MA (EEFE)
LIGEMNICIEL WEKGE R BRICA KT 2 b 2O FEERE I L ZORT %2 b
2 FEE OIRBETHYNE S HHEREN 2 &R T %, i, SFENTHS
DFREER DY, RO LREIOERRE LT, AR ICHLDOI
53, &5, Bourdieu iZ XX, "SRROLEER L UFHE%* EREHN
habitus & Z 45 @ habitus H & D AEEYOBEGETH 2T £ OBfR &
HLEMRETNVE, 3—-F G5 OBMERSHBONMCEEZLZEZ 2
LOTH, ZNIKN>TRDLAS ET2HDTHRL, FREFEVHE IR
D EHTEHBESETINDE BDTH 20, ZOBRBEISEENZ DI
RIS EROME—D I ITHRIFEL T, MRWITHIE S W ERE®RTO
SN Z NP EE SN I HENFMHICTAD T T RTEM|EL, %
B OSSO RIEOREMEIC B W CHETNICHAL X 5 £ L7cBICHfi- 72
bDOTHS (Bourdieu1991:37-8) 1o 2%V, SEMNEH SN M
FEIE & habitus OMEIER 2T T 2 & & b2, THRIZEKRZ Z S50
W LDHIE L, #Kah (B3 OBWEAPTS2CRESNSEDIEF, %
NPET AT L OBRICBWTTHS (hid)y £ 5,

Bourdieu (1991 : 80) HE WX R Z 4 b 32 ADREZIEH 55 U Tidw»
TV, BETEENRIEH B, T2k 21E, BEDRAY A IVDE (stylistic
variation) ZTHHGOZERBME (DE V&M LoD TEwRETWAEY, K
74 P2 ADYBREFOER LEETENTONI B CHAbETLEON

SR OBROME L & 5 2, “tact” ¥ “adroitness” &FEIEN S b
DIFLZEOERD 2 WITEREROMREE, BLUZORBICE S TR
RADKED F &2 FOMMINIEZ2HET 247 (art) EA2L, ZTOE
S AL B 3§ 2 12 b7z > TIEERRZ S WE L —"BilhFEE (euphem-
ization) ; Zff5 &£ \» 5, Thompson (1991 : 19-20) O f#HiIZHE 2 13,
" (Bourdieu ® A A TIX) H 50 2 FEERBITHHOME ICHEKT 5 b 55
OB & o> TEIES I TBilhEREL, TH Y, (FIE) ZOBHA»S A5
L, LI REGTLOLEREFELERT 2R 7A A A LRMY (tact-
fulness) DIRFEIX, FISMIRRTIIRL, TRNTCOSHEERICHEEBEOD 2
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RO B - & HHEBRRHFICT 2w, TREY & IXHS 0L 2 EREIC
BEL, TRIZSEIbLWEEERE, D> v ETIckilifb LR\ EEL

THRENCMZR SR, EWwI b ThHS (%8, Bourdieu 1977: 94-5 H
2,

DUE, Bourdieu DR Z 4 k& A2 2 FFE &% FIICHI L Ta
7zDi%, Eelen (2002), Watts (2003), Mills (2003) & DT T VD
HE L FUMCAR R EB LN S0 5 Th S, Bakd X 512, Watts 3 poli-
tic behaviour & polite behaviour %431} % 2B L THH L 7z Bourdieu ®
habitus D& Watts Tl (polite behaviour % <) politic behaviour
WS T 20 L TARERI BRI LT 3 L #H9 2 White i3,
Watts #% habitus ZHIZ "3, O "&EH8HEE) SO TEBIEE,
ERTDLOLIICEEL T2 0DIE, habitus 28 "HEEL S N7 35S &
THEEET 23S S RIBRRIC 2 DD TH D, FEiME & EBME2EN T
LN ZEEAL TS, 2672 EF 25 (White 2005: 2), White 12 X4
IE, Watts 1 & 2 I OKRIRBEIFROEHUZ, habitus Z{EA & tHEHEETT
BIMHE IR LS SBR, L0622 bDERRRIERIILD EVD
(Ibid.) o RZ 4 b A R & D5 A TIE, habitus OPEMZ 1L EHMRIC I HIRF &
N2 TEER b P TERR b & b I o U FHii§ 2 580 K=K
(classificatory schemas) ST & EN TS5, Watts 28 (im) polite
behaviour ZBHEIARF S N 217828 2 72 D & & T politic behaviour
ZYIDBEL, #% % habitus EFMT 2D EAZDFMER T2, T 7%
bH, Bourdieu ® habitus DIt (im) polite behaviour 372 (2 %> % HA
5 TE 5721 T £, politic ZfTEIEX D (im) polite ITEIER b &
FGUERBETE2LD728 0w (Ihid. 2)o D & 5 % White OfFERMIE L I
1UiX, habitus % politic/polite @ K ANZH 5 BERIVIRBLIZ DL L & 5,

