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<Abstract>

From ‘Emergence’ to ‘Realization’:
A Case Study of Grammaticalization Involving Both Semantic Generalization and Specification
Kiyoko Takahashi

Kanda University of International Studies

The linguistic concept of ‘realization’ (Takahashi & Methapisit 2004) or ‘participant-external actuality’ (van
der Auwera & Plungian 1998) is a hybrid comprising two functional concepts related to the speaker’s different, albeit
concurrent, perspectives, namely the aspectual and modal ones. Specifically, it is indicative of a value with respect
to the perfective (an inchoative aspect) and the evidential (a realis-assertion). I consider ‘realization’ as a variety
of the category of realis modality, for it primarily specifies the speaker’s evaluation or understanding that a
situation in question has actually occurred as a result of some prior non-specific event (cf. Enfield 2003). The basis
of a realis-assertion characterized by ‘realization’ is the speaker’s belief (subjective certainty) that the prior event
which is backgrounded but can be pragmatically retrieved from the given context should be connected with the
realization of the situation in question. Though ‘realization’ may be a rather minor functional meaning, the Thai
language has the marker for it, that is, the pre-verbal day.

My examination of diachronic corpus data of Thai inscriptions from the 13™ century through the present
time leads to the following reconstruction of a grammaticalization path along which day has changed into the
‘realization’ marker.

CONSTRUCTION MEANING

A. [day quantity-NP] A quantity emerges.
B. [VP] [day quantity-NP] A quantity emerges as a result of a prior situation.
C.[VP] [day NP] Something emerges as a result of a prior situation.
D. [VP] [day NP DATIVE human-NP] Something emerges for the person as a result of a prior situation.
E. topic-NP May this thing come to emerge for the person!

[OPTATIVE CAUSATIVE day DATIVE human-NP]
F. preceding discourse [OPTATIVE day (as I wish)] May this story occur as I wish!
G. [OPTATIVE day VP] May a situation occur!
H. [day VP] A situation has realized.

Originally day was a verb for ‘emergence’ which was frequently used in the A construction. By the end of the 18"
century the A to E constructions became less used, and they, except for B and C which seem to have diverged into
other day constructions, disappeared. The F and G constructions were used even into the 20™ century for some
time, but now are no longer seen. In contrast, the H construction became very common in the period of the present
dynasty (since 1782).

In the process that day has developed from the ‘emergence’ verb into the ‘realization’ marker, day
constructions underwent two major processes of semantic change: (a) change into a ‘less specific’ meaning (cf.
‘semantic generalization’ Bybee & Pagliuca 1985, Bybee et al. 1994; ‘depletion’ Givon 1975; ‘desemanticization’ Heine & Kuteva
2002; ‘schematization’ Langacker 1991; ‘attenuation’ Langacker 1999; ‘semantic bleaching” Sweetser 1988) and (b) change into
a ‘more specific’ meaning (cf. ‘specification’ Traugott & Kénig 1991, Kuteva 1999; ‘pragmatic strengthening’ Traugott 1988;
‘subjectification’ Traugott 1989, 1995). In particular, day’s grammaticalization into the ‘realization’ marker involves
(a) generalization of the referential, content meaning of day and its nominal argument (i.e. the described
emergence event with an emerging entity) and (b) specification of the constructional, ‘frame’-like meaning of day
constructions and a certain modal meaning associated (i.e. the speaker’s subjective construal).

Having done empirical research on grammaticalization, I claim that we have to investigate
grammaticalization paths by analyzing corpus data of actual discourses in the past; otherwise, we will fail to see
how the two types of semantic change (viz. generalization and specification) interact at each particular stage of
the development of grammaticalization. It is not likely that both the types are involved equally throughout the
evolution into a grammatical morpheme, nor is it likely that the former is involved only at early stages and the
latter is involved only at late stages, or vice versa. Based on the results of this study, I hypothesize the following.
In early stages of the evolution, a certain specification always precedes a certain generalization. In other words,
the former (e.g. forming a specific construction) triggers the latter (e.g. bleaching of the semantics of an argument
nominal). In late stages, on the other hand, both (e.g. attenuation of the semantics of day and fixing of the
pre-verbal day construction) occur at the same time, as if they were the two sides of the same coin. This
hypothesis may help us to concretely understand the mechanisms of grammaticalization.
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THBL 2D THEB ~ : FEREL L RE(LD T & 5 kML
BT
PPN S

1. 120z

Afaix, bbb EEEARN, WEHNREBRFERERL COEEED, BLEL VI FEEOLHBELRTE—
ZAGA (HEE—H L) EOLEENEETDH I EICL T, WEIC FENFEHT D) LHRXL5EED
FREHE DM 2 RTHRETE L L CORFIZES L T\ oo LB X 5N D UMb OB ZRET Do 1] 56 L
FHB IO E FOFEHGRIHR D TECH COBERZ LD =X AR L0 LTV L GERMmMT(L (Traugott
1988) & 2\ MEEBUL (Traugott 1989, 1995) DB TH L, KRBT HIUT, —#iy7e THLMFEOHB] L
WO ERD S KV RERZR TR SN2 H D W0E TSN D) FROML - EE| L) FERA~ZLLEZ,
SF D TBEWOFFE(L] (‘specification’ Traugott & Koénig 1991, Kuteva 1999) M Z 72 52 5D Th BN,
BERER 72 B L ORE CTIXEHO —BERE R L & Wo Tz TEBEDIERE(L] (‘semantic generalization’
Bybee & Pagliuca 1985, Bybee et al. 1994; ‘depletion” Givon 1975; ‘desemanticization’ Heine & Kuteva 2002;
‘schematization” Langacker 1991; ‘attenuation’ Langacker 1999; ‘semantic bleaching’ Sweetser 1988) & B 5L T\ %,
Ao BRI, BRI STEER (Bl 2005, &l 20060) M L72RR 6L, SUEIZEIT 5% 9 LIeEWE(L
D 2 OOHPE—FREL (K VRERNTROVER~DZE ) LRENR (X VRENRER~DE) —
—OBEEZEZREL, HHMEA I =X LD g 2 BAENITRT Z L I2H D, BEAFO AL TITERA L
IS T DO AL 77 —RA P=I =L W THEimD BN 2 b LIZHEEA I =X LR s D Z L%
WA, FRRFEAL « FFEAL &0 O EIRAL DT MEIZAE B9 213 9 BUEEA D =X L0k 2R 5 -
DIZIFAENTHD Z a2 TRV, [1#2]

