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RGERIL 1992) | DGHTIXZE R SN TR, %
IZENEAT T, MM SRR O )
EWV I LFRE W TZZR L (2000), HEESCREEY
ELTHEELIZER 2001) @2 BIAE R T
XHLZATHD, b, BT TEWGRIC
WSRME - WTREMER R L, FEARRAUICIIEIMERELC
HbD) LRTD,

& (2002) X BT X U 7 1 f) ONLFITT2H
BN OT L Y T 3 THiE—IEWreE ) . e
DEH VT 4 1ZBFE—IERE) LD 2 TR A 72
T L BRI L TV D, MfEEIEOES Y 7 112
DT b 2 HXSZAY 7R G IENE 5 T D ISR OB
HFCTHD LWt X H, B, BEEHEOE S
V7 4 OIEENCE L, BEICBWTYFOFEN
HThDHERETD L) EWT, [HE ofEkic
BT 5b0ThD Lm0 @& 2002 : 13),
L7eMRo7T, Wi &b B R—RWiinhi
FBROMF LD RT A ARERNET D,

BRI OT XY T 0 1ZB L, ZF(1993)1%.
[HEY LA JOBERITEERAE L Y 7 ¢ OIRRD
T, TRIBEMEHIMT ) & W5 D& OO FAEEZ R L
TUWT, ZAUTFTREMED EIK - FREEIZ DV T O
TN & EFAE LT, BRI (1997) X, ¥ =
U HIBRER T, B oOFToOBEZRT
Z L TCIERMRR 2T O L, [=FHAF A1,
NRF =Xy T A )| IIMRED RS I Eh
NN & TUERMEGR 2R3 5 6 D &\ 5 L)
O LW OESX U T ¢ ICRET 2 BEFER L ST
LT, =F(1993)E, TENERL EHET D1 &0
5 THERRVHIET L LT T=FHAF A, ~NKE)
T ERNEMNIT D, BELT, =FHAFAIZBELT
T TEARERE W E2ERT (ZhicktL, 'Y
LA TR R DR N Z & 2R T) | LR
IREND T LN (SER 1984 5 TP 1984 5 ARl
1989 ; {=H 1991), i, BH - A (1980) 1% [=
FHAFA ZEEE L TATIY —{LLT,

22T, PHEOEZ YT 0 X R OBEE L
BHECEHbo L0 T, [HE OMEOHRL 7 &
L CALERT B b Z oD RS TESIGIZE LT 5
ZlicLkd, =ik MEGoFTCmMEEZETH D
ERHBETHL) BRI LT DY (KE
1992 ; =% 1993) T, &9 —2l% [FETLHINE



THRNT HAMREMERHD Z L 2R T5) J&%
MR OARE X DV (#RiL1992)TH 5,
ARTF(1998) 1%, EfEHIWOES Y T 1 & [BEE

] GEREREAICB W TBEIC E 2 CTEBNEE -

TV Z &) OBEEAH ST 5, iH, T3

TH T A JOHBNEICIE TREEME] AP,
(hEev LA =FHAFANIEZFOHIFIT <,

Fo L ABEER TRV W) FERNEET 5, 4
(1999) IXTdEfe D &AM & DEBro R &2
REISNATWD Z E&HERH L, MiFEgERsbsne
A TR SN D ERER LD ATREMEDE AV, %E
TEREE 1 K DHERAPEIIT O DGV & KBTS
DL ERENBEANOHL NI L, BiE
(2001) i, SEFEOFRFRAEBENE (can, may) & D
KRBT D . [HE LA ) BB T, AAZE
OBIRAEIIZ 1T, O —>OTFHEME ) 2N [£ T DO ATHE
PRI CTHIBTT 2 2238, @B L LTTIEAR
GO TRV S TR, @ 2 R H
V. FOWEIZIIIAE TR GE LR EA ORI
BboTnbZ LEBLRLTND, RSFEFIT

Bz, Zzommiim (1990) RFE (1999) o,

BEEE & HAGED VRN - FTREMERELZ IS S W7
TRHD, LrLAaRs, RiEOEBHEFHO
epistemic,”deontic DA 7 Y —% HAGED Hkr
DEZYVT 4] LRFEOHT Y —L L THBIIIC
KR SED T LM ET U TARSICHREZR D e T
HO, ZORELTIEIND L OIFERE L 722
TEEBEHLTEBI ),