4.5.2 BEEMHEE (Relevance Theory) & RZ7 4 b % A
Watts (2003: 153, etc.) 133 3 2 =47 —3 3 VIicBd 2 B@EMHEz (UL
TRT) OHRZIY Aniz@EimE B L Twa23, ZOHEMIE, —RIcFE
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HMeasa=r—varyr2E&FoMHHBEOTETHRS RT OB
politic behavior & (im)politeness DG FRES 22 5 TH % 8
(Watts 2003: 217), S 512, CP OfiFEAE LTKRIA b xRz s 5T H
HWERWNT 7 u—F, 2HHT 2 DI Grice HitFi¥ e RT HHEFEE TS 5
SrEZoND, 2ITIE, TEHWNY 7a—7, % "EFUTEIOKLFEHEE
TN IBED BT TS Jary(1998) ZHELUT, 74 b2 AWKfH B RT
DER, DFVRT DA I a=r—¥a YyETVIEEDRERIRNT 2 F5EF
R (RFFETH) BEBRIA PAR (DER) #FF (B2 3) bUT
EawZ e, (BF) TEnC T 2 1 sUbSlF N R e
(politic behavior) & HTCHLLMZ BRNIZAT THIE %26 5178 (polite
behavior) & ZRX5I3 2% Watts DFEIR, H2WITKRT A bR AR L
Db b &) LD FH (anticipate) N5 bDE T 5 HTT (Fraser
1990, Watts 2003, Haugh 2003, etc.) 7 &2 RT OH#gRE T VN EET S
LD FERR, SO ICHEICY L O HAERORERLV S LT RT%
METLTAHEL D,

%ﬁ’l‘i@?ﬁ (Sperber & Wilson 1986, 19952, AT S&W) 1%, FHID

D, LRYFELE = R 2 B8 S FOMEROEF O %2 0 TR TH %,

FEEEOMHUCEE L CH & T3 3 2 FHlERE 1L, AROZH L —i 2B

UM TH S LW, bbb, HHFOHEFEL L C 312iE, ZORIETIE
EAELTEAESEND 2 (DF VRHMERAZLE L, KT 2 G
H5)bOCHBCEENMT sn S EHMET 5, ZOFEANE, TBE
PRI T (NOFBHNIBEEE 2 HRAMET 2 X5 IC#HEEIN5) ) EWVwI AD
AEYIRIRERE & )G & U T OFEH & RAHERE (S&W 1995: 261) Z=EBHT 2
b & TEEMEFEEIT (EABEEE DR = S R CTOERY (BERUR
1) RETAIE, THEEIREOBEEEZ DI EE2EELTVWE L
PIRZ D)1 D20 57%% (S&W 1995:260), 2% D, "ADOFRENIETE
PR RAIET 5 & 5 MG S N B BFTE b D (S&W: 262, M EEH)
EWVWSZETH D,

BT, COHMTRERIA PR RBFEDL I KFbN 2 Db, B&L
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(1987) 1%, HHROF#H T RT Wi T, Grice D 4 DA (A#E) % T
) EWHH—DAHE (LW XY B LB, NOBREOHFED
TEERAME = iR 2 NicA: B/ GREID) ) 2iETd % RT DR
fEcix, K74 P AADHRBMO T NCOMREFLU LS WCEL S, §
BbhBIEHELFNE o7 2 L3EENE (207 7 X MICEERRT 2Kt
SNIE®R) 2OV IHIBERDEDWVT, 2 (K74 i) #iE
(certain polite presumptions) B I NG CTEERSBEWVWIESL I EFD
(B&L: 4),

