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a b s t r a c t

Demonstratives constitute a language universal. They are primarily spatial but can
designate mental space, signaling the speaker's stances in discourse. In stance-taking, e.g.,
evaluating, positioning, and aligning, (inter)subjectivity plays an essential role. This paper
addresses two sets of demonstrative-based discourse markers (DDMs) in Thai, i.e., those
based on the proximal demonstrative nîi ( ) and the medial demonstrative nân ( ),
focusing on their functions and positionality at left periphery (LP) and right periphery (RP).
An examination of the functional distribution of eight DDMs in our Thai dataset reveals
that the oft-cited LP/RP Functional Asymmetry Hypothesis is not supported. Further worth
noting is that the Leftward Movement often said to be associated with subjectification (i.e.,
increasing subjectification pushes a word to move leftward) is not attested, or at least not
observable, in the development of DDMs in Thai.

© 2024 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

Demonstratives as a grammatical category constitute a language universal (Diessel, 1999: 1). Fundamentally based on
distance distinction, demonstratives are primarily spatial but can designate mental space, signaling the speaker's stances in
discourse metaphorically. The stance-marking function, despite wide conceptual heterogeneity by individual researchers,
permeates language use (cf. Ochs and Schieffelin, 1989: 22; Englebretson, 2007: 3), but discourse markers (DMs) constitute a
category that carries such stance-marking functions most prominently (cf. Sakita, 2013; Haselow, 2020; Traugott, 2020). Thai
has an impressive inventory of particles, which carry diverse and subtle discourse-pragmatic functions. Some of these DMs
developed from demonstratives either alone or in combinationwith other particles. These demonstrative-based DMs (DDMs,
hereafter) are carriers of subjective and intersubjective functions (see Section 2.2 below for more on stance and (inter)
subjectification).

It has been hypothesized in DM studies that certain functions, notably subjective and intersubjective functions, are
correlated with the positionality of the markers, i.e., left-periphery (LP) for subjective functions and right-periphery (RP) for
intersubjective functions, known as ‘the LP/RP Functional Asymmetry Hypothesis’ (Beeching and Detges, 2014; Traugott,
2014a, 2014b) (see Section 2.3 below for more). Since DDMs carry diverse subjective and intersubjective functions, this
paper investigates their functions in the light of functional asymmetry to see if the hypothesis is borne out. A closely related
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hypothesis is that subjectified linguistic elements will shift their positions leftward in VO languages, known as ‘the Leftward
Movement Hypothesis’ (Adamson, 2000; Ghesqui�ere, 2010; Breban, 2010; see Section 2.4 below for more).

The objectives of this paper are twofold: (i) to illustrate the diverse discourse functions of the Thai DDMs, derived from the
proximal and medial demonstratives, and (ii) to discuss theoretical issues with respect to the hypotheses of LP/RP functional
asymmetry and leftwardmovement. This paper is organized in the followingway: Section 2 presents a brief description of the
theoretical frameworks. Section 3 provides a preliminary exposition on a few points relevant for discussion of the issues,
namely typological characteristics of Thai, demonstratives, and particles and a brief introduction to previous research on Thai
DDMs; Section 4 illustrates the DDMs originating from the proximal demonstrative nîi ( ); Section 5 illustrates the DDMs
originating from the medial demonstrative nân ( น); Section 6 discusses select issues, i.e., stance and (inter)subjectification,
the LP-RP Functional Asymmetry Hypothesis, and the Leftward Movement Hypothesis with respect to the functions of Thai
DDMs; Section 7 summarizes the findings and concludes the paper.

The data source is the Thai Drama Corpus compiled by Kyungeun Park in 2010. The 163,639-word corpus contains the
scripts of 94 episodes from 14 highly popular TV dramas aired between March 2005 and May 2009.1

2. Theoretical framework

The major topics of the present study, e.g., discourse markers, stance, (inter)subjectification, periphery, among others,
have been researched from such diverse perspectives (see Iwasaki and Yap, 2015 and works therein) that any reasonably
comprehensive discussion is beyond the scope of our immediate interest. We will keep our exposition on the relevant
concepts to a minimum.

2.1. Discourse marker functions

DMs carry diverse discourse-organizing and interpersonal functions and are characteristically polyfunctional (Jucker,
2002; Aijmer et al., 2006; Heine et al., 2021; Rhee et al., 2021). Furthermore, DM functions are highly context-dependent
and it is difficult to tease apart the meaning proper of the DM from the contextual cues, a state of affairs leading to the
multiplicity of described functions. The level of multiplicity of functions is such that there is no consensus as to their sys-
tematic classification. Thus, classificatory diversity is a matter of granularity: some classifications are coarse-grained (e.g.,
textual, attitudinal and interactional; Heine et al., 2021); others are more fine-grained (e.g., exchange structure, action
structure, ideational structure, participation framework, and information state; Schiffrin, 1987), and still others are more
diverse and enumerative in nature (e.g., to initiate or close discourse, to aid floor management, to fill a gap, to mark
boundaries, to distinguish new and old information, to mark sequential dependency, to repair, to express a response or
attitude, and to effect cooperation, sharing, or intimacy; Brinton, 1996).

An obvious benefit of a simple model is that it can present an overall picture of functional structure in a comprehensive
way, but its equally obvious disadvantage is that it may fail to capture subtle shades of discursive intentions. The reverse is
true with a complex model: it can identify delicate functions in a descriptive way, while it is difficult to provide systemic
patterns of diverse functions at a global level. For our practical purposes, we will attempt to identify the functions at a
moderate level of granularity, classifying them to fit into the domains relevant for stance types (see Section 2.2) and pe-
ripheral characteristics (see Section 2.3).

2.2. Stance & (inter)subjectification

Recent years have witnessed an upsurge of interest in stance-marking and stance-taking (Gardner, 2001; Mushin, 2001;
White, 2003; Englebretson, 2007 and works therein; Yap and Lun, 2010; Yap and Chor, 2014; Yap et al., 2014; Iwasaki, 2015,
2022; Iwasaki and Yap, 2015; Yap et al., 2023; among many others). As Englebretson (2007: 1) notes, the term ‘stance’ is not a
monolithic concept, and has been discussed using different names, e.g., positioning, footing, alignment, perspective, attri-
bution, evaluation, assessment, appraisal, affect, etc (cf. Conrad and Biber, 2000; Englebretson, 2007; Yap and Lun, 2010).

Stance is fundamentally interactional (Goodwin and Goodwin, 1992, 2004; Du Bois and K€arkk€ainen, 2012), and is often
conceptualized as inseparable from intersubjectivity, i.e., expression of awareness of the addressee's attitude and beliefs (see
also Locher, 2010, 2015; Locher and Larina, 2019; for the close relations between stance, (im)politeness, and stance from the
perspective of interpersonal pragmatics). In this light, stance and intersubjectivity constitute important elements of inter-
personal pragmatics. For instance, Rhee (2016a: 51) notes that intersubjectivity is prominent with stance-marking functions,
since employment of stance presupposes the presence of discourse partners, be they real or imagined. However, a more
comprehensive view of stance may incorporate the instances in which only the speaker's attitude toward the text/object is
prominent while that toward the addressee is not, thus, ‘objective’ orientation (cf. Du Bois, 2007). Even in this case, ‘objective’
does not exclude stance; it can be said to be ‘stance-light’ (Hunston, 2007: 45).