AP EFIEE LT]Y LT 5D A 5E0day & W 2 BiFE0SGEMETH D, 13 AR LHARETD
PRS2 — N2 (AR RICHETZER Y 2 F 22 2 VT, dayD EHR~— I —~DOIIE LR Z 2T
L. ZOE DB T ED & 9 7R E LB K ORELDE Z o 72Dy, bk ED & 5 e MHBERRIC
bLOMER SN D, dayD FEHR~— I —~OIEKITIT THESCHBFES (5%~ 04 5608 TR
SNDHEWR) OIFFFE(L] & TEREOFREBORZ S WEXEESLT—FNVEATRSNDER) ORFE(L)
DOWMFNRED->THEY, DALY FIZ L OBEBEIC L > TRR D Z L 27T,

2. dayiz->i T

Aa—H A4 FHEBLOT 24 Y EFFM (13 AR MD 18 ) (Al En - aMoXEEFiie s | Y
day| 3 5 OB EOHHZFTEF & L THRIEEL TW2Z E8bnd, XA EOHBEGEIXHEME RS
LA EBACHEZ D BZIE Tkdat £mih) ~NEEND’]) &V ) FERMA RS2, Yidayd (1)D
KO BEERTAFNERAINZ, [HOZBENPHET S, HOMEICET D] LV OIBRERT LN
Zirofc (Rl 2005), (D)TiX Hieot (iloeh b oFEH) | Ly 5 FEA TR dayBhFa A O RNCE L, Z
DFLITEIZDOUNT [738 45 &\ 5 BREECEDS HEL L7z (738 4E & W O BRI L 7)) 2 EMEH I T D,
Loy LB Y A FEDdayld, Q)DL 9 ITE / —aRTAFMNEHE ., BREINZRBIEE Tk < ZE 2%
BELLTOAMZEEICILT, MIDLBTFIZAD] LWIEKRERT Z L 03%\ (Takahashi & Methapisit
2004), E7=. Q)DL O ICEFIA]OHRE AICENL, BiFEMORTHERO [EH] 0 TArRetE] Lwn
S T-FEE DR « WA T IHEEERE & U CHEMA SN DB @ (B 2006) o [ 3]

(1) sakkaraat day cet rooy sadam sip peet
era DAY 738
FLTEN B DFEUT T3 AFEITIET D (1376) [1:4]
) chan day nen
PRONOUN DAY money
FACITBENFICAD (<EAITTBENHE L)
A3) day pay
DAY g0
1T Z ENEHT S
“4) pay day
g0 DAY

1< 2 L avmraer:

AFETIE, Q)DL 2 ICHEFAMORNCER L [H28fFsN=H W ITTHENTZFEND A/ EREZE
FAZUTRSE « EHLLT2) LA DEEE OIS (DRYRERE) BRI DHREL Frodayr [EH~——)
LIESZ LIZT 5, 85 BEHR~—I—OEMIZOWTI I N E TEHEL WVBRFHE I I 2 STy, o
6]
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3. AMETTIEE YR

F79 13 RN SHMRUCED ETOAMLa— "2 bdayD Bl z 8 L, FEICRA A XS5 L Tday
DEWHELEI L., Z LT, TRThOEWRMEOREN:, EHHEOERE, HEEEADOLEREEH
LT, APHNESIURD 7oA 20— 2 A ERIRH (13-15 #fd) 12133 1128 b ks - ML
FT_RTAERLTW D72, EORGEENA « BWAIEDNH L AENTNTIE RS, LA DR -
EWRENERE > TOEHZ T ooy, I EOMEEEA « BWHERE A T o 72k L0 ) HERRY 2
HIRUTIER Uiz, ZOfEER, £ 10 X9 RHBIEGE O FEB~ — I —~OELOERE (A 226 H) Z8E
THICE Tz (FRIMOEFIIATRO APIE 5277,

waraC folS

B ET 5] cg ()

A. [day H A 5]

B. [#711]] [day a4 F ]

[GERELO HEIHET D) eg (5

C. [BhaiA)] [day £ / 4 il

[FERLE L0 B/ PHBT 5] eg (6

D. [#74)] [day £/ 45ilf) ke A4 wil]

TEERLE L0 AICE/ DHBT 5] eg (D

E. &/ 454 [E%E—4/L hay day kee A4 74]]

£/, ADOD EITHBEE L] eg (8)
£k, AOHLICHASED] eg (9)

F. JeiT#kah [E22E—4 )V day {dan/yian} FE5]

S kol (= b)) HEE L] eg (10)

G [fE¥T— %/ day i)

TSI L] eg (11)
(RIS D72 eg (12)