LT, RTICEBZRTA b AAMFRERET L EASNS Jary
i, BRLDT—¥, DF VDRI PAADERIEIRT A M A AREET S
ZrThY, LpEREFEEARLHEEMES CETHRITA P AAN (b
F) EbBETBaIa=y—va VBRENBHR R 2RT, BEE
T, 29 LAEEREACHTBEHAL T LT LRI A M2 ADR
bE2LITTEL, FREEDOXA Y-V 2Bl ChPEbb EIiXRES
nEFHIT S (Jary 1998: 6), RT OFEEIC i, (im)politeness A3
HEHENS, 2 DEEEZ L OO, EEOTHNLASPOEATHE
FORET LI EEBOMEVD, MEFL2EEL VS I LR
T2 52 % L EI2TTH D, d5E 135D 5 R OBENME % & DRI,
DEVHEEFIFEEOBRR 2RI UM 2T 5 LR fBRTE 3 X
5 7% (BREE 23RN Rz HEbLR < TR sy, LI
B30T 55, ERFICEEE I, SIS X CRINEEEERT 5w
FHbbs, Thbd, EHENCEIHEFA» 288720, FLEE3
Z &, BN D 2 EROFTiFphlb 2B THY DD 5 2 &,
EWI 2ODHEERIHRICEBHEZZTE 0w b TH 5,
-, FHEIFZD LB L UORIAOEELZEK T 2 DA HIick 5
BWEER T BN (manifest) 2R ESDORZ LT 5 (Ibid. 12),
FEE ORROBEINGZ, L7c3-> T, —FH TIkE & F IR MRS 2 8E % JEE
BB FWETIHKROHRIEZT, MG TIIESOTE» 5T RA
5nDEELER (beneficial implications) KB L TSI A D > T
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3RS LBERHEOHKNEZ T 5, ZORFE, KIA4 bAAD T
tlicnz sz, cek TTE8FE2 (too polite) ; KIIWCRZZZ LD
ZADREE A HEFIHIRT 2 L b5 (Ibid: 12),

Y 51, FEISHERA LR RN 2 1ChloC, HE
FREERL TWw5 v A SOl R R~ TR REMELTR V. 5EF L, H
DBEEFEREEIATVEINEVSHEFOHENIEL W I & 2RI
W% LB SRR EEIRT 2 £ A 2505, ZORFERIA 2
A B DRI L A2 BUSICE LW E Jary XS5 (Ibid. 13), 25
L7eRZ 4 MR ZADRITH Watts D “politic behaviour” = “anticipated
politeness (Haugh 2003)” OBE& L@ L 200 Th %,

25 L7 RF* Grice © CP O (L 0/ EFHEWNZ) RELZREET 280w &
T, Watts (1992/2005, 2003) & RT #3 TE3i7 70 —F, OZYM%
EIJ2ET 20, RT BHESWET IV EZELD, b E THROTLY
EHEMEO D LZWMADEAV VDL AEFHS>T0DE I LIKHETNET
H?>5, —F, Mills(2003:62) b Jary 12 & 3 RT DR A + 32 XA DM
HEREDDHITTWBH, RTHaVT 7 A 2R L CHEI SRR ALEE
DOEHICEHMEL T3 Dzt LT, Mills ® MEFFTEIOHEE, € 7 Vi
I YT 7 A NREEE S HER TS ORI & AE T 2 HIR & OB TAL
HI2ZE, S0IKEDIEVENZ EMEANCRTHIZRD 2S5 TRT
O7 7a—F 3B %5 2 L BHHEIZLTW 5,

Jary (1998 : 18) i3, B&L OHERICIIHHITH 55, TH-F 4 b & A
EWIBLMEN T 7y VEAIRORE B2 T, 7 =4 ARE (WH
M) OfEMEHEK LT 2EHmNAIREREEE T 5 Evw) B&L OEE
BHREBRFFCELZ L, L ZDLOIXIOBENINKRT A M2 ADE
AL TUITONS LT AMEDS VERE LEFELZ2ETICEDON
RT O5#A 72 EFiET 2 (Jary 1998: 19), Haugh (2003 : 406) 1%, K7
A MARE TPHENERIA PARA, & THEEwRESNERIA MAA, K
SO LIEOMBEREBL TW5EH, RTICEEZKRIA A ADHHT
(b) o 28R TH 2 TERARIR, © TUHEE T ORI
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SCENTVENT E, LI, THENEE, (BRPEBRL) LTF
ERES OB £) 2 b DFRABIE 2 KB L 2w 2 & 2R
e 2,