5. ZBIERMRICE TS5 = 2DEM

4 OB LI-E 9, ZhvE THERIICREED
EBEFR O 2 1R ZRAVMED S DENHZ <
RETon, #ilL L CEEE 0Lk EWHED
SIFERCREIR & W o T & ORRFNRE D 072 K D
W2 o4 5 (Lyons 1977 ; Palmer 1986 ; Leech
1987 ; WA 1994), I OSLEITERA R 0
deontic,”epistemic DNHEfGEY7R T T 2 Y —DFRET
o, ZHFEFZ VT 4 RAOMELZ T D DI
B THDHN, FERAIC—EX U T 4 B0 B
BOBRNEILBIETRRO SR & T 535 %

LHHDTHD, HAFEDES )T A WFFETHIH,

EMRCARIL Y, Z ORI T 2 —EFKET D
FHEEEALTHS, LR, [EREL
core meaning 7 70 —FIIFJE LA2WITTTH
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21 LW KGR DR SN - EER LU T IR =
NHEZATHD, Ab, 84 OIEBhEEIIREHE)
WZITHR— DR BRI F D IEBENEI SO fE
RO OHFEIEK & FHKEEDO RN HEF LD
FiE OMAEHOIRFETHDH L NI BEZXHFTH D,
THUTFE ST, ZRETOFELRNWET S TH
—HIEMRR] OERTHD, ZOHFERIISLE T
XV T A RO b Ok e kL | BRUICHNIES
DEEFEMERR L X L TR b, FOREFENE
WD BRI X FTRENE & BRI, B FED AIEDOHE
—RIRHZ RS D L TOERYS L o T D,
8 % DFEERIRILD H TV D AR fRIRE 21T 5
MEWVDRFUEEE A L TN, ZOFEE Lo
TWDIFFEFEIZIL, Perkins (1983) @ Core Seman-
tics 1Z8& % L, [LWHI(1990), Klinge (1993), B
(1993), Groefsema (1995). Papafragou (1998) %
DO OIS, RBAGHFRE D Sweetser (1990) b
FO—ANThD, —RT 5L, EBEFEONTICH
BT T —F 2T D0, Z2ROT Tu—F %
BHT N TN TEIZL ) THDHN, WEZH
HELUEUICHA L TELZLIOR, Ak Coates

(1983) THDHEVZ LD,

BOE T, ZOZFEITRANHWNIEL TV
HOTIEA <, TEBUE (subjectification) ] &Y D
B AE~THRELILODLRA LD ETH5E
DEE STV D, IEBENE O B MR M | Xdeontic
7> B epistemic~ & 72 ¥ (Traugott 1986° ; Shepherd
1982 ; Nakano 1982 ; Sweetser 1990 ; Bybee and
Pagliuca 1985 ; Bybee 1988) . =D 5mixdH v 1572
MNolebBZONDHEHALUTOLIITELHTH
2o DFE V., ZIE TlddeonticH Hepistemic & VY H
TEBhENGA 0BRSS I ORI AMGE N, T—fk1k)
EWVI HEHACFE SN Z N Th o7 2 & 2 FIA &
LThFTlan, Alb, BWRAZ b b33
K LT, BEZOSBEONRENERLTWD T
BREWREOBRICIE, O—MRb@2A % 77—/
TLEQ@ MM " O =ZE N H D, &V biT

[—Mfb) &ix, —AXDFEHE H (lexical item) 73 3L
15 HE 3 (grammatical morpheme) (2629~ 5 AR
HI% “grammaticaliization”  (Bybee 1988) (235 T
I HONDWRTH D, ZOMBIZBWT, G
THHAMEA TR 2 BRI S, L0 —fi%
7SR CTHWE S 728, L0 — i), fHRREE
EROLIICRDDTHD, ThaiEBhEEICHEH



T2 L AREF > FFETH IENELEDOEME - Rt >
MR RIER~ B L e E X 6D, BN
(2. Sweetser (1990) DHFETITONI=o0M %, BA
FECHUIAT 2 LD K 91272 %, deontic LD
TR LV ORI DI KB AT 2 FEAT~D
SR 2R ) & fﬁ?ﬁ%%ﬁf\@@iﬁ@ﬁjﬂf& IS
PREEDKIN) & L TIRA B, FIZZ AT, HERRAT
R Z i «m#bﬁéﬁﬁﬁ%kbfwf&77~
PIMDY (T~ &0 ) i ~ElEE &5 2520 >