H.1. [day Zh5dH]
H.2. [{FERF day ®hFi]

[FRENFEHT D] eg. (13)
[FRENFEH L] eg (14)

# 1 : day? HBIEE > 6 F8L~— B —~O EKIZ BT D ftaa/BAds L OER D2 E

LUR. EREORBIZZRT 2R 5, K1 TR LIEERE(LOFBERE 23 LT,

B. [E74]] [day &4, F 4]

TORERE LO) HaEntiid s )

Q) phim  rlup phra? diay  hiak diay din
mold Buddhist image with tin with clay
day muiwn phan rdoy péet Pan
DAY 11,108 CLASSIFIER

ot TIME Z i L 11,108 272 > 7= (1339)

A (HIFDOQ) 5 B ~OZL ORI, daydhit) (day fhE4mnl) nggEmme LB
E9iCmot RITEFAN TR ENDZFREROMRE L LTHAHENHHRTAIZ L2RER L5 10hoTn) 2
LIZHD, TEILEZDORERE] OBKRERED Loz, O)TIE ML TIMeEEEET D] 2 &

ZRTEF AN dayBh M NEEE . EOFRE SNTAMEOED T1L108 (KIZ/e -7 ZEERL TS,

C. [BhiiA)] [day £/ 4 Fi4]]

TFEERELT) B/ RMHEHT D)

6) kuu pay thdo baan thdo muwian
PRONOUN g0 attack  country attack  country
day chadan day nuan
DAY elephant DAY elephant
day pua day naar
DAY man DAY woman
day nwan day thoan
DAY silver DAY gold

FNIE A 5D, BRFITAY, AXBFITAD ., SENFICA-72 (1292)

B /b C ~DOZALORHEIE, day s il 2RI 42 Tide < £/ —kERTAFNEEAD £ 912

ol BERETTRSE ) OB LFEEDL LR o72) LW HEWOEKRDO—KIZH D, B b
C b, day#hialfyntgemhan & LA L [k & 2o RIREE] 2832, B THIR L L THET DX
¥ (5 TIHERE LTI (Mo Tho, —FH C TRERE LTHITA2DIEE 7 —#% (6)TIFHRM
M E e S OMAIIE) ThD, [T

D. [#74]] [day £/ 45if) kee A4l FEEFRLE LT ADH LIZE/ HHET S
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@) pHii kuu taay
elder brother PRONOUN die
cuin day muwan kee kuu thanklom
CONJUNCTION DAY kingdom DATIVE PRONOUN whole

TNFEIS, EETRTHREOL & ICHI Lz (1292)

C 5 D ~OELORIT, Tkee A&FA]] &) BREORIETIMNEZLED Lok 72 (BHDADB LT
HEBETHZEE2RTLIToT) LW HBGEFTOWH RIS S, (HOIBENRI D] Z L aET ik
LADD (HDHEIRHOLIANDL LIRS ZEE2RTRHEMLD ~BIT L2 &1785, (1) TIE N
NEFER, FENASOL LICHBLESDO LD LR 2 ERRHER TN D,

E. &/ 474 2T —4 /L hay day kee A4 5l 41]] £ /03, Aob LicHHR S &)
£ /013, AOb EICHBELSED 7

(8) baap ... cun hay day kee phlu bdo sWiw
sins OPTATIVE CAUSATIVE DAY DATIVE person = NEGATIVE honest
WO GREEIT, RERFEOS LITERSE X (1392)

9 thoot ?an saabaan nii
punishment RELATIVE PRONOUN swear this
yaa hay day  kee puu sak ?an
NEGATIVE OPTATIVE CAUSATIVE DAY DATIVE grandfather just CLASSIFIER

ZOESENE, OEOBHRDO b LIRS ED A (150)

D 75 E~OZELOFIE, FAEET—F /L L OHBERNESR Lz AR L — N THRIGES WA HEENHE 2 72)
EWVWIE—HNVBRBEOBEEIZH S, Thay day ‘HBLEHES’] EWIHFERFIZL->T, @D X5z TGEx D
HEICHEASEX] 20D LI HEADO L LICHBESEDLR EWIHEKAERT, D TIE lday 4
A &) BB OASE OMGERF AR STV, E TIRHEIWE R4 s aX 8 & L CEh
AJOBNIE NIV TN D, [1ES]

A~E OFAUTWT IS FHRDS T DI OB DN > TW& (A, D, ElZ7 ¥ v U EFIRR (1782
LR ITIER bR 0D, BITELE S TWEN, 4 TikdayxfibnZ ERLy (Blz X THE -
T3R5 (fazx 3WED) | Z&%xKT L X, lcap plaa day sdam tua] Tl372< [cap plaa sdam tua)
EE DT ENEN), g CIEIBRRTDIRER (R 3BH) IZORBR > TVDHOTIERVInERS,

F. JeATakaE [ — 4L day {dan/yian} 5] RS Lol (= b)) MEE k)
(10) khda con day dan khaa Pathitthaan dan nii
OPTATIVE DAY such PRONOUN pray like this

COXITENPHELZL ST Epkoa b)) o 4 X5z (1374)

E n6 F ~OZLORHEIT, MBI RSN 2% (FELSZ 1 >O4FATESNLD
DTIF L, FATHKFERERTERIND L D18 D) LW HBMORNEDILRILIZSH D, WEDILRIKITL
RHNZERYL (/b a b)) 25, FIX TTRETHRANTELIENHBLET L9112 LW O AT
XOFFDIEV L LN LN TH D, LIeh->T, ELRRY, FIISTHERTHD, 20 #ifidi4l %
NIRRT S FiIfibh Tnd,