RTIZZHZRIA P A AEFAT 2D OHmTIE L, e &
s G ko, BRFEGEENRE Lxwh Y, BEUERN TR E
EBZHTIE TEHERNT 70 —F, KLV DTHD, Fh T
SHIEEITE, O (im) politeness BER O MERINERIC L > TR I LI TH
v (Watts 2003: 203, 212), FERGMEFIC RS 3 2 HEmaafe 12 B 9 2 M O
PRHIGERER Y Yo —F BERE LG RIA P AR REEDD D AT,
M & F O FEERMHCO T 2 BRI % Fraser (1990) D&FEZKIH° Eelen
(2001) KO Watts (2003, etc.) & DE T NIIHAE ZHEZ D> TW»5 b
DD, RT BEKERT A N & A OFEHOEFHEN 72 FHEGH & LT EniE
EBBhIX EIZEH S TRV,

PR, BH7 7u—F 0BT 28 im0 > 5 2 DY LT, EBRAP
IO S U & b D% A7z, Eelen, Watts 8 & U Mills DEFE#, &
QICHERFERNCSBERZ £ 6 2 2HEALHE, b2 E®R TIIHHM
KL (critical discourse analysis, CDA) (van Dijk 2001) <e#tHI#
SEEOH (CLS) (Fairclough 2001: 23, 86, etc.) DIEAMIIIHIZ HBPLIT V>
5L, (Watts QI3 KiEm v, B&L 2BEHLME%R D) Gumperz (1982)
% EOHEEEOHESEFEY (interactional sociolinguistics) & & il &
MWhb, lz&ziE, CLS O4Hi b Bourdieu DHSHER AL, GH
EERRROMAESHRE R I L, FEEOES LERE (SO ED
RWRIEIC WL L) THREDOETR (members’ resources) s & f#f3 %
FEE L OMAERORER A% (Fairclough 2001: 10) . K55 (H-EHEE
TENCHYS T %) ESBEOBR 2 AIREIC & 5 2 C, HhEmtEE T
BIBEE KRS 27200 T <, BIFICR L CREEIBAMRIC D > THIE %
E25bDERTL, SHHAEEREBYS TH (power)) © (RFFEE
$)BEN 2B T 572 L Bourdieu WHEEZ 02D LD ZATWS, 12l
L, R7A4 » 2 ROMEIZHEE & ORI 28T "7 =14 2, &
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5 » TR Loib i Twisw, Fairclough iF, SERRICEE D
W 2 FIETHESR OO U L > Th 3IEAM (formality) 13, 7
DOFTE & BhE S 2 1 8ETE~D 3 DOROHEK, D% v NE, FELOE
R () ~OHKEED I TIHRT 2 &L, BR () OBE» S,
R ZREOFHIIE (FEHRD) (LELHAL R O Mace” 10T 2 (LE D
EXGTHS ET5 (Ibid. 54f) s 2 F D, S RUERENIHHE TH %72
B, K74 N FANDHWERINASND EWVWIDTHS, K74 MHA
0, HENEBOESWREDBNORERICL L O%, ¥
ZrRhLizEnS (E) 2HEETLIAMCAND EAZDLTTH 5,
CDA T% CLS T¥ T#HI (critical) 5 &\ 3 EEIX, T2 7z > T
DT 2 FEOHBRIC L VIIE SN TR 3 AL DIIE» 5, AX
HORENTWV» S XS iU D & (connections), D%V, S8, M, A
TaAuF—DBREHOPIZT S, LI EKRTHDLNS, DF D, CLS
SHSWEAER % 2 OFRBERICES 2D TTHTL, FIthSEIfR
DYAT LB ML CTRNICREERE Z DY AT A RIET RN
BEE LI HRDIZT WS FE%R L % (Fairclaugh 2001: 4), CLS 1%
(Bourdieu & [FliE) F95 DIIFIC 7z DHEFENA 74 4 0 X —ZHiHEIC
PRI AMREE R BIMEIC L T\ 2, MEETEIORFF I E T VICh £ DK
Mills (2003: 242f) &, %9 L7-MEADSFEEREEB I TI=HET
EHIE L W72 b D LMHBEEREZ O LT ARGITE ST, AvIIHiid
% CA ECLSOfFEhlzicnfd 2 bz, 2O LIEREDA 74
FuF¥—ilo7 Fu—F & THREEROBEETE, OFETNVERLSE L
PHAMEIC L TWb, 29 LIEWT, '3 7 7u—F & CDA % CLS
EDBRIIWL SpILESRE LB RNL Y, SMEDA T oA nF—DR
LT HE R EQETO S LIHERD S 2 &2 D,

