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c. Hopper & Traugott (2003) The change whereby lexical
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continue to develop new grammatical functions
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(8) Italian. venire/andare + gerundal v. (e.g., andar dicendo; venir
dicendo)
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(9) a. "Objective” language: active, declarative assertion w/o
speaker’s viewpoint
b. "Subjective”: particularly prominent with evidentials
c. "Intersubjective”: SP/W-AD/R subjectivity (e.g.

honorification)

Rhee (2002)0]4= Fakalo] © 7b4) Z98 7|27} 9SS F45a
o5 Q17544 (anthropocentricity) @ A}7]54) 4 (egocentricity) 2.2
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(10) anthropocentric subjectification displayed by agarnst

Source Subjectified Into
REPETITION OPPOSITION/DIRECTION
DIRECTION RECEPTIVITY

OPPOSITION COUNTERING
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(11) egocentric subjectification displayed by against
Source Subjectified Into
STATIC OPPOSITION ALIGNMENT ALONG
HUMAN VISUAL FIELD

T3 Rhee (2007)o 4= o1 XA} fore} beforeol] gl o w]w s}

g 2o et ge FAHe Faa Ago] e Wi

(12) a. for: [anteriority > representation > cause/reason >
support/benefit > purpose > destination > fitness >
advantage/disadvantage]

b. before: [anteriority > visibility > prospect > superiority >

preference].

Ao Bysh AT BT P 7 APE] SR BUS wow
Atk 53] 1990 0] HH-E Newmeyer (1998, 2001)E H] &3 A4
S5 o8] AAhE BHsl ol 2] ol 24 ARA o7} 2 BAS
3o oty oF W-WaA S5 9L ted gL F
oA & Eeva glot

(13) a. Newmeyer (1998, 2001): The alleged grammaticalization
phenomena are epiphenomena and the notion isS not
defensible since there are counter—-examples.

b. Joseph (2001): Grammaticalization is not really a process.



Rather, it is instead an epiphenomenon, an effect.

c. Campbell (2001): Grammaticalization is derivative, i.e. it has
no independent status of its own, but rather relies on other
processes and mechanisms of linguistic change which are
independent of grammaticalization.

d. Janda (2001): There in fact is no grammaticalization... What
is often called grammaticalization is actually an
epiphenomenon which results from the intersection and
interaction of other, independently motivated domains
relevant for the synchronic and diachronic functioning of
language.

Z, oleld eI

1

Aol ohjel te Qlojuste] Rydow Yeng

(14) minor category > noun
a. the ups and downs

b. an out (in sports)

(15) minor category > verb
a. You can off anybody you don't like.
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b. to out someone

c. to up the sale price

(16) derivational affix > noun
a. I dislike the use of isms.

b. Her ex is a monster.

(17) quasi—form > noun
a. an ade
b. the cheese-burger
c. the teens

(18) semi—minor category > major category [Euphemism]
a. '(the thing) in front’ for 'penis’

b. '(the one) below’ for 'vagina’

(19) auxiliary > verb
a. wotte 'would’ > wotte 'wish’ (Pennsylvania German)

(20) bound > free

a. Japanese ga ’'but’, kedo/keredomo/kedomo ‘even though’,
tokorode 'by the way’, tokoroga 'but’, to ‘just then’, daga
"but’, dakedo/dakedomo 'but’, dakara ’therefore’, and nononi
'in spite of it’. (Matsumoto 1988)

b. Korean light-verb-derived conntectives hana, haciman,
hataka, hantey, hani, haye, etc. (Rhee 1996)

c. Korean nominals from defective nouns ppwun, tes, cuum,
kyem, calak, thi, thwusengi, Kkkili, kong, kwun, sayngwen,
sepang, nim, cangi, etc. (L9 1970)



3] W&k (converting)o]gt T2+ A2 BE AojolA FF AL
_?__
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(21) F-word, T-square, bus, to calendar, to typo, forget-me-not,
laser, etc.

ol gk Mte] 2 & F e thdet AT
A A 2 Fsta Jdom o] idk =9
Kim (2001), Ramat (1992), Giacalone Ramat (1998), < 3% 4
AT}

rr

(22) a. Haspelmath (1996): Alleged counterexamples are ’conversions’.
Unidirectionality is valid. Grammaticalization shows pervasive
patterns found frequently across non-related languages. (cf.
Chomskyan literature; Battye & Roberts, 1995 "a random
walk through the space of possible parameter settings”)

b. Dahl (1996): Grammaticalization is unidirectional in about the

same sense as biological processes such as growth,
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maturation, and aging are. As we grow up, we become
taller; in old age, we may shrink a little. However, we
would not expect a child to start becoming shorter and
shorter and finally return to its mother's womb. Calling
grammaticalization as an epiphenomenon is like saying that
since love and sex can occur without each other, they are
totally different phenomena. To support such a claim one
has to show not only that the processes can occur
independently but also that they are unrelated even in the
well-documented cases whey they show up together.

c. Hopper & Traugott (2003): Grammaticalization is a functionalist
theory——a theory about the interaction of language and use; the
questions posed in functional and formal theories are not
identical. Grammaticalization is a theory with dual prongs:
diachronic and synchronic. Many counterexamples are covered
by degrammaticalization, lexicalization, and exaptation.

d. Heine (2004) Grammaticalization is a recurrent development,
in that a given form may be, and not infrequently is,
grammaticalized more than once. Whereas grammaticalization
is based on mechanisms that are the same across
languages, the alleged counter—directional processes are not.
Grammaticalization is frequent and affects the syntax of the

language, unlike those alleged counterexamples.
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<abstract>

Current Trend and Prospectus of Grammaticalization

Studies

Seongha Rhee (Hankuk Univ. of Foreign Studies)

Grammaticalization as a research framework has been increasingly receiving
attention from scholars as part of the increased interest in human cognition in
modern  linguistics. However, since its first introduction of the term
'grammaticalization' in 1912 by Anoine Meillet, the research focus in
grammaticalization has undergone gradual shift continuously, and from the 1990s,
in particular, the grammaticalization framework was faced with the challenges of
the scholars in the formalist paradigm who raised doubts about the theoretical
validity of the framework. This attack still affects the research trends in
grammaticalization in the form of defending the theory on the one hand and of
reflecting and reassessing the theory on the other. This paper describes the current
trend in grammaticalization research and evaluate the claims centering around the
anti-grammaticalization issues. The two major trends in recent research are the
movement of reflection on grammaticalization theory, and the pro-and-con
arguments regarding the grammaticalization framework, led by Newmeyer (1998,
2001),  Joseph ~ (2001),  Campbell ~ (2001), Janda (2001) on  the
anti-grammaticalization side, and Haspelmath (1996), Dahl (1996), Hopper &
Traugott (2003) and numerous others in the pro-grammaticalization side. This
controversy is closely related to the long drawn-out opposition of the formalist vs.

functionalist research orientations. This paper introduces this controversy, and in so
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doing, attempts to redefine the realms of research, to identify the limit of the
validity of grammaticalization theory, to present the different orientations due to
the differing research paradigms subscribed, and to present the prospetus of the

future grammaticalization research.

*Key words: Grammaticalization, Research trend, Current trend, Research

prospectus, Reflections on grammaticalization, Controversies on theoretical validity