G [EZE—4/L day BhFa)l MRS i &)
MRS BT 5 72
(11) con day pay sawan thean
OPTATIVE DAY g0 heaven = OPTATIVE
RENATEET LD (11-130)
(12) yaa day hiaw sak Pan
NEGATIVE OPTATIVE DAY wilt just CLASSIFIER

1 ALZEND A (140)

F 75 G ~OZLDORHIL, dayB £Aiaa) T < Bl a itz 5 K 91l7e o7 (B BRI )50
SIS BEREEE (M) ~ZbL7) Z&iZhD, 1D LI THERHELL TUTLYY] HDHWX(12)
DX HIZ TFEAHILLARNTIELYY EHPRUIZE XD L9127 o7-, F OFREFEME (HBEED) b
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H ORSREERE (BEH~—h—) ~MBELOREEZRE-ZLTWLIONGTH S, FIRKE, Gb 20 I A-
THB bbb TV, L L 20 AL RISR RS H 23 ERIAJIZ S,

H.1. [day @h&i] MERENEDLT D )
(13) mula  day sawday raat ...

when DAY occupy the throne
EfrxEz LizL & .. (1357)

H2. [{FER: day #hmit)]  [HRENFEHR L7

(14) khaap nan bao mi? day maa
period  that NEGATIVE DAY come
FD L&, Kieh otz (1370)

G H H~OBLOF T, EE—4 /L9 L b, FEAROHERIC L - T THET2 (o
HEL LW OIFFHEINTWLEFRE, HIfFSNTWAEFEETH D EMIREND L)oo 2 LI2d D,
ERGRTRILIZE Y THENRRSL « BT 5] LIRZDFHE DML THRBEEN L, 558 OLIEE O E(L
N Z o7z, R Cdayn EE M EWRAAEL LZ, daystifess (EH~—0—) L LTESh2 Lo
ozl LILL - T, BEREZMES [HESE day BiFAA] LW OERAERT L LR DOTIE W
ERDbNBN, TTICA a—Z A TEIRRIZIZA3)D L 2 R ECEZ T TR 14D X 5 B EFROE] S Hp)
Rond, LENR-oTENUENCdayOEHR~——RHEITER L TW=EEx N5, LILEEFICL
ABEGC LA HORBINEERT 20135 & F a3 U FE@E (1782 4£LIK) TH V. dayd FEH~—h —
FENESL UHESL LT DI fRIiZ o Thb EEoTEUY,

Enfield 2000, 2003 (2 &5 &, BT A AFED [5ER: day #iFA]) & W o ERIL, RO RRFEL =
B ARERE A W, BT [Z0FHEBITIBEICEZ o TR EWHZ LE2BEERTAHE VWS, L LEfLE
AFED TEHER: day #aa)) LW o TRERIT, B2 a2 R, BRI 2 BET 2 RETIIARL .
B ENTZHWVITTFH SN IZFRBITEZ > TRV LW E—F LA ORWERZ 3, #121F, (15b)
ITHEIGBEICYZFENL I L2280 ) 2 EERITHAED TS . HFEFOMFFCFMHICK L TY
FEHBITE I > TIIWRWDE L EETARETH D, [ 10]

(15)a. mula waan pay duu nan ruiw plaaw
yesterday g0 see movie  INTERROGATIVE
M HBRIEELZAT > 72D 2
b.  {mi?/ may} day pay
NEGATIVE DAY g0

1T inote (T T ENREH L)
T EDREELWNE I EN, 1ToTUIW W
1Tol= o TWAB LN, 1To IV

BV, BiEAMEGET D X A B0 ERICIZboo, bdo, pay. hdon, mii, mii, mi?, may, boo mi?,
bdo mi?, pay bdo mii?, pay mit72 E S EF X ERIER D o720 (= E 1983, = 1997, Mikami 2000,
Kullavanijaya 1996), X% A FETIImaydH 5 W IEImiP? A —XHTH 5, [ 1] L7z > THRY AFED [H
ERE day BhFaf]] LW o ERUT(15b)D X 512 Tmay day #iEdha) ) & 5% Tmii? day Ehidha)) &7 b,
may &\ ) HEEFHL Tmii? day] &V O CTHEEEL TBIINLD 2 & 03%0 5 I EREMI? & day DG 12 - T
AENTZOTIHRVNEWVIFHNH S (Kullavanijaya 1996), & LT H72E 95 L, @EDODH HHHICmayH
R INEH~—H—] Thozmitbd b, LiLmayldday?d [FREE—Z1] (eg (4) ~D3iEAL
OB TAEENTZOE LR (B - #rH 2005),

LB A~T & 7o HBLENR 2 b EBl~— I —~DO SO BT 2 K B O BERE L O E R 2 (kX—)
WCE LD, R2ICEFONEERBITLLTOL I ICREL STEICOE T LN TE D,

(a) kI D450k L Oday B RO FROIEREL (e, S5k, Bigdb, A k)
(b) #E3C (FRMEE) OFFE(L
(c) BE—FNREWROEE LOERRE®ROREL (F8UE)

F 2 TIIEMIT (DR B DB 2 215 . AT (b)(c) DB EALD 2 215 1=, SCHEAL DB R 1X()D &
I IRIERFETEL L H T, HTORE)D L) REFEILLH DD TH D, dayDFEHR~—T—~O3E kI
R AR OIERFEL] & T2 ITOREL] PEELTWDZ Enbns,
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B DIAFENE BIRDFFEL

A—B

(b)&iseEha M & L TOMEM, ZEDORR & 5 R

B—C | @B —it EENLE S —F)

