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Abstract: Misunderstanding is an old and open question especially in the linguistic domain, but few concerns have put on this
important topic recently. To reconsider this problem and offer instructive views, the new theoretical perspective and approaches
are needed. A new theory “socio-cognitive approach to pragmatics” (SCA) dubbed by Istvan Kecskes offers a fresh angle for
understanding misunderstandings. Other than traditional pragmatics and cognitive pragmatics, SCA standing in the middle point
tries to integrate them and explain linguistic phenomenon with both social and cognitive factors. This study tries to examine
misunderstandings under SCA, especially its view of Common Ground Co-construction. First, it is assumed that the root cause of
misunderstanding lies in egocentrism, which are both an intrinsic property of verbal communication and a mechanism of
individual thinking. Then, with a detailed analysis of CG co-construction deficiency and misunderstandings from the perspective
of CG co-constructionism of SCA, it is illustrated how egocentrism causes different misunderstandings. In so doing, this study
digs out the root cause of misunderstanding by taking speaker and hearer as a whole, and considering both the social factors and
cognitive factors, which is a fresh practice on the “speaker-hearer pragmatic model” of SCA.
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the language use system, namely, “the interference of
psychological tendencies in the pragmatic inference process
with reference to the Ideal Communication Model”, [13] and

1. Introduction

Misunderstanding is a common ‘“untidy” verbal

communication phenomenon, [1] which often has negative
effects and even creates interpersonal conflicts, which
requires more time and effort to resolve. Therefore,
misunderstandings are often regarded as “errors” in verbal
communication, which people should try to avoid in the
traditional pragmatic view. However, in our daily life
especially in casual talks, misunderstandings seem to be
ubiquitous and difficult to avoid. This shows that
misunderstandings are not “errors” in the general sense, and
their essential roots deserve further study.

The root cause of misunderstanding has always been the
focus of misunderstanding research. Previous studies have
generally covered four aspects, namely the root of discourse, [2,
3] the root of context, [4, 5] the psychological roots [6-10] and
Social roots. [11, 12] Recently, some researchers attempt to
mine the root causes of misunderstandings from a
comprehensive or an intercultural way. Wu from the angle of

from a philosophical perspective points out that “the intrinsic
properties of the indicative and reflexive language and the
subjectivity and psychological orientation of the communicator
make the misunderstanding potentially in the process of
communication, making the potential of misunderstanding a
necessity.” [14, 15] Intercultural impoliteness is a typical
misunderstanding issue. Kecskes argues that impoliteness may
work differently in intercultural interactions than in LI
communication. Such as for the propositional meanings,
interlocutors with different L1 backgrounds may sometimes be
unaware of impoliteness. [16-18]

Misunderstanding occurs in the stage of discourse
comprehension, but what it reflects is a complete interactive
communication process. As a kind of verbal communication
phenomenon, it must also originate from and reflect the nature
of communication. Therefore, we should explore the root
cause of misunderstanding from the perspective of
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communicative nature and the overall process of
communication, namely, taking speaker-hearer as a whole.
From this point of view, Wu's research seems closer to this aim,
and especially its research ideas are worthy of noticing and
learning. However, the shortcoming is also obvious that it is
biased by referring to the Ideal Communication Model (ICM),
because this communication model itself is still arguable. [1,
6-8] The main point is that they think ICM puts too much
weight on “cooperation”, less even nothing on egocentric
aspect of communication. So referring to ICM will hinder the
objective and comprehensive analysis of misunderstandings
from the perspective of the nature of communication.

“Socio-cognitive approach to pragmatics” (SCA) is a
theoretical framework that advocates the integration of
cognition and pragmatics, namely individual and social
factors, “Cooperation” and “egocentrism” are the essential
characteristics of the two opposites of communication. [1,
16-18] It proposes to construct “speaker-hearer pragmatics”,
aiming at constructing a kind of linguistics, which is also an
analytical framework that combines pragmatic top-down
approach and cognitive bottom-up approach. [19] SCA
provides a new perspective for exploring the root causes of
misunderstanding from the perspective of speaker-hearer as a
whole and the nature of communication. This paper mainly
aims to discuss the egocentrism of communication as the root
cause of misunderstanding by means of Common Ground (CG)
Co-construction in SCA.

