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Preface

This corpus-based study investigates at the discourse level the pragmatic
features of English intensifiers in Shakespeare’s plays. Collocation theory, speech
act theory and politeness theory are adopted to explore semantic prosodies,
semantic preferences, speech act patterns of intensifiers, mechanism for intensifiers
to strengthen or mitigate the illocutionary force, polite behaviors of intensifiers,
and the relationship between these significant pragmatic dimensions.

I conduct this study because there is a call for studies of English intensifiers at
the pragmatic level and there is a lack of comprehensive treatment of intensifier
usage in Shakespeare’s plays. For one thing, although we have witnessed a wealth
of literature and research on English intensifiers over the past century, most of the
studies have been carried out mainly at the syntactic and semantic level, and the
studies of the pragmatics of English intensifiers are to some extent limited. A more
specific and more systematic framework of pragmatic intensification is thus to be
explored. For another, there are a whole range of intensifiers in Shakespeare’s
plays, and yet there lacks a comprehensive treatment of them. Therefore, a detailed
pragmatic study of intensifiers in Shakespeare might help us to go beyond the
syntactic and semantic boundaries and get a more general picture of the pragmatic
features of the intensifiers in Shakespeare.

The following is a brief account of my study:

To begin with, a working definition of English intensifiers is developed on the
basis of an extensive literature review. Meanwhile, a working taxonomy of speech
acts and coding schemes of semantic prosody and politeness behaviors are
established to facilitate the pragmatic study of intensifiers. Then a quantitative
analysis is made to reveal crucial categorical, generic, and diachronic features
concerning the use of intensifiers in the Shakespeare corpus. After that, the
colligational patterns, semantic prosodies, and semantic preferences of various
categories and types of intensifiers are analyzed.

A further attempt is then made to probe into the speech act patterns, the
modification mechanisms of illocutionary force, and the politeness behaviors of



English intensifiers. As shown in the study, within each speech act type, a greater
percentage of intensives are used in speech acts which generally require
reinforcement of the illocutionary force and the observation or violation of the
addressee’s positive face. In comparison, a greater percentage of downtoners are
employed in speech acts which threaten the addressee’s negative face, mainly for
the purpose of mitigation.

This study then looks into the mechanism of reinforcement and mitigation
with ample examples extracted from the Shakespeare corpus. Based on the theory
of Bazzanella et al. (1991), this study has proposed a framework of dimensions
along which intensifiers can be adopted to reinforce or mitigate illocutionary force,
including propositional content, felicity conditions such as speaker’s inner states
and preparatory conditions, and perlocutionary effects. It has illuminated two basic
purposes for reinforcement and mitigation: to express the speaker’s commitment to
propositional content, and to pay/violate positive or negative face to the addressee,
that is, to express politeness or impoliteness.

The exploration of reinforcement and mitigation mechanism leads to the
analysis of the politeness behaviors of intensifiers in various speech act categories.
According to the analysis, negative politeness behaviors are more predominant in
directives than in any other speech act category, and expression of the speaker’s
commitment to the propositional content and violation of positive politeness are
most popular among constatives. In comparison, observation of positive politeness
has a more even distribution in all speech act categories.

Finally, the study reveals a strong relationship between semantic prosodies,
speech acts, and politeness behaviors: these three pragmatic properties work
together for the accomplishment of various communicative purposes of English
intensifiers. Intensifiers with collocations of negative semantic coloring tend to be
used in more face-threatening acts while those with collocations of positive
semantic coloring tend to occur in more positively affective speech acts. Moreover,
intensifiers of positive prosodies are more inclined to function as a politeness
strategy, while those with negative prosodies tend to be more involved in the
expression of impoliteness. Diminishers, however, are an exception: although
many of them are imbued with a negative prosody, they are often employed to
mitigate the face threat, and are thus more related to the expression of politeness.

Despite some limitations, the present study has some important implications.



Firstly, it goes beyond syntactic or semantic boundaries and studies the pragmatic
functions of intensifiers, thus contributing to the linguistic study of intensifiers and
encouraging further exploration of English intensifiers at the discourse level.
Secondly, by providing a relatively comprehensive picture concerning the use of
intensifiers in Shakespeare’s plays, it contributes to the research of Shakespeare’s
adverb usage in a systematic way. Finally, the detailed study of the pragmatic
features of intensifiers furnishes a useful guideline on the achievement of
pragmatic equivalence in translation of intensifiers in Shakespeare.

Demanding as it was, I took great pleasure in conducting the present study. 1
feel honored that it is arranged for publication, and I hope that reading about
pragmatics of English intensifiers will be as much a pleasure to the reader as was

studying them to me.
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List of Abbreviations

Part I: Abbreviations for reference to Shakespeare’s plays

Ado Much Ado about Nothing

Ant. Antony and Cleopatra

Cym. Cymbeline

H4A4 The First Part of King Henry the Fourth
HS8 The Life of King Henry the Eighth

Ham. Hamlet

Meas. Measure for Measure

Merch. The Merchant of Venice

Mac. Macbeth

Mids. A Midsummer Night's Dream

Lr. King Lear

Oth. Othello

R3 The Life and Death of King Richard the Third
Rom. Romeo and Juliet

Tit. Titus Andronicus

Tem. The Tempest

Wint. The Winter s Tale

Part Il: General Abbreviations

A act

a adjectives

AC acknowledgements

Abs. freq. absolute frequency

ad adverbs

AP REL F relative frequency of approximators
BO REL F relative frequency of boosters

CO REL F relative frequency of compromisers



C constatives

¢ comedies

CM commissives

D directives

d act done

DI REL F relative frequency of diminishers
E event

e expressions

express PE express positive emotions
express NE express negative emotions

F (illocutionary) force

FTA face-threatening act

H addressee/hearer

h histories

MA REL F relative frequency of maximizers
MI REL F relative frequency of minimizers
MP Model Person

n nouns/nominal expressions

o object

P proposition

past.p past participles

prep.p present participles

pres.p prepositional phrases

q quantifiers

S speaker

T utterance

t tragedies

v verbs

Z Not clearly concerned with politeness but more related to

the expression of S’s commitment to the propositional
content of a speech act

1E Earlier period

2M1 Mid period I

3IM2 Mid period 1T



4L
+N

+P
-P

Later period

observation of negative politeness
violation of negative politeness
observation of positive politeness

violation of positive politeness



PSS xix

WS

AR R RAETIEREN G, AEREE. SIET AR
JEMHER A, @ B FnE o B I 1E B B mBF e 35+ e e g il vh
SE R IERIE FRHE. FRNARIERIERIAENIE S, 18 0ER
B, FIETAEK, S HEEILE. (LIRTAULRIE Y., SiE
FroAFRLSRAT A =& ZRIAH K & .

FEIE SRS — R A 2R e I EIR (40 really, very) salin iR
(4n kind of, sort of), ifj Hix J&inleslinldl&l “HA it s s it 34401 5k
SrEIPER” (Quirk et al,, 1972: 438), SRIFIELE DiE, BHEiER AP
FMKRHIER, Wi R RE, BAOTGEREMNEEEEE (40 fairly
certain) F|HEFMRIA (40 absolutely vital) ZEARRFIE EREE, HRITEI
ol A WL “ME R IR 57 (Labov, 1985:43), “S&iM7E %8 brid £
WHEE, CEMENSR. Xip. Wik, LENHERE, HHESKE LY
WelWr = %5 B2 2 B (Partington, 1993: 178), S&IMIE v i “hnsi
BERIRE D, FH AN ASFEREZEE” (Martin & Rose,
2007: 42, 48), MIZE X B3R, “BIFIERET AREX’, mikaiks
B BERIhEE’ R AN, BANES THIFLFMEMRIE, mEE
BTN EERE, E£X—hiefsifiEx —mdkdR 51N
BIFERE R A2 k" (Lorenz, 1999: 24), iF 4 Halliday (1985/1994/2004:
127) Bk, “wiAESENAZRE T ABRIhEEX —cohie”. RIHIEREE
LHBRB IR, BiEaE, EE. EX. BH. ERERESHN
LA B N E 5 5SS E EoE.

SRIIEE LS5 HE LT, APRECETIRERM ¥R IHIER
EA: RIAIERATFEMmEAE. 89, 3hid, o9, fridsEiE. PRE
LA B & i E  (BRARTR, &iafn&iaEiE) . H HFR R E b
oA O R B A I T A 0 T . AT 20 SR FH A SR A1 40 2 05 oK AR A
Quirk et al (1985) R4y, Quirk 2% R H intensifier jx — A& I
et intensifier “A{UNFEHERITRERZE LR, EFHYHB, —4
A SR UAPE R A T TS RO e s IR By BRI RE— 5 s &R iZ s ]



xx PR FIRIEENER ST

DRSS, el LUK E” (Quirk et al., 1985: 589), thfi 5%
RIE R 9BAIE (amplifiers), BIFGALLIREPRMESIIREE; 59
ik (downtoners), HIRIALLIRESRMEMAIRREE . A 2 Ak i B Al
(maximizers) FHE5817 (boosters), JGF&fFEIL{LLiAl (approximators), #f
#idl (compromisers), Wk 55id (diminishers) FA{[LF2SE{a] (minimizers),
AWFFRIEATH X —2%, ME—XBZAZH intensives £t amplifiers
KA “mBIE”, FEIREA intensives 7EI L EHFZ AR A F .

ABFFELATS L Lb PR R rp s R E AR ZE R R, FEIRE AT

F—, BRI TRIFEOFRLLEZ, HELEWREER LW
B, B LR ST, /R% Brown & Levinson (1987), Blum-Kulka
etal. (1989) UL} Bazzanellaetal. (1991) %0y K B|5&IEAEFRMFZE, 2
it (TR AR B A ) USRI, FFEL T TR sR A&, ARFRIR
PABRETE LT, *5R RIS TS FRAE ARG 5 1B AT AR URn L3R Sk
BEATES A R G HNBIE S, NI e i SRR IE IS = 2 5.

B, RIAIERPEERE U FE M AR, RIREAR
B AA R LR — R E L, B NEH T RIAIE . NSRSk
WEIZ N, RBGEIEEMENENEL. SO MG E TG
BE, WRRILIMEAILT. HHEREIE . SETAURALSTITA
X=FZRMRALALE,

=, BRI LR RIS BOA B, (HEEA BRI AT
XM, RHIESFMANPFRED, ARG R4S AE
F|—A2HAI%EE (Nevalainen, 1994), [HILAEH A BB LT
ISR IIEEAT 4T, MR HED 1 Hb e B b @Rl R e 5.

A EE LS 17 BB TR (PR —), Bl—A1t
WARRIERE, B, fE&{EM Antcone 3.2.1w X — a3 T HIE R HIE
P T A B ERE B ITE . ARIERIFIEN TIEE X, SIFRARA RN
DReMIR A IS, R EA RIAThREM AR &I TE . MRS
PHIEA TS (types) 24 70, JEAFHC (tokens) k3756, fEEHIAL & XL
SERURIERIE® (3L 3756 41)) Hisk ok, HfAZIH SPSS 11.5 A piy %
W,

Hk, TE&{&k¥E Sinclair (1996) F0 Stubbs (1996, 2001, 2009) 44
fid B 1. Bach & Harnish (1979) [y = iE {7 A B iE. Brown & Levinson
(1987) #i1 Herring (1994) X TALIAT AR, 2 BlMEiE LE. &



RS ol

BT A, ALSUSR MG 4 B M hrtE . e A 4R e dg A 9 VA A
Wbf B S A R RIE R B AL iE R B ANTE R, B AE TR
BRI, BERIT. BEIE AR, BT AT RAILRT
s, X ECREAE i AF] SPSS 11.5 FOBE Par . 1%80HR B R E ARl
TORUVHTE AR AR, PR R A B B VI I DA K 1% 5 VR 1A {3 Y
PRI, WAL (KR ).

SRJE, YEFFIF SPSS 11.5 3t pric 2 R 2 TAC B AN oy . LIt
SRR, TEER T3 L IR EIE S T 3iE R RIS ek 8 S O,
WF e S BE0E SOIE FRAE, HERRIEXE. SETARILPIT AR =%
ZIRIINER R

A4Sy N\, F—FAZKR., FENMBATROBEIBKE. R
Hi. W@t se 8, R @Al 556 T 305 55 RIE Y TIEE
S, B R R IR SIS B A T R E

PR HREER, FEAGEEIERIATED A L L SRR
PBELR, R RIEMIIENE L S5R A, MEUEERIAIEIE X, M.
BT R,

=M BAVAWEIBKE, BFEERER. FIET AR
BoaLSnlan, 7eEgbAeat B STRIE LB, ST A. ALEURIKT o FiE
ARt 77 EAE A 755 AR A 15 ST

S VAT AR P L AR RS & B R IR IE S A R oL, dd
ERAIHT, GEtt I LRI E R A [ 2 51 B 56 U 15 R AN [R] e
AR, AECIERBR S 0. WL, £ 3756 A~ RiNE AT
W, RBIE L 88.5%, MssHIE R 11.5%, fEH L HRIEREF & H
HysEIEE R so, most, too, well, much, very, how, almost, enough, a little, full,
all, more, scarce, far [ quite, ‘B{ 1{EWC R AR IEIE D 2.5 91%, H
Hoso ILLBIEK, o 27.2%, B4h, FEARMREFIAS [ G VER R R
e, SRETERIE G DLt & AR

BHEHAFIESGER B R, WRBAEWEET A, BIEAREF
R RIE (BERAIE, BHRIE) WARRBREXR, B, BX
WA R, IR F—, A RAENERITEE, B
b7 43.4%, ZhiaFEliE & G 19.2% 1 18.8%,, b B o8 R TE & T A iR,
g Fe oy i, BUAEsr iR, BRAETRl, iR, A i S S A bl ]
BN, B, AUsRIRTERE SCEBCATR, BB 5| i Bl i A



xxii 3 b I X R IRIE Y IE A AT

BRABEHNBRE L, WA LR AIENIE N A HK. than, &
SR TR AR AR Y SR R B AL right, entirely, most, well, strongly, enough £,
1E SR VAR 58 JRTE A utterly, quite, too, much, little, scarce, scarcely,
almost %2, H A dMIE L BRIA full, far, so, how, more, very, exceedingly
%, B=, FURAMIIE CHRRIRIE BAARLIITE SGE R R,

FEARFH D IRIATENZ BT AR, o AR BRI R E
EARZFIBET AP REHEE, Bt AR RAIENE NS ETAZ
KR, PFREW, RBEGEH AR KRWEEESFRE A%,
HEBPANZIETA, M9 HIE M bR I A& 5 HRE A
X, WEZNWZIET A, B, HRCIFHEA HERIE SCR R 58I TE
HAERTRDEERKNFIES Ad, o “BE A", Bk,
“ROBT S, TR R AR ARARIE SRR R SRR IE AR T ROh BT
VEIE T AL “WET. MR, BB, “RepT. B %, s
FAEH T 18 S BT A A A S Bs B Y,

FEELETES, EEFIHNS L R TERE R &S KR L HRER
SRS ZERIT AW KAWL, ABFFELL Bazzanella et al. (1991) AR
HERl, ENTORVATE VIR B, ARE B, SRR EE B S
BT ARGENE ., BT AR OERE, HE8 R 5E V) & ik ok o
WRERE I 2, ERRIAARANEABR: — &R UL IEE S il
WERER, &g/ SV isE Rk m - AEkiE , BIRREL
FAILI . AA TR T A S 1847 4 A 55 DR T o el s FH R
ML AL T A, R AB, SHAMASIET ML, HERAL
AT AERASRTIBT AD AL R, Rk ULIER X N & F L
WA I & B X R T A ER I S BT AP &, Mgk
Wi & AR TR A T A NIE R RSB T A RIS, fEsbAat |,
ARG EIT TIENH. SETARALBTAZENNERR, K3
X=KIERAREAD LI LM BRvmILEER, ERBEAZTRAEE
*F. WFREEMW, BABRIE OB R IRIE G H TR RS IET A,
AR S RRILIFTAE 3 T B A R E SR 55 R TE I 1= T L
i FE BT, SRARAILIT AR K. RABSIE G,
BARENTRZ BAHERIE X, BF 8RB Rk, K5
TaALIA K.

FAFAER, BE TAMRWEELS R, HRNE SRR,



FXSE  xxiii

JHEUI T A TR IBFSE DT 1. AT, 1B R0 ik i TS B RBFFE
SERIRTERYIE I ZhRE, KA FI TR SETE B LR R IR . 1EF
X bt L 3R R R R TR B TR FRRAEREAT T BOL SR A iAot Bh
Tt 75 b R BRI R GERE T, SRSk, T ORI G 15 FARE
0 TR R B A T I NS DR 55 00 f BETT Je o k- bR AR RIS 35 v 5
VRIERBIENT AL, EAMFRIER b, wTUATF R 754 b xR R b 98 A T
A FOSEIERIESE, PR, ARRRAE S A 22 SRS LA R R RIE T 55

HT&FEE, AFREARELRRYE, —&75mA frdcabfni
#. bbdn, BEHRIERENERT Y K, EREEK, KRR
BEE, oPrREM. B, B TRERR, ABTkmmEs. FE
AL JRREY SRMFIIVENG , Xt R TR AIE RRERES T IR . R
WroE, hawmIAENE SV, BRI LA R L BB vk —
ty &,



Vi

Contents

LASE OF TABLES oot e ss s e e esesenenas xi
LiSt of FiGUIEeS oo s isens xiv
List 0f ADDrevIiations ..oooccoooooiioeiceeiecseissesesisaenesessssessssssesssssesaens XV

Chapter One Introduetion .. caswusmumommpmmmmmmsasss 1
11 PROLOBUC siuuissossuvsnissasosasssssssmsssetssnsssnsisssioss ssesseasssssessasass ompenstonsvasone |

1.2 Rationale and objective of the research ...........cccocoveniiiiiiciiiinnn 3

1.3 A working definition of intensifiers ..........c..cccoceveiiirnniiininiinnecnn. 8

1.4  Research qUESLIONS .......cccuueruiieeeiiieiiiie s 10

L5 ReseafchMEthoUs uveasimssrasmmonmmmisiinsssaminamismmmimpmes oo 10

1.6 Organization of this StUAY ...........cooviveiiiirneercc s 14
Chapter Two Literature Review ... 16
2.1 INtrodUCHION .....oveiieneeiieieie e 16

2.2 Terminology and characteristics of intensifiers .............ccccceevunnen 17
2.2.1  TerminolOZY ....ccoceveveesresesianenaeesesseeseseescesseasassinessens 17

222 Characteristics of ItensSifiers ...;isummmmsmimsmisssisussiass 19

2.3 Semantic studies of intensSifiers ...........cccceeveevieeeeeeciiiieiie s 21

2.4 Pragmatic studies of intensifiers .............cccccoviiiinnicciicirinnnen. 23

2.4.1 Brown & Levinson: intensification in politeness strategies .... 23
2.4.2 Blum-Kulka et al.: downgraders and upgraders

in requests and apologies ..........cccevvereveireiiiucseiienienicinnes 25

2.4.3 Bazzanella et al.: illocutionary force modification ........... 26

2.5 Intensifiers and grammaticalization ............cccccveivievincnnsnicnnnnene 28
2.5.1 Grammaticalization: from lexical to functional ................ 28

2.5.2 Grammaticalization: from ideational to interpersonal ...... 29



