C-5 FHULOBLE G always &l L7 TRIZ DWW TOELR

A& AE

[EE]

HEA1TI 1L always, continually, constantly, forever, perpetually, everlastingly 72 & D gl & H( 246
ENd e, FLFORE - AROVSELEEZET 2N H D (ZZTo [FE) 1, EBATF%EIC X
S Tix NEERAHHTE2E X ) (emotive overtone) & 5\t TEIEHIEE ] (emotional coloring) & FEX
NDZENHD), AFROBEINL, O L5 RETIRITEROICITFBLZEZ LTnbH EFEL, £
DF@AEZATH Z & TH 5D, £T-AWIE CTld, always 72 £ OFG & I ST 2 H#I T I1L, Traugott
and Trousdale (2013) D E M T constructionalization #5217 C\5 (HDHWIE, ZiFooH D) L5
i %,

1. [XC&IC

@ £1T/21% always, continually, constantly, forever, perpetually 72 EDEIGF EEH SN D &, G5 LT
DIEEE - RNV HTEBEED & &R TVn5D,

(1) He’s always asking silly questions. (Zj%E 20058 117)

& | KO H |

always 72 & OFEG & M SN2 EITI @ RERIIZ EBE (subjectification) XA T\ 5 & &
L, TOMMEITY, £, TOX A 7T OHELITIEIL constructionalization #5217 T\ 5 (B 5\,
ZFoohd) LT 5,

& | KiF%Eo Lk |
always 72 & OFIF & I Sh =TT R8I L 221 T\ 5,

2. RATHIR

@® Huddleston and Pullum (2002)

Huddleston and Pullum (2002) 1%, #1713 always, continually, constantly, everlastingly, forever,
perpetually 72 E OFIF & VBN D & EIERIAMAHHEX | (‘emotive overtone’) — 72 Tuy A%
2] (disapproval) — ZFfEHIHAEARH D LR ~T, LLFDOFIE 2T TS (cf. Declerck (1991), Zegarac
(1993)),

(2) He’s always losing his temper.
(3) They're always meeting at the market. ((1)-(2): Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 166))

® Quirk et al. (1985)
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Quirk et al. (1985) 1%, 4) FFELTFOWLELERE TS ERRTND,

(4) Bill is continually / always / forever working late at the office. (Quirk et al. 1985: 199)

* [HFEE]

OF R (2018) 1 Jespersen (1931) %521} T, #ATE D Z O Hik% [EIEHIE% | (‘emotional coloring’)
LR _TU 5, Declerck et al. (2006: 54) % “repetitive habit” & 5\ % “incurable habit” & 5 - T
W5,

QFFLFOVWLELEGRE LWL HLS CLTFD (5)-(7) #S5RE Nz,

(5) A child is always learning. (Quirk et al. 1985: 199)

(6) Dion has been tremendous towards me. On the pitch he is like a big brother. He is always
helping me. He is always lifting me and keeping me going at 100 per cent.

(Depraetere and Langford 2020: 196)

(7) 1 am always thinking of you. (7% 2005: 118)

@EATIE DFEFS Z D X 5 7 BT HAEEITIE 21 T L BEEITRICH R (8)-(9) &), &
LIZFE THETRICO R 6N S (10-(11) Z22H), FEEE. Palmer (1974,1988) 1%, (8)-(11) (I&EELFD
KR (speaker’s disapproval) Z/x LT\ 5 LR T3,

(8) I was continually falling ill. (Palmer 1974: 70; Palmer 1988: 64)
(9) They were for ever leaving the gate open. (Palmer 1974: 70; Palmer 1988: 64)
(10) She’s been dropping things recently. (Palmer 1974: 70; Palmer 1988: 64)
(11) He’d been continually stealing from his friends. (Palmer 1974: 70; Palmer 1988: 64)

|

@Z2%E (2005), Leech et al. (2009), Kranich (2010) (%, (1)-(4) & (8)-(11) ® X 5 2 BIIFEERE - &
RETHDLEE - TS,

3. ¥Hlt

@ Traugott and Dasher (2002: 225) & Traugott (2003, 2010) 1%, FKIEOEWRELITK D K 9 (i
fbEhEs & FELTND,

(12) non-/less subjective > subjective > intersubjective

@ =@l (subjectification) &ITFFHEFRIHDOERE(LIZ OV TOMEEEH SR T, Traugott (1995) TidE
BLIZko (13) O LI ITHES N TV D,