~=FHAF AL I~ SHEm~BET 52 L%
BFoh TR >~TELFA] L)
epistemic HIENEL D, ZZTHEELTRBIREZ
LT, BEOETOER BBOR LIS E
FOBMDBH Y HITET DD Th - T, EBIKE
MCOTBL BBE TR R DD TH D,

HIZ, EH (2001) 1%, force dynamics <> domain
OBEEEHWT, FBRERO A A =T A% —< %41
ET D, FAUTL D FREREEDEE R HER O
WRE = LT THEI & TP 2 KB L,
epistemic modality DZFEMEDOIER A KA TN D,
F(2000) (Zix, (—&IZ. AAFED epistemic &
deontic & i;@f£é*ﬁﬁ"ffﬁﬁ‘f$ ThneEZI 6N
TWo ) FEIFAAXRFEIZEBWTY, deontic >
epistemic D EHALIE - %ﬁl‘ik BEERMEN A B LD

WCHEH LEEFER H 5, BliE, [#EERT
[~7Z2F e 5720 ] 134k T8+ 722080
F2n] EVHSERITHD, €D [WiFan] v
SIRFED, [+ 72 DSy TR I LD REIC KT
TOREEDORERRHMEZZ L TND, 1&2D, Z
LU TOMmIEEHINDZ L Lotz
£ AARFEIZBNT, L0 3GE kS deontic £
XU T ¢ BT epistemic FVE~OERILIENFE
bNDLTHEZXSTHD (HEH 2000 : 57),

Fo BASTHEZ B W TEBE G O F I3 IR
FBFEL W KRNITH L O LD, EOHED
REIWICH HH DM Langacker (1987) 12 L 5
dynamlc evolutionary model &\ 9 FRAET L TH D,

VEEFRERKSZ IS AT T T 7 (force dynamics) 7 il
w(b@ ZDT I HHMEE L T TRk D& IR
ELTOMEEZRNERBILEND LD KOs T
A 7w
TI0T A TR EIERS DL, TUoALES
U7 4 O—fEE LTIZ 2N TE, KEhFEIEE
HIRERO L DITEX VT 4 TIRNEWD Z LT

[~

FREXVT 4 ThDHLESND,
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%, ZIUIHAFEFZOR LOEREMETLHLOT
&&
T CHEE U 7o E R T I L BRI Z o T2 Bk
aaﬁfﬂ%@&_/)’(b‘ HiTEET, f%na "J\ BN )
RO E H Ty, Bis . TEMEE) AN kE)
B OFIZ VDI ST B E DN % &
STNBIZTERVDOTH D, FlLll/i->7T, 148
Fher O BRI CIEREEEAR 2172 b D TH
D, SEARRERIIEE FOHRIC L > TRESND
L35 TBEMEEGR) NI B o, Z o
PEBRGR O A TIEB B & AT L7 D3,
Papafragou (1998) TH 5D, & AN, mEED
DICEKEINTIEND DD, T bIXEBEL
wé@fiﬁ%ﬁt@ﬁﬁ%%éo

6. EZF; Eﬁj‘b' }DH-%) ruuu&m{g UT’{J uHHa)
fiRE =

RO BATEDE SV T 4 WFFEIE, G5E O L)
REHE & 9 BBRERAO e S5, Lul:lE/] [Tzl

Aﬁ@tmi%@%%mﬁ&ﬁwowfﬁ%bfé
T & ZAIRFRER S T Lo TRV,
Ak L7z & 90z, 4k (1991) 3EX VT 4 %
FI@@JSQ&%%ﬁ%mkwﬁﬁﬁ 7= o i
LTV, ZOEX VT 1imld, XOBWHSEL =
B EBLO NI 2 BB 2 FHIES O
Thbd, LLENL, ZOXICEEOTEMES
TEEFVT 4L LTHT I —bT 5L, BEEH
Wids & 5EE DS L5 b0, BIZiExr ARJEE
B % EC, JARFIC DT 2 2R ERE RO E
LEERL 2D, LEER-T, EX VT 4 =7FED
FEE HEWICHE 1T D DIEZG72EZ HF L vx
LOTIERNWEA I, X, TRBIH) Land
M) LT ED XD eEiERAI k> THER S
DB RO DL S, [ & FBRICHE
BCEX2HEFEHET D Z LiT@y iz, 2
HEEEIC L D EBR IR A T E B LTS
LONRHD ENZIRNTEA DD,
FERFOMA TR, P (1994) bEXY T 4
Z [HEEERERICR T 256 LRODIIRERE ] @R L,
Z ONERLEFEMEAIIT D BIRERE > 56 L > RiHH S
EWIJECTEERIZEN DD Z L EEHT L, Qb
EXVT 45 LSITEBEEEZZRDA @A S ETH
%, Lo L., Lyons (1977) 1% “objective epistemic
modality” # HLRBHTND, DEDHEI A, T2 &

