may & can—_2O® "AREME

HE (H) EdF

1. ELC&HIC

EEIEEDOERRIE., FEFRAYELR (epistemic meaning) &RRIEAEB (root
meaning) WKBIEN 35 (Hofmann 1966, Jenkins 1972, Sweetser 1990 %),
PFED may & can k. FERAIEBRIC BT, iz TATREME (possibility) O
BRERDLT EWI ATEBULTWEY, 2 o0EREBRCESNS L5 RE
BREGZE VLD D B,

(1) a. A friend may betray you. (a warning about one person, uttered,
for example, by a fortune teller)
b. A friend can betray you. (an observation about friends in general)

(Leech 1987 [1971]: 82)

(la) & "®H2KANEH - 28BYI2 0 Lk, EWIBEKRT, Gullity

LELLUTRTHARFEO LI CHEHBEINE D, (Ob) X "TAAE>TEY 3 &
EbHBy LWIERO—MEHmEERD T,

CDEIZEVYEDZICHEb 5T, MROFFFICIZAZRNERD may &
can D EBHLZENIC DWW T OR—HR BN BV, £/, 2 S 2 DO
BEUROE 2L O & 5 HEIHE DBEVICES LTV BB OV T b+
SPITENTNWIRN,

AR TIE. FEFRAIERD may & can D&\ iZ. thetic judgment (BT
& categorical judgment (ZEHET) &5 FREATHIBT OB ICXTIGT 3 2 &
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PRL. ZRNFNOEAH BT 2EBET 5, 2 LT, ZOFHMT 2E
2 2 O DOEEFEOREFIREVDEWVIZDWTEHIBT %,

2. may & can DIMBEMIIRFEVDELV

i‘j\:\

oo

WEIERD may & can DIKFERIEVLIC DV THERET %,

*May it be true?

Can it be true?

They may not come if it’s wet. (main verb negation)
(=1t is possible [that they won’t come if it’s wet].)
You can’t be serious. (auxiliary negation)

(=1t is not possible [that you are serious].)

a. “Will you answer the phone?” “It may/??can be your mother.”

“Who’s that at the door?” “It can only be the post man.”
“There’s the door bell. Who can it be?”
“Well, it can’t be your mother. She’s in Edinburgh.

(Swan 1980: 130; 1995: 123)

¥ SEAYELE D may BRI HSER WA can X HEK S, £,
may BEABFENBEEINZDWIH L, can ZFEFZ O DOHBEES NS, S
Bz, (D X > Xk (BEOMFRHMEOEFIC DOV TRNSLI) TR,
may I3EIRM S WN 2 Z LK B2, can iF only PEERF LI L H
b ZEHBHRZ N,



may & can— =20 "®[FEM, (HE (BKH) FE&EF)

3. EITHRE

Ul

R, HHRAIERD may & can 2> T-REBM 2R 2BE T 5,

s

(5) Leech (1987 [1971])
FACTUAL POSSIBILITY: ‘the actual likelihood of an event’s taking

place’
e.g., The road may be blocked.
(=1t is possible that the road is blocked.)
THEORETICAL POSSIBILITY: ‘a theoretically conceivable happen-

ing’
e.g., The road can be blocked.
(=1It is possible for the road to be blocked.)

Coates (1980, 1983, 1995); Quirk et al. (1985)
EPISTEMIC POSSIBILITY: ‘to express the speaker’s lack of confi-

dence in the truth of the. proposition’
e.g., A: Have you got a pen?
B: I may have one. (=It is possible that I have one)
ROOT POSSIBILITY: ‘nihil obstat (nothing prevents)’
e.g., Well, I think there is a place where I can get a cheap kettle.

" (=where it is possible for me to get a cheap kettle)

Palmer (1990 [1979])
EPISTEMIC POSSIBILITY: ‘modality concerned with propositions

rather than events’

e.g., You may not like the idea of it, but let me explain.
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(=1t is possible that you don’t like the idea of it.)
NEUTRAL DYNAMIC POSSIBILITY: ‘the possibility of an event....
No permission or ability is involved, but the possibility is “neutral.”
e.g., I know the place. You can get all sorts of things here.

(=1t is possible for you to get all sorts of things here.)