C—D (b)RTE L oI, HEBS T OB Rk
D—E OELE—X L, fife~—h— L DI

(b) 40wl Ao TRk
(L — FOE E(L

E—-F | @#EMoOEL (£ /0063 h) (O ERTRRI (fifk~—0 —DiHk ; HEMERS

TR FIR DI R)

F>G | @Y oihgt (= bbb ~) (b)Bh & A AiiEh & DIk

G—H | (HFROFA L (3 HEILA~) (b)FEH~—I =L OHEL. (EE—Z LV DHR)

(EH (EH~—h—{b)

# 2 : dayd HBIEE > & FEBL~ — I —~OEAKIZ BT £ 5K BERE O B IR L D R

R2MBROZ LD FGEAN D, H—IZ, EL (Bt IRIRRERR ~DOBAT) 28 S EIRELowi - +
BT, FERFELDS I 2 2 AN Z O IR EAL 2 FHEFET DA S D OFRFELD I Z > TV D,

+ A—B—C:

* D2E—F:

+ E>F—G:

B T iR & LTOHEO I 2R HKki@hmlh & LTOMMPES LI L KFrE)
Wk, EHEICL T MRS LCoE OBl 2RT CREEh GEFFED).

E T b E~0H#HZ ] LW HEL— FREERS NI E FrEl) (kv T=
FAHBLET LI &) THEROME) 24T 2 EREIH FAEEhic GFRE
18)s

FT [HEOHE] 2T 2REANEREILE LTEE LI el ([2Xv, #i
SN BURIE S (M) 2RI ERMEEE L 2N G AL Ehe GRRE(L .

B S, LD PN (E—F, F—G) &RM&EM (G—H) (IQIFIEREL & R ELDO N NERE K
DEAfR TR D > T 5,

*E—F:

* F—G:

+G—H:

MBI HERALT 52 & GERFE(L) 133 72bb, HEWE RS TEAFMRHKL, F
REREMRTDOREV AL LTEET L2 E FrElk) THD,

MBS T 5 2 L GEFFE(NL) 137 7b b, day s d@hmifiiiE e & 2 2 & (RrEfb)
Th %,

HBRFELRP MWL T D 2 & GRFE) 33 72bb, dayBER~—I— k52 &
EL) TH D,

2B, K2 TIHE-F O Clifk~—>F —hay (H5WiFZhdw) BIHKLTHH, 18-19 fHAIZLEh
AR~ — =2 EF0 FOER (eg (17) X GDEX (eg (18) NABND, TiLbDIEHUT,
3 RRX=V) ITRLTeE oI, NMFIAZFEE T2 E (eg (16)=(2) N—MfbL7=t&IZ, ZDE
MHIRE LTI 2wt Bbhs,

E. N4 7ih) [day &/ 4]

(16)=(2)

chan

day nan

PRONOUN DAY money
FAMTIEBENFITAD (KEIZITBENHBL L)

F.[ (EZE—% ) {hay/hdw} A4F4) day €/ 4]

(17

huiw

phlu khaa than laay mée lGuk day sariira?sansakaan

CAUSATIVE friends and relations DAY cremation
Fexizk3Ex (180)

G.[ (EEE—4) {hay/hdw} A4GEHA) day Bl

(18)

khdo hay phdu khaa day thdan  suk
OPTATIVE CAUSATIVE friends and relations DAY reach happiness
saam  prakaan

three sort

FEDOIEH A2 Z LT3 ODOEFBESFHLOAZ L& (1796)
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FEH -~ — 2 —ICE D BRI (F1) D 736 E'~D 53l
A. [day BEA ] eg (1) A. [day B4 ] eg (1)
B. [BhE )] [day B4 Gam] eg (5) B. [EhiilA)] [day Zk &40 F0] eg (5)
C. [Eh54]] [day &/ 4alf)]  eg. (6) C. [B40] [day £ / 4t eg (6)
D. [Eh54A]] [day €/ 45h) ke A4 F1A]] eg (7) | D. [BFA)] [day £/ 4dH ke A4FA]] eg (7)
E. &/ 450 E. AN4FiA]

[FE¥E—# /L hay day kée A£FH] e.g (8)(9) [day &/ 4d0)]  eg (16=(2)

F. SEATHGE [T —# /L day {dan/yian} 5] |F.[ (EZE—%/V) hay A4Fi4) day £/ £5ihll

e.g. (10) e.g. (17)
G [EZE—4/ day Bha)l G.[ (FE2EE—4#/) hdy AN4=i4) day @)l
e.g. (11)(12) e.g. (18)

H. [day @A) ; [ EF day #hFia)]
e.g (13)(14)

£ 3 : dayx E ST O BEREALD fyis

A—>B—C—>D—E—F—G—H (R3DEM=%1) & A>B>C—>D—E—F—>G (X3DHM) L5 2o
DRI DBEWREN DTN DS IO TIZRWD, DFE D DS E~D4IE 2% - 72D TIT i L EHITE
ZTWVWEN, KHETHY, TV L2 &lTbhbn,

4. B

Traugott & Dasher 2002 3L ORI E L TULTF O 6 DOIEE #2317 T 5, OFFEMNtEST ; @F%oD
HEM QB MR ; @F9T ; OWTOREENL ; ©FRNTI L, AROSETIE, @2HEREILDH]
2720 TOMITT X TRENLOF & 725, Fifli T U7z dayo HBLEhE H> 5 8~ — I —~DERZEAL
X, R4lRLIZERY, OQODED R A FFo,

O FrEM7oHESC thicEhEm & LCofEA (B)