In this respect, Du Bois's (2007) model of ‘the stance triangle’ is useful. In this model, stance involves the interrelated
dimensions of objective, subjective, and intersubjective orientations (pp. 140e141), as shown in Fig. 1.
1 We thank Professor Kyungeun Park for granting free use of her corpus for research.
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Fig. 1. The stance triangle (Du Bois, 2007: 163).
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In a unified framework of Du Bois's (2007) stance triangle, the relation (alignment) between one actor's subjectivity and
another's is intersubjectivity, and the relation (positioning) between an actor and an object is subjectivity; hence, there exist
intertwined relations among subjectivity, intersubjectivity, and stance.2

Du Bois's (2007) model is clear and unambiguous in defining subjectivity and intersubjectivity, but as indicated above, a
simple model has limitations in accommodating fine-grained functional distinctions or functions from a macro-perspective.
For instance, a sample of subjective and intersubjective functions discussed in the literature shows awide variety of labels, as
listed in Table 1 (partly taken from Andersen, 2001; Aijmer, 2002; Brinton, 2006, 2008; Lutzky, 2012; Yap and Chor, 2014;
Traugott, 2014a, 2014b; van derWal, 2015; Kim, 2018, Næss et al., 2020; Shibasaki, 2021; Heine et al., 2021, Ahn and Yap, 2022,
among many others; also note that many functional labels are collapsible).
Table 1
Subjective and intersubjective functions in the literature.

Subjective functions (A) epistemic, emotive, committal, non-committal, rejection, tentativeness, evaluative, attitude,
attitude toward expression, surprise, disbelief, apprehensional, wish

(B) response, reaction, continued attention, emphasis, focus, information structuring, scalarity, textual
function

Intersubjective functions (C) confirmation of shared assumption, checking/expressing understanding, confirmation request,
expressing deference/politeness, intimacy, addressee's face-saving, mitigating upcoming
disagreement, divergent alignment, disapproval, challenge, convergent alignment, cooperation,
solidarity seeking, affiliation, common ground establishment, sensitivity to potential impact on
addressee, relaxing preference organization, feigned surprise

(D) turn-giving, eliciting response, repetition, attention drawing
The list in Table 1 is not exhaustive and some of the functional labels are redundant. The functions in (A) and (C) easily fit
Du Bois's model for subjectivity and intersubjectivity, respectively, but those in (B) and (D) do not. One of the reasons is that
Du Bois's model is based on ‘dialogic’ context, and thus ‘dialogual’ considerations, such as turn and topic managements, are
not considered. We will not evaluate the suitability of these functional labels, but it will be sufficient to point out that the
notions of subjectivity and intersubjectivity are variably conceived of by researchers. The lack of consensus notwithstanding,
the present study will follow Du Bois's model in functional classification of (inter)subjectivity, i.e., positioning for subjectivity
and alignment for intersubjectivity.
2 It is often difficult to distinguish subjectivity and intersubjectivity (Rhee, 2016b: 273). The fundamental difficulties are aptly stated in Beeching and
Detges (2014: 8) that when the two concepts are applied to spoken interaction, they cannot be clearly separated because “conversation is, by defini-
tion, both subjective and intersubjective.”
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2.3. The LP/RP functional asymmetry hypothesis

Similar to (inter)subjectivity, the notion of ‘periphery’ also lacks consensus. The difficulty lies in the fact that researchers
have different definitions, making reference to interactional structure, syntactic structure, prosodic structure, etc. (for dis-
cussion, see Beeching and Detges, 2014a: 1e4; and Rhee, 2016b: 270e272). Themost widely usedmodel, also adopted here, is
the one proposed by Traugott (2014b: 73), i.e., [(X) LPArgument. Structure RP (Y)]. In this schematic structure, peripheries are
the areas outside the argument structure. However, as Rhee (2016b) notes, this structure is still problematic with pro-drop
languages and the forms occurring in between two clauses.3

With reference to periphery and functions, it has been posited that LP and RP are functionally asymmetrical, i.e., LP and RP
seem to be correlated with different functions. Beeching and Detges (2014: 11) summarize the proposals as in Table 2.
Table 2
LP/RP functional asymmetry (Beeching and Detges, 2014: 11).

LP RP

Dialogual Dialogic
Turn-taking/Attention-getting Turn-yielding/end-marking
Link to previous discourse Anticipation of forthcoming discourse
Response-marking Response-inviting
Focalising, topicalising, framing Modalising
Subjective Intersubjective
It is beyond the scope of elaborating the individual concepts in the six domains in Table 2. We present Table 3 in lieu of the
exposition on those concepts, listing the functions as used in the existing literature, notably Beeching and Detges (2014) and
works therein, and the articles in the ‘Periphery’ special issue of Journal of Historical Pragmatics (17.2; 2016). For our con-
venience, we will label the six domains in Table 2 as Context (Dialogual vs. Dialogic), Turn (Turn-taking vs. Turn-yielding),
Text (Link to the Previous Discourse vs. Link to the Forthcoming Discourse), Interaction (Response-marking vs. Response-
inviting), Information (Topicalizing vs. Modalizing), and (Inter)subjectivity (Subjective vs. Intersubjective).
Table 3
LP/RP functions in the literature.

Domain LP Functions RP Functions

Context Dialogual Logical connective,
Stage in discourse,
Discourse structuring

Dialogic Contrastive,
Adversative

Turn Turn-taking/Attention-getting Turn-taking, Attention-
getting

Turn-yielding/End-
marking

Turn-yielding

Text Link to previous discourse Coherence, Topic
resumption

Anticipation of
forthcoming discourse

Preface to disprefered
information, Preface to
responsive turns,
Preface to sequence-
initiating action

Interaction Response-marking Acceptance,
Agreement,
Disagreement

Response-inviting Request, Requesting
confirmation

Information Focalizing, Topicalizing,
Framing

Focalising, Topicalising,
Framing, Hedging,
Expressing reluctance,
Recapitulating,
Reformulating, Point of
view, Claim

Modalising Emphasis, Reflecting
attitude, Inviting
attitude

(Inter)subjectivity Subjective (see Table 1) Intersubjective (see Table 1)
Functions for subjective and intersubjective domains are not included since they have already been listed in Table 1.
Among the hypothesized functional contrasts, the most significant one is the subjective vs. intersubjective contrast, i.e.,
subjective functions occur at LP, whereas intersubjective functions occur at RP. It should be noted, however, that the
six domains are not mutually exclusive. For instance, the contrastive, adversative functions in the context domain
and acceptance, agreement, disagreement functions in the interaction domain are classifiable in the (inter)subjective do-
mains (cf. Table 1 above).
3 For positionality, the notion of ‘attractor positions’ (the left or to the right of the head noun or the main verb; Bisang, 1996: 523e533) is useful, and for
periphery, the notion of ‘layered clausal structure’, in which periphery is defined relative to ‘core’ and ‘nucleus’ (Foley and Van Valin, 1984: 77e80) is useful.
We are thankful to the anonymous reviewer for directing our attention to these references.
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2.4. The leftward movement hypothesis

In her insightful study of word order options and category shift, Adamson (2000) reports a strong correlational tendency
between classes (and meaning) of words in a premodifying string and their position relative to the modified noun. Based on
Teyssier's (1968) and Swan's (1988) observations, she suggests that the words in a premodifying string are placed in the order
of increasing objectivity, i.e., the first one is the most subjective and the last one most objective, e.g., horrible jealous old man
and nice large soft green cushions (Adamson, 2000: 43).

In addition to synchronic distributional patterns, diachronically, as aword becomes increasingly subjective, it wouldmove
leftward, hence ‘the Leftward Movement Hypothesis’ (Ghesqui�ere, 2010; Breban, 2010; Breban and Davidse, 2016). For
instance, merewas a ‘characterizer’ as in the wine is mere and unmixed, semantically similar to pure, in Early Modern English
(Adamson, 2000: 59) but has become an ‘identifier’ resembling a determiner with more subjective meaning, by moving
leftward, in Modern English.

3. Preliminary introduction to Thai and previous research

In order to facilitate our discussion, we provide a brief introduction to a few relevant topics, i.e., typological characteristics
of Thai, demonstratives, and particles.