Leech (1987 [1971]) 1Z. may & can OFEBMAIEHR 2 F N N EBEEHAREN:
(factual possibility) &HEwRYATEEM: (theoretical possibility) & e, EEE
IR EEM: # 3£ 3 The road may be blocked. &\ i3, BEIEEEI NS
AJREME 2 A DRI o HIMr L 7o R 2RO T Owxt L, EiRAIATEES 2K b
¥ The road can be blocked. iZEREICEHEI N 50 E I idflE LT, EiwL
Z DEBIFHABETH D L IBKRERD T,

¥ 7z, Coates (1980, 1983, 1995) = Quirk et al. (1985) I may & can @
EBRDE W 2 FEAY AT RETE: (epistemic possibility) & HRIFAYATEEM: (root possi-
bility) £V, A REMR B REOBER I T EEOHEEOEE 2 &Kb
L. BRENAIREEIREFIRD TTADOH TR 2 b OB LEEL T
EexEDLT,

Palmer (1990 [1979]) 1X. may & can DFEHMAIEWR 2 W TN RE
T (epistemic possibility) & FIZRIENREEEM (neutral dynamic possibility)
EMEU, BIERdECE T 25N, BEIIHRBCET 2 EEE Kb T,

S DMFEr SN K 5. may & can DFEERIEMN IC IZHEL 2 HEE
PEZESAVLNTEY ., 2 D20FROED DL TRE—ARSHIRER S 1
T, iz, BTHRODEIERO ETOECZEITVTBY, Zhs
DHENFCERE T T HFEIRE OB EED LS CBFRT 2001220 T B
EEAERBIHBAI N TRV,

% 2T LUFTId may & can OFEFREEKRDE WX, £ W2 OFEREHIWT
DEFIECYHZ S eI L, ThEEIZ 2 DOBIEIFEOHKEE
HIEWIZ DWW T BRI %,

4



may & can—=2® "HEEM, (HE (BKH) FEET)

4. may & can DRBHIBEKRDEV

SENTRIZEITMROSBIIELT - EBR EC—EHHEBR AL Ww, 1D
P UIEEDD B, T, £ TOFIEH may & can OTIMIER % Z hZh
ODELIBEETNRZT IV —X L TWwWbHEWS T ETH S,

(6) a. epistemic MAY: It is possible that .... FHISRER S Z B ATREME
b. epistemic CAN: It is possible for NP to do ....
"FFE NP 2FOWE & L TORREN

DT TV —ADEP S, may i3 "THREBELE Z B AEEH . can i3 TR
NP 53R OME & LTOFRER 2RO T EE X %, ZOEWLIX, RD(T) Q)%
HarasBHeniciks,

(7) a. The road may be blocked by policemen. It depends on where the
criminals are going.
b. The road can be blocked by policemen. ??It depends on where the
criminals are going.
c. The road can be blocked by policemen. It sometimes has some
checkpoints to inspect car drivers.
(8) a. This illness may be fatal. The possibility may decrease if you
receive constant medical treatment.
b. This illness can be fatal. ??The possibility may decrease if you
receive constant medical treatment.
c. This illness can be fatal. One of the possible outcomes is respira-

tory failure.
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(7a) D it IFETOX OB Z 2R RIET, L T, (Th) D The
road can be blocked by policemen. & 39 ik, HkREBOWREE ZFRDL T it
iR 2 EDSHEE W, LA, (Tc) DL, it PREIXDERE NP (the
road) 2L, BHZ DO DDUERRRE LBz s LFFREEND, [
KT . (8a) D the possibility 1IN O HEEHE Z 2 AJgEMEZ T DX L.
(8b) @ This illness can be fatal.id the possibility T & 3 X &2t 5 Z &5
Hkw, LB, Bo)D&H W, FFENP ORERFEEICT X ERT S
BEARTHZ, TNO5DI Lo, FHIIEWRD may 1ETHRELHE Z 5 A6
M, FFEHLL, canld "FENP BFOEE L LTOAEEE, 2FRb T,

Z DX 512 may & can DFEHAIERDS, ThZzh THIREIE Z % AlREM,
Y TEENP SRFOME L LCORREN) 2RbT LT DL, ZD2DDHHE
PR ED XD BRBVHBDEBANRZE TV TWEDIEE 55 ?

Brentano & Marty 3. ARID X 2F9 2B 2 BEO¥IKHE D 5 b
XT3, 123 thetic judgment. b 9 1 D5 categorial judgment TH 5
(Kuroda 1972, 1992; Lambrecht 1994; Sasse 1987),

(9) THETIC (‘simple’): ‘the simple recognition of an event’

e.g., [It is raining].