(FrEfk) HER ST & T DRiE A2 E e (D)
FAEE— X Lffife~—h —% 50 (B)
FAEE— XV 2 & ey S (F)

FEL T — XL &5 LEGAAMERE S (G)

@ BW®oREAL | HBmo—Kk (B—C). F5t (E—F) . gk (F-G)
(##ffﬂzﬂ:) %EE’JE WO I &) BROA (L (G—H)

© BRI mOOIbIC L B TEHR] &) EBINERDOES (G—H)
@%E4m

OR::Y FFAAMEERZ LD 2 e — ML L, JEEE— L2 EDbTICEHN D X 91072 -> T, Hife
(Freib) B (EB~— b -0 L7z (G—H)

® HBXOREEL HIE « HERR~DIREIT, Biiama itz day Bi5aa)] H50 T TEERE day B
(FrEfh) A LW IETRITNIERS ARV (G—H)

# 4 : dayoD FEH ~— N —~OIGEUIZ A b D SHEEFHE D BRG]

Traugott & Dasher 2002 |2 £ % &, TOFRFENIZRESC], T@QEWROERAL]. T@EMmIEI] & D Rl
FHEOBEWAMN—RIZAONIFHTHY ., Zh o000 &E#HEICHDL S T@R ST, OO El].
[OFHENTI] S W RRI ZD B LOEDRETH D &5,

[F43#71] (‘syntactic reanalysis’ Langacker 1977) & 1%, i B3l HZ{LAER Z 572000, BRI 5
EEBENENT D2 & Th D, HiED Ibe going to) & WO TERXDOHFLSHTOHINRHH THZ (Hopper &
Traugott 1993), to REFMNET THH) HNEETDH LK) OEERIFEHGROIHERCL > Tifkah, £
DFER, REFAEMEZ T-EITHOBF []...be going] [to...]] 75 AR IcHeH %223 BhEhFE []...be going to...]

(be going & to BEN DV THEE(L S TZT) ’\kf;unn%k@ﬁ/\ﬁﬂt\_otk S5, daydDLaid,

B mfiaEs L2 2RI L, BEEE— XNV EEDLTICEND K IR o72 2 & T, HBBE (B35
BT 28FE) NOER~—I— (@FED KREWETI LV THIET 28 HR) ~OFGINREZ>7=0
ThA Ao, BOMERTER~Y—I WXL SN L 2T 2HE L LT, flxiX(192D L 272 H
TE - EERER A~ ORATE, (196)%2(19¢)00 & 5 I=daylo i< Bl a4 < 2 LT, (19519090 & 5124
FTEFAL Lo T TRITNIT R RN ENRZET BLD, & LQROD L o icdayh 4t g & 2 8F T o,
day s A CilkRZ b D, 21DD [chdop “4fde’) O X 5 IZBhGAAIMEE L & 2B Th->Th, %ib@
RN HM CIREIH DG D, (19)Ddayid, BRI 4 & 28 Cide <, FEh~—n—& LT
WA LEEZ LD, 12
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(19)a. day pay riiw plaaw

DAY g0 INTERROGATIVE
TS EMEBR LD

b. day pay b. * day
DAY g0 DAY
T ENREHLE

c. may day pay c. * may day
NEGATIVE DAY g0 NEGATIVE DAY
1T T ENEF LA

(20)a. day nan riiw plaaw

DAY money INTERROGATIVE
BENFIZAST?

b. day
DAY
FIZT ATz

c. may day
NEGATIVE DAY
FIZABLZZW

(21)a. chdop pay duu nan ruiw plaaw

like g0 see movie  INTERROGATIVE
W 2 BLUATS 2 & DM E 2

b. chdop
like
It =

C. may chdop
NEGATIVE like
I & TIER W

B AFED X D IRFRE AL DI WINNGEE T, TSSO EEL) DI > TWDH N E 9 2 iE, HMITHEAIE ()

ZI1% Tbe goingto] THAUE Tbe gonna] ~DZEAL) PR H0E I DE VST ETHIET 5 Z LR TE R
wt . AERADEE LV, dayD EB Y — I —~DO I EDOEE, (19 TRLE L DIC, HE - BERM~DIK

FixEhaa) &2tz 7= Tday ®haaf)) o2\ iE [ ER: day Bhif)) O ThiFiuiz b7, day & BhElmn
@D%LTT ERBLATER L CTWD Z bbb, FEB~—I —HXOBELBELTND Z & EZRTOE
DOFHLE 72 L TEWEAD,

Enfield 2000, 2003 {2 L % &, T A AFEOdayicid [EEHRFH L] RELILD LD MR, ¥ A FEDdayllid i
SRV, HERIIFIZ X A FEO SHEBIZ H%?éﬁ&f%éki*zkw(&w%HMQ SElARR &
LCE& L7 Imivday) 225 Tmay] ~OZN S LIBBRICEBEICH 727X, £ Tmayl ORLIX
FHEAT OB & S 2 508, AfTiBR LA,

daya)ééﬁ%?’b—i7*—f\a)jiﬁﬁft%fﬂ%lE’D T2 BT e 7o ikEE SR (EDRAY « FERBIIERER) DFF#EZE 7
Wrd b0, EEMICES LRI E _day7§>k%>@Jﬂ/7ﬁEn®@*ﬁ73w‘: I Ebo> TN =D INEFIAR
TITZD, ¢# _¢?ﬁiﬁﬁi£3T?%‘iEiHj%tiﬁﬁ><>7;o o % ATRE & U2 3REE SUIRIC DWW TOREM 72 3T 134 %
DB L LTz, Z2ofh, TALFIA] [day £/ 4Ff]) &0 HIER (R 3D E) MR L2l & E R
BROBL L Vo T2 BEHFEGIZONTH AR ILICHEZED, BB~ —h — BT 5 TOEKRE
IEDEFZ LML THETZY,