J_I'S/\



IRICREND EROEDS ] BEREILTLHESY
T4 EIFRBRNENZ LD, EIZ, Lyons [$7
R XY T 4 SRR EAD 2 b DL LT
MR- TW5, EEr, e Tt [
—LYLE LTHZATWEDTH D, FlziX, &0
PIFEFEZRBWT MRER 130T L HimEORE
BeEb oL IReF, [BEF) 4T LLEE
Wpa KT LIFBR S22V, Wil FRERkGE NI =,
I (B3 FEBER) WA H S L THNZ L0
XV T 4 RPN GEE OB A2 R OENED
FETHD EDRMIT. WhIT—ERTOMKGEICE
I Millx DFX VT 0 IXEEIRNTEREE & L
THEA TH—OFBMEREZH > TWT, ZANRE
BRIERZEZ LTCERMEE L6 L) L oEX
UT 1 AT K 2 eI Ll & Ze v, FRENSCIE
Tld, ZOLFEMAEE LD HERE L THEDE
BEbLod 1 (bnb)] OFfENMEESNT
XN, Zo T oFBULE WS T e AN
LRV EFRARARETH D, 2T, LD bIFIE
Bh#EhFNc BV T, ABFAR T HRES FEHEOH
REL LT~ 2 b0 L, WEBEER O IR
FEHEORLIHIGET D L ORFBNEN-, Lk
No T, HHEMALERTO T oS v
Tra—F & [FHEOFEZEDLIFE] LWVWOT
Ta—FIRMEDO LD TH DN, EEFRGEICIX
BRORHOLNDEOTHD, FRRZHAEDOES Y
T LB THIGECTHEMB LIRAR#EHAIN D 5
DTH D, BB, AREICBNTHRLT XV L
iR & AIREIC T B 72 diciE, [FERFEDOHRE 2
CER EBRATOZENAYTHD EEZ LN
b, kb E, EXIUT 4T U ABE—RIT
THDHZENTE D, 1FHBEDOFREZFED FE)
LiE, FEEI TRV E, BHDEWVITFERICE

o

ol Z ETHINEHEITEERRL TN &,

H DI EREOFRIZOWVTIED 12D DO SLE
KTh D, BRSO HIEOHER, BILDH 5
AR L BB A DD T ERZ, EX
V7 412iE, FEZOLOEHETHDO TR, &
BEROIREE 2 L CIFREOFEAH < IR &
b, ZORMNOETDHE, ARGEOKEIR L, 1
PEhE DG 2 RBT 2 L OITEX Y 7 1 OFIEIC
WILBIRWZ LT %, BIZ, FEBIBEDE
FEICOWTEEDIEE, BENSHEICE D E TORA
TR R O A RERIC K Z BT\ D, DR
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HERMNBIZRZRNT 4 NV Z—L720 | GEEITE
D7 4 VE —%58 L CHBLEDFRE L iy L-DDH|
Wri7=v . "REMEZ RIEWZ0HE L BE-7-0 4252
LIRTELDTHD, (ERE, EHEPINELLZHA
NGB FHEBEOEX VT 4 BEOT—XICh, KL
FARONHEIZ B D REE TR L, AMIREICH HR
U B2 TR E TN D,)