[There’s a dog coming].
CATEGORICAL (‘double’): ‘setting up an entity and making a state-
ment about one of the properties of the entity’

eng‘gdigggglngasgispiggi%gtifag ent).
thetic judgment (I B MHIKT L FEIE L, HRBBOBRMAFE zERDL T, It's
raining. 7t ¥ DKEEFK D T X there X2 EBZDORKRATH %5, —77.
categorical judgment =BT & bIEh., HEEFRERY LF T, TDE
I DN TOHEREM2Eb T, Sasse (1987:555) &, EEzRb oz
predication base. FE&IZ5 2 & 25t % Kb T4 % predicate & FER, #

6
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Z1E. Johnisintelligent. £ W35 3ix, ¥ TYa >, LWHIEEETY LIS,
RICTHIITH B, ) ZOEERDOEEZBTEB D TV 3 > 28 predication
base. "HIFITH %, & predicate £ 7% 5,

DIE%F LB L, thetic judgment 13 "HRFEAEIZ DOWLTOHW,, cate-
gorical judgment 13 "% 2 EEZHD LT, FOEEDOEMEIC DWW TOHIMT
EWS ZEWR D LUT TR, 2 S 2 DDO¥W (theteic judgment & categori-
cal judgment) 3, N FH may & can DFBWEROEVIINIET S I &%
AN BN

9. (0~ 55 7 & 512, may i there X PRI EZFR LT it 2H
W SIZEN S 2 EMBHR S, can BEEZ O & S BICHN S Z L atHIk
ZW,

(10) There may be a film I want to see.

ISR

??There can be a film I want to see.

There may be a little rain in summer.

o ®

?There can be a little rain in summer.

There may be a strike next week. (Swan 1995: 123)

o e

??There can be a strike next week.

According to the radio, it may rain this evening. (Swan 1980: 130)

ISR

??According to the radio, it can rain this evening.

T
&=
o

. It may be dark.

??It can be dark.

o

Z @I ki3, may i3 thetic judgment X b TREWIHN S D, can iZ£ D X
IRBRICHENS Z LTV E W) L REKRT 5,

BL . BEEREREFSIR SN T 35511, there LRI E K
bTit #HVAEXTH can WS Z LK,
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a. At Odeon Cinema, there can be a film I want to see.

b. In the Sahara Desert, there can be a little rain in summer.

c. In the southern part of Thailand, it can rain continuously for a
month.

d. Within the ruined castle, it can be eerily dark late at night.

IS DX TR IEDICEIERF 2 BV CREDSEM 2D EiF ., RIZ there £
XRRIERDT it BV TZDHFICDOWTOREERDT, DX,
BB A]N D NP 2% predication base. % #LLAT D448 predicate & 72 1 |
categorical judgment 25B8b > T3 £ T 2 %,

FEAIERR D can 8 categorical judgment WXL T 3 Z & iF, can BSFFDOHR
METEE > o bHtBHE N, (0WD»SBHS R & 512, M DOWREME 2K
HFWiEmay £ b can DEPBERTH %,

(16 a. Lightning is dangerous.

b. Lightning can be dangerous.

c. ??’Lightning may be dangerous.
(17 a. Intelligence is evil.

b. Intelligence can be evil.

c. ??Intelligence may be evil.

¥ 77, can DM ORFRRIME X, < OBhEIEE DS stage-level predicate GEITIE
LEERRIERT - B R RO TR tHEDIRLZVEWS Z LS B S
T#H 5 (cf. Kratzer 1995)2,

(19 a. ??He can be there now. (Coates 1983: 107)
b. He may be there now.
(19 He --- be hiding. (MAY 59.49%, MIGHT 18.89, COULD 18.8%, CAN 0%)
8
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(Brown and Miller 1975, cited in Coates 1980: 215)

(191% Brown and Miller (1975) OEEFER TH 2 25, ETEPHEN SIRE T,
can MELNB EEZTA v 7 a—< b= Abwiprolzl E2RLTY
5o

Kuroda (1994) ¥%. $&FRX £ \» 5 DIF categorical judgment D% & 5 &
TRRT 53,

@0 “As far as generic propositions are concerned, the categorical form of
a judgment, i.e. the judgment of the Subject-Predicate structure, is the

only form of making a statement.” (Kuroda 1994: 44)

> T, SR E S can BIIFHIERZR DT L w5 Z &3, ZOFEFFHAD
categorical judgment &b T L > L 2 EWKT 5,

UEDZ &5, (6)THli7z may & can DFRBEIBKRDE WX, ThTh
thetic & categorical & 2 FEFRHIHIBT OFE VIR T 5 L5 2 %, I DK
HPHIMT OFE W EEFIZANDS £ (6)IFQDD L 5 EIEE3 N5,

@) a. epistemic MAY: the simple judgment of the POSSIBILITY of an
event
b. epistemic CAN: setting up an entity and making a statement about

one of the POSSIBLE properties of the entity

T b b AR O may i HISKESE 2 2 ATREME AL HIIT T 2 b D

DIZIF L. can 13 H 2 EEEZID LT T, FOEEBFELEL FOWREEDO D

YD I DDV TIHRREBDTH 5, WH6) & B 2 551X, (6)Tid can i

FENP BIEOMEE Lol 2Rb 3 & Lz, Q)TIEERE NP R

53 "hHhHrEEIFOUHEL L TORFEME) 2RbTELLERATDH S, D&
9
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HIEIE U BEHIZ. SEIER D can 25 F 58 NP UA O EENFOME O]
HEEERrRLITHEEBH L0 TH S, P23, BUcOITRZ X5 ix. FFBRIE
KD can 1& there WX RRFLE RO T it ERHWICEHNS Z L 05HIZK S,
DA, can I3EMER TR . FIEFAAGAD NP X oW TRt = Rb
To BB MDD XD BRERELFD one ZRAWVEXIZBWT b, can 1 X3LHEM
75 (one) Tk <. AIEFAAND NP 3 FD>HEIC DWW TOAEM 2RD

22 a. In the Court of Justice, one can be prohibited from speaking for
some reasons.
b. In the countryside, one can be relaxed and get away from the stress

of city life.

5. MEMIRZEVDEL | BIRE

Tix. QoRFETTcEDL &, 28HTRR 2 DOBEFEOREERIREE VO
EWRED LI KHBENDLDIES S b,

9. (2)L3)TiE. FRAIERD may ERHEPEEDORRIZIITZ S W(H
EDHE R, BEERZRRBEETIE R, K#SFEE2EET 2) DXL, can X
BREREEDNRICR L L WS T ERBR L, QTR XS, FREPELR
D may I HSRELBH Z B AEEHIC DWW T OEEDOHM 2RO T LD TH 5 3,
DI RFEEOEFBRMNHNIIBESEITHELLZD . ZOHBHOEETICDW
THEFICI 72D TB T EMBHEREWS, DD, B ) EHEAED »H L
hEV  OEERRMBEELEZVD ER U L I, FENEKD may b Zh
HETEPRMONRICZ S Z EBHEER W,

@) a P?HIEEEIZNBLNEZL R,
10
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b, PP IIFKLZLE LAV ?

Zhext U T, BBIERD can i3dh 2 EHRERD L. 20EEBFEEE S
HEDIDEZDOWTHREDTHS, ZOLIBHE. H5EEPFEDNH
BERBEILEILEMI D, ZORBEERHEELIZD T 5 LXKk
DT, FBHERD can ZRHEPEEDRRICLVE 5,

Kz, 4D & S XWRIC BT 2EREDEVDICDOWTTH S, (4)DIIEE T,
BEEDHFERFHZEDELBIZOWTCERRNEZ X TH 2, BHMAIERD can 1T
H, EEPFEELIRFEDI BEO—DLLEROLIR W, (da) DL I, can B’

EXTHWONS L. it BPIETIERNROFELED I 5O—D208 b2 7:D6
BSA THhrEWVwIZLiZikbd, ZiE, BZMOAYOREELH S Z &
LbRBLTLE S OT, BEEITEIADTEFEIZDOVTR BB ELTIE
THEUTH D, —H. (d4b) D LS only ZHWTENDHE—DRREMRTH 2
CERTFLIED, )DL KBEBRCLI>THIuEMEEBELZD TS
e, TRORHES VRO ?, LSBT 28R EZ &k 58,

6. &

PA b, KRS TIIEFEFREYEBR D may & can DiEWH, thetic judgment & cate-
gorical judgment & \» 5 FEERBIFIWTOEVWICE IV TWE EWS T L Z2RL,
ZNTNOMEBENRE I DL THA L 12, BRI BAKFEIC BT % may &
can RO ITEREZUZ X E DT,

4 can :TEEE NP »FDHESN )  eg., I can lift this stone.
"(FFE NP ED) HEE L ToOmEEN,
e.g., The road can be blocked.
T(FEELFFD) HEE U TOREEM,
11
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e.g., At Odeon Cinema, there can be a film I want to see.

"# 7], e.g., You can smoke here.

may - THIZRELSHE Z 20HEMEL e.g., The road may be blocked.
F#F4l, eg., You may smoke here.
MORE PROGRESS IN SUBJECTIFICATION

C DFLTHBNTZ £ D, can 255 5K (RFICERE NP) KD T OREEMZ
KT Ewd I EiF. COYBFENPEIZEE NP ORI ERDLTAEERR>T
WEIZEEFERIERLTWS, DFE D, can I H 5 EE (Fric £58 NP) »Ff
DEENRENPFTFLHLFEEROTHEFRTH 2, ZhiIXFL T, may idH
FERERBNP OREN 2RO ITAEEZ b > T2 (ZOBER 17 HEKDL D
LRI U 72 Visser 1969: § 1653), 2L A, FHRARFEFEICB VT may IXEEED
FHPRBNH 2RO THEERES R TEY, can £ U b EHME (‘sub-
jectification’ Langacker 1985, 1990) SHEATWE EF 2 5%, - T, SEH
D EiF72 may & can D@EWIZ, BEICE 2 & T T OBIEIEE O F &0
BEERMLIZODTHSLEER S,

ﬂ:l:

* AR HAR TSR AbEE T3R5 46 [ K< (2001 4£ 10 A 6 H. dtE¥EK
) TOOEFERCME, BELIZDIDTHE, HRROBW., NE»SF
RREEEE, JCEHEEZRLIW, i, AXOHERBEMT, HEY
BERZTE o mRAI0E. BNREmLEE. W HERHMERIC S 8Lz
L kT,

1 ZZTPalmer &, @& (proposition) & HKE (event) ZXA|L T3
P, ZZTEIHEFE LI, Joos (1964:149,151) HIRDFIHOHF THRRT
WwWa XSk, BEalSRb I ikERREL WS EEbh b,

12
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‘event’ is a ‘key technical term here, signifying the sort of thing that
is specified by verb-bases, thus perhaps relations [RESEMBLE,
etc.], and states [WORRY, BE COLD], as well as deeds [SHOW].’
(Joos 1964 in Palmer 1990: 34)
2 {HU. can’t(cannot) ZZ DE S IHETELRETE RS 5 Z L8k S,
(1) He can’t be working at this hour!
(1) He cannot have told a lie.
ZDREIZDWT, Coates (1983: 101) ZRD L S IZahRTw 5,
[can’t (invariant form)] supplies the missing negative for Epistemic
MUST. It can be paraphrased by ‘it’s not possible that’ (~poss p)

b

or by ‘it’s necessarily the case that ... not ... (nec ~p), and is
associated with the same syntactic features as Epistemic MUST,
such as Perfective and Progressive aspect, Existential subject, etc.,
all of which are incompatible with Root can’t/cannot.
7z, can WWETEBHESHBE D H S (Katsunobu Izutsy, p.c.)o
(111) John can be sleeping now because he usually goes to bed at 9
p.m.
Z DEE DHEITIZ X John OFERIME 28T 5D T, Kuroda (1994)
D& > individual generic DRETH 5,

3 ZhiH L. thetic judgment IZDW T, “A thetic judgment by its
nature relates to a specific situation.” &R~ EERFPRIE EBEL TWw 3
ERRTn 3,

4 Categorical judgment @ predication base BZFFE NP ZES KW E WD
Z & X, BRIZ Sasse(1987:555) 2 &> T d T‘é‘fﬁﬁé T %, %X, predication
base iX. ML K5 TRZ L BITNIRICEN TV 2550 H 5 Ll R T
Wb,

Any sentence that expresses a predication must have a predication
base: it must refer to an entity. This entity is not necessarily

13
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represented by a full noun in the sentence expressing the predica-
tion; it may be named in some preceding sentence and taken up in
the following by an anaphoric pronoun, or by zero, for that matter.
(---) At any rate it is important for the sentence which makes the
predication always to contain a slot, filled or not, for a referential
element which is the predication base. (Sasse 1987: 555)
Sasse (1987: 564) &, & &I ‘topicalized objects’?s predication base (2 7%
DGENHDHENI T ELHIERL TV,

5 BE7E (1998 :13) . FEERAIEBRD may DRI ICHE R W I LI2DWT
TLHEBEO—EM, LW I Hr 63l TWwa,

6 Sweetser (1990: 62) i&. “Positive ca# is almost unusable in an epistemic
sense” LIBT3, ZD X D ICFRHAIEIRD can BEEDRE TIHATH
WHENBDIE, ERBELELIEBED 1 DO THNS LD b, ERKSE
LREVHREDWTERT 2 HPEYIGREHRELGZ S Ltk s 15T
b5,

SE IR
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