5. EMCSRORE
Uk, RENZETALTY 70 —F 0N M CT, #BHRRTA P%
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AR E KT 20D X D WCHEFR L TH 2% DRLESHREERmPLE TV
DFmFOFLLE Z DRES % & 2 FREBEE L 200 METL T &2, AT
E, BRZRZA b2 ATROUREIBEIL E DA B RARETH 5720,
HREEBONZ—HOETNVERY HITICTE 0D, TN THLEHEMD
EEMNETONEL- I L RRBD R TREROHENVWY, 22 TEYHI
7e7 7a—FRETNVUICHEHITARE OB H 5 T LIFF LRV,
R B R b DET AR T 7a—F OFEL O RMBlT 52T
KNI A N ARFROBIROK £ 02 lgghidfi< 2B TEL E-Bb 5,
KRG Tl & T EEHRITZE ORI, & 1980 RO FERIAI 2 1) TRE
SN TEHERNT 7o —F %L TGrice-Goffman 27 4 4 4 (Held
2005:131) 5 PRSI ET VD THE, 725 B&L (1978/1987) % Huls
iZ, Grice ® CP & L 7cfio 7 70 —F R E T VARG L, DWW TZD
HEINCRE S D & 5 L RREMHRPIE T VOV Opcfiini: o
L, IEOHEERWRAZRET 2RA NS VNEHNNT T u—F %
&3 % Eelen (2001), Watts (1992/2005, 2003), Mills (2003) DEA
WAL RO, K74 P AR RO 2mFOHELET 70 —FPET
VORI FIREZFYUUEER LI, Thbb, 2DICABIShEET
Tu—FD5H, RIA bARAEMEFRICB T 5 THMSHEE®E, X
721% Grice @ CP (FHEEFEIEIHE) o 2FHELTDO T 724 X
REMETH, EALUE T, K74 PAATERIERBRCLVHEFOY =
A AR B 2R T % (L UKERZERR D) Ao AR %
WU T D fif - MATTEI & A%, T I T 7 = A R &AM LI
BNRH DL w2RB 5 LRI, SEEIHAERIC A SN 2 EEEINER
Ehd, —FH, "EIHN7 70 —F, T, K74 xR0 TEEDR
Wy FESEMEIC R 2 RS E by 78 VI EET 5 2 L R
T, K74 b3 A% X VR HEMEETHOMRO—H L A2 LT, —
DAL DBKRZ A b4 ACBHET 2R FHETEHCB W UHHADEH &
i UFHili 9 2 TERIC & 2 ERF ORRH & 2 OERICH % facework E,
&9 5 BAMRIEZE (relational work), 3 74 B politenessl & W9 —f&k L~
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VOEETEI = BARFEEOMAENEH OB - Hfz@ U T IHT 5 C
EMRRIZE T S, HEwE L TD politeness2 DV Xz Nz b LI2HE
%T&%W%ﬁtﬁé EEEENT o0 —F OEARBFEWD by 75
VR, BERERY, BEITTERMGERICRD ST, KT A b X DHEFEREE
HxEBREEECH o N2 HENZHEAEER (EETE) 051 F I XA
BOTR AT v 71, FETEEAINCHRZ 258 ERIBL T0w 5 2
ExRMITZIZL, AT 7u—F O B&L iz H e Ebits b oD
bH 25, 7 x4 AOHEHE 2 S L CEAMES T OREAME, B
HERmFALZY, MEEOHELEH T2 LRI ILIELSEIIXRITE D
DBHB L bIERHEL Tz,