(13) “a pragmatic-semantic process whereby meanings became increasingly based in the

speaker’s subjective belief state/attitude toward the proposition” (Traugott 1995: 31)
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SFE Y| FBUL &L, SERBLOBERPMEICK T 55 L FOESBEICR ST X 01272 5 EWam -
SRR T e A TH D, L E 25 (cf Traugott and Konig (1991)),

@ Traugott (2010: 35) Tix, EBULIT (14) L WVWIHI AI=XLTHD EHREIN TN D,

(14) “[Mleanings are recruited by the speaker to encode and regulate attitudes and beliefs.” &

Traugott (2014a: 9) TiE, EHULIT (15) LHESN TV S,

(15) “[Slubjectification is a process of change giving rise to expressions of the Speaker’s beliefs,

and stance toward what 1s said.”

& LEbosl

FEULOB L LT, BhEIEIHE be going to DI EL | ‘during’ (WJH ME) OEMN 5 ‘although’ (#)#
IARHEEE) O EW A~ while DEWRE(LNZT B D (Traugott (1989, 1995, 2010), Hopper and
Traugott (2003)),

(16) a. Mary is going to visit her agent. (#7i go DHEITIE ; BHIZRT to RE )
b. Mary is going to / gonna visit her agent. (B1E7 % be going to)
(17) a. Mary read while Bill sang. (i % 2% 9~ B2f5¢ 5)
b. Mary like oysters while Bill hated them. GE#x % % 4 85t )
((16)-(17): Traugott 1995: 31; cf. Bybee 2015: 204)
(16) & (A7) 2B\ T, FERpziE, () 13 (@ ORICEE L, ZD XI5 REWE(LE ATHIEE
BAL LA TV D (ef. £ (2021)),

< Traugott (2010) 1%, FBULO X 572561 LT, =V AT I v Z7iER#EEIO will 2275 (&
BhaEhE will (34 . Ak (desire) & EE (volition) %33 AK#EE CTH-72),

4. always ZE#5ETR O EEIE

4.1, ETHOREDHE

@ OE Tl&, BifE/iEie#-ende (T E L, BT 24FOME « £ - & —E L2 5
7273 7= (Brinton and Traugott (2005: 113)):

(18) Al[thlelwulf ferde to Rome and [th]eer waes xii monalth] wuniende. (OEI2, Be 15a)

@® % OE TlX. -ende IF-inde ~¢95F V. ZHUTHIHI ME I B W CHRAIMEE AL 7o 72, 12 1
FOKDY ZAN0 B inde %-inge & B AT F I IXELMNTIRIFIT DA 2358 < 72 > 72 (OEIR, ing 2

-130-



(19) Syngyngehe was, or floytynge, al the day
‘He was singing, or fluting all day’ (Chaucer, General Prologue 91)

® ME (2B T, -ing I%. BIOLFAIRAE -ung/-ing DERTHI 2% 511 T, ~ende [ZHL> TR o 7=,
Brinton and Traugott (2005: 115) O SHE4 5 H3 2% &, £ 1000 FOH % 7> T be+-ing (T HETTHH
F A Rr9 X 91272 o 72 (“over a period of about a thousand years, a new discontinuous aspect

marker be -ing came into being to mark a new category (progressive aspect).”)

@ U ERTE7-L 912, -inge 2-ende (& > TRD DV  bet-ing & W IHEXDOEITIE~LEHRELT (2
D Z LIZRET A HFEATSEIT Brinton and Traugott (2005) OAthiZ, Visser (1963-1973), Denison (1993),
Bybee et al. (1994) %235 %),

4.2. always EHFEEL-ETREERIE
@ HF%EiL. always, continually, constantly, forever, perpetually 72 & D E|F & H S CEELFD
LW S E B AR THITIEOHIEZ, FEEBSRO—FTh 5 L ERT S (cf. Smitterberg (2005:

210-214), Kranich (2010: 61-66; 2013: 8), Leech et al. (2009: 131)),

43. BEEHT—4

@ HISGEIZRBWT, m+ug&w9% . BUEEATHR OBME - T8 2R T AL EITHEER L)
& always 72 EORIG & 3k ﬂﬂb\%ﬂfaﬁbi@#%ﬁ WHELEGETH2RIENRS D (RIFFEDE L
KGO TIEd 503, BUEEAITEIZIZMEENA R Z T HIEL H D), @%ﬁk\ﬁﬁﬁﬁk\m+ﬂg
I AT AR THETH T2 LW O ERAEENG | AP CTRIBE L 3 5 HEOEITRIL, #EITH
R T REORICHE L E DD,