3.1. Typological characteristics

Thai is a Kra-Dai language of SVO word order.4 It has an isolating and analytic morphology, favoring prepositions. It is a
tonal language with five phonemic tones (3 level and 2 contour tones; Eberhard et al., 2022). It does not have grammatical
means of marking case, inflection, agreement, tense, aspect, or articles and allows argument drop (Dryer and Haspelmath,
n.d.). Overall, Thai is a pragmatically oriented language to a high degree, in which much grammatical information is left
implicit and filled in from the context. In other words, using LaPolla's (2015) terms, Thai relies on much abductive inference
from ostensive acts of linguistic coding with limited procedural information.

Of particular importance in Thai is that intersubjective marking, especially politeness, is marked in a meticulously fine-
grained manner by way of diction and style, but, more importantly for our purposes, by using specialized particles (Dryer
and Haspelmath, 2023). The particles signal the speaker's attitudes toward the proposition or the interlocutor (see Section
2.3 for more discussion).

3.2. Demonstratives

Thai demonstratives constitute a tripartite system of proximal (nîi, ) ‘this’, medial (nân, น) ‘that’, and distal (nôon, โน่น)
‘yon’ distinction (Noss, 1964: 55). Iwasaki and Dechapratumwan (2022: 519) add the extra-distal demonstrative (nûun, น)
‘very far away’ to the inventory (for an argument in support of the quadripartite system, see p. 520). They are distinguished
further by their functions as modifiers (as in ‘this book’, t�o n�an ‘that table’; note that modifiers follow
the noun being modified), or pronouns (as in ‘what is this?’; nân thâwr�ay ‘how much is that?’). They
may take different tone patterns depending on the presence and absence of classifiers (Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom, 2005: 64).5

Thai demonstratives have a range of functions, such as indexing an object in the space modulated by the distance from the
speaker, anaphorically indexing a previously-mentioned referent in discourse, and carrying discourse functions as pragmatic
particles (Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom, 2005: 203). Demonstratives with pragmatic functions are DMs (hence DDMs) by virtue of
their discourse-organizing functions. For reasons not immediately clear, Thai DDMs have developed only from proximal and
medial demonstratives, but not distal or extra-distal demonstratives. DDMs may take the form of demonstratives alone or in
combination with other common particles (see Section 3.3 below for more).

3.3. Particles

Languages have diverse linguistic means of signaling the speaker's emotion, e.g., word choice, pragmatic particle, stress,
tone, pitch, volume, etc. Thai extensively uses particles for that purpose, an areal feature in Southeast Asian languages and
some East Asian languages (Goddard, 2005; Maklai et al., 2017). These particles are highly pragmatic and tied to interactional
scenes, and thus their use is characteristic of spoken or otherwise informal language use, such as SNS, chats, message boards,
etc. Formal, written Thai is nearly completely devoid of such particles. It is widely known that Thai has gendered sentence-
final particles, known ashaas sǐas ( ) (lit. ‘tail of the sound’), khâ ( ) for female speakers and khr�ap ( ) for male
speakers (Bhamoraput, 1972; Prasithrathsint, 2001). The linguistic norm is so strict that the speech without such final
4 The genealogical classification and nomenclature of Thai vary: the Kra-Dai family (Ostapirat, 2000; Eberhard et al., 2022, Glottolog, n.d.), subsuming the
Tai branch. The Kra-Dai family is also known as Tai-Kadai (Dryer and Haspelmath, 2023), Daic and Kadai (Luo 2019).

5 According to Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom (2005: 64, 83e86), the use of the falling tone in this usage is colloquial.
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particles is given the name mây mii haas sǐas ( ) (lit. ‘having no tail of the sound’), a style categorically considered
rude, unless warranted by the close relationship between interlocutors.

Unlike Haas (1964: xxii), who classified sentence-ending particles as indicators of mode and those connoting the social
status and the speaker's gender (as cited in Prasithrathsint, 2001: 11), Peyasantiwong (1981) categorizes Thai final particles
into three types, i.e., status particles marking the speaker's gender, politeness, register, and intimacy
( ); question particles used to convert a statement into an interrogative sentence
( ); andmoodparticles to signal feelings, emotions, and attitudes ( )
(see also Anchaleenukoon, 2009; Panupong, 1998; Bandhumedha, 2010; Maklai et al., 2017; among others). Evidently, mood
particles are themost difficult for language learners because they are highly variable and context-dependent (Maklai et al., 2017).
The particlesmayoccur either singly ormultiply, and in the latter case, in a certain order. Themoodparticles are not only subtle in
function but also very elusive in description. Thai DDMs in most usages function as mood particles. It is also of note that even
though Thai is a prepositional language, particles are postpositional, i.e., they take the constituent or entire preceding clause as
their semantic-pragmatic scope.

As indicated in Section 3.2 above, Thai DDMs include those that are heterosemous with demonstratives and those that
combine demonstratives and final particles, most notably -n�a/-n�a, whose major function is to create common ground be-
tween a speaker and a listener and to soften the tone of conversation (Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom, 2005: 188).6 Bandhumedha
(2010) similarly asserts that mood particles are used tomake an utterancemore pleasing to the listener, but also notes that the
functions of the particle -na/n�a ( ) are dependent on the sentence type. A notable study of particles is found in Cooke
(1989), who describes the functions of the particles depending on the sentence type and their variations by means of
diverse suprasegmental features. The basic meaning of -na is that a response is desired by the speaker (Cooke,1989: 124,130).
Since some DDMs involve the final particle -na/n�a ( ), e.g., (cf. nîa from nîi-n�a,
Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom, 2005: 187), some of the observations on -na and its variants by Cooke (1989) bear relevance to this
present study, which will be noted whenever appropriate.7
̌3.4. Previous research on Thai DDMs

Despite the important pragmatic roles of DDMs in Thai, studies addressing them are largely underrepresented. There have
been studies addressing certain particles carrying discourse functions or their prosodic properties (Bhamoraput, 1972;
Peyasantiwong, 1981; Cooke, 1989; Ingkaphirom Horie and Iwasaki, 1996; Prasithrathsint, 2001; Bandhumedha, 2010;
Pittayaporn and Chulanon, 2012; Maklai et al., 2017; among others). In particular, Cooke (1989), as briefly indicated in Section
3.3 above, is a comprehensive study of Thai final particles. These studies, however, focus on sentence-final particles, not more
generally DMs or DDMs.

Two studies, Iwasaki (2004) and Iwasaki and Dechapratumwan (2022), are of particular importance for the present
research, since they address diverse aspects of demonstratives including pragmatic functions. Iwasaki (2004) investigates
whether nîa ( ), a contracted form of the demonstrative nîi ‘this’ and the particle n�a, can be regarded as a topic marker and
concludes that it has not yet been developed into a full-fledged topic marker but is at an incipient stage of the development.
He notes, more importantly for our purposes, that when nîa ( ) is used as a DM, it brings into the discourse informationwith
significant relevance (p. 179) and that its meaning is becoming increasingly more subjective (p. 183). Iwasaki and
Dechapratumwan (2022) analyze the pragmatic functions of Thai demonstratives with respect to their discourse orga-
nizing and (inter)subjectivity marking functions and propose an action-based notion of a joint attention triangle. They
quantitatively analyze the uses of demonstratives in discourse-based (space-based, tracking, and discourse deictic) and
knowledge-based (recognitional, avoidance, and placeholder) functions. With respect to the pragmatic functions of their 20
tokens, they suggest the following seven functional categories: salient information marking, topic marking, conditional
marking, stance marking, discourse attention marking, hedge marking, and reactive response marking. Some of these
functions are illustrated with an example.