PSS 7a—F, OWge 71 72 A%, B&L (1987) 75 EEEFEOH R
MboOrahd "3 OO EORA (Eelen 2001: 119) , Z22IEY 2 W15
—73 7 b, politeness & impoliteness DFIE 2K v>, B E F OFHM =5
L, TEIOF > b FHfE T 2 Hik— %0 &3, — DO ANDIEBTTE (prac-
tice) I B 5 TFE TR\ FHESA D ZLBHENZRT A P AR (=
politenessl) DfFEHZSE O HIE L 32505, KT A R A2 BT
L ANOHEERCBI 2REMISCETRERDONS ETHIE, K74 b
AZTEDZ 5 Uz & BELFFRDO Lotz 2FHITE 2 € 7 VIEHAT
OHEECIZ RV EMT, ZNLHRELRDII KA M ES =X LDEHNT 7
O—FRELTNRITA L« T7 b e 200THS (Watts 2003
252) 6

SHOBERHEFINTRT 2 i3 Wwa S nEFEZ2, B&L OE 7N
ZhiZEE L otz RIHMICb I DV Z T 205 rfﬂJ&bfwmﬁ%
BARELTRSTWB LA ZD L, BKD% L OGRS
m%®ﬁﬁ$f%B&L®T74b%Zﬁ%%KﬁA#iTWDLU6h
TOVLEEPSHFEZ S, TNIE B&L O7 7o —FBRES 22 508
S b BRI THIME 2o & O 5 CREBRIYBE SR O HLHE & 1 72 3 i —
D7 7u—F (Kasper 1998:679) 1 TH 2 IV Tidx<, 74X &w
IR HIEOFIRIRITTT 2 T DR T A b 2 ABIH b 2 KT Z ORE
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DERBEEDOH/NE2 b DOLOIREEZOND, 1272L, B&LIZH, &<
WRZTA MAAW (CPOERICL>Teb ) fEICE>TEESND D
Dy, HEVFHEFRRED X S, ENNDH 2 ETERIAZVLON
ESMEVIETNVORBIC» b 5REEED, K74 b2 ADORAIR
NEONE DT ORER I L BESOMED T, HDWIET7 =4 ADERE
1 EERISALEDORIE, 7 24 AREEOREECHT 2MER E, Stk
LB T RS MEANER SN T WS Z L3822 (Fraser 2005: 80), %
BHETVEDSTHBEEERNT 70 —F Tk, 25 LHEHRMERIC
Iz % e bz, BHMAHAFRLHEOFEMHO~ 7 niibin S OBi%E
2 CC, EAOEETENICG 2 2 EHPRFEFICHED TH#, X2
SRR b L) SRS ROOENDTHS D —H, EHNT 70—
FI, BHRFETIRERLET NV E L TOEAELHEHEBEEICZ LWL, 312
ANZ OMEATED TSl 2WRETE 74—V T — 7 BEHOEHN 2
HEZHETNVE L THETRETHS 5, LrL, B&L 1cfib 2 THifl,
W2 572 0121E, Watts 05H o AL L T 5 X 512, politenessl/
politeness2, politic/polite behaviour 7% £ OSSO & D & CTHEED
HHERNKD SN D IEH, FEEDHEEN - LEEEE 2 75 EEE b
DET IV E L TR ZIRECHEEIREE 25 TH A I,
WFRIZR &, AEEZOEERNT e —F O3 ic X HikE
FNZED &S DRWKERFEIZ VDY, BHIFZID2 D07 Fu—FIiC
X BWRESAATL T b D EBbi s,

GE>

1) Eelen i3, B&L (1987 : 84) %%, #EfTHIOMEDHRIC H 2 FHIDFEH
%#H$E3 £ LT, "Durkheim, Parsons, Weber & F B4 #5135 2
TRE(TADOHH (a satisfactory theory of action) 23KIF T3, il
TW3ILERFLLTWE LEbNRS,