5. F&o

AFalx, A EOHREFdAayD FEHR -~ — I —~OE LA Y Bif, HBEEFEANSER~—D—IZE D
SCAAERBR I DD TR R L, BRI BRI LD ot & ik Tz, LA D= A LB DL O LSO
BIF3e T b, AFEOTETKRD 3 E5THSD,

BT, UM EROIERE/L (—fb, Mt ) CFeEit (EAMESUE, E8iki ) oM
DR TWD, dayD EH~— B —~O A LREKICE T 2EE RS, KOS EINTZ, IEE
B L BRI LO W] - IR TR, ETRENE Z o CHBENEZHERT D, —. STE LD
B%iv B PE 1L, FERFEL & BB LIRS Z 5,

S L EFRAET 51213, EBEORGEOBIFHERNIH7- 0, SUHEICE S BWE L& LB
m m&%k?ﬁ%@&®$WTﬁwm_Aﬁﬁéz%wké BEWE A EiEZ LR REIITS
HrLZeWRY mT@i9k#ﬁmmkﬁmk@ﬁ%#%béf%%ﬁ%7m®£¢@iﬁzf AN

% =12, Diewald 2002 2MEH§T D X 912, HMLBEBOREEED -0 FEFENOHERETE~ B

L7=FBDFENL - - EWRE L O % B 9tifﬁ< %obtf%wm®%% BB E DA DEFEIRRIC
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A U7k % 722818 (B 2 XS ERHRR D ELRSZ OREDM D EHRA~D 72 &) 1IZH BRLY 2 LT, JAW
B CIAMEHR L BRE L 2T TR 60,

R
EROBEB T =— A= —E A1 v MK, FTEBETRICI AL MRIRBRE N2\, Z2IEH0OBERL
720, B, AREOMEIT T X TEETORTIZ LD,

[1] T8 (‘realization’ Takahashi & Methapisit 2004; ‘participant-external actuality’ van der Auwera & Plungian 1998) &\ 95 4
DE TR MIEE GETH) EEXY T oS ((HRICEET DMMOFERPLHFROLEBLATRIC L) &
DEH OWZIT) ORFETH Y, BETL VT 1 realis ® 1 B TH D LEHIIE X 5, Givon 1982 BMEFT 5L 51,
BLFRUR realis assertion TIEZ DAL TEIRE N TV D BIEMEDOTE Y ME 2 /R3] S 2D LE & S8, [958 &
WOEERDOHE ., TOMRICE END [HRIFAET HMOFEN YFEFREBHBLOBER THSH] LI iiE OBfif - F&
ZENEDOBIFEMEZRIET 2D Th D, # A GRIITIHEBEET LY 7 1 irrealis R T cart W IHREEL H D, LLF
A FESHE T EE DR B EN I E N ——DBRIINETII RV, T DT HEB~—F —day & HEBlE~—F —
catld (F AZEDOZOMOSEHBHMEEHET H~— I — LRI LD ID) FEHFOME CHEAINZY Shiho7o T
Do NS O~ — —OMAIHIFNISHERKI TId /e < | FFRRDIOFEE OOATRBEE I L - THUE S N 2 3 HERBIHIKI CTh
%, 172721 Tca? day W)y WO EAERIL [(BAFEAER T ~DERTDITTE) L) TE&fFo&E3E
B OF%RERIEAL LTEHAEREA TN D,
[2] AfaS TR O FFERICTRVWER] HHWNE TR D RERREKR] LHRHRL TWDEROTPITIE, EWGR L~V OR K
b L, FEHmL VL OERLH D,
[3] IRWVEBRTO [AHEME] (‘possibility in a world independent of the speaker’ Traugott 1989; ‘AFAUSRIETIHE #£4 1993;
‘participant-external possibility’ van der Auwera & Plungian 1998; ‘circumstantial possibility’ Narrog 2005) % 23 day (&hFilH)
day) OSUEERRFKIZOWTIE, EfE&HT HE 2005 3@ S FEE RN 2 08T L TG 2 #Rr L T 5,
[4] AFEORBNZITAMRESL (BURY A FERL) Z8H Lo, BAGEIFRRBOEIMNOEFILE OARNHIVES L=
EE (FE) Thd, BIRZ AGEOEFICIZETE T L Ty,
[5] WEAORNCEN 2 dayld 2 E THEA ICHH - BERINTE T, flzi, EROBSER L Wolce— X NV REK
% 39105 (Sidhavanandha 1970, Sookgasem 1990) & %\ \EBh#E)F] (Bandhumedha 1984, Meesat 1997) . it& 75 il 2 5 3°&)
7 (Scovel 1970, Sookgasem 1990) & %\ iFBh#ENGE (Uppakitsinlapasan 1956; Bandhumedha 1984) . ZERRAH, EEMH, 58T
R EDT AT F a7 Vi E%ZFTBIENE (Diller 2001, Iwasaki & Ingkaphirom 2005) 72 &, Diller 1988, 1993 | % A
BESUEIZE LIV R L0 2 BFEEGR D, KL~V OENEA S D B FiE i Iday 854a)) o5 T
BRI, @YV AENEH SN2 ARA B —FRARXIGE Tl Tday W) ) il BRI 2R3 2 e LT
Hans LiEhT 5, EH5 OB 2L, 7 4 AGEOdayD E % % - 7= Enfield 2000, 2003 OF 23TV, Enfield (2 X 5 &
A ORNIIRZ bndday (day BhFif)) ORI, %t 2B CRIN L FEZ MO RREFEMNE
ST AERG| & Z S 72 FHE result of prior event] TH D LIFERTHI LT LV, BFZFEDN IBRECR I 7] L
E L. [FRHC Y RIAT O DIRRFROMEIET D) 2 & 2 o8ne (FhE Ok - HIFTIcB b2 ' — & ire) »°
day D EARHIERETS &L T DM DB ZIFEEZDOEZL L —BT 5, LinL, bEb Ldayldfiihiad T v 20 HEAEIT L
DA% FIZAIFTE T 5 come to have (possess); acquire] = & 72 &35 2 % Enfield I%, dayn34: 5] O BhF )RS
LB XD ZOEFEIANEITIEEICH KT ALEMRMICE ) & LTI BN T H 2D AN T DOIREIOH Sk 2 3
EE/ELTRICAND ) EWIHIBRBEEN, ~THEEEEGETD (752 L 2Z0LE0MN) |, T~LATiik
B (THZEEEERWVGEDMIN) | LWV o loB—FURRIC D7 > T D LFT 5 (T LEBEOEER
WA OFRBIE X A 35213721Y) . Enfield 2MEET 2 ZOBKREOF ML, ARRHAEET 2 HEL— FToOHBES
OFGR ] & Filh e LI-BWE o Fm & i3ies (5B 3HzM),
[6] Meesat 1997 23 @FEH S G5 E B2 W Tday D ERE LD FTAPEIC DWW TEER 2 IR LTV A28, fricfibinTn s
dayDEHBNTIIR Y 230 (WK Tday #EAGA ] LW TEREZEHR L TWD), E7-F5E - HAYEE
DOFRECMBEFARES - BEF L OREL GHEE Z — L DREICHENH 5729, Meesat 1997 234875 L TV Sday
DERZALDAGUTAZIBIEIZZ Ly,
[7] day D AIZEPNI- LGN RT HE/ (HBW) IXRFFE non-specific 72F / TH % (Takahashi, in press)
[8] [day kee~ “T7b b~ X° [~hayday ‘“HOEH~FEBLIE D] LWV o BEHERBL E »OIRELIZO T
RUWINEZBEZBNDD, KRETHD,
[9] BURZ A 5E0> T[@F4)][day FEMEIEIA]]) & o530 (B 21 Twaat day stay i TR LV GELLSHT D) )
X [chay day saduak “ffi> THEFZ (FEFNCfEZ5) ) 728) B OIRELZHERELH D0, KETHDH, B &
Rk, ZoFchday bz 2 &£ A3% W (Twaat stiay) X [chay saduak] 72 &),
[10] # A 3&D [E5ERE day BhEih)] NERITERICOWTITFEN D D2, B —F VB AR 2 LR E ITLL T 0
., Ekniyom 1979 |% [ EF: day) 1TBEMEICBD 515 EFF realis negator TH D & L. (i)(ii) DX Hefil &2 OFEMLE LT
HIFTND,

@) khaw may pen khruu née

PRONOUN NEGATIVE COPULA  teacher certainly
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‘He certainly will not be a teacher.’
(ii) khaw may day pen khruu née
PRONOUN NEGATIVE COPULA  teacher certainly
‘He certainly {was/ is} not a teacher.’
Noss 1964 (% [ 47 E&E day] (F‘in fact not, subject other than what is assumed” & V9 B R 7S & 3 L, (1i) 0(iv) O 25615 5,
(iii) phém may day pay
PRONOUN NEGATIVE go

‘Ididn’t go.” or ‘I am not the one who is going.’

(iv) phaa nii may day dii
cloth this NEGATIVE good

“This cloth is not the good cloth (some other cloth is).” or ‘This cloth is not (as you seem to think) good.”
Kullavanijaya 1968 1% TGERE day) 1Z(v)D X 5 IZENAHDIAE I TV D SLOEMIZFJ& contradiction 238 5 Z & & 7R
Tv—H—ThdLBODIMN, (vi)D &L 9 72BiT ‘obtain, have an opportunity’ &\ 9 Bk & FJAREG & L COMR(via) &
FE~—J1—L LTOMIRMIb)D 210 RNARETH 5 &2, L LERITEEA)Z 12 D dayDHisb s (via) Tl
(Vb)) ThHDHLEZ D (FB4HZR),

) khaw may day vyan may rak khaw
PRONOUN NEGATIVE yet NEGATIVE love PRONOUN
‘It is not that he has not yet loved her.”

(vi) a. khaw may day pay chianmay
PRONOUN NEGATIVE obtain g0 Chiangmai
‘He didn’t have an opportunity to go to Chiangmai.’

b. khaw may day pay chianmay

PRONOUN NEGATIVE go Chiangmai

‘He didn’t go to Chiangmai.” (He went to Ubol.)
[11] =75, BRI A XFEDOGERIT TH D,
[12] BEAMOFNCEHN TEENETS Y 7 4 RN ET XY 7 4 2R THRZ AFED thn Y4725, s, ELV; ~T
RITNTZR SR ~TH D172 R khuan B4 ~ThHLHINE7 13, EBl~v—V—odays #0 | Bz
PEDLIRWEIMOTE TORENAFETH 5 (Kullavanijaya 1968), L7=23> TI L5 OFEIXTEEIZHE L S LT HERERE CTlT
2L BEAEEAE L BRI DBREIC L EE o TN D LW BB TE 5,
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