The two studies briefly introduced here, Iwasaki (2004) and Iwasaki and Dechapratumwan (2022), have obvious merits in
promoting the better understanding of demonstratives in terms of their pragmatic functions, but the analyses of individual
forms are necessarily brief either because of the different aim of ascertaining their status as topic-markers (Iwasaki, 2004) or
because of situating the demonstratives within the larger framework of joint attention and identifying grammaticalization
processes and mechanisms (Iwasaki and Dechapratumwan, 2022). The present paper will focus instead on the pragmatic
functions of each DDM, with special emphasis on stance-marking and (inter)subjectification phenomena, as well as the
evaluation of the hypotheses of LP/RP functional asymmetry and leftward movement.
6 The term ‘heterosemy’ was introduced by Persson (1986) and popularized in grammaticalization studies by Lichtenberk (1991: 476).
7 Similar, yet slightly different, observations and assertions have also been made in this regard, e.g., nîa from nîi-n�a (Iwasaki, 2004: 173; Iwasaki and

Dechapratumwan, 2022: 528), nîaʔ from nîi-nâʔ (Cooke, 1989: 22). For some instances of contraction involving Thai demonstratives, see Iwasaki and
Dechapratumwan, 2022: 531).
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4. Discourse markers from the proximal demonstrative

There are three DDMs that developed from proximal demonstrative nîi ( ), i.e., nîi ( ), nîa ( ), and nîan�a ( ). The
DDMs nîi ( ) and nîa ( ) are functionally diverse and we will illustrate their functions with excerpts taken from the corpus.
Since there are multiple DDMs with diverse functions, only select items are exemplified due to limitations of space.

4.1. Discourse marker nîi ( )

Among all the DDMs, nîi ( ) is the most highly polyfunctional, occurring at LP and RP. Its functions, positions, and
functional domains are as shown in Table 4.
Table 4
Functions of the DDM nîi ( ).

Domain LP MED RP

Context e e e

Turn Attention Attraction e Attention Attraction
Text Topic Resumption

Elaboration
e

Interaction Discourse initiation e

Information Topic Initiation
Topic Shift
Phase Shift

e

(Inter)subjectivity Disinterest
Disapproval
Disbelief
Noteworthy Information
Common Ground Solicitation

e Disinterest
Disapproval
As shown in Table 4, the DDM nîi ( ) does not occur at the Medial (MED) position. Its functions are more strongly
associated with LP, an aspect commonly shared with DMs across languages (Heine et al., 2021: 11). We can also see that some
RP functions are also LP functions, with no perceivable functional differences. Interestingly, disaffiliative functions carried by
the proximal-based DDM, such as disapproval, are also carried by the medial-based DDM (see Table 8 in Section 5.2), but the
illocutionary force is felt stronger with the proximal-based DDM.8 We will look at the examples of some of the functions,
beginning with attention attraction in (1)9
(1) nîi ( ) Attention attraction (LP, Turn domain)

(context: At night, a group of students are gathered around a bonfire and are listening to Goh, a hunter,

telling his valiant hunting saga.)

Goh:
8 Th
resear

9 Th
clarity
[If you really come across a tiger, you don’t even have time to scream like this so easily.]

O:
 [Um, um.]

Goh:
Nîi
is po
ch.
ai, lik
.

h�en
ssibil

e mo
nîi
ity is

st scri
m�ay

DM
 see
 this
 Q
‘DM (¼ Hey!/Look!) (Do you) see this?’

O:
 [Is it a tiger’s fang, brother?]

Goh:
 [Nope. A pig’s fang.]

O:
 [Oops! Wait! Did you kill a wild boar?] (2006 Drama, Ko Cha Pa Na Ko Episode #1)
In the excerpt, the glossed utterance of Goh contains two occurrences of nîi ( ); the first one is a DDMand the second one is
a demonstrative pronoun. It is evident from the context that the speaker uses the DDM to attract the attention of the
audience.

Another DDM function, i.e., that of elaboration, is observed when the DDM signals that the speaker has more to say on the
same topic. In other words, the DDM links what is to follow to what precedes. It is illustrated in (2):

(2) nîi ( ) Elaboration (LP, Text domain)

(In a bus full of students, the young, joyful passengers are playful and are teasing each other about the

meaning of their names.)

Chamnarn:
 [Hmm.. what about your name ‘Osot’... it means medication… so, does it work at all for

curing your foul-mouthed disease?]
suggested by Foong Ha Yap (p.c.), which is confirmed by the authors. As an anonymous reviewer suggests, this warrants further

pts in the region, do not practice inter-lexical spacing. Throughout the paper, however, we added a space between words for visual
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thâwn�an
ber. Thus,
, as in (3),
or older th
n�a

ha ha ha…
 DM
 DM
 not
 true
 just
 mouth
 bad
 just
 DM
yas
 p�aak
 m�en
 ìik
 dûay

also
 mouth
 smelly
 also
 too

‘ha ha ha .. DM DM (¼ hey hey!) (He does) not just (have) a foul mouth. It also smells bad.’
(2006 Drama, Ko Cha Pa Na Ko Episode#1)
In the excerpt, the first speaker teases his friend Osot, noting that the name has the meaning ‘medication’ but that he has a
foul mouth. Another friend of his joins the banter by using the repeated DDM nîi ( ),which essentially means ‘I have more to
add,’ followed by another banter that Osot's mouth smells bad, too.

The DDM nîi ( ) can also be used for topic initiation, as exemplified in (3):10
(3) nîi ( ) Topic initiation (LP, Information domain)

(Ong-in has an appointment with her friend Nuanprang to hang out together, but her mother suggests that her friend come to

their house, instead. Ong-in calls Nuanprang to change their plans.)

Ong-in:
hanlǒo
 yay
 Nuan

Hello
 [title]
 [name]

nîi
 m 3̂3
 mây
 hây
 chǎn
 ɔ̀ɔk
 c�aak
 bâan

DM
 mother
 not
 give
 I
 go.out
 from
 house

sǒssǎy
 klua
 khray
 c�a
 maa
 cìip
 chǎn
 ìik
 m�as

suspect
 Afraid
 someone
 will
 come
 woo
 I/me
 again
 perhaps

‘Hello, Nuan! DM (¼ now) My mom doesn’t let me leave the house. She is afraid that someone might approach and flirt with me
again.’ (2007 Drama, Aphi Mahuema Maha Setthi Episode #3)
In the excerpt, the speaker uses the DDM nîi ( ) after calling her friend's name. The exclamative hanlǒo ( ) ‘hello’ and
calling the interactant by her name constitute the ritualized greetings on the phone, and the speaker moves on to open a new
topic, i.e., changing their plans, telling her what her mother has said in a jocular manner. In Thai conversation, using nîi ( ) for
topic initiation is common not only in telephonic but also face-to-face interaction.

The DDM also functions as a signal of disapproval at LP and RP, as exemplified in (4):
(4) nîi ( ) Disapproval (LP/RP, (Inter)subjectivity domain)

(On a raft in a big river, O tries to introduce his friend Kamchat to his female friend Mayuri,

but she is not at all interested and is annoyed by his attempt.)

O:
 [Hey, here! I have a friend. His name is Kamchat. And he likes you very much.]

Mayuri:
 !
Nîi

DM
‘DM (¼ Hey!)’

O:
 [Sigh! Cool! Eh!]

Mayuri:
�ooy
 �Ii
 tham
 ray
 pay
 ləəy
 pay.

hey
 ugh
 do
 what
 go
 away
 go

phûut
 ray.
 hʉy
 nâaklìat
 wâ
 pay
 ləəy
 nîi

talk
 what
 humph
 disgusting
 PTCL:IMPL
 go
 away
 DM
‘Oh, Ugh! What are you doing? Go, get lost! What are you talking about? Ugh! Disgusting!
Get lost! DM (¼ I’m really angry)!’ (2006 Drama, Ko Cha Pa Na Ko Episode #1)
In the excerpt, Mayuri is annoyed by O's attempt to draw her attention to his friend, whom she does not like. She uses the
DDM nîi ( ) twice; one as a stand-alone, interjection-like use to signal her disapproval toward the interlocutor in the first
instance, and the other at RP, also signaling her disapproval, following multiple expressions of protesting questions and angry
commands, all signaling the intensity of her negative emotions (note that Mayuri does not care that Kamchat, who is also in
the same raft, might hear her).

4.2. Discourse markers nîa ( )and nîan�a ( )

As indicated earlier in Section 3.3, nîa ( ) is a fused form of nîi n�a ( ) (Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom, 2005: 187), thus it
inherits some semantic-pragmatic properties from the two source components. Similar to its formal and functional relative
nîi ( ), the DDM nîa ( ) is polyfunctional, but it occurs not only at LP and RP but in the MED(ial) positions as well. Its
functions are shown in Table 5 by their positions and discourse domains.
Thais often use nicknames that are typically monosyllabic or
is a title used for a close friend, and phîi ‘older sibling’, as in (8),
an the speaker. It is also common to use one's own name or the



Table 5
Functions of the DDM nîa ( ).

Domain LP MED RP

Context e e e

Turn e e e

Text e e e

Interaction e e Clarification Request
Information Emphasis

Topic Shift
Emphasis Emphasis

(Inter)subjectivity e e Surprise
Disbelief
Non-committal
Interest
Challenge
Disapproval
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As shown in Table 5, the functions of nîa ( ) are predominantly associated with RP.11 Evidently, this is, at least in part, due
to the fact that nîa ( ) is a univerbated form of nîi ( ) and n�a ( ), the latter being a sentence-final particle, occurring at RP.12

This positional preference, however, does not disallow the form's occurrence elsewhere, which may be due to the greater
positional freedom of the source component nîi ( ). We exemplify a few functions of nîa ( ) in the following, beginning with
the emphasis function.
(5) nîa ( ) Emphasis (MED, information domain)
(A little boy is reading a letter from Sao to Sao’s mother, Chalao. It is about a group of students

planning to visit their village for volunteer work during the school break.)
Little boy: (reads the letter:) [‘Mom, we're going to have a volunteer camp at our Dong Ma

Tong village. I suggested to the students that we build a pig pen. Our villagers can do
activities together with the students.’]
Chalao:
11 As Frant
resolved in
12 The par
́

əə
i�sek Kra
the cou
ticle n�a
leew
tochvíl
rse of i
( ) is
t�oklos
(p.c.) poi
nteraction
always p
ây.phûak
nts out, ma
.
ostposition
n�aksʉ̀ksaa
ny RP functi

al.
nîa
ons of nîa (
 ) involv
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e inco
DM
 then
 confirm
 they
 student
 DM
Khǎw
 c�a
 Maa
 sâas
 l�aw.muu
 kan
 cis-cis
 rə̌ə
 w�a

They
́

will
 Come
 build
 pigsty
 together
 real-real
 Q
 Q.PTCL

leew
 khǎw
 c�a
 maa
 sâas
 thammay
 kan
 w�a

Then
 they
 Will
 come
 build
 why
 together
 Q.PTCL

‘Then, is it true that these students DM (¼ EMPHASIS), they are really going to build a pigsty? So, why would they build it?’
Little boy:
 [Oh, Sao is afraid that pigs are stressed in a small pigsty, so they want to build an enclosure for the pigs to freely
run around and play.]
(2007 Drama, Aphi Mahuema Maha Setthi Episode #3)
It is noteworthy in the emphasis function that the scope of the emphasis may vary from a constituent to an entire clause,
and thus its occurrence is unrestricted in terms of its position. The above excerpt is an example inwhich the DDM focuses on a
noun phrase (note that the sentential subject is appositively repeated). This emphasis function of nîa ( ) is closely related to
another function nîa ( ), i.e., that of interest or eagerness. Iwasaki and Dechapratumwan (2022: 538) note that when nîa
( ) is used with a statement, the eagerness conveys emphasis or ‘strong belief’ and when it is used with a question, it
communicates ‘strong curiosity’.

The DDM nîa ( ) also carries a topic shift function, as exemplified in the following:
̌

(6) nîa ( ) Topic shift (LP, information domain)
(Waewdao and Chaiyo are walking down the stairs from Chaiyo’s office. Don sees them, and then

asks them to go to lunch together with him.)
Don:

́

âaw …
 khuy
 kan
 ̌s�et
 leew
 rə̌ə
 khr�ap
ngru
DM
 talk
 together
 finish
 already
 Q
 PTCL
Nîa
 tɔɔn
 nía
 phǒm kamlas
 hǐwkhâaw
 yùu phɔɔdii
 ləəy

DM
 Period
 This
 I
 presently
 hungry
 happen.to
 DM
chəən
 phûukɔɔs
 pay
 thaankhâaw
 dûaykan
 dii
 m�ay
 khr�ap
ence. It is uncertain, however, if the non-alignment tends to be



K. Khammee, A. Liang-Itsara and S. Rhee Journal of Pragmatics 227 (2024) 19e36
invite
Table 6
Function

Domai

Contex
Turn
Text
Interac
Inform
(Inter)
captain
s of the DD

n

t

tion
ation
subjectivity
Go
M nîan�a (
eat
).
together
LP

e

e

e

e

e

Disbelief
good
28
Q
 PTCL
‘DM (¼ Oh)... have you finished talking? DM (¼ by the way) I happen to be hungry right now DM (¼ a little bit). May
we invite the captain (¼ you, Chaiyo) to eat together?’
Chaiyo:
 (to Don and Waewdao) [Oh, you two please go. I have backlogs to clear. After that I’m going to visit
Duangphon.] (2007 Drama, Chum Phae Episode #3)
In the excerpt, Don uses the DDM nîa ( ) to change the topic from the first one, i.e., having completed their discussion in
the form of a question, the answer to which is obvious. This represents a frequent usage of the DDM nîa ( ).

Another common function of the DDM nîa ( ) is that of marking surprise of the speaker at RP, as exemplified in (7):
(7) nîa ( ) Surprise (RP, (Inter)subjectivity domain))

(Police Captain Chaiyo has themission of apprehending a troop of bandits, who are powerful,

often seizing innocent people as hostages. The captain’s lover was also once held hostage.
He is giving orders to a sergeant.)
Captain:
 (handing over a document) [This is the document requesting reinforcement for the
operation. Submit it to the authorities for me and prepare our forces.]
Sergeant:

ôo-hǒo
 phûu.kɔɔs
 Khr�ap

DM
 captain
 PTCL
Nîi
 phûu.kɔɔs
 c�a
 pay
 r�op
 k�ap
 khray
 khr�ap
 nîa

DM
 captain
 Will
 go
 fight
 with
 who
 PTCL
 DM
‘Oh, yes, Captain! DM (¼ by the way), who are you gonna fight? DM (Oh, my God!)

(2007 Drama, Chum Phae Episode #3)
In the excerpt, the sergeant uses the DDM nîa ( ) at RP, expressing his surprise at the captain's evidently dangerous
mission, because the bandits have been mercilessly wreaking havoc on the community.

The DDM nîa ( ) has its formal and functional relative, i.e., nîan�a ( ). The functions of the DDM nîan�a ( ) are not
as diverse as the DDM nîa ( ). As is clear from its appearance, nîan�a ( ) is a univerbated form of the DDM nîa ( ) and
the particle -na ( ). Considering that the DDM nîa ( ) is a univerbated form of nîi ( ) and n�a ( ) (see Section 3.3 above), the
formation of nîan�a ( ) involves two successive particles n�a ( ) and -na ( ). This indicates that the internal structure of
nîa ( ) is already opaque to contemporary speakers. The functions of the DDM nîan�a ( ) are as shown in Table 6.
MED RP

e e

e e

e e

e e

e e

Disbelief Disbelief
Disapproval
Table 6 shows that the DDM nîan�a ( ) carries the disbelief function at LP, MED and RP, and the disapproval function at
RP (the latter possibly related to the function of the final particle -na ( ) being aggressive and demanding, as observed by
Cooke, 1989: 130). A question form of the disbelief function is exemplified in the following:

(8) nîan�a ( ) (Disbelief (MED, (Inter)subjectivity domain))

(Bem, a poor student, comes to a sports club in a luxury car, which belongs to a club client. He acts like the

owner of the car and tries to impress his friends Nuanprang and Moddang.)