2) habitus (NE M w ) i, EADEE LS L T BFE T2 O
SISO b & THEAE L ZATEIRAIE, RO LrkPezhics L o7
e e o —EOBHE, EA, EA0 LS % bR RENICIE T,
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Bourdieu H&® & D i\ EF 13532 D 12 < WA, Bourdieu (1977) O -
BRETH S R. Nice DL DD RTWIEHTIE "ITHAEND L5 TITH)
L, KIind 5 &5 wtmid 2 —EDOMA (dispositions) TdH 2 (Bourdieu
1977:12) 1o ZZTHAE WS DI, THAIIC L > TERWCHE S LD
Fhganz 325 2 ez Lic AW Th 3 X5 %2EETE (practice),
HIH (perceptions) M UEERE (attitudes) Z4EAHT (Ibid)y bDTHY,
habitus %##§59 % dispositions 3 VR LE 2 A h, #EEL 3, Frsen
RET, EHMNTHY, B2 M TE 3 (Ihid) £&hd, 2B,
“habitus” % “disposition” \CEH 3 % £ D FEL Wikimid 4.5 fiz SR s iz,
BEIZOWTIEE 1 2K,

3) “emergent social networks” &%, "#H&EH e 3 2 =7 —v a VLR
HEHOBEETO SN HABOHSHFK O >ED LYy MV —7 (Watts
2003: 274) 5 ZEWRT 5,

4 ) pohtlc behavior” & \» 2 FB4A]IE, Kasper (1990 : 208) Ty {EbLIL T3

, Watts OAIEDT L 1dHR i 5,

5 ) Watts DF 5 “discursive struggle” &1X T2 i EDRY LV ITBVWTH D
FFE (term) 238 5 W S BRI L CEMEBEBZADOEAN—H L LW &,
#1879 (Watts 2003: 274),

6) TBAfRIEZE (relational work) 5 X 1%, "EADMIA L DBEIfRE 5 & < &1L
72 DIZHE) %5 %57 (the work individuals invest in negotiating relationships
with others (Locher & Watts 2007: 10)) 1 %5,

7) Watts (2003 : 262) I3 politenessl OBERLARERIFFRICB LT ED & S
WWHWONLEPOREPE B LICHMN TITWE2, LT RFHENE2E
BEARFKEEOSIICB T 2 L 5w FHlY "EHN, L8 2 - —R1k

W AIAATOEEWE S IZHAZ D,

8) Mills ® “community of practice” &, W% Community of Practice
(CoP) ¥ (FE OHMRPMABEMOM TOHFLARMEA LI 2 HN
TOLSNBHEAXNR Y bV —2) TOMRERIBICEIEL: "#EEov
AVIZEDELBEb 3, BELFLZORRAKEDOREGROET LV, WA
DORESHE THE-> Tw3  (Mills 2003: 3f) .

9) Mills ® B&L (1987) #HNIZEARNC X Watts & O] & FWEDO b D TH
5h, FOFEMIOWTIE, Mills (2003: 59f) =&,

10) “disposition” ({AFE) 1ZFEFET b disposition &R & 4, Bourdieu (1977)
DHFITIE, 77 Y AGRIFEE LV RWEKRFFH 2T L LT, Tt 2
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1TADFEE (the result of organizing action) T structure DEMRIZITY Z
L, FRTFHEDODYFH, BEIIKRE (a way of being, a habitual state), &
<M, fHEMA (predisiposition, tendency, propensity or inclination) %
BT 2, EHD, EFEROFE (R Nice) BRAFEOEKREZFEE L A2 T
ODHEYIZ LT % (Bourdieu 1977: 214) o LA (2007 © 106) 1%, "TiERAL,
MITEEA . EREND B8, bz Lid, REEZ) L WIEWRRTHZ 5,
FTCRBELINTHL D%, ZORE LS TEHNET, KoL EA
NPZBEICMBEZTLEVIEKRTH S, LRRNTWE, KFETIHE
HIZ TR, L LTE L,

11) practice IZIAFED “pratique” ODFRFETH Y, HAFETIE "EER=1EEIAT
B, (IVT 2 —, FEER 1993 1 62) T 75 F v 7 (FEEATA) , (LA 2007 :
21) REDFENEZ 5N TS, RIS & > Tid "EE, & & BIRT 525,
ARaTid, BEEMC MEETHE, L LTB<,

12) ZZTw> “capital” 1%, "{EAD habitus D—EE % % & £ & &R
BEDZAZHD (Ibid: 273)) TH %, %8B, Bourdieu iX capital ZH5E
HIEAR, ALHEARR CRBIERICIERL T 25, 3512 TEHEAL
(linguistic capital) J & W HI KRB bFELN S, 72 & 21, UTOFHEZSIR :
T2 B)2) XEWATEEND, Zofio [538] 66h L ofkics
WTHAIFE 2 RET 2 & 5 R FFBEA L L TRET 2013, 0K
SHERNEZHET L7V —7 [=0b® 2 EHEFEE M 5 SO IREHR] 48
ZOXHEFERIIOARTER 2O L LT, AOTHY GHRATY, ¥
M35, BUaS, THHSE EOME) Lrio 5L Tw 3 KiET0sE

FEMMHEAT A0 % > THHI T X 2 OWLEZFESMSE (Tl 2MEE 2
ENTWBERIEBNT, ZDTHS (Bourdieu1991:56, 7 NV7 2 —, Fi
iR, 55 H, (FEEREXNECELZ, [ ] SEEEMN 1.

13) RT @ "Bi#EM: (relevance) ; &1 T2 WERAINESST (5777) CTHSTINIC
KERBIHNREEZ2 25,205 2 ETHY, Grice DAHIZB T 2 BIEMED
B LD DARBCIERBEST TV, RT CREFOER &R 5 AR
DFEADBEFHNC D > TV 2 FkIE, BOKBEAEEREDOH 2 (L512AH23)
BRIZETHEERLD TR LRET %, 5 (BEICIE THERWEE) &
X, HFCEER2S BB TTETHY, ThiZ k> CTREEEOHREN DL S
M, TRREDWT, BRI NIRRT 2 720 O & 7RO %
NTHERDPMT b %, FEEOMBRICIE S X % 2 85F (assumptions) 28E
EBE R R3S, g dwhbiEax N ER=%71) XFIREOBER
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T 2R TH Y, HEFOFRECH 2ET 2 BRI 2 RANFIRS I,
Bl & F23b OWMFUCEAT 2 BEEOREDBIETH Y, HAMWIA P LFZD
BIEEZ 76T DWKLBERFIIEZEAZDLITHS, BT 31, HEFIIK
DR (HEFUCHES 25970)) TRROBHZIREER T 57012, K
OBEMEE b DBRMICEREET L CGGEEPER LB ES#NT 2, a4
5DTH5, T35 LI-EAEEDOFEAN, TEELESTN S, bOTh
<, Bzl ERHESN2DDTH 2, BB S FEEMAORIRR I
FMEREL TV, 33 a7 —YaryOSHEPHE:EE2 (D
CEBHIRINICIE) b v e LS H 203, Kiwb H 5 (Haugh 2003:
405 ) .

14) TERHIEREE (cognitive environment) ; & IZ B ADBFHTE 2 BEDES (“a
set of assumptions available to him”) (S & W:46), 2D ZDANH D
R DARRBETH D, a3 a2y —vaYiTLoTHEVICEERR
I EA O CAREIR 1T TERAIRIR (cognitive effect) 5 EFEEH, HADER
PHEENEDL L Z LRV (S & W 1995: 265),

15) KX ORI T ORI 2 L7228, ZEcbz 2R T4 b 2 ABHRITHERER
K7 7a—FTlarEffiiceshohneBbhs, FLBRTBER
BEORT A b2 AT 2 AR AEOS I EEFRAORET %132
PR EHDTH D, FIE=FThni: k51, BRRICBIFZ2KI74 b
A AWGFROEE LB E U TiE, & < 1& Fraser (1990) & Kasper (1990) %%
HY, %7 Held (1992/2005) bIHEEOH LD & HIZH b 2 OISR T 7
O —F o T & U ClifEDS D 5, FLAYHT L v Kasper (1998) & %4k
IR DOTFEED X WEKTH 5, Eelen (2001) & Watts (2003) 1%, ZhZ
NOBEFRAIIZIEAE LT, TNETOFEELRT A bR APFRDOET LR
77 —FOFEMEHR M L TCHEETH 5, RILD Fraser (2005)
X, B&L#H DO F Lo & L TEETH 325, HREE» & T, SHOT
T —FADERBELAERVDIZPPHFRICEL 515, Leech (2007)

I3 overview TlX7g W28, RIED FBHHIT 7u—F 2> Tt
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