Pl BAGERIFRICR W CERGRT X Y T 4 Off
AEE| DR AR L TWAERNE LTRD 4
RRHITFBD,

OHAFEDOEL Y T 4 121F, HEEOIEI BN D

B BEREROTE IR & Rl — O SOEEER L IS VR
oY B B,

@ HAFED U E OHE 2 FH 1T~ et 8 &
Do

O@ftatam - HHEM - B S CEX VT 4 D
X FTBREREL T D,

OEB S FERITE & X R SRR/ T 7 a
—FICLVIRZ T OMENRA LD,

Foxikd, TBZ2LITRMEEMCIT) L
DRELEBEZDL LIZRINTNDEZAERD L,
FEERBPOWNRBERICHE EVZEITHD
FIT, INLOBRESE X, SIEEENT e
—TFNOHEX VT 4 < DitEE RE L THhiz
W EW D BRI BRI BT O A B (2002) OHFSE
Thd, WIZ, BORNEL Y T 0 OBFRITEE A
BELTHE D,

o

7. BEBHES) T4 DEBRHRE
F_EFEL LTOHABEOEFRNOBLEIG
XY T 4 B LS OITEEICELL, EHD
HBRDIZHNTIERE (1993) 2 Ths, (H
L. SCREHEZTY - -HFSEI2IE, Sawyer 1992,
Par A - JIIE 1994, % 1995, FIFEEF 1995, JEIF
1996 238 25,) Kk (1993) 1% T¥mv) hEv L
FAalagy) (2245 OBBREREER -
FE BN AT LT AR, SEREREE ISR LTI,
HIEEES L0 b AARAOBIGEE & OB <
B, Lb BB T o B AN OEIRGE
BIGES 2 EEBELTND,

KIZ, epistemic modality ® L 1 EHICEET 25 HA
FELSNOWFZEO— MBI L L D,

Wells (1979) 1%, T$hEOHFEOEXY 7 1 B
1% deontic modality > epistemic modality & 72%,



AL, might (JLiAZ likelyhood) >may (E1HFRFIZIZ
A& s, ZHUT L interaction & (XD K
ANDFELSHEIZ N D TERND, | L) EE
R AR LTS, Choi(1988)12 L, FHita
JED deontic modality % epistemic ODEBED“T don’t
know” £V HIEIZEET DLV H, Akatsuka &
Clancy (1993) 1% THAGE - #EFENEEEE O%A .
epistemic modality 7% discourse interactional protocol @

FICHRDIAD TV BB EBBITR N, &

ﬁ—“uﬁj_%)o
HIZ, Stephany (1995) % TL1 #E45TiL deontic
modality > epistemic modality & 725723, L 2 %%

DEFE. WE TR DRFHCEN D, £ LT, ik
NI epistemic modality 2>6 ., £hYa1% deontic modal-
ity 2581595, deontic VLD desire #FK T “1
want to” 139EFEA FIFE & T 5 UL O MHERIIER B
L L TRLHET S, F7- ability, permission %33
cancan’t H R FEET D, possibility, probability
O epistemic modality (% 37~ 5% & BV, | L IR
%, £/, Choi (1995) |TEEREREERA Ok
DL EFHIBIL T, epistemic  modality (35
WIREHIZ B, £ OE T informal interactive con-
texts et S5, formal speech X° written reports
TIHE/LOL, £ ZITIIEE L FOREAIFR &8
HEROFMLEDRED > TS, | LERL TN,
Ahrenholz (2000) X, FEERGEFEH OB 4.
modality domain OHIZ F 'y 7 LR 51FHRELE
DD, KRR, 2 OURMEAFRIIC modality D&
ERTOITK L, MFFLRFEL T3 FEEIL 3
B (formulaic > explicit >implicit ) T REREE B
IR OLREIHE TN ZEIZELT D, Lee
& Law (2001) [ZAHGEARIFEE 5 2 ~3 s Dt
DFEWIIFFE ATV, epistemic modality ORI %
T, £ LT, 5 ODORFED variation 235 1 |
% 9 BEIZ evidentiality OHERITRA L TCWHZ L%
MRS %,

LT, epistemic modality @ L 2 B 15HZEE3 2 RCK
DOHFFED—FBITfL D Z &I LK 9,

Dittmar & Terborg (1991 : 371) i [deontic mo-
dality 1ZH/REYIZ,  epistemic modality (XHRERAGIC
FEIND, Flo, AEEITBRNED, BEITER
RHPFETHARLT VN | LRHL TS, £L T,
Ramat (1992 : 316) (% MHFEEEEFICHWT, 1
think,know & deontic FHIEDIEEIF & X, BE

