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1. BUBIC

A#Tid. Croft and Cruse (2004) #HY) EIFZDNELKRE T 5o #iwd 65 213 Croft
AHEY LB I E~EIEBIVEIE~E 12E, Cruse SSEYL72HHSD ) bE 4 EDH]
¥, BIUESEIL, BRNBLIVEEN LT D50 L TERZBASEEOAMET
B, FIOORBLIIREL 2o TWADIZH L, Cruse S{EYL-F 4 ERE~$ 75

PHEREFDOTF A P WS XY iE, EIZ Dynamic Construal Approach &\ ERE KR
@%ﬁk&of“%o5077D—+ﬂ@ﬂ33$k§<®m%% AR NOIINE REO]: ]
RERIILTWS, 72, 2OT7 70— ?‘@’ﬁ@ﬁ’i’ﬁ'o7”7’,&55-u§7’5ﬂnun’$0)§%ﬁf”’°& &5
BT EIREZELDEEIBMOBAD 2 SN TRV, IoT, BASEZIHEADL VEEE
3. B 4EBRED)SE 7 EH “Introduction to Cruse for (future) cognitive linguists” & T
BVIRENEL LT, EANICRANEEFLEET INPRPRL2ERTHLIEITEEL
TV OPIVER) #TTV—, B3, APb=3I— A¥ 77 —REE@TEF—Y
Fv 7 2% 2MEREE DS, Ungerer and Schmid (1996) , Lee (2001) , it (1996),

L3 (1995, 2000) , #27< (1998) , K& (2002b) , it (2003) A% (2003) #BBHZ &, %
offs, BAMEEFO Py 7 2B L TiE. TE (2000), TR (2002). KIE (2002a) 7% &
EBEIZENIZV, AT, BASHEFOHZICEL TERZL (2002) 253 5,

LEBEI=H R E,IrLBR STV,

HLE
B1E FR Croft
2% 4 (frame/domain) Croft
F—IF BoHE % 3% fER (construal) Croft

$£4FE K5I — (category) Cruse



MR 6 E

%5% %#& (polysemy) Cruse
E_E BEREEE F6E LNTHE2EES Cruse
# 7% 3% (antonymy and complementarity)  Cruse
ESE Ay 77— Cruse
BB {74 LhSHEEN Croft
B SUEEE #10%E HXLE (construction grammar) Croft

#E11E FRKRETNV (usage-based model) Croft
FI12E B Croft

2%)., FHTHLE1ENE. I SEIMNIHTIMENT7 Tu—F (28~43F), IL
ERERHICNTIRMNT Tu—F (5FE~8FE), III. LEHRIIHTH2RHANT Tu—F
(9E~11%) L& BRERENERTHL, EEEAVFRTEVTVLED)., WE
HEDPLBESDENIIHBA T, Cruse DEY T 54 4 Z(ZM U< Cruse DY TS5 5 ED
BOBADFRTVELD, F4EIILLAEZIH L OBEMEIHE,
AROBBRIILTORY ThHhb, TTHTHLIOHE—HMIHRE., 5 2H T Croft DIEH
LR $2E~B3RIHLTRET 5. $3H T, ML Croft DL LA
9E~E 11 BB L THRETT 5, £4EH TId Cruse DIEL L 2FE 4 E~FEIEICHL THL
HMICHRETT 2, HE5HIETLDHDTH S,

2. BE2E~H3E (BISWED Croft HLE%2)

28 (7L—2L4) 3% (construal=FH " dbODIEZXF) HA4E (A7) —) &
SESFICNT 5827 70 —F (A conceptual approach to linguistic analysis) | & If
ENBE—EWEBRL TS, Croft " 2HELEIHEL, Cruse VHA4ERXHEYL TS
D, MR FE R BACKELED D S720, £3, Croft 0 Y L Z2BEEREEIZ
B3 2R CHAIE2ELEEIEIZTEMVE .

2.1. 8285088

2.1 TiZ Fillmore (1982, 1985, 1977a, 1977b) , Fillmore and Atkins (1992) 7 & %2817,
bachelor/spinster % & DD LR DEBRBNERBIA TS THAL I L 2R, 7L—4
BB OLEWRAE LT &2 EREBNT VS, 2.2 T, radius/eircle & & O FABI S,
Langacker (1987) 2B} 2 RMLEORMADL 7 L — L BRFBLAREZAFLTEH I L
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FERELTVS, D%, 2.3 T7L—aLBERERBRAZLL, X7V 7 FOBEHRT L
—LD—PITHBZ L, HimDHEH (theory theory) (231} % HORSE ¥ HAMMER %%
NENEYENELE. ATWHNEETHLI L T L—2L L TEZORDI L, —BHH
CHEMSBTT7L—4 (—HRSBFICBITA MURDEROEKE., EMFHICBITS
MANSLAUGHTER & 3ttt ¥ #17- MURDER OER) PR 252 L L%l Twb, &H
2. A% 7% LAND/GROUND, FLESH/MEAT, STINGY/GENEROUS, FETUS/UNBORN
BABY % &EDfIH 5 7 L — ABERGROFRAEE SV T2,

2.4 TR7L—L2EWRFDOYIE L L T Langacker (231} % locational profile & con-
figurational profile ®#Ji&. scope of predication M #%&. basic domain L&KL L
T®D abstract domain N2, B L ', domain matrix, (ICM T cluster ICM) D%
BEBAL. THT7 7 Xy O “T"2HICET. FOBRDOERIIEED T L — L5 ED
EHZEboTVBERPFRLTV A, 2.5 TiX7L—24% ICM %l L. BACHE-
LOR, MOTHER. LIE OBZf % 2f. EANICEIARTH S Ld~X, 612, BHE
BAGEER  FHENMBROMEICOMN TS, 2.6 TIRA VIV AR—-ZBRHEZHALT
w5,

2.2. B3EOHE

% 3 EIIMM (construal) —RICHATIMHADETH 5, AHORATH S Talmy DA
A=Y vy« YAF A, (Talmy 1977, 1978, 1988) I & UF Langacker DR FAE (focal
adjustment) D¥FH% I & ». Lakoff % Johnson NRBT A4 A — I AF—<(CHES ¥
T, 4 KHEB., 23/NHEE»S % 2BROEK (p46) ZER L. B4 ICHBAZMA TV 5,

EIBOFHTHS3. 1134 A=—IV2AF—<DEAH A%, Johnson (1987) IZBIT5
4 A=Y A%—<DY A %% (CONTAINER). /) (FORCE) % & 7 HECERHLEL
TWwb, 3.2 Tl Attention/salience (EE BB L LT, MIEETLHMIIE-TE
BEAVRLZ L, ARICEEE LR TUHREER LIZSWHREH S 2 & 2R) Fv,
Z MIE B IZ metonymy, reference point (ZHE5). granularity (FBE). subjective motion
(EEmRE) 2L0BRK2AIEL TS, 3.31E. Judgment/comparison (HKF, i)
ELT, #7FT)—b, AF T 77—, 74FaTETIIFEEHLTVS, 3.413,
Perspective/situatedness (M E#REE) L LT, . ¥4 7 X GFEBERE) . 8%
OHELBMSCHBEEME Twb, 3.5 Tid Constitution/Gestalt (BH. 7' ¥ 2%V 1)
& LT, team % archipelago %2 EBEHEOBEP 6B 7NV —TH—HOEKRL LTRLI OGN
LEAMOME. BhEMBEROMIZ T, circle & round % EEKRE L TR PHEE L
TIRZ B9 7% EOMBEAR) HFbhTwa,



WARME 565

2.3.B2EHLVEIRICHT ZBKRVR
Croft DENLRIZZOEENDOERETH S, T TR, 3D2DHTT NV F—HF—Hith
O LOEFEE LTS,

() 7V—4, #8 (domain) REPBLTEAZTHLIE  (p.15)
(il) £ A=Y RAF =P O2OHBIFITENEZ L (p4d5)
(i) R (HbODIZTF ¢ construal) 734 DIZKHTELI L (p.46)

() i, IR —=Z, 22T, ICM B ED AL, TREUTDO L) LB Thh s,

The term frame (Fillmore), base (Langacker), and domain (Fillmore, Lakoff, Langacker) all

appear to identify the same theoretical framework. (p. 16)

We subsume scripts under frames/domains. (p. 17)

Lakoff calls such a frame idealized cognitive model (ICM). (p. 28)

fER. BAMEE¥XOPTIE. 7L — 24 (Frames: Fillmore ® 7 L — A EBKRE) . Hik
(domain: Lakoff and Johnson, 1980 ® X ¥ 7 7 —H3). ~X— A (base: Langacker, 1987 %
EDOEBRER) . 838 (domain: Langacker, 1987 % & D SHER) OHELSEITL THER &
NTBY, IRXTEROEYLHLIZETEERTH A2 »HH 5T, Clausner and Croft
(1999) FTLEDL ) RBEICLR IO, HEVIEIEIRLLOPTEFERHATZERTI %R
Potze TNLRVEDDMBIIMAET A LIBHNEBFLORBOLDIZEELBATDH

LrBbhas"

FBOZED (i) CELTHIER D, A A—TVAF—< LW HBLIPEITTHHT,
COBMEORBES TR ENTHOBEERICE L CTHEMLMEI Do obiF Tld e d o7, 4
A=V RAF =L V) ABEPHEEFHATAIANZIEDL ) ZBRTHAL TV 2002 HR
TELENDHY, ZORHOBIZEERETRARONTVEA A -V AF—DOFERELERT
ERVWTHAHIo E51Z, (i) Tid, Talmy DA X —I ¥ ¥ + ¥ X F A & Langacker D
RRE; LD EODHKREZMBM (construal) DY AT AICE LD EITTW5S, EHOEGHIZ
TE LBV VH, B 0BROXBERLHESLZEZ 200, BAMSHFELLTOH
BOBS EARZHRAT H2EBEL O -AER, HLVUHRIC—FREIAAL DLV R
5o

2R, FHIZR B, ZOM, ROV RICHMN TS, (1) p.2412iE, Langacker
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{Zf - 72 basic domain & abstract domain PX5343% 5 2%, “directly embodied experi-
ence” DEEEA T THELSTAI LN TELZDD, (2) p. 26 AF—<HRLTO7
FAN/ R—2APREHITTEZBIERBELVI EPBRENTVS, (3) p.27I1T1,
A& W) BEEDOFEHRICE LT, PERSON=HUMAN BEING; HUMAN BEING=LIVING
THING+MIND; LIVING THING=PHYSICAL OBJECT+LIFE & ¥R L T35 L Ebh
LERVDHB, TNEFRAPEBTHY ICM THHLEZEZNIIMBLTEL RV, IR
RERERICMEZ2ERTLIZLIZLZLZON, $72. ZOHNEIL Animacy Hierarchy ®
Lakoff and Turner ® the Great Chain of being &M@/ bDEFHRIZLTWEHEEZS
NBEDBED L) BRIERVRBR DD 52, p. 27T DEHICEESIT L IPMNARIEET S
L, 72& 21E, X = non-PHYSICAL OBJECT+LIFE O X ) 2 X 3 HEL ) DT D HIZ
BLTiZ&ED Hs (4) p. 3112 “cluster ICM is essentially a domain matrix.”& \»9) EE %
1605 B, (5) p. 33 “Fauconnier replaces the notion of a possible world with that of a
mental space.” &) EELIEHAH S, (6) p.54 summary/sequential scanning & fic-
tive motion IZB3T 2 EE XX 53HH S, (7) p. 55 Sanction. full sanction, partial sanc-
tion ICHT A EKRIEVE RN DB, (8) AR—REL 7L —AidBaEE0 Z— KAZILERIT
HBLBRTBY, AR—-ZAZETHHBIIFEFTIIOP YR T EETH B, 1272, AR—
AL TV—LpBEDE IR DH, HEBICHLTD ) —HKBEARAATRL» o7

2. 4. B2EHLUHEIRICH T HEEMA

CDEH/IIH T BB AT FICHERFECEDER L TH D, 2F h KEIELEHASh
BEWHIT L ThHb, RKiteEL V) RAIABEORMSHRICEETHY., Zhiik
REBLLTHMEZZO TV LW BAPGUTIZRB R E BN 5,

Edlo (i) Tid. BR (construal) 24 BEOBBEIIKFIL TH S5, ThbidHet:
BHLCREAETRRLAZEV) X DL, HBPOEEIDOZDIIOEEFTHEVEEDLAS
bDETEDTAHL, LWHIRBEDHETHALILRZTONS, FFICEENLEDID )
AE2DBl L LT, Figure-ground N #B% & Force dynamics DE 5D 5,

Croft ®J 2 }+ (p. 46) Ti¥. Figure-ground X 3.4 CHIEF LLE) Z& T TV BN
3.2 (RE /HBANW) C&UHIEEMN TRV H, Figure-ground & \» ) FRAIAGEFME I,
BERD L T profile-base DxFH & L THN., profile i3d H A ABERMICHE L Bb o> TV 5,
& 512, profile shift DFBITH S A b =3I —= Active Zone b 3.2 ZEFNTVBHDTH
5o

Force dynamics D&Y ST IZ#EL A5, BES.5 B Y2V h) &IThTw
b0 NOBFEY, HTLD, LDIZ2H0ODEDERVER VMY S22 MRy Va2 s
FEBERLTWEILIIADEY, FREVILELTL—2RTRTHF Y27V TH 5D,
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CZTWVIHIEE Fyadiv b, FIRENTWBE L) IZEKOESE—IKERZZY., &
DOEEEERERZIANTEAMOBHENICOVT—HENIE > T ELEBDNEDT,
Force dynamics I(ZfRo 722 & Tld%ve H53J0 [IEFoTw3] 2 [iLTW3] 2k
WIEKRTIE, Rl $2bbHBIClbEDELT3.4 (CHN i) ¢E252L
bHVERBE2ZAH) L. HEIVIEAHEICA> TV THBMLLhvorbahiv, ZOME
WL TARTRRTEL/RIIL VA, LARLLDpI6DYRAIHFMMEETHY, G-
DRABRELTHOZLDHRH L WBELRRTAIMENILEZINL I LIIRLELER
Jo

Zof, FERELTZREETS, 9. AXA—VAF—<DOHEHI A (p.4b) DOH,
FORCE MIE|Z, RESTRAINT, EXISTENCE ®H (2 REMOVAL & & 5 %%, Johnson (1987)
IZIEEL 5 B FEEE T, RESTRAINT REMOVAL (b TwWzdDEATI L) vk
BAFETAIENSG I BB ELEIRERICLIBR) TREVRLERDbNR S,

R, BIBOKBIIA>TVIABTHE T ESL, BE. BTk, TOERHT, ¥T
WKCHTE-bD%2T DD, 3.6121F, ED X HIZ construal 23 22& LT, AhTFHEE
2% 5, 3DODBANHLEEPBROENTWAEY, Zhid. HFILVWABTHY. FHHICE
DRALITIIDEVICETES, X512, p. 73 BT AR L ALENHROMELRETH A
Yo FILVEH (HROIEZF) 2LALECE. bOORFIIEENDLN. TORER
ELTHBEEER-TLED, LWV EIRIEVEBL (cf. Croft, 2001) ZBXTW2EDFED%
HEN RSO, BROBETIE L, —HE2R-ECHATAIRETE 2V,

Pk, KETIZ, Croft DL L72E2EB I V0E IEZRF Lz REITIZFE L < Croft
YL LALEBECHETIEIELOE 11 EL2ERET 5,

3. FIE~F N E (UEEE)
EIBENDS 11 I LEEZBE > Twb, EIETA 74+ LOME. F10ETH
WL ZD 4 DO TR # F T, Fillmore and Kay. Lakoff & Goldberg. Langacker.

Croft % 4 DDOHWIEE THRE L TV 5, 11 ETIIHEAKIET IV (Usage-Based Model)
OV THFHMISRE L T 5,

3.1. B IREOBE

FEIETIZ, FRTHBH9.1IZHKE, 9.2 TA T4+ L20MEE., 9.3 T4 T4 4+At
BX%., 9.4 THRXLEILEOHELZMYH->TWv3, 9.1 Tik, Chomsky BN % &
BDETo>TVD, ZOHFT, FAEBIFERMIC, KEICEBT 2B TH o THEREM
(FEEERM) I LADTEBRE THHEBLTER L7205, Chomsky BRTHY R
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BOEBIZR P WEBEE LTA FTAFLDEEIIA->T WS, 4 74+ LDH5FICHT
AITEEHT E 12 Fillmore et al. (1988) - & Numberg et al. (1994) THh b, 3. 4 74 %
LOFE LTUTZEITTN5,

(4) a. It takes one to know one. (/71 & &) T3 7)
b.pull afastone (FAF EEHT)
¢. bring down the house (JEs» 5 KEGFZ 1 T)
d. wide awake (Ton ) HEEE L)
e. sight unseen (& 5% LoO#MTI)
f. all of a sudden (%&%#%)
g. (X) blow X’s nose. (¥:%» )
h. Once upon a time,... (teH2 L. L&A L...)

A5 442070 ¥ A4 THESHIZ Numberg et al. (1994) (ZE i a. LEMAEHE, b
Y. c. CEbESLE, d {HEFHE e FMUBHHERTHL LV T,
Fillmore et al. (1988) 2°5. 4 ¥4 F LD 4 D2DXGEEFT W5,

(i) encoding idiom & decoding idiom (Makkai, 1972)
(ii) grammatical & extragrammatical
(iii) substantive & formal

(iv) pragmatic point 2H2 b DL RN H D

(i) Tl answer the door, wide awake, bright red 7z £, BT IZEEI DD 5B 5 THA
FFB I ENTER VD D encoding idiom & DY, —7. kick the bucket R pull a fast
one ML I, BThhbhbhwdh D% decoding idiom EIFATES LTS, ({i) T
V3. first off, sight unseen, all of a sudden, by and large, so far so good M & 9 7% EHI T
WA 74 F A% extragrammatical & L TG LTWwWab, (iii) T, blow X’s nose X
The X-er, the Y-er DX H 12, HBWANAT VI Y illho THOBRBEEHIFATES DD
% formal ATV 5, (iv) TiX Good morning, See you later 7z £ DIR¥, Once up on a
time 72 ¥ DIE AR 2D D, Him be a doctor?! 7 EFFENRRRLBHEXIZH LN S
BOERLSL TS, REICINLZTLOT, BEMCAHAZ SO, A LT HA
%D, BRIFEBEHILLLTVEIDD=ZE10 64 T4 F LOFEBERR L T L7 Fillmore et
al. DEfREZ T LOTV 5,

9.3, 9.4 TIEAF—TWA 714 F 28X L LT Chomsky B TITERBRI LTI 4

_.95_
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T A F LAPUTIZRFEICE TRATY S D, BREREKBOEGR LB HEF > TRLTW
%o, %79, Fillmore et al.® let alone X DOMEEBM L. REXOHEOKEN. ZIRM,
IR ARNEBICET 2HERE TEICEHL Tw5, 512, Lakoff (1987) 28T 5
There ¥ X DWF%E. Michaelis and Lambrecht (1996) 2 & 25\ BHE X OHZE. BRAMSEE
NO5EH & Prince (1978) 12381F 5 It-cleft, wh-cleft D REFHREE DML, Wierzbicka
(1988) # 5 Have a V X DHIFE L N is N X DHF 5. Jackendoff (1990) (2B 5
‘time’-away EX~NDER &\ HH&7% Goldberg (1995) OHEXICHT 5 &FENMET TO
BT ZE & FEMICHV EIF T 5, MEOHE EZORERICE TRIBANRLZVAY, BB
SO OO - BRI CE KOS 2 H TV TR 22 & v,

3.2. 10 E0OHE

F10ETIE, 10.1 THXCEZ R T 2 HBAER, 10. 2 T 10. 1 TRR L2 H#TE
HEHEICLT, 42DEFNVEHEL TS, BUELR W T 554 L LT, Croft i&
HMEOEEL LTUTE2ERLTWA,

(i) oL LeXEk#iErHC52 (@, Z2#%L) (p.260)
() &0k LEEFREHCEY (EFE BiEL L) (p.262)
(i) HXFALOBBRICIZED LS EEZ RO 5D (p. 265)
(iv) HEXOBEHRIZED L HIHEEIN TS (p. 265)

NPT TEAHETH D25 10.204DDEFVEREAT A LICL > THEIC LS LR
bihd, TZTWV) 4D2DFEF)I LI, Fillmore and Kay D—EDHFFE, Lakoff (1987)
X UF Goldberg (1995) , Langacker D —3EDHZE, Croft (2001) TdH 5,

%3, Fillmore and Kay (&, (1) & (i) ZBIL. [cat v] CCEHIEEIIEIE). [gf shjl (T
EREBITER LLoXEHEE, XEEREAVIOERETNTH S, 72, >Gii) &
(iv) 2B L. Fillmore and Kay I35 & %MK (complete inheritance) DA% D5, Hlz
. EFEDSAA wh i &b wh BRIOBE L. LI (left-isolation: S EER A ERDET )
H3C & SAI (Subject-Auxiliary Inversion: EFEBIEIFAGIE) B X bR EZITS, Tk
AFIT)—HBOEPORL L, METEZLLEVD, 12 00OHMEWATIT)—THD,
BMOEBOEN» S RL LEEHBRETHLLEE ),

RIZ, Lakoff (1987) 3 X U Goldberg (1995) IZD2WTHRTW 5, (i) Tl Goldberg
(1995) @ participant role (B5-H&%]) (B L T, robber % victim & \» 9 #&%&id
rob/steal FETH A0 LERBITERMN TIL VS, EFERFEL V) CEMKR. BFAED
NERBREEHT A RIERRTNTHL L E ). (i) OWIXHEOMHEE LTI, instance
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link, subpart link, polysemy link, metaphorical link % E2fFH L. ThbHid7 1 74—

FEFDOEE, BIOSEHKRZFTHESRNN T —-THY, FROLEOEL» LR S
LEBHAEMTHLLE )

KIZ Langacker (1987) 22V TR TWw5, I Tid. Langacker DRRHEE TV
AEXXEO—EE LT HoTwb, () KOV TERIIEH, B % & OEGEE
FHOLNTWBELOD, BREFRE FRICIY KD RACEOLSH 61, EHREXIE
LALERIZBEOTONTBY ZOERTERELER T AV ERND, 612, (i)
2B 530 D #5 Al A% elaboration-site & elaboration & V<) BBRAY 42 BRI % ¥
STVWABIEDMBAINT VS, (i) OEXHEOBRICEL Tid, EBREEXITHR—M2A
FI)—8 CGEHHEMN) 2ETHIEIBRONTWS, (iv) IZHL TIERKRET VD
BErOEEFBFRTHL LV,

B2 Croft (2001) A5~ Hhp7A5, Zhid. FEHEM A 7T — 258 L L CEMERF
BRI Th B 513 Lakoff (1987) 3 X UF Goldberg (1995). Langacker (1987) L #iz —I
LTWwaA, XEHEE CERRP TR TEXKFLTRES NS L W) BB DA
(“Radical” Construction Grammar) DFFLLTH 5 &9, iz, Croft (2001) %2 ZBMD
NP

3.3.8 11 EOEE

E11ET, CPBERICL, 1L 1 CLEFRREEZOT O LR %, 11. 2 TRAKRET V
ZESWEERE. 113 THEBKREFVICE SV HRERZH VK-> TWw5, 11.1 T
BRIV —NVTHYRAPFTHLRCERLTWAZ L 28 _4#%, 11.2, 11.3 T. Bybee
(1985) 7 EOWFFEHD SERKIE F NV IZOVTHERTW S, HREIE TV T, type fre-
quency & token frequency #5}. ZNEFNIZELTUTDO L ) 2RELZHBAL T 5,

(1) HEOEFEL N — 7 MEHBEONBTDH 5. (p. 293)
() AF—<O&ENEITS 4 7TIHBEEOMKTH S (p.296)

Q) BAZIE, FHINZEESEEICEZ V., be BiF % EOBE. FHAZLER (am, are,
is, were, etc.) THEBZLTLIIEVWI T ETH B, (i) BFHAZLIE -ed L VI BEERIL.
Br ZHEENZOBERZISL -OEEENEFEICRVD, -w ik EOBER (flew, blew %
E) 3 0BEREWSEERDS DB VIOEEREMEVEVW) IETHD, EHIT, 11.2
Tk, V= NVEITHRVEERICEASEDH 25 L LT, source-oriented A ¥ —< 7213 TR
{. product-oriented X ¥ —<IZDOWVTHRTW 5,
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(i) ZUETHESNBREDPFET S (SHIFIREV—VIZL B HETH )

i, FRIE[unglE VWIBESFART, WolAZDRAF—ERILENRTL B L,
A GBAER»S COBEFTABADERIMEZ 5, T Vo7 Ha, IREE M OBEEITK
BLTV—VRERTIREROERNE X TIIEBRIHETH 5, REIZ. RO LI RIK
HLEEEN TS,

(iv) HEERLORO2 & 0mSid, HUEORKTH 5.
FRE I EROFL: E B ROFUESFEL . BROEPDO S HPEETH 5,

11. 2 BHRRIC BT 2 HEAKIRET VL LT, ABROFERAIREFIIBVTORILT A L 2K
FELTWb, F#MdMKEOEETEHET 5,

3.4.898H,S5FE 11 BICH T ZHEKEVK

EIENS 11 EF T, Croft DFIL L 2RASEFOMBIINTHMAEE R TEZ, <
OPOEETREFRIIZOMAUTH S, 3. Chomsky BRORRELMIABRLLT
BYLEZRRLTWAZ L, RIZ. A T4 F L EBUXEEFERLTIRITVSLIE, &
BICHEREKIE VB L T Bybee DERBRRALHBELOBELZRAATNSLIETH
Bo UTF. 2hZRIZOWTH ) S LEEL S BhRD,

EEOBIMEFEDFI T Chomsky BHNHHIZH T ) B L% \o Croft I35 9ED
O# 5 R— T 3R LT Chomsky BHICOWTHMh TwWaA 720, #HMHEFR L Chomsky
HEROMESPKEREICR> TS, F/2. THHEB/LPERBMICALIOONA T
L FLOREPLZTORBERS S TV ERICIHBNID 5,

F7-, BERSEREIASLEALA T4 AL L VI BEREH L EBEDF 724 T, Fillmore
et al. DM EFTSITRAZHRLFHBEE %2> Twb, &5, Fillmore 5 PAHINBIL W5
HrOEALER - BREARICELIRETEEZEDTETCVLEIANIFMTE 5, &
512, 11 Eid, PRHMTIIH S D DD, Langacker Bk E TRV ELERIN TS
BEREFVETELRY DL YR TV TRRLADDEFMTE 5,

3.5.BIEH,SHE 1 HICH T IRMA

— B CRAESBFELFEATERLDICE o TRPRPENLE, ERTRVWEELOND K
bw{oh»H5, Langacker DBHIENI Y >3 L U Croft HH ® Radical
Construction Grammar OH Y H\Th %, .

Langacker D251, EEORAMSEEZOAMETHNE, VEO2DETILEIRED
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BERXEVTHHE» 2 ENDP, AETIEIBLLEO—HEL LT—/MHICALZHLh T2,
COREIHELTENE VI EIRIERNEZ V. b HSA,. Langacker DHFFE B I SHE
BIZHTAE—B L LIIZ0EL b IEHLNTWA L, MAKIET IV D Langacker D
BELFRVEDTH D, TN ThH, Langacker DIHEE L B4 APV EDIITEDHH
hTwiawold, FASEFOMEEZBATIEL LTRLPURE Y LVESE DL, bH A
foo BB, B AR RASHEEOFH LVHELERT 22010, RAOHORE
e DIEN AR ERRET T 5 BN TR THEEE AR L) RFED L2,

F7- 510 ZOBTUEDHERIZ BRI ZATRH Y I2R 2 %, %72 Croft H& ® Radical
Construction Grammar ([Z$ 2 HBIZRRLE VRN T S, TNEFEDFHEL TR X9 ho
RETTHRS Cruse IZH_RNITT -2 EBIZDRR 5,

W OMEBICE 25V A2 MATHE L. (1) p.245, p.255 Chomsky HimlZ BT 52
REBRL THUHEBLZ RN L2 SBERTEIZZ 0 DHAKREVETHS ), BIBELEE
EBLTVA759 L. BERAS 77— L bBET 2, (2) p.259 & ORIZE LV B
ERLTVBDNESVEDDN SR, (3) p.280- e-site A& Al % ERIICEIR DT /- b
DTHBHEVIFHBITFE IV, (4) p.285 BFASL AT L V) EHBEAHRLTLE - T
RBIZH)FL WL DEAL I h T, T8 ORDYIZ [THING] &) BRM AT T
Y=Lz b b Vo TEZBTERTRLALDDDNES I h

AETIE, FIEDPSE N ENSRUSEFOLEHE BT AISRERIT L2, KHiT
i3, Cruse 2{HY T 24 4 B 65 8 EEHHMITRET T 5,

4. BAE~FELGE (H7dV—. $&H. FEENETWKRER)

¥ T, Cruse DEFHITIE, WL ODPDOKRELMBERIFAT 5. Cruse id. FLENPLE
SEFHEELTVE, ATk, 7, £—HBIEBITLELEOFLLHTITY —IZHTS
Bo2BEMTRVFNZOMELHESZIEMT 5. RILEOBEBIVESENLET
BEITR2ILOTHYFCIOMELMERLERTS, BEOHEIREIIMNTIOMER
BRAB LR T 50

4.1.84F (H70Y -89 OBRELHRER

BABERHFT) IOV THDETH S, T TOFEE2R-TAHAL). TT. BEATH
54.10%, 4.2THTFT)—ICHTHIHEANETