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The paper presents an overview of intersubjectivity research, including its historical origins, representative scholars, mono—
graphs and hot issues. Then three paradigms are discussed and compared, including the semantic approach represented by
Traugott, the cognitive-pragmatic approach represented by Verhagen and Nuyts, and the interactive approach represented by Du
Bois. The semantic approach focuses on intersubjectivity encoded or represented by explicit linguistic expressions; the cognitive—
pragmatic approach takes intersubjectivity as a cognitive phenomenon and concerns the rhetorical representation of meaning in lan—
guage use; the interactional approach understands intersubjectivity as an achievement of organized social interaction, therefore fo—
cusing on intersubjectivity situated in the social world rather than the human mind. Nonetheless, they all agree that intersubjecti—
vity is based on normativity of language. The paper finally introduces and comments on the domestic research on intersubjectivity.
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DL g5 2 N A A ZRA 1Y, B 3 &
—~ B A (S A B BEAHRHEIAT) o 45
WK 3 A TR, B AE T A AR (A RN B) F1— %%
AR x) TR — A =L — R S5 # ( tradic) o 24 L
HAPANRIBE I o3 &5y ( BDA A Fil B) & i
PN =47 g5 Bt i R I A T “HEFEET
(joint attention) VXL ST, FEIE T LRI S FRAE
Ji( reference) o FEEIF RIS, A EE I ot , W
B A R B ARJIE XS 7 HGE x 1, i H R R ]
HPgF “dL=73: 27 ( shared attention) A HE 77, 5%
F A A ( common ground, Clark 1996) . H
BB, RPAEITE XS J5 A8 B O R IE i A A

“PHE HTZ 7 27 ( mutually shared attention) f1) fig
F1, X ATV B (intentionality) 1] “F[A] 2
[7]14” ( we-intentionality) [ i A58 TG H A H F
WAz ( Zlatev et al. 2008 , Verhagen 2015: 238) , 411&,
F7s:

K, EEEE =M

FA P 320 P F 58 a0k n 2%, 22 5. 3 WP
PRF AR X 35008 AW £ . AR SCHFE L
A2 H. A BB SRR , XTI U 3 Fh A SR AE
FEEATHUEL o3 A1 EU A, AR Al b AR DY [ AR
ESUIETe

2 REFWHERFHRBER

Emile Benveniste % T 32 H 3= WM 14 1 98 B
BTG Z 3. Benveniste( 1958) HEIRE A i1 £i5
e 22 H WA AH R B (9 AN FRIL M ( polarité) A
HNZAET I AFROIE A 5 150 3l i
ARG A, A B A it R S AR 3 SRR A, AN
L B LR FRE AR — g R L, AR P
BUHECAS B 10 AE B RR R, AT F B IS 3 Z /)
AT An] Bb 7 HR 4R AN 2] 1 S X DAY X SE T ( Ben—
veniste 1971 [1958 ]: 225) . [RIN7EAREBWI 7, “i&
W, I T UL AAE AR 19 25 8 T 7R 2
MG WA TEIX — R R 16 & 2 mA A ]
ﬁ‘E"®( [F]_F:230) . 7E Benveniste F &, Ui il & Al
W ih & 2 (8] 19 — 5 40 & K 5 ( speaker-addressee
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dyad) J2&i# 5 ACPrBUARAS 2510

WM FEAE B WA R W E R 1 2 A Eliz—
abeth C. Traugott . Arie Verhagen .Jan Nuyts Fl John
W. Du Bois 4. Traugott J2 i 51k 24 Ul B AR 24
F LA H W Z A B S5G  A2 H E WAK (inter—
subjectification) , 42 H M 3= U4 21 38 B 3= WA= 1) B
r] PEAR UL , 7 S B3R Traugott( 2003,2010,2012) 45,
Verhagen TERT AZLAN 42 380 “THAEAI L ( con—
strual configuration) , 5 VE Ud iF 3 AT 35 & 22 [A] A
FIR 25 B9 B, /8 & A3 FF Verhagen ( 2005, 2008,
2015) 4§ . Nuyts F2BLSCHETE ARSI Y 28 H. WA,
VEM LG Nuyts( 2001 ,2012) 4. Du Bois J& T H.3)
TS IR, AT 338 = MR X 38 B =0 19
X7, VE & AL 5 Du Bois ( 2007) , Du Bois
Kirkkiinen( 2012) 45

AN JLAE AR 1 L& P, AR X 22 B 52
UL ) 268 H 25 38 hne 6245 2012 42, English
Text Construction Z% &5 H MR T HH Brems 4% &£ 9% 19
Intersections of Intersubjectivity ( J5VE N “A AL B 24
RFEB RN H R, 44 A Intersubjectivity and
Intersubjectification in Grammar and Discourse: The—
oretical and Descriptive Advances) ; [f]—4F, Text Al
Talk Z=75 T B Kiirkkiinen F1 Du Bois == 2R B4
Stance , Affect, and Intersubjectivity in Interaction:
Sequential and Dialogic Perspectives; 2016 4F , Nordic
Journal of Linguistics Z=75 iR T A1 Etelamaki 45 3=
YY) Discourse, Grammar and Intersubjectivity.

IZWPFEAIEOCIE R Z A R A (1) FPEFI
AEHFEMPEM TR — B RSE mE U, i3
HAEPEZR G MR (B AR R I R s
EXE, PR AS ST, AR PR AC
FMPERZ AW e (2) 22 B MR 28] A
PRI, — R R P S A0 23 20, —Fh 2
KBS AL, A HESE T W g Z2 A0 A
ANRIZES), MR — DS G 2wk (3)
SEH FME RN/ NA] 3 25 A3 5 ( clause periphery) [
= Z LB A U T i [A] 5 ( directionality issue) o
it ZEHE T Traugot IR BURTFE A, 22 B3
UL SCEE AR ] J H0 BRAEAT T S0 B, 1T 2 WL SO
T IAELL A GALE o (4) 38 H EWE R ERAE
Frifs XA S 78 S H S0 UE S B =W A TE X
FrRuEELEE R S PR , LARNEE P TE SCAE A 30041
SEE XTIk

3 3 M#FRSEXRAIE
TS 2R A 38 1 A2 W i BRI 3 /4 4 3
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FAE R DL Traugout S AR 3R 1915 X K42 . PL Ver—
hagen Fl Nuyts S f0F 09I JI—18 FH B4 LA K LA
Du Bois AR H. B AT

3.1 i At

W SCEAR OG T O 9 gt A 2 S AR ik
L Traugott 38 H. 3= W 22 X Y& Traugott( 2003,
2010) , X B F= 3 A4~ 2F Traugott( 2003) , 55 — 55 W,
BRI LR (B4

Traugott( 2003) JZ %} 24 B} 4 ‘38 H. 3= WPk #
S R WIT AR A AR 32, T S A AT LT X R A
A BETE & X3R5 FRT (self) SV Y i
PEFRIR . BRI OCTEARBILAE M 2 2 L — AR
T, B OGO 2 X T S N AR Y AT REAS B, AN
as you may expect, as you and I know ZE{FAL {5
MR ER TR RARSE X, R S5k
NGB RAEIC ) TR TR R, anIkA]
=i A P ] A7 12 ( hedging markers) @ perhaps,
sort of 45 3% 8 HE I 8 AN B 2 14 & 3L, T AN 4% 2010
( taboo vocabulary) FIZEHRBEAR AG W =25 18 2] Wr 175 2
B SCAE T SR sz o U b s a1 5

@D 1 will drive you to the dentist.

(@ Actually, I will drive you to the dentist.

VEIE & Z T U] actually —id], J2 7% j& 5]
VAR AT B, LE ANWT G AR B R IRA
TE, a TS AR B A A s USRS
FZ B R X AP AT GEPE , A actually SRZEFIXS ST, 58
SR B L U 2 X T O 3 T T 1Y G T ( Traugott
2003:129) .

IZOCHY H bR 2 —J& SRR A B ) PEAR DL
W ZREAETHese B EWA L. 38 H FWAH 4
TAEH AL AR, B3 B FWME Y & SCRE I TR
520 g iy 5 A, H b AR R AT A TR i 22
EULERE W T Hook B T WAk a0 H &b iy -
mas-u—, £ ¢7 H 5 R— D TE & E 42318 mawi-+r—
as—uru( R LR, A IS GR) 59 iR
28 Ahin], gk KR AR R Bk AR (B
) L S R IR H o 2R X T A RS A Y
HOEARIC( Ghesquiere et al. 2012) o YEFFEFT X
rh S H s 85, S B oy H i BAA QT
T BRSO ZR ST, AR AT O A AR I T
AZH. F MM o

3.2 ANHI—iE AR

NFI—1E F AR IR 5 AISE B B WLERL A
RN, QTR & e R R ME. X B
FEA Verhagen@ , fa] A4 Nuyts.

3.21 Verhagen PJHT5E

Verhagen ( 2005) M. Anscombre A Ducrot
(1989) 1) “IBHEFEIE” ( the theory of argumentativi—
ty) ik, 5K F R = A5 B R R D RE (in-
formative) 4, i B H #: ¥ ( management/regula—
tion) FNTTAfi ((assessment) THEE, X B & H 5 iR
%¥ P ( argumentative /argumentativity ) . 7F Ver—
hagen HR, IGHF TN RETTAE & FN DI BEA 1R F 1Y
TEETIHE , R4 11 Sk 22 B vh 5 K 1) 28 96 sl Al -8 I
ZEH A 3B T SE P AP0 X 3k 2 P 2R A T UM A 15
T S AT 5 515 U0 E A AR R HES, T T IS
5t U & B i N /Y 52 i ZE 47 PF Al ( Verhagen
2008:312) ., fth=K 4N Anscombre F Ducrot( 1989)
M55, but i ACRIEW] FR WS L4 John
is handsome i%X/a]i5:

® a. John is handsome. But I dont like him.

b. #John is handsome. But I like him.

B@a % B @b A&, JEEE T, &#

PR SCABAEAY” (topos) © HR, LY AS B A
PR AFAE— AR R ARSI, Wr s 2 vl LT
IZASE R e A HE B . R SR B = X A e = g
VTh 55 W is 2 2EA T DA S A DAk 380 X R &
B A B DRSPS0 L 52 B0 o

B, e R M HIEARELE ( Verhagen 2005: 7)

T PA_E LA, Verhagen( 2005) 2t —7Ff “1
A LT o A, B Horh AL S 1 S Y
il A 24 RN 2 0L A B LA B A i 2 B 4 (A Ak
FK,S Z21H) 5SEFEHARNE(BSIEAE, 0 2
THD) BYUREZR |, 3 O U0 TR B FUUT 35 3 22 1] B A
A" ( cognitive coordination) 4N 33 , 3X 5 2 18
T E L= AR A A& H A (AR R i
FEULTE & AT IS E BURELR) o T LLEE Verhagen &
kBT AT E N T EAE M UL — PR e
3 ] 5C 7 i A& AL 2244, I LA bt o 57 e ] g B
"o XEWE, IEHNIES S RS R ik
S, LI & P s T T R FOA AT R G,
T AR 7 ] A I [R] BH 37

RS S GIE S AR KX . 25505
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JN N AR B2 P & 4 KA A I TR
MAETEROR HoR M BRIE S i 257 i, R 242
5B o {HJE Verhagen AN, i & HUBRIN SR 02
FELEIE T X AP ISR ) A 21 S B E JIRE
A BT fEL 2 AR 5= A

3.22 Nuyts PJHFFT

Nuyts B9 5E SR PE TR /2 S 43 SR A, BRI
ARBTG5 I —LE 52 A0 (A BEAL G T 45 & EH A
— ) FRAEEEH IR B A2 B W A SR
ERULTE E B O A, BB A B8 3 W ( Nuyts
2001, 2012) o X HeFET 1T

@ Given the instability in the country it is like—
ly that the army will intervene.

(® In such an unstable situation 1 think the ar—
my will intervene.

FI@r it is likely FH] B2 AL B 3L
TE WU S B AW & T think B H
SR A O AR B W

3.3 HEhKkAE

B F R ORI 28 S M 2A IR T
CHE T IR AR AR At s 2%, B L AATTAR 55t
TFUE R 22 B E AR 26 20 M b B M 2. an
Schiffrin $5 H} , 38 7. WM — 45 “FRAREN]” , 78
H Sk ZZBR A & T A HiL S, $il 302 U AR A TE v
PEAT 2505 3 M7 ( Schiffrin 1990) o AT 235 7 A7
BOMEGEH & 38 s B W 7= A2 T 1 Bl ( 38 FR)
LM BTN P AN D, OF Hoh R & 4. X a2
H 3 WM 1Y B34 & (interactional architecture of
intersubjectivity) , JF U G $HIEF 4544 ( turn con—
struction) . 7 & JF %] ( action sequencing) FlI1& %b
(repair) o ZXUESTMTFIRBEIE B iy oA, A
BT A PSR H 55 K 197 ) ( Sidnell 2014)
B, A AT THE S B 2 0 PR A S A P AR BB Y
S5 e E TAE S AR AR R =z .

TESZH FWMEM B3R R 2, Sr3g Rk ek
SreEfE T IO LA, R A H WA — A B2
J£o FMIKTE Du Bois(2007) M7 3R 18 =i
Du Bois ANy, LAZBRER P K BI85 33K, sr iR
KR AL AR S AR AL FE VRN ( evalua—
tion) 73715 B ( position) FIA [A] JF ( alignment) 3
ATTE(TEE: AR s 7B DRSS
Fikyy &, 3 A LR —HE W A LI K
( stance subject) Fl — 4~ 37 3 % 44 ( stance ob-—
¥l ST 3 263k = A 3 DTS . LR8I
BT Y RIRE R ARE PR N L AR, nlE .

YE#H 09 HARTE T3k — D FE A A, T i

108

ject)

TERFE 1.3 3E BR B 5 v 57375 19 77 A8 A0 B AR i o
A TP AR I SE B A A SR BT SEBR XS
P AR “FLEE 5735 & A7 ( shared stance ob-
ject) BINLIZHEATERRT o IR AZE B FMPEAERXT &
SEUAIRBL e . 20E QT s B

K, SrmEkik =
® a. — Alice: I don”t know if she” d do it.
— Mary: I don” t know if she would
either.
b. — # 1 don” t know if she”d do it.
c. — # 1 don” t know if she would.

E1XT Alice BYIETE , Mary AJF T don” t know if
she would either ik 75 AR [F] 19 37. 37, {H J& a2
ECHHI©b /e W BEAFAS | 8K, U6 S A7
Bk A AR =Z Ak Alice J257.3% %58 , Mary 257,
Y BN , either — ] $i5 75 A 5 2 [H) 457 2 1Y) 32 H. X0
PEIREER , RIUETE 3 Dy ik o oA O sk = 5. 3 52 B fig
J1, A FHER 38 28 B 2 WAPE Y either SRERBT H &
EORVAR=7E SR i (O S T 1 1P s i o R i T
A B S

B T3 3RA R SER S R, T A Du
Bois X3¢ B E WA S 28 WL 22 5. WA 2 7E
SERTEEL S TP A R R 1, ok B 2 5 F i
FIR R By . DA BT a2 B HEAR
IR /T PR EO /N i O (2 o 1 (W S N1 57 o
PR, 75 225 3/ U 9 20 PP 59 L Bh
=9 ( Du Bois, Kiarkkidinen 2012) o 8222, i T 57
YRk A2 5 B4Rk, It e A B L HEHA R
B

4 3 FERRSeE R LLER

TESRIER A L, T SCEAR OQ 1 & Bl g i) el
AR PR S AR IE R s 19 52 HL M L AN —if
BAR N B By AR QT T 5 (6 v U ih 2 AT G 2
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ZE P ek IA o DL Traugott A1 Verhagen A
%1©, Traugott( 2010) 4 &% Verhagen( 2005) i}t “&
FE TIPS, OCTE UL TE & RT3 & A9 R 48
ERETTEAE R F WA AN o db X 4y T A B
T ( pragmatic intersubjectivity) Fl “UF X 32 H.
FWPE” ( semantic intersubjectivity) : B 2 J& 38 bR
M AELTCER , K AEBR LA 2/ T 2 55 1
Je B Wb 23 1R 5 i el ik b . il

(@ He was kind of a jerk last night.

kind of B9 I /L T jerk 47 A A W Bl H =
BALAEE S, NIX R E AR S Eas 5§
L o AELR FR AT JC 5 UE W 3 )2 28 T 9 4 A 31
kind of H1, PRl Sy i i SCHAG W] O e, BT PAAS 5T
AR T T HE S XA actually JE i,
SER XS I o I 2 th T QU2 1 A9 AN [R] , 3 1l
FAEASA I BORIF I N 2 EAYASTA]: Traugott Z2 A\
Py i iR AL A R E = Rk A 7 ik 3
ML S F At 2 R DG 3 W 4% 3 1Y S, HLBF
FEXT G 2 AL AR I, W1 H 15 T 9 E0E R& g0
Verhagen D] 322 A ik it AN FAI A8, FE 22 B =00
PR AL B TE AT 35 2 2 [E] A AN RN ER U L A
X SETHR B BE AL AN T S A A AT $E , AR 5
A5 A R G SR A AR

RN FN—1E FH % A2 RN H. 3 B A W TN
[A], 43 B AE T XA RN 25 B | AR — 1R FH AT
W E A H A AR B g, A R B
Verhagen 2005 14 “PLff 44 80 7) > JR R BT &
( predanguage) [1¥-EL B 2550 B ) 42 W) XTI N 4D
AATIHNE , F IR H WM & T4k 23 52 By
AEAFER Wzt FrLA, BARFRATEE R “H g
FARL” (1E,) 0 SEIgFRIA =7 (L) A AL
J7 AR E AFTER A A R /72— AR RAE,
JaH AT N .

e R4 3 M ERARAATE TR Z AN R (EAR X T
Te X CERE T Ee 4 X, #RIA N TR A B
SO 2 T 00 24 14 ( normativity) ® .t Fk SR UL, R4
RVE W RTE F A5 I 218 5, BRI RE 5
FATH A ME S TETE S 4 2 b S B 29 1k
( Etelimiki 2016) @

5 BERZEFEMEHARIARE

Traugott FYxE X & AR 5835 . 7EAR 21 58 =
B3iE o POEF £ 31 F b i a2 S, an sk 2%
(2009) EHANZ I 2010) (BRAE( 2017) FISEAL
(2017) 45, tedn, 3T Traugott MW A5 A4 A 5% 43 531l
FEF( BEHL) FUPE RN /INA] 1 A5 Y e 7 (( Tra—

ugott 2012) , FLHUE BYAHSC AT, 584X ( 2017) $2
5 EAh#EF (U0 Van der Wouden, Foolen 2011) A~
R A DGE( B2 HD) XA FRIE IF AR
AT e, B A ) PE AR AT -

BF Traugott [ #E4% , [E PN & A Verhagen W 5
ML LE B Z , s A TR RN S8 A S . SRR
PEA Verhagen( 2005) (14 [ A=A ( =#] 2012) , I
HEA A AL Sy 4 Sl P T Z2 BAR )R A
Fj 2013) o SRPEI LA “F= AR T 4] ( 5K IAE 2010)
FNRIRCE BRiC (an "Ry Br LA il 7)) (5K
2012) SHAFSEXT &, & B E AT AR AT il i 4k
F 4 B, B 38 S 4 B S B .
564X ( 2018) 7 Verhagen(2005) By HHIgIA F T i
B “Y3HES17 ( argumentative strength) 13X HES, 43
Brf W JC We” i /N X L X, R R AE A
T e SRR IR B S IR HE T, AR L SR B 32
HEWM: . EPNEETF Nuyts WA BFIEA L, 4
/NS FIERER(2013) SE—11).

LA 223 DA 22 T =E L 4 B fife e i 2 ELAR )
AL, S e ) AR R W A B (B BB TS ) A
LR B (R F W) TIE 2 At DR 1, SR Tt A — L2 fge
P ST AT B O e HLARAE PR B LU
F AL R VA OC T DA TE 3 AW 46 28 22 [E] DA IR ZS
MOAE B, TR BT I S OH A IS A ) I S
pUS MiX A J& Verhagen B 113X >4 B4 it Z< 1
HBvo 7340 AT R4S Verhagen WS A7 7R T4
Z M9 i Traugott WL ki, 33X it 025 181 4K 9k b T
Verhagen H M As 4 B2 8457 AH 5G [a] &5 (14 Bl , 15
VA S0P L RS A LB T, B T Re s o R
BEH IR o AR A TTEAR S E AP BB B &
HAE (A FTHR RN IR B IS 0 Rt , Wiia BUH
s S A AN A o

H AR I, J7 HEAT SRR ( 2017) BT 5n3
FLIRPNG, L AT BUE ARRAIRI A 25— A
BRCFRAT /AT T AR AT R EAT ) A
JUAF W 2 3n & 4 BF2T) B T NFR IR AT Lz 4
—BN FEAN T RAR AR R R LB
NFRAT AR PR UETE 3 H 2 “IR & 4 4 2! A
RETHEMN LT o ZITLISAH X
TS T ARRAIR B M B Sr g ik, Q%)
XN EARFISL 7 B AR B F5 B, H R it #R A FE
2 H EWMA(2017: 46) .

6 HWiE
A2 H EMNVERTTE H OB TR HE IR B o
ARSI 3 A A 5T U ) BT R R L T R AR
109
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BEANECAL 3 AP 5 =, B A 2 B P I A S F e
PRAE— AW, DLUBE S TR O I B A/ H A1
R BT 08, 12 S Y — L8 P [A) AR RE T
A2, W E RN AL B AR G R S H.
EPER ST A A B EARUE” SE (T
filt 2019) HBIEAFFAT L R UE . fefn ZRaE, [
NIZHTHE Z2 BT 5E 22 S8 A8 By 1 b B B0 A R 18 ke it
FEDOF LG, B = PRIEJ5 T8 #Y LB PE T 58 55 0Tk
X Sy BERRATTIRZ SR By ) st

et 4

QOB e 5 Rl A D375 5 4 s T 37 & A / fh—
ALV R[] — A S AR B 458 7 — MBI 1 B 77 ( Diessel
2006: 465) .

QPEICH H A (8 1 5 2 ) ) (=16 ), 2008
AF) 55291 =301 Blo J3 4y BEE B A, MRS Traugott
(2010) , F= A A2 . 3 WA 14 M A& e T LA ) )
Bréal( 1899) .

GUETE A NN HE TR BV 18 76 3L 2605 T ol g BoA +E 4
U, PRI R T — L L S5 SR A A A A8 11 17
18" ( Lakoff 1972) , 4N perhap, sort of 254 Wik EFSAF|
IR (5 B, 308 AR BHEN SORH & 1Y 3 Lo

@%F Verhagen W15 (1) o] BAA 44 , 7] 27 Boogaart, Reuneker
(2017) .

GFERL(2018) BHEHy “EHatE” (05 B 5 k"
(‘evidentiality) o Verhagen [¥) f# B Ry “h B im A e 2 42
BEFTERIRTE" , B E Ny Wik BB 5 3%
X

© "R SCHAERL” 5 UL &5 W 6 2L 5 1 5 SO oG
A5 A ( Verhagen 2008: 315) . topos & Anscombre I
Ducrot( 1989) {i# F i) R 1%, Verhagen . fifi F “#H H L=
Fx#” ( mutually shared model) XA ARIE, Z5ML FINFIE
B AR AR

@DZ AR Nuyts 47 HOHE, J2 PR R HOE AP TE JRy FR:
— % UK H HRR TS5 RAPE, HATkE
MAKRE Y RS HEI1E S A ( Ghesquiere et al.
2012) 3 J5—J5 0, TEBAIE 2 AT 35 35 (0 — o0& Jmy b, i
) T 5 A ) T ULTE R AR B R IR AE 5
FEXR,REEFLEMR M E L BRIE 2017: 106) .

@UAXI A B EMMEAEZ I, T A 155 28 ks
FETARE LSRR IR ATE S LY PE( 20 AR ) AR
B HE EAAE AR (R R A#R =3
HAWMET A O AT R LT .

Etelamaki( 2016) Ay, 1 A8 FIIA 0 BK A% BE DG
B AL 22 B R S R 24 1 TR L T R Bl B A U DG T
TG 23 BB AE S 4540 77 A LA K 28 . F A
110

[#]( validated) 19772 28 & NN FI—IH 1 %A% 500
R AR ARSI B RIS M A B R 3 S

WA AN

% 3k
fiE. IEHFER SR ERE Y (M. deat: o ge g i i il

#1, 2017. || Cheng, Z. Evidentiality in Argumentative
Discourse [M ]. Beijing: Central Compilation Press,
2017.

f& EFMN T EEWE— R 5 R
(J]. M4MREF 2%, 2019(3) . | Ding, J. Intersubjec—
tivity in Linguistics: Connotations, Subtypes, And Hy-—

potheses [J]. Contemporary Linguistics, 2019( 3) .

Jr RO A SIS ML dEa destE

I

I

bl

Sl

it , 2017. || Fang, M., Yue, Y. Conventionaliza—
tion and Stance-taking in Chinese Discourse [M]. Bei-
jing: Peking University Press, 2017.

A G EM R R 5 ARSI DR (1]

HMEH % 55, 2012(5). || Gao, L. Review of
Constructions of Intersubjectivity: Discourse, Syntax, and
Cognition [J]. Foreign Language Teaching and Re-
search, 2012(5) .

A SRR M S e 5 E AR (D]

VO K2p 242071830, 2013, || Gao, L. Subjectivity
and Intersubjectivity in English Advertising Discourse
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