© [ EiexEfT T 55N T —4#]

Brinton and Traugott (2005: 114) (ZX % &, be+-ing DHEITRII ME IZBWTHREL TV ESE X
%, FEBE, always 2 OFIF % - 72 HEATIZ XL F o6 (20)-(23) oH#itic 55 K 52, W
FEELIETH 5,

(20) Thou art alwayes talking of Love. (Lyly, Euphues, 1580)
(21) Thou art alwayes figuring diseases in me. (Shakespeare, Measure of Measure, 1603)
(22) They are continually buffeting one another with the Scripture.
(R, Barclay, Apol. Quakers, 1678)
(23) She is always seeing Apparitions, and hearing Death-Watches.
(Addison, Spectatorno. 7, 1711)
((20) - (22): Wright 1994: 479; (23): Wright 1994: 479; Rissanen 1999: 221; cf. OEL®2, always 1)
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4.4, SHEHEATT

@ Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 166) %, (24) & (25) OHIZOW\T “disapproval” &9 [EAFHIFHHT
)% % | (‘emotive overtone) ZRd L E-TW5, £7- Quirk et al. (1985: 199) (%, (26) DOHFIZIB VT
LFIE, EAREL L TEFEE2T 5 Z LI2oW T “anirritating or deplorable habit” Z/RI2 L T\ 5 X H 72
EE- TS (TRITEH),

(24) He’s always losing his temper. =(©2)
(25) They're always meeting at the market. =)
(26) Bill is continually / always / forever working late at the office. =)

@ KHiTIiX, (24)-(26) DHFNFEBULENTNDZ L 2R LTV, FETOESL (disapproval & an
irritating habit) (ZZEHEFFH CIIRO L 2 IR SN TV D,

(27) disapproval: an attitude that shows you think that someone or their behaviour, ideas etc are
bad or not suitable (LDCE3, s.v. disapproval)
(28) an irritating habit, situation etc keeps annoying you (LDCE¥, s.v. irritating)

27) & (28) DKTFRDOE L, 7 LT D belief X attitude R THDTHDHEF 2D, PRIT,
disapproval & anirritating habit &9 ZELLEE L F O belief <° attitude Z/x L T\ % ((13)-(15) %
SRS,

® “nkoiT, 249-26) IFEBILINTND LW Z & A2HER LT,

5. Constructionalization

@ Constructionalization is the creation of formnew-meaningnew (combinations of) signs. It forms new
type nodes, which have new syntax or morphology and new coded meaning, in the linguistic network
of a population of speakers. It is accompanied by changes in degree of schematicity, productivity, and

compositionality. (Traugott and Trousdale 2013: 22)

@ constructionalization O] : #&E:d alotof «— OE (2872 hlot ( ¥k, LiIZLIE TROF/ ] %
FLTWE) B D3E (Traugott and Trousdale 2013: 23-26)

® (1)-(4) OBliL, Leech (1987:33;2004: 34) M5 5 X H 12, W@HEOMHEITIENFFS [—HitE) v o3
# (‘temporary element) 23K¥% L T\ %, Quirk et al. (1985:199) . (1)-(4) @ X 5 22 pFlicHir 5

HATIZIX [—WptE) (temporariness’) &\ 9 BRI ER 2> T D Lk T 5,

@ be always -ing & W I TERIL, —FEfE &V D ERBERE 2 2K - 7230~ & constructionalization &4
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TW5 &5 %% (Traugott and Trousdale (2013) A ZFf), SRR, RAEENG I XIEF] CIIETH T &
720 (—RERIRRE 2 R T HA CILREEF T HLHEITEICTE D), ROBIZA NS LT, Z O
SCCIRRREENF CHLEEH TX 5,

(29) She’s always imagining everybody is looking at her. (Declerck 1991: 174)

@ EB . BhEhFHE be going to DFE ((16a, b) 25 )
(cf. Traugott and Trousdale 2013; Traugott 2014b)

6. F&&H

@ E1TIZIL. always, continually, constantly, forever, perpetually 72 & DOEG & A SN D &
FELTOIEH - RIELWHLEHLE2EETLHIENDH Y, AFEIX. £D L5 RETRITEB LIS D —
FCThDHETEL, ZOMEEIToT,

@ 0L O RMETIEIE, FE LA L, —Hptk L v ) BEIREEEE 2 2 - 72 S~ & constructionalization
EZTTWD, HDHWE, ZiTFoob Db,
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