-
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(I don’t know) TZEIZHN D, | &L L. ZHiTxiL
Input frequency & DBHRZRIET 5, F7-. deontic
modality & epistemic modality Z BIEOERIREREL L
THORGEHE L1320 | HEEREERE DA .
BERYEIEIZ X > T epistemic modality %75 < &%
T&E2Z L bHEM7T 5, Schumacher & Skiba
(1992 : 396) MR —T v NiE%&REE L 3 HMGESH
FIZLHHHMEEE I LIZE 2 A, epistemic H
EOHUERITVSAETIX R FIREETH D DT,
can>must DJEIZEIND Z & B3 bhoTe,

¥|Z. Dittmar & Ahrenholz (1995) 12X 5HHE
ZREEE & AMEEFEEE O TIE, EBhE A
RBIFCERAFA LD b RCEB S, LT
deontic modality >epistemic modality &\ EFFIE
FP3MF HAL7, Bemnini (1995 : 297) (% [REREAM
FEEPGEOHEEFEE L. BEWIRIEE LTIER D72
., epistemic modality DEHEITF V& TR IN TN
e, FRFFNRETTA TR, ZIUTEEEn
REEEOERAVFHE Z I8 S TO RN T2 TIEZR N
P32 ] LRIERE L TV D,

LB, LT TPEBRGERGEREE DO L 1 [
deontic modality > epistemic modality & 725, %
LTCL 2EBOHE, WE RO REFIEN D
> & DU deontic modality > epistemic modal-
ity DIEICEGIND, —FH. HAFE - HERERNE
FEEICBWTIE, L1+ L 2352 epistemic modality
DBFNEINE R, | & D — BT ICmER S i
PRTNDE D THD, VDI, BEDAK -
RERERIFERG A 2B DREE D RRZEIZ R L T
. SHBOWFERRE L Lz,

FATIEZNEBEIIFROFITICKRSE ST
OV, F2LTunL S hFEmNEH L0, ok
2, FEEEREE LT 0 F Ik OFE—FEOEG T
deontic modality 2EICHENTHUKRTH D, FiLiT,
AN RAATH Y | FSINC BB L T
DMBETHD, LnLBRARL, ADE 768
Lipd b FBIT HHOEED epistemic TH D7
O, BREFBOLLRLTFH T epistemic
modality DHFMREICHND LB X BD, T I T,
B (2002) TiX, F#EHEFHEL LT epistemic
modality OERFGNED L H REFERE CREIND
DE I B T8I, realis,/irrealis ORSHAZED A
HT LToRER. RN FEE LG, 1305
b1 DNER & FZ, epistemic FENNEIZHEND

= Zh

= e



ZENERINT, KT, ZOXHED SLA F—
21X epistemic modality D STIEALOHIHIERE % 72 5
DIEI TH o722 L ERBL TR I 9,

8. BHYIZ —RRBIEL BRI RFEE—

PLE, 9k TRGERSICBIT 558 LFO LB
REEE) LVOFER TR, EX VT4 (L0 DITE
Bhithd) OFMESITHE L Ean T L2 E L
T&Ee, £ T, AROEHEOHIFEDSaEE LT
I, BAGEEA O [EHEERBER/RE L TOEX YT
1w EEST A Z B L, BIIESGERCRT S
X9 2L BRI b B IR L7 B O H I SEEE
XUT 4mEERTIZEICHD, F LT, R
SECBWTEX VT o OBRITED L DI D
NTNLDTHA I D ZORITE L TR
R A8 2 D56, HRFEDHEMET L T/
TTIRZAEZDZ EITRRIIFERETHD Lo T
VW24 9, Bybee & Pagliuca (1985), Pagliuca (1994)
X Perkins (1983) ® & 51T, typological and cross-
linguistic approach 23 ECTHDH Z LIFWVH FTH 7
A%