2. CG Co-construction in SCA

For a long time, the concept of CG has been widely
concerned by pragmatics research, and together with
“cooperation” and “intentions”, it is considered to be one of
key factors in achieving successful communication. Therefore,
CG has also become a heated topic of the theory of
“egocentrism” dubbed by psycholinguistics. [20-22] And it
has raised and opposed an important topic of Gricean theory,
namely “Cooperation Principle”. Thus, there form two
opposite views on CG, Pragmatic views and Cognitive views.
Pragmatic views argue that CG is a concrete representation of
thinking that exists in the brain before communicative practice;
[23, 24] while Cognitive perceptions believe that CG is a
common working memory process with the characteristic of
“emerging”, and is a post factum of dynamic construction. [21]
The essence of the argue lies in the opposition of the dynamic
and static views of “common ground”. Based on this, SCA put
forward the view of “CG Co-construct”, [25] which is
summarized in the following three aspects.

1) SCA differentiates the core CG and the emergent CG.
The former refers to the relatively static and stable
general knowledge shared by a specific language
community, including encyclopedic knowledge,
macro-social cultural knowledge and linguistic
knowledge; the latter refers to relatively dynamic and
variable individual knowledge, including “shared sense”
and “current sense” among the specific communicative
parties. The difference between individual shared
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information and core CG is that the sharing category is
different. The former is social, and the latter is shared by
specific communicators. [19] In other words, the latter
depends more on the specific context, that is, emergent
physical surrounding. SCA distinguishes the content of
CG by the existence state of its constituent elements in
specific verbal communication. It not only organically
combines the static view and the dynamic view, but also
reflects the status and role of different components from
the pragmatic function, that is, the basicity and the
sameness of the core CG, and the emerging and the
temporary of the emergent CG.

2) SCA defines CG as an “assumption”. It pointed out that
CQG is a thinking representation entity that is constructed
(co-constructed) by both parties, but neither party can
determine in advance whether the entity exists or not. In
other words, it is difficult for people to conclude what the
so-called “I know you know what I know” is, and
essentially it is an estimate. [26] We also believe that, as
the “cognitive context hypothesis” in Relevance Theory
requires an ostensive-inferential process for mutual
manifestation, and CG construction also requires a
process of verifying hypotheses, in which there must be
misunderstandings or incomprehension. [6] This
requires cooperation between the two parties for
eliminating misunderstandings, which embodies the
property of dynamism of co-construction.

3) Methodologically, SCA offers some specific operational
mechanisms of CG co-construction, namely, activating,
seeking, and creating. [25]

(1) Ann: — Please check why the baby is crying.

(2) Ann: — See the woman with blonde hair? She’s our new

English teacher. She is pretty, isn’t she?

(3) Teacher: — As you well know, 1 am leaving soon...

(4) Bud: — Ann, would you like to have dinner with me
tonight?

Ann: — I’d love to, but I’ll have to pick up my sister at the
airport.

In example (1), “baby” plays a role in activating the
thinking representation, and also activates other core CGs
associated with the concept, such as the psychological needs
of the baby, the social roles of the parents, the
responsibilities of the parents, and the language skills of both
parties. Cases (2) and (3) exemplify the method of seeking
CG, that is, the speaker intentionally highlights certain
information by explicit means to achieve the purpose of
mutual manifestation, as in example (2) “See the woman
with blonde hair” takes the woman's clothing, appearance
and temperament into a common vision. In the example (3),
the teacher used the slogan “As you well know” to evoke a
common memory. Not only that, some CGs can be created
temporarily, as Ann in example (4), in the case of convincing
that Bud did not know she had a sister, brought in the
information “I have a sister” in order to create a new CG for
subsequent discourse. It can be seen that in order to convert
the CG hypothesis into mutual information, temporary
dynamic co-construction is required.
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3. The Root Cause of Misunderstanding:
Egocentrism

The concept of “egocentrism” is derived from the
description of children's personality in Developmental
Psychology. It refers to children's perception of the
surrounding world from their own perspectives, focusing on
their own perceptions, emotions, and subjective wills. [27]
While Psycholinguistics describes “egocentrism” as a
communicative feature that contrasts with Grice's
“Cooperative Principle,” [7, 8, 22] in which adults are often
egocentric in interactive communication. In addition,
cognitive linguistics believes that language is also egocentric,
referring to the subjectivity of language, that is, “the
self-expression of the speaker through words, including
opinions, positions, attitudes, beliefs, etc.” [22] In SCA,
“egocentrism” of communication is not equivalent to the
above concepts, especially the derogatory color and
personality sense. It is an objective description of the
characteristics of speech act or the mechanism of thinking
mechanism, [19] is “a way of thinking that communicators
automatically bring explicit information to the level of
attention in the process of discourse output and
understanding”. [1]