Nuanprang:
 [Brother Bem!]

Bem:
 [Hey!.. Oh! no, no, nothing! And this is not my car. This is the car that I borrowed. Oh,

wait! I have to go first. Oh… oh...oh! And I’m not Bem. You mistook me. No…no.]

Nuanprang:
 [I think he must be Brother Bem for sure.]

Moddang:
 [This is Brother Bem? No way!]
Nuanprang:
c�a
 Pen
 Pay
 dây
 yassay
 lâ

will
 be
 Go
 can
 how
 DM
phîi
 Bə̂m
 nîan�a
 c�a
 khâw
 maa
 nay
 khl�ap
 níi
 dâay

brother
 [name]
 DM
 will
 enter
 come
 in
 club
 this
 can

l 3�3wkɔ̂ɔ
 Mii
 rot
 ruu-ruu
 kh�ap
 b 33p
 níi

and
 Have
 car
 luxurious
 drive
 pattern
 this
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Table 7
Functions of

Domain

Context
Turn
Text
Interaction
Information
(Inter)subje

13 The word
word-class st
‘How is it possible? Brother Bem DM (¼ are you serious?) will come to this club? And drives a
luxury car like this?]
Moddang:
 [Um… or he is rich but has been pretending all along to be poor to find true love? Pretend…
pretend…] (2007 Drama, Aphi Mahuema Maha Setthi Episode #3)
In the excerpt, the speaker uses the DDM nîan�a ( ) clause-medially, i.e., between the subject (‘Brother Bem’) and the
predicate (‘will come to this club’), to signal that she cannot believe that the poor Bem can ever come to an affluent club in a
luxury car.

5. Discourse markers from the medial demonstrative

The DDMs developing from the medial demonstrative nân ( น) ‘that’ are larger in number but the functions are less
diverse than those developed from the proximal demonstrative nîi ( ) ‘this’, addressed in Section 4 above. In this section, we
present the DDMs nân ( น), nânn�a ( ), nânle

̀
( ), nânn�asì ( ), and nânsay ( ). As indicated in Section 4.1,

certain functions are marked by either the proximal-based DDMs or the medial-based DDMs, often without perceivable
functional differences. Certain functions associated with emotive stance such as disapproval (in (inter)subjectivity domain),
however, tend to be felt stronger with the proximal-based DDMs as compared to the medial-based DDMs.

5.1. Discourse marker nân ( นน)

The DDM nân ( น) is a heteroseme of themedial demonstrative nân ( น), i.e., identical in form but different inword class.13

It functions in the information management domain at RP for emphasis and in the (inter)subjectivity domain, signaling
surprise, discontent, confirmation of expectation at LP, and surprise and interest at RP, as tabulated in Table 7.
the DDM nân ( น).

LP MED RP

e e e

e e e

e e e

e e e

e e Emphasis
ctivity Surprise

Discontent
Confirmation of Expectation

Surprise
Interest
The most frequently observed function of the DDM nân ( น) in everyday life is to mark the speaker's surprise toward the
information (or potentially, events and states of affairs), as exemplified in (9):
(9) nân ( น) Surprise (RP, (Inter)subjectivity domain)

(Sergeant Chod enters the police station limping. Lieutenant Orachon is surprised to see him limping.)

Lieutenant:
́

taay.leew
nân ( น) c
atus.
c�aa
an functio
Ch�ot
n as a dem
onstra
tive p
DM
 sergeant
 [name]

pay
 doon
 �aray
 maa
 kh�a
 nân

go
 PASS
 what
 come
 PTCL
 DM
thammay
 dəən
 yas
 s�an
 lâ
 kh�a

why
 walk
 like
 that
 DM
 PTCL
‘DM (¼ Oh, my God!) Sergeant Chod, what happened, DM (¼ what on earth!)? Why are you walking like that?’

Sergeant:
 [Oh, it’s nothing. It’s an unimportant issue. I can handle it myself.]
(2006 Drama, Phu Phithak Si Yaek Episode #1)
In the excerpt, the lieutenant is surprised to see the sergeant limping, which suggests that he is likely to have been
involved in a violent crime case. While asking what happened, she uses the DDM nân ( น) at RP, which signals her surprise.

5.2. Discourse marker nânn�a ( )

The DDM nânn�a ( ) is a univerbated form of the demonstrative nân ( น) and the sentence-final mood particle -n�a ( ).
The functions of the DDM nânn�a ( ) tend to be highly emotive at RP, as shown in Table 8.
ronoun, preposition, adverb, interjection, and discourse marker, if the last can be given a separate
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Table 8
Functions of the DDM nânn�a ( ).

Domain LP MED RP

Context Pause Filling Pause Filling Pause Filling
Turn e e e

Text e e e

Interaction Agreement* e e

Information Topic Initiation
Topic Shift

e e

(Inter)subjectivity Mitigation
Hesitation
Agreement*

Mitigation
Hesitation

Mitigation
Hesitation
Interest
Disapproval
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The DDM nânn�a ( ) is used in the context, interaction, information, and (inter)subjectivity domains. Its occurrence
positions include LP, MED, and RP. The functions used across LP, MED and RP are pause-filling, mitigation and hesitation, all
closely related to each other. True pause-filling is necessitated by the need of lexical search, but mitigation and hesitation are
instances of the strategic use of pauses to indicate the speaker’s concern about the interlocutor. Among the highly emotive
functions of the DDM nânn�a ( ) are signaling the speaker’s interest (e.g., curiosity or intense desire to know) and
disapproval. The disapproval function is exemplified in the following:
(10) nânn�a ( ) Disapproval (RP, (inter)subjectivity domain)

(Niti and his present wife Thip have a daughter named Khem. Niti has another daughter, Phimchanok, from his previous marriage. Niti
and Thip are fighting over the promiscuous lifestyles of the two girls, the husband siding with his daughter from his previous marriage
(Phimchanok), and wife siding with their daughter (Khem). The husband asks his wife to stop criticizing, but she refuses to stop.)

Wife:
Table 9
Functions o

DDM

nânle
̀
(

nânn�asì (
nânsì (
nânsay (
[You cannot blame our daughter because you have no evidence that Khem did something shameful like your daughter did.
What kind of father are you, huh? You blame your own daughter. You don't love your child and blame her. You scold your
child. You're bad, bad, bad, worst, and worst.]
Husband:
 [Thip!]

Wife:
 [Hey! Let me continue. I'll say more. (You think) your daughter is so good.]
thʉ̌s.yassay
̌

f the DDMs n

)
)

)
)

n�a
̌ânle
̀
(

Kh�eem
), nân

Doma

Inform
Intera
Intera
Subje
kɔ̂ɔ
n�asi (

in

ation
ction/(Inter)
ction/(Inter)
ctivity
mây
), nânsì (

subjectivity
subjectivity
khəəy wîs
), and nâns
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lây
ay (
phûuchaay
).

LP

e

Agreement
Agreement
Surprise
however
 PTCL
 [name]
 DM
 not
 ever
 run
 chase
 man

mʉ̌an
 lûuksaaw
 khun
 nas
 Phimchan�ok

like
 daughter
 you
 woman:PEJ
 [name]

lûuksaaw
 khun
 nânn�a

daughter
 you
 DM
‘However, you know, Khem DM (¼ really) never chases after men like your daughter,
Pimchanok, your (bitch) daughter. DM! (¼ that man-chaser!)’
(2006 Drama, Long Ngao Chan Episode #7)
In the excerpt, Thip is obviously very angry because her husband scolds their daughter, and she pours out her anger on
him. Then, despite her husband's pleading, she goes on further to criticize her stepdaughter, making reference to her pro-
miscuity. Even though the DDM is independent and does not form a prosodic unit with the preceding word (khun), it cannot
be translated into a comparable context-free expression (hence, the parenthetical ‘(bitch)’), but signals a disapproving and
contemptuous attitude with reference to the foregoing, i.e., ‘your daughter's man-chasing’.

5.3. Discourse markers nânle
̀
( ), nânn�asì ( ), nânsì ( ), and nânsay ( )

There are several DDMs developed in conjunctionwith the DDM nân ( น), i.e., nânle
̀
( ), nânn�asì ( ), nânsì ( ;

the truncated form of nânn�asì ), and nânsay ( ). These are marginal DDMs in terms of functional diversity, as shown
in Table 9. We address them together in the following exposition.
MED RP

e Emphasis
e e

e e

e e
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The DDM nânle
̀
( ) at RP is used as a marker of emphasis in the information domain. It is a fully univerbated form of

nân ( น) and le
̀
(แหละ) and is listed as a headword in dictionaries, which give the semantic designations referring to its

emphatic function. It is noteworthy that the particle le
̀
(แหละ) by itself can also carry the emphasis meaning. The DDMs

nânn�asì ( ) and nânsì ( ) have an agreement-marking function, cross-classifiable in the interaction (i.e., response) and
(inter)subjectivity (i.e., convergent alignment) domains. The DDM nânsay ( ) marks surprise, a subjective function in that
the nature of the information being surprising results from the subject’s evaluation. Of these, the agreement function of nânsì
( ) is exemplified in (11):

(11) nânsì ( ) Agreement (LP, interaction and (inter)subjectivity domains)
(In a barbershop of a small town, a police officer, a barber, and a few customers are watching an unwary
stranger coming to town. The town has a ring of criminals, who threaten and attack strangers.)

Customer 1:
Table 10
Subjective an

nîi ( )
nîa ( )
nîan�a (
nân ( น)
nânn�a (
nânle

̀
(

nânn�asi (
nânsì (
nânsay (
[I can bet on it! He will soon be kicked out by Khem and
Khwan.]
Customer 2:

nânsì
d Intersub

)

)
)
)

)
)

dəən
jective func
khâw
tions of D

Subjec

Disbel
Disbel
Disbel
Interes
Interes
e

e

e

Surpri
pay
DMs.

tive

ief, Di
ief, In
ief
t, Sur
t

se
kɔ̂ɔ
sintere
terest, N

prise, D
thùuk
st, Note
on-com

isconte
t�e

DM
 walk
 enter
 go
 DM
 PASS
 kick

l 3�3wkɔ̂ɔ
 haay
 kr�a.baan
 pay
 mʉ̌an
 ây
 Kan

Then
 disappear
 head
 go
 like
 dude
 [name]

‘DM (¼ Right!) (If he) walks into (that place), (he) will get kicked out and disappear like
Kan.’
Barber:
 [Officer, won’t you go to prevent the violence?]

Officer:
 [No, I also want to know what will become of the young man.]
(2008 Drama, Khom Faek Episode #1)
̌

In the excerpt, Customer 2 agrees with the previous speaker, who is confident about the ill fate of a new stranger. Unlike
the common agreement marker chây ( ) ‘yes’ (typically as an affirmative response to polar questions), nânsì ( ) is more
emphatic (typically as an agreement signal involving epistemic evaluation of a proposition).

6. Discussion

The foregoing long exposition on the uses of the DDMs serves as the basis for the investigation of a number of issues that
carry theoretical importance. We will restrict our focus to three major issues, i.e., stance and (inter)subjectification, the LP/RP
Functional Asymmetry Hypothesis, and the Leftward Movement Hypothesis.

6.1. Stance, (inter)subjectification and Thai DDMs

The functions of the DDMs elaborated in the preceding sections are largely operators that signal subjectivity (through
evaluation and consequently positioning one's self) and intersubjectivity (through alignment/disalignment with the in-
terlocutor's subjectivity relative to one's own). The subjective stances signaled by the DDMs include interest, disinterest,
disbelief, surprise, nom-committal, noteworthy information, and discontent, all based on the subject's evaluation of the
stance-object; and the intersubjective functions include disapproval, agreement, mitigation, hesitation, commonground
solicitation, confirmation of expectation, and challenge (see Section 6.3 below for more discussion). These functions across
the DDMs are summarized in Table 10.
Intersubjective

worthy information Disapproval, Commonground solicitation
mittal, Surprise Disapproval, Challenge

Disapproval
nt Confirmation of expectation

Disapproval, Agreement, Mitigation, Hesitation
e

Agreement
Agreement
e

It is not surprising that DDMs signal subjective and intersubjective stance, considering that DMs in general are situated in
context and carry diverse functions related to the attitude of the speaker (‘subject1’ in Du Bois's model) toward the infor-
mation (‘object’) or the interlocutor (‘subject2’). Most importantly, subjective and intersubjective stances are often intricately
intertwined.

In this context, some discussion on the role of demonstratives in the emergence of the functions described above is in
order. Since indexicality in physical space is among the fundamental functions of demonstratives, they are also good can-
didates for indexing discourse elements in mental space, as is evident in diverse grammaticalized functions listed in Kuteva et
al. (2019). Furthermore, the contrast of distance, i.e., proximal vs. medial, is also revealed in the fact that certain emotive
31
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functions such as disaffiliative stance marking have different levels of illocutionary force, i.e., the proximal-based DDM is
stronger than the medial-based DDM. This situation is reminiscent of the proximal-distal contrast in Korean DDMs, i.e., the
proximal-based DDM signals the speaker's engagement (see Section 4.1 above; Rhee, 2023).
6.2. The LP/RP Functional Asymmetry Hypothesis and Thai DDMs

As was discussed in Section 2.3, The LP/RP Functional Asymmetry Hypothesis states that LP and RP have different
specialization with respect to six domains, i.e., Context, Turn, Text, Interaction, Information, and (Inter)subjectivity. As we
have seen, however, even though some Thai DDMs exhibit the tendency of positional preference depending on their func-
tions, there are also functions that are spread across LP, MED and RP. The distributional pattern is shown in Table 11, in which
MED is excluded as it is irrelevant to the discussion of LP vs. RP positionality.
Table 11
(Non-)Compliance of the Asymmetry Hypothesis by DDMs (C: compliance; NC: non-compliance; S: subjective; IS: intersubjective).

Domain LP RP

Context (C)
(NC)

e

Pause Filling
e

Pause Filling
Turn (C)

(NC)
e

Attention Attraction
e

Attention Attraction
Text (C)

(NC)
Topic Resumption
Elaboration
e

e

e

Interaction (C)
(NC)

Discourse initiation
Agreement*
e

e

e

Information (C)
(NC)

Topic Initiation
Topic Shift
Phase Shift
Emphasis

e

Emphasis

(Inter-) subjectivity (C) [S]
(NC) [S]

Discontent
Noteworthiness
Disbelief
Disinterest
Surprise

e

Disbelief
Disinterest
Surprise
Non-committal
Interest

(C) [IS] (NC) [IS] e

Disapproval
Mitigation
Hesitation
Reproach
Agreement*
Common-Ground Solicitation
Confirmation of Expectation

Challenge
Disapproval
Mitigation
Hesitation
Table 11 shows that the functions in the text and interaction domains occur at the hypothesized peripheral positions
(marked with (C)), but, conversely, the context domain and turn domain functions have no instances of compliance. The
DDM's overall positional distribution does not comply with the LP/RP Functional Asymmetry Hypothesis. In other words,
even though there are functions that occur at either LP or RP, as hypothesized (marked with (C)), there are even more in-
stances that do not comply with the hypothesis (marked with (NC)). It is noteworthy that quite a few functions do occur at
both LP and RP. Also interestingly, the agreement function, marked with an asterisk, when it is categorized in the interaction
domain by virtue of its response function, it complies with the hypothesis by occurring at LP, but when it is categorized in the
intersubjective function by virtue of involving convergent alignment, it does not, as it occurs at LP instead of the hypothesized
RP.

From these distributional patterns, we can conclude that the hypothesis of LP/RP functional asymmetry is largely not
supported by the DDMs in Thai. This observation is in line with the earlier findings by Traugott (2014b) for English; Rhee
(2016b and 2021) for Korean; Shibasaki (2021) for Japanese; He (2021) for Chinese; Tanangkingsing (2022) for Cebuano;
and Nagaya (2022) for Tagalog; among others.14 As Traugott (2007, 2010: 60) points out, to what extent there are cross-
constructional and cross-linguistic constraints on the leftward or rightward shift over time of expressions that undergo
(inter)subjectification remains to be determined. It is also possible, as Traugott (2014b) shows, that (inter)subjectivity is
related much more to the original semantics of the forms involved than to the LP/RP positions.
14 We thank Foong Ha Yap (p.c.) for directing our attention to some of these references.

32



K. Khammee, A. Liang-Itsara and S. Rhee Journal of Pragmatics 227 (2024) 19e36
6.3. The leftward movement hypothesis and Thai DDMs

The Leftward Movement Hypothesis was briefly introduced in Section 2.4. The hypothesized leftward movement is a
diachronic change, which is often still partially observable in synchronic distribution patterns due to their persistence of the
semantics of their lexical source. The Thai language does not have extensive historical data available, and thus it is practically
impossible to evaluate the hypothesis diachronically. Such documentation problems notwithstanding, we can still examine
evidence of diachronic change within a limited scope, since Thai DDMs and their historical sources, i.e., demonstratives, have
left traces of the development in their polysemous distributional patterns.

As is noted in Section 3.2 above, Thai demonstratives carry the functions of either a pronoun or a delimiting modifier. As a
pronoun, a demonstrative can stand alone, and as a modifier, it is postpositional. When demonstratives acquired the function
of DDMs that occur at the end of a sentence (i.e., at RP), we can interpret the change as onewhere the demonstrative that used
to follow a noun came to follow a clause, thus, an instance of analogy-based change, merely changing (or, more precisely,
extending) the host class. The DDMs occurring at LP, on the other hand, can be interpreted as a change from the de-
monstrative's function of an argument (note that pronouns constitute sentential arguments licensed by the argument
structure) to the function of a non-argument, thus, an instance of change from textual to non-textual functions (‘metatextual
functions’Heine et al., 2021: 49e50). The attitudinal drifts involving a semantic change from the referential domain into non-
referential ones are of particular significance.15 In either case, there is no observable movement of the demonstratives or
segments involving them from the right to left. Considering that placeholders can be found in various syntactic positions, it is
possible that there are two independent pathways, i.e., from left to right and from right to left. These points should await
further research when more extensive historical data become available.

From this evidence we cannot show that the development of DDMs from demonstratives actually involved the positional
change expected from the leftward movement hypothesis. In other words, based on our available data, the hypothesized
leftward movement is not attested in the development of DDMs in Thai.16
7. Summary and conclusion

This paper investigated two sets of DDMs, based on the proximal demonstrative nîi ( ) and the medial demonstrative nân
( น), focusing on their positionality, i.e., LP, MED and RP, with respect to the six domains that have been suggested as relevant
to the Functional Asymmetry Hypothesis. Much of our discussion placed special emphasis on the subjectivity vs. intersub-
jectivity distinction, since this distinction bears significance in the discussion of not only the hypothesized functional
asymmetry but also leftward movement. Three proximal-based DDMs (nîi ( ), nîa ( ) and nîan�a ( )) and six medial-
based DDMs (nân ( น), nânn�a ( ), nânle

̀
( ), nânn�asì ( ), nânsì ( ) and nânsay ( )) have diverse func-

tions across these six domains, albeit with some overlap across individual DDMs.
The functions and functional distributional patterns of the DDMs are compared with those expected from the LP/RP

Functional Asymmetry Hypothesis, which states that LP and RP positions are correlated with the functional characteristics of
the linguistic form across the following six domains: context (dialogual elements at LP; dialogic elements at RP), turn-
marking (turn-taking at LP; turn-yielding at RP), textuality (backward linking at LP; forward linking at RP), interaction
(response-marking at LP; response-inviting at RP), information modulation (frame-setting at LP; modalizing at RP), and
(inter)subjectivity (subjective markers at LP; intersubjective markers at RP). However, our analysis showed that the LP-RP
Functional Asymmetry Hypothesis is not supported by the functional distribution patterns of the DDMs in Thai. Among a
number of non-conforming functions, most notably, subjective functions also occur at RP and, conversely, intersubjective
functions also occur at LP. This observation is in line with the earlier findings by Traugott (2014b), Rhee (2016b), Shibasaki
(2021), He (2021), Rhee (2021), Tanangkingsing (2022), and Nagaya (2022), among many others.

The Leftward Movement Hypothesis was also reviewed with the development of DDMs. The hypothesis states that as a
word in VO languages becomes increasingly subjective in meaning, it wouldmove leftward. Our analysis does not confirm the
Leftward Movement Hypothesis. In terms of synchronic distributional patterns, Thai demonstratives, when not used as
DDMs, may occur either as an argument (to the right of the verb) and as a modifier (to the right of the head noun). When the
demonstratives developed into DDMs, theymay occur at various positions including LP, MED and RP. Since these positions are
spread, the DDMs’ positions relative to those of non-DDM demonstratives cannot be determined. In other words, the
movement, hypothetically due to functional change, is not observable from the synchronic distributional patterns in Thai. The
states of affairs in Thai contrasts with some cases in other languages with more historical data available, where instances of
leftward movement (Adamson, 2000; Breban, 2008; Ghesqui�ere, 2010; all for English adjectives) and rightward movement
(Rhee, 2016b: 276 for Korean discourse markers) have been reported.
15 As Foong Ha Yap (p.c.) points out, a plausible scenario is that the demonstrative, initially a stand-alone attention-getting and emotion-laden non-
argument could later have become a loosely attached DDM, similar to the development of the Korean interrogative-based DM mwe ‘what’, which extended
its function from argument (referential) to non-argument (textual and pragmatic, i.e., non-referential uses) (see Rhee, 2016a, 2016b for more on mwe).
16 An anonymous reviewer recommended a quantitative analysis of DDM functions. We agree that it will help understand the dynamic aspect of DDM
development by way of identifying individual form's functional strength of individual forms, which, however, could not be pursued for the interest of space.
That will warrant future research.
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This paper analyzed Thai DDMs with a special focus on evaluating two closely-related hypotheses, i.e., the Functional
Asymmetry Hypothesis and the Leftward Movement Hypothesis. It has been argued that the two hypotheses are not sup-
ported by the distributional and developmental patterns exhibited by Thai DDMs. It needs to be noted in this context,
however, that the Functional Asymmetry Hypothesis has been presented as a tendency (Traugott, 2014a: 22) rather than a
robust rule. Therefore, the observations of the Thai DDMs need to be taken as an instance showing limits of the hypothesis,
instead of a complete denial of the hypothesis. Furthermore, as Traugott (2014a: 22) notes, there may be differences among
domains with respect to the strength of the asymmetrical tendency. Traugott (2014b: 86), in her comparative study of two
functional relatives surely and no doubt, further states that subjectivity or intersubjectivity may be “correlated more closely
with their inherent meaning and immediate context than with use at LP or RP”. Therefore, more studies involving use
contexts are warranted in order to gain more comprehensive understanding of the two hypotheses examined here.
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