Z LT, 1EkOEWRELOEE TILHE I deontic

modality OEREZR T X AN TH - 72, FiT,

epistemic modality = Z FEURFHA.OBHEMEZ i < 7 ¥
EROTNDLNZLDTERNEASI ), L1H
B 2 JEATIIFE Tl FEERER
MADHSHEELELTH O LITERY
epistemic HIEDEHFE R R NEWIFBEHLIH 5
(Choi 1995), BRI Z &2, #HEGE &Ll 30ik
BRELOHABLRFEL T2FHEOBEICTHIE
OSERENR LN, BlH, ARAIGEFEE
OIEBNEFIOBBIEF 1L, BEWILEE GERHELR)
RIEAL CGREFEIBLS) O J7 Rt & X,
epistemic >deontic DHMIZH H Z Lol (B
i 2002), T Z7C, {RBNBIE ORI L OFER
K% grammaticalization & ¥54#9 5 DIXREH] R FRC
boHEEZOLND, LA, MERRGESHS & A
FERFFEREE ORI A S = X LT epistemic OBESH
HOMZ BN T T, deontic 705 input SALT 6 AEIRF
FNCERIE L TR A 2 Z L3 CE T, MiamAyE 38
I ZEB A TIETH b2 U, mEEREO D
ETBIEMERH LN L THD EEX HRMEH D
DO B LALIRY,
UEoXiiz,

Ahan B (R T

HEWELHA TN ZEITkD,
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REFEO SUERMEA MRS L v —BHM b S b 82 %
B, BEEGLVOMET e —FOEHETHS I,
AL, UEic—JFRtEe—in L <fEfsn s
D, SUELOBRICE VIRZTTHRE D O T, HEH
B MRS K0 EVIE Z Y 2 THAREEETIER
W, B, REEEREE L T OO B ARGEFEE
DA, I~Lieb--hbLlhvenk) ko T
XA, ~T2nb, ) BEITT 5T =25/ TW5,
B OT—HIIBTIERIRRE TELTEBY .,
BHEDTTHD, TITOMBRIIHIE%RT
deontic > epistemic OB FHIEFEIR 2 =TTV 5 &
WO ZEIZRA D,

I E CEDHBFE - RICEROEEZ5G S
BCED, 2 ORI IZERA A ST RAT
LTWDbOD, Ta Ry 125N AR
HF TN EDTHS I Hy, ZIUTH Lt — AR
JFRLE B 2 A 729121%, implicit |ZHET D E S
% epistemic modality Z45#% ED L IZBIE LTS
WD THAI D, Flo, HETH AAGE L 5558
D2 EEDHOMBIC L DT I a—FIZBRRH 5
SV BT, BRI OB XY T B
FEZECRETE, TR LD LD ICHREHE
WALEST OB METH L, TITiE, HHRO
P2 I7RORREE B ORI IERAO IEHE TR TE B
HLOTIEHIRND T, BRI e F LA %
Bat Lo, WIgEfERO—bZ 13D Z & b4k
DL 7259,

UEDEICEXY T 4 ZLEfFTH L L7
HiX, ZoBHRES )T o ik, —IRVhe D
FHikimC AAGERE OHGIC B ST R&E
DTHAH I, ZOMBEERZIIEZ THBER,
LY, AAGEOETL VT A RROFBRIENTRD 5
NoEsy & HRIAE Y & & BRI Lo o# T
WL AR X ERND SN THA Y, £, E
VT 4 ORI (TRt e L)
epistemic,”deontic D 2 /b &R L, & I HHEERAR
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Contrastive research on the epistemic modality between English and Japanese

KUROTAKI Mariko

Abstract

Recent research on the Japanese modality has been conducted with various modal concepts in English

grammar introduced into the analysis of Japanese. And some Japanese linguists apply Japanese sentence-final

particles to the traditional concept in the English modality, that is concerned with ‘the speaker’s opinion and

attitude towards the situation he or she is talking about’. But this concept quoted here is exclusively essential

to understanding of the uses of English modal auxiliaries, and consequently it cannot be applied to expound all

the aspects of Japanese modality.

Here in this paper I will first survey two approaches, namely the subjective or hierarchic modality, and

the modality as irrealis domain. Secondly, I will explain two theoretical issues on the English modality; the

first of which is that modal auxiliaries do not always involve polysemy synchronically, and the second of

which is whether or not there is a parallelism between acquisitional paths and diachronical changes. In order to

prove the validity of my explanation about the above points, I will review the previous studies both on the

English modality and on the interlanguage modality in second language acquisition.

Finally, I will explore interlanguage modal categories and novel orientation to the modal acquisition.

[Keywords] subjective modality,
grammaticalization

hierarchic modality,

irrealis domain, polysemy,
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