SCA's interpretation of “egocentrism” is based on the
integration of Keysar's “communicative egocentrism" and
Giora's "salience hypothesis™. [22] In Giora's view, “salience”
is not only a cognitive model, but also a mechanism of
thinking, that is, the more salient the meaning of the code
formed in our brain due to habit, familiarity, frequency of use
and typicality, the faster you get. Kecskes extended the
“salience hypothesis” to distinguish “inherent salience” from
“emergent salience”. [1] The former refers to the vocabulary
meaning defined by Giora, and the Ilatter refers to
situationality or perceptiveness. Perceptiveness highlights
differentiation, as different people in the same situation will
pay attention to different details. It can be seen that
egocentrism in SCA actually refers to the essential attribute of
the thinking mechanism of “salience”, which is reflected in the
verbal communication as the feature of communicative
egocentrism. So far, the operation of the thinking mechanism
cannot be observed in detail, but its properties are reflected by
the communicative characteristics. Salience mechanisms
drive the formation of egocentric cognition, which is
manifested in self-perspective and self-cognition, inducing
egocentric discourse. [26] Similarly, the egocentrism of
communication is reflected in the communicative subject bias.
And the use of the most familiar and most accessible
information in cognitive resources for speech expression and
understanding is a direct portrayal of the Principle of Least
Effort of thinking in the process of verbal communication,
which inevitably induces misunderstanding.

Specifically, verbal communication is a process of
integration of individual cognition and social interaction. The
egocentrism of communication will undoubtedly have a direct
impact on these two processes, leading to egocentric
understanding and perspective, referred to as “self- cognition”

and “self-perspective”. [29] Self-cognition is mainly reflected
in the individual differences of knowledge and experience.
Individual cognition is a process of “privatized” knowledge
learning, [30] so it will be more or less subjective. Knowledge
experience includes both core CG information and local
shared information in emergent CG. They all derive from the
communicator's prior contextualized experience, that is,
information that has been reserved before the specific
communication occurs. The self-cognition of core CG is
mainly reflected in the deviation of vocabulary concept
features, such as the Eskimo's cognition of snow, the
Mongolian classification of horses, and etc. The self-cognition
of local shared information in CG is mainly reflected in the
difference of memory focus and intensity. The above
constitutes the knowledge base for misunderstandings,
especially inducing propositional misunderstanding. The
emergence of “situational information” in CG is often
reflected in the “self-perspective.” The self-perspective has
priority over the other perspective, [20] because, based on the
Principle of Least Effort, it takes less time and effort to
observe things and consider problems from self perspective.
In addition, unlike the property of unconsciousness of the core
CG, the co-construction of emerging CG is often conscious
and strategic, embodied in a perspective strategy, tending to
express a subjective emotion, attitude and position, and
therefore tends to induce referential misunderstanding,
intention misunderstanding and implicated meaning
misunderstanding. It can be seen that misunderstanding can be
analyzed systematically from the egocentrism of
communication. The following will further analyze it from the
perspective of CG co-construction.

4. Co-construction Failure and
Misunderstanding

For a long time, misunderstanding research is mostly
focused on the listener. The reason is that normally people
think that misunderstanding belongs to the listener and seems
to have nothing to do with the speaker. The root cause of such
view lies in the traditional verbal communication theory.
Kecskes pointed out that traditional pragmatics theory usually
regards communication as a cooperative, context-dependent
process, in which the speaker is often conceived as the one
who makes the discourse after considering all the contextual
factors, hearer is conceived as the one who tries to understand
the speaker's intentions as much as possible. [1] In fact, what
the speaker intends to express is not always recovered by the
hearer, but depends on the pre-context of both parties,
especially the pre-individual context, the interaction of
intention and attention, and the emergent CG. In other words,
verbal communication is essentially a process of integration of
individual factors and social factors, and symbiosis of
cooperation and egocentrism. This is also the reason why SCA
advocates speaker-hearer pragmatics.

As mentioned above, the idea “co-construction CG”
provides an analytical mechanism for exploring the root cause
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of misunderstanding from the perspective of communicative
nature and speaker-hearer as a whole. Under normal
circumstances, verbal communicators, based on information
dynamic co-construction, form common knowledge, achieve
successful communication, and also thus construct new
common information for subsequent conversations. It can be
said that verbal communication is actually a continuum of
mutual understanding and CG co-construction. Among them,
the egocentrism of communication will inevitably lead to
some co-construction failure phenomena, that is, the
information imbalance occurs in the process of activating,
seeking and creating, which leads to misunderstanding. With
the advancement of the verbal flow, the participation of more
construction factors, the self-monitoring and adjustment of the
communicative subjects, and the CG co-construction will
eventually be achieved, which is reflected in the dispelling of
misunderstandings. Below we further distinguish the core CG
co-construction failure and the emergent CG co-construction
failure, combined with three construction methods to analyze
misunderstanding.

4.1. Core CG co-construction Failures and
Misunderstandings

The core CG is relatively static, stable, and built in a default
way, so it is often seen as a presupposed knowledge. The core
CG, with the property of social sharing, is the basis of normal
communication, and is the basis for ensuring the identity of
the language community. [19] But its sharing is not absolute,
is something of scope and degree. The “Dynamic Model of
Meaning” points out that vocabulary concept include 3 parts:
core conceptual features, specific semantic features, and
specific cultural characteristics. [8] For example, “kick off” in
“The president kicked off the new academic year with an
excellent speech” includes core concept feature
“announcement”, semantic feature “metaphoric expression,
more rhetorical effects than ‘open’, ‘start’”, and cultural
identity “American culture”. The deviation of core CG is often
reflected in the difference of vocabulary concept features,
which will lead to co-construction failure and
misunderstanding, including two situations: one is that the
listener lacks the corresponding core concept information; the
other is the difference between semantic features and specific
cultural characteristics.

4.1.1. Core Concepts Defect and Misunderstanding
Normally linguistic representation (sound/shape) will
activate the same conceptual features, but if the listener lacks
the corresponding core concepts, which will lead to
incomprehension or misunderstanding. For the former case,
the listener often asks “What does XX mean?” which often
occurs in second-language acquisitions; the latter occurs more
in the native language conversation because the listener does
not have the corresponding core concept. Under such
circumstances, the interlocutors tend to make guesses
according to the linguistic representations. Two examples
from Chinese TV series China Land are illustrated as below.
(5) (A conversation between an old couple, Laoga and
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Gashen, and his son Yongzhi about the daughter-in-law issue)

K& 1 Z, BEINHHEETAT?

Yongzhi 1: Dié, dn qii waimian de xifu xing buxing?

Yong Zhi 1: Daddy, how about marrying a girl from a far
place?

WL 1 EEAME AR ? ARSI A 48 vk ?

Ldo ga 1: Yao qii waimian de xifu? Ni zai waimian you
xifu la?

Laogal: marry a girl away from here? Are you having a
wife outside?

KE 2 A, BEIENE, A, LK.

Yongzhi 2: Bushi, méi jiéhan ne, shi nil, nli péngysu

Yong Zhi 2: No, not married yet, just a...... a girlfriend.

WA 1. MEAAC?

Ga shén 1: Sha péngyodu?

Gashen 1: what friend?

k&3 LK

Yongzhi 3: N péngydu

Yong Zhi 3: Girlfriend.

W 2. X, XREAERKE, (RIX, ML, IR
Y, LI

Ga shén 2: Zhe, zhe dud buyao lidn de ci, ni zhé, sha jido n
U péngydu, ni shud, hdohdo shud.

Gashen2: what a shameless word! What does “nil péngyou’
mean, you, you explain it.

(6) (Japanese invaders were coming, villagers were moving
back to the mountains)

EN T, RSB L B2, RO A .

Ldo ga: Shuan zi, bd wang xianshéng dai dao shan
shangqu, hé da shéngkou fang zai yiqi.

Laoga: Suanzi, take Mr. Wang to the mountain and put him
with the big cattle.

EAAE: ARULEE ! SERAE DS — A2 ?

Wang xianshéng: Ni shud sha ne! Bd wo hé shéngkdu
fang zai yiqi?

Mr. Wang: What are you talking about? Put me and the
cattle together?

KIE CERRILTD: MBEAREROCE FRE— 3, £
FRATTIX KA 1 L s #5 8 2E

Yong qing (1do ga de érzi): Ta shud rang ni gén da shéngk
6u dai zai yikuai, zai women zhé da shéngkdu bi sha dou
zhongyao.

Yongqing (Laoga's son): He said that cattle are most
important for us, staying with cattle is safer.

In example (5), obviously, Gashen (Mum) has no
corresponding core concept of the new word “girlfriend”
(“nupengyou” is a word in standard Chinese). Although she
asked Yongzhi to explain it, actually she has already had her
own understanding (see Gashen 2), that is, “girlfriend” is
misunderstood as “mistress” or “illegal sexual partners”.
Similarly, in Example (6), Mr. Wang misunderstood Laoga's
communicative intention as disrespect for him because he
lacked the core CG of “staying safe with cattle” in this village
(cattle are very important to farmers which are well protected).
It can be seen that the absence of listener’s core CG will not
only lead to propositional misunderstanding like example (5),
but also induce intentional misunderstanding like example (6).

>
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4.1.2. Conceptual Deviation and Misunderstanding

The concept deviation leads to the failure of CG
co-construction and induces misunderstanding mainly in the
different understanding of semantic features and cultural
characteristics. The co-construction mechanism here is also
based on “activating”. Such misunderstandings are
particularly prevalent in cross-regional and intercultural
communication. Such as:

(7) (Groom Xiaozhou from Hunan and bride Xiaoyuan
from Sichuan are having a wedding ceremony in Xiaozhou's
home. The following is a dialogue between mother Zhou and
Xiaoyuan)

JABE 1 NaE, IRCBER ARG, IRERAIITR A
A tywe?

Zhdou mu 1: Xido yuan, ni fumt lai y1 tang bu réngyi, ni
kan women ddfa didn shénme hdo ne?

Mother Zhou 1: Xiaoyuan, it's not easy for your parents to
come over so far. How do you think we should send them
away ?

ANEE 1 ATR? ARAEARATT 2 B AR !

Xido yudn 1: D&fa? Ni bd tamen dangchéng yaofan de
ya!

Xiaoyuan 1: Send away? You treat them like beggars!

JARE 2. BAF, FATX B AEISAE LS SR IRIT K,
25 P 1

Zhdu mu 2: Méiyodu ya, women zheéli jiéhln dou yao géi
qingjia song ddfa de, 0, jiushi huili.

Mother Zhou 2: Not like that, according to the tradition here,
we have to send something back to the bride’s parents. It's just
a return gift.

INEE 20 IXFEVF.

Xido yudn 2: Zhéyang ya.

Xiaoyuan 2: Ok, I see.

(8) Chinese student: I think Peter drank a bit too much at the
party yesterday.

Turkish student: Eh, tell me about it. He always drinks
much.

Chinese student: When we arrived he drank beer. Then
Mary brought him some vodka. Later he drank some wine. Oh,
too much.

Turkish student: Why are you telling me this? I was there.

Chinese student: Yes, but you told me to tell you about it.
[1]

For example (7), the word “dafa” has the same core
conceptual feature of “giving something to someone”, but
there are differences in semantic color due to regional
diversity. Xiaoyuan, Sichuan daughter-in-law, thinks that the
word has a derogatory meaning of “giving alms to beggars”,
while Mother Zhou, speaking Hunan dialect, thinks that it is
just equivalent to a polite term “Huili” (send a present in
return), which leads to misunderstanding. In Example (8),
“tell me about it” is a situation-bound utterance (SBUs for
short). [17] Its prominent meaning is pragmatic one, similar to
“saying yes” in Chinese. Because Chinese students do not
understand the specific cultural characteristics of the utterance,
they interpret it literally and misunderstand Turkish students'
communicative intentions. Similar situations are common in

cross-cultural communication. For example, foreigners who
are new to Chinese often misunderstand the Chinese SBU “chi
le ma?”(Have you eaten yet?). The real intention behind this
SBU is just greeting, nothing with “inviting for a dinner”.

4.2. Emergent CG co-construction Failures and
Misunderstandings

The emergent CG refers to relatively dynamic and
changeable individual knowledge, including “individual
shared information” and “contextual information”. The former
is mainly based on “activating” and the latter is mainly
“seeking” and “creating”. The main problem of the emergent
CG co-construction lies in the effective coordination of locally
shared information and instant information, that is, the key
factor is whether or not the other party can successfully recall
the sharing information, and notice the specific situation focus
or the new information created. Generally speaking, the richer
the shared information, the more effective and smooth the
communication is. For example, for the husband and wife, an
eye contact is enough to know each other's intention. But
because of the differences in memory, attention and interest,
interlocutors cannot always achieve perfect accordance every
time. This will led to the emergent CG co-construction failures
and misunderstandings.

4.2.1. Local Shared Information Co-construction Failures
and Misunderstandings

(9) (Zheng & zhou are good friends, encountering on the
road)

K1 UREVSERE Ti%?

Zhéng 1: N1 de shiging gdodingle méi?

Zheng 1: Did you get it done?

J 1. A EGRERRLE T, BB RALT RAEA R

Zhou 1: Danwei ddoshi lianxi hdole, dan yudn danweéi 11
ngddo kd zhl bu fang.

Zhou 1: The unit is well connected, but I am stuck by the
former unit leader.

o2 g ? XAMREIRER UL . AN IRAE F XA,
e MARE BB IT 2R H.

Zhéng 2: Shi ma? Zhége ni méi gén wd shudguo. Buguod
wo bushi wén zhege, shi wén ni qu tdiwan kaihui gianzheng
de shi.

Zheng 2: Is it? You didn't tell me this. But I am not asking
this. I am asking you the visa issue to Taiwan.

J 2. Wk, X, AR ERBIRRRXANF, RiLF2%HE,
L.

Zhdu 2: O, dui, ni shang ci wen de shi zhége shi, zuijin ha
odud shi, youdidn luan.

Zhou 2: Oh, yes, last time you asked about this, you see a lot
of troubles, a bit messy.

(10) (the dialogue between Laoga and his wife Gatsao in the
TV series China Land)

WELHE 1. RBEME T ?

Gasdo 1: Ni daodi zdle?

Gatsao 1: What is wrong with you?

ZME 1. RIXOBTEER .

L&o ga 1: WO zhe xinli kongluoluo de
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Laoga 1: I feel very upset.

W 2. MR, XBIIIRFEE TR AKK A, EA
Bk,

Ga sto 2: Ai, zhé gi gido meizi y&shi zdule zhéme chang
shijianle, lidn gé xinyé bu 13i.

Gatsao 2: Well, Sister Qiqgiao has been away for so long
without even a letter.

ZN 2. URAETRILE T AR,

Ldo ga 2: Ni xidng nd'er qule ni.

Laoga 2: Nonsense! You think too much!

ML 3. JRURZVEIE I g 2

Ga sdo 3: Nani kongluoluo de wei sha ya?

Gatsao 3: Then why are you so upset?

M3 AR ERKT .

Ldo ga 3: Wo xidngqi cdojin zhdng laile.

Laoga 3: I missed Commander Cao just then.

In example (9), Zhou and Zheng are good friends and
undoubtedly have a lot of personal information to share.
However, frequent information exchanges make the specific
memory confused. In addition, Zheng did not specify what
"things" refer to, which leads to the local shared information
co-construction failure and misunderstanding. In example (10),
Sister Qigiao is Laoga's lover, and Commander Cao is Laoga's
confidant. This is the local information shared between Laoga
and his wife. So the wife's point of view on Laoga's
melancholy mood is egocentric and Laoga's intention is
misunderstood (Ga 2). This also shows that in the process of
CG co-construction, listeners are not always passively
activated, but their subjectivity and initiative will also cause
misunderstandings.

4.2.2. Situational Information Co-construction Failures and
Misunderstandings

As the Chinese poem says “Héng kan chéng ling cé chéng
feng, yudnjin gaodi ge buténg” (looking at the mountain from
different angles and distances, one will get different views),
interlocutors in a same place will have the difference between
the focus of attention and the perspective in the
communicative situation. The inclusion of contextual factors
in the concept of “CG co-construction” not only fully reflects
the dynamics of co-construction, but also reveals the
subjective differences between the two sides' observational
perspectives. On the one hand, as Kecskes said, only the
situational factors that enter the attention of both parties are
well-known; [1] on the other hand, as the local shared
information is co-constructed, the necessary prompting means
are also indispensable. However, in the specific
communication, the attention of both parties is still difficult to
achieve perfect coordination, which is related to the attention
of the communicator and the interference of cognitive tasks.

(11) (Wang Peng and his friends climbed to the top of the
mountain near Leifeng Pagoda to overlook the West Lake)

A1 FER!

Péngydu 1: Zhén piaoliang!

Friend 1: How beautiful!

TG 1. F2rF, AR A .

Wang péng 1: Shi ya, rénjian tiantdng ma.
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Wang Peng 1: Yes, paradise on earth !

AR 2: EHUANFREHERER, FE..... MIZEHN
KA.

Péngyou 2: Hai you bi rénjia tiantang geng méide, ni
kan......yinggai shi hdangzhoéu méiméi ba.

Friend 2: There's a thing more beautiful than paradise, look
at it... look at that pretty Hangzhou girl.

EMG2: W, RAE, AFAAAH T, FHISFLIRA
B, POWIA R RS, G IR .

Wing péng 2: N, shi buicuo, rénjia ming hua you zhti la, kan
dao pangbian nage shuaigé méi, xthd cdi shi dajia de, hdohdo
xinshdng ba.

Wang Peng 2: Well, she is really beautiful. But the flower
has its owner. Look at the handsome man next to her. The West
Lake is for everyone. Enjoy yourself!

(12) (The father wants to go home by bus, and his
son-in-law is showing him the station from a tall building)

Lhs 1w, ARE BRSO A

Niixu 1: Baba, ni kan dao nagé gao gao de yancongle ma?

Son-in-law 1: Dad, do you see that tall chimney?

w1 BET

Yuefu 1: Kan daole.

Father-in-law 1: Yes.

LU 20 DR UAE A 1) BRI

Niixu 2: Chézhan jiu zai yancong de gianmian.

Son-in-law 2: The station is in front of the chimney.

TEAL 2. HITTHT? A AT HT TN S I 2 (U R S )

Yuefu 2: Qidnmian? Yancdong qidnmian bushi hdiwan
ma?(Yancong kaojin hdiwan)

Father-in-law 2: Front? Isn't the Bay in front of the chimney?
(The chimney is near the bay)

2 3 AR RS FEIRA XA A AT I

Niixt 3: W& de yisi shi kao women zhé bian de gidanmian.

Son-in-law 3: I mean the front of our side.

AL 3. IXFEWF, TR NAZ UM B S T, AKX, M
ZOE AT, WA, SOERBOZ B —

Yuefu 3: Zhéyang ya, na yinggai shud shi yancong de
houmian ya, budui, yinggai shi qianmian, y¢ budui, fdnzhéng
ni yinggai shuod dé juti yididn.

Father-in-law 3: Well, that should be the back of the
chimney. No, it should be the front or..... Anyway, you should
be more specific.

In the case of (11), what the friend said “truly beautiful”
refers to the beautiful girl climbing together, and Wang Peng is
enjoying the beauty of the West Lake, not paying attention to
the new information created by friends through the seeking
mechanism (by his blinks and gestures). There have been
co-construction failures so as to lead misunderstandings (see
Wang Peng 1). In the case of (12), the “front” of the son-in-law
refers to the front of the chimney facing them, while the
father-in-law means that the chimney is facing away from
them, forming a failure and misunderstanding of
co-construction. Although the son-in-law has created a new
focus of attention (see Son-in-law 1 and Father-in-law 1),
egocentric orientation indicators such as “this”, “that”,
“before” and “post” often differ depending on the perspective
adopted by the subject, and thus become blurred and
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ambiguous.

In addition, the psychological space also has a difference in
perspective. The transformation of psychological perspective
often has a pragmatic function of expressing subjective
emotions, positions and attitudes. For example, using “I come
to the hospital” instead of “I go to the hospital” reflects the
sympathy and concern of the speaker. On the contrary, if the
listener fails to perceive the perspective change of the speaker,
he cannot truly understand his emotional intentions, and it is
likely to cause co-construction failure and misunderstanding.

(13) (In the TV series Snow Leopard: Japanese special
forces are coming to attack Zhao village)

AIRE 1. B2fh, KBEAZSEe, BEEHBEALT,
BRI E 2 R ERIE,

Zhduweigud 1: Zhao 1dobd, zheéli bu anqudn, zhao zhuang
nin yé hui bu qule, nin gdnjin daizhe xiangqin zhudnyi ba.

Zhou Weiguo 1: Uncle Zhao, it's not safe here. You can't go
back to Zhao village either. You should take the villagers to
transfer as soon as possible.

REAE 1 FEHK, S ERtER, dahss ) \RE
TS RAT o

Zhao 180b6 1: Zhou tudn zhdng, women mdshang jiu zhud
nyi, jué bu hui géi balujun tian mafan.

Uncle Zhao 1: Regimental commander Zhou, we will
transfer immediately and will never cause trouble to the
Eighth Route Army.

FBEE 2. @&z, AR E-. BoliRe. 4]
JNBE AT 2 HEAE R

Zhduweigud 2: Zhao ldobd, wo bushi zhége yisi. Nin bié
wuhui. Wémen balujin bu hui pié xia ldobdixing bugudn de.

Zhou Weiguo 2: Uncle Zhao, I don't mean that. Don't get me
wrong. Our Eighth Route Army will not leave the people
behind.

(14) (Dialogue in the modern drama Thunderstorm)

51 KA, BORBIRIE B

Gui 1: Da shaoy¢, nin shi mingtian qishén ma?

Gui 1: Sir, are you leaving tomorrow?

LW

Ping 1: N.

Ping 1: Yes.

Bt 20 1RFIKIALE

Gui 2: Rang wo song song nin.

Gui 2: Let me see you off.

2 ANH, BHEHR .

Ping 2: Buyong, xiéxi¢ ni.

Ping 2: No, thank you.

B3 AN RO, BEERAT. X g, KA
X KA IEICERL T .

Gui 3: Bushi zong shi nin xin hdo, zhaoglzhe women. Nin
zhe yi z6u, wd téng wo zhé yatou dou dé dianjizhe ninle.

Gui 3: You are always kind and take care of us. I and my
daughter will miss you when you leave.

P 30 (BRI 1 IE?

Ping 3: (Xiao) ni you méi qgidnle ba?

Ping3: (Laughter) Are you broke again?

B4 KADAT, XA T . —— KBRS,
PURFENIE, R GRS .

Gui 4: Da shaoyé, nin zhé késhi kaiwanxiaole.—W0 shud
de shi shihua, si feng zhidao, wo zdng shi beihou shud da
shaoyé hdo d

Gui 4: You're kidding, sir. —— I'm telling the truth. As
Sifeng knows, I always say that my young master is good.

In the case of (13), the Regimental commander Zhou
Weiguo was informed that in Zhao village there was Japanese
poison gas bomb. From the perspective of Zhao village's
security, he asked Uncle Zhao to transfer quickly, but it was
inconvenient to tell him the reason in case of causing riots
among villagers. On the contrary, Uncle Zhao, standing in
Zhou’s shoes, misunderstood his intention as worrying that the
people would cause trouble to the troops. Similarly, in the case
of (14), Zhou Ping, based on his prior experience and
acquaintance on Lu Gui and from the perspective of Lu Gui,
misunderstood his good intentions as asking for awards (see
Ping 3, 4).

5. Conclusion

This paper has explored the root cause of misunderstanding
by using a new perspective of social-cognitive pragmatics.
Firstly, it briefly reviews the CG con-construction of SCA,
pointing out its definition, nature, content and construction
method, which provide an analytical mechanism for the root
cause of misunderstanding. Then, combined with the concept
“egocentrism” of philosophy and cognitive science, we further
discussed this concept under the theoretical frame of SCA,
which points out that the root cause of misunderstanding lies
in the egocentrism of communication. It also analyzed the
formation of misunderstanding from perspective of CG
co-construction, including core CG co-construction failure
and the emergent CG co-construction failure. The study found
that egocentrism can offer an overall explanation on different
misunderstandings: on the one hand, the speaker can only,
from the self-cognition and self-perspective, estimate the
information that the hearer knows; on the other hand, listener,
based on the prior knowledge and situational focus and
attention, can only draw some related association and
reasoning according to the linguistic representation. The result
is that although both parties have the willingness to cooperate
to accomplish a conversation, there is no guarantee that all
explicit-inferential processes can achieve a state of mutual
understanding, and certain CG co-construction failures and
misunderstandings are inevitably come into being. This
research is based on the pragmatic view of taking
speaker-hearer as a whole, and makes a new interpretation of
the root cause of misunderstanding. It has carried out
preliminary practice on SCA's “speaker-hearer pragmatic
model”, which is conducive to further study of
misunderstandings and other verbal communication issues.
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