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Fang, Jingmin, The reference of third person pronoun and its contextual constraints in
Mandarin Chinese

T his paper examines contextual constraints of exophoric and anaphoric references of third-person
pronoun in M andarin Chinese. It argues, in general terms, that the use of third- person pronoun is
always constrained by the information principle. More specifically, when used exophorically in
mntroducing, the thirdperson pronoun is only constrained by the mnformation principle. When
used exophorically in conversation, on the other hand, it is constrained by the politeness
principle Likewise, when used anaphorically, thirdperson pronoun is constrained by the
functional principle. When used both anaphorcially and exophorically, it is partially constrained
by the politeness principle. Furthermore, the paper explores functional differences betw een
Chinese and Japanese in the use of third-person pronoun, and structural differences between the

two pronoun systems.

Wu, Dongying, Qin, Xiubai and Wu, Boji (NG Pat kei), Orality in Hong Kong Print Media
T he study aims to examine how the societal and the generic constraints of the media genres have
led to the use of orality in the Chinese print media of presentday Hong Kong. The data for the
study are drawn from the four major newspapers in Hong Kong- Ming Pao Daily News, Sing
Tao Jih Pao, Apple Daily News, and Oriental Daily News from 2000 to 2002, both the
advertising and the news texts being included. Various forms of orality that are mingled in the
different types of written media discourse are identified, and the functions and values of these
orality oriented features or strategies are discussed. Finally, implications and suggestions are

provided for a dynamic approach towards language use and cultural expressions in a society.

Turner, Ken, A note on the Neo Gricean foundations of societal pragmatics

Societal pragmaticists accuse ( Neo ) Gricean pragmatics of ignoring socio cultural factors, and of
being ethnocentric. Attardo ( 1998) presents a useful and timely defence of Neo Gricean
pragmatics, but he shares with critics the mistaken belief that Grice was principally interested in
the question of the design of a theory of conversation. Many criticisms of Gricean pragmatics in
fact can be defused if it is remembered that it is conceptual analysis, and not sociological analysis,
that underpins the Gricean inquiry. It is also pointed out that one of the Gricean themes that has
not attracted the attention in the linguistics community that it deserves is his defence of material

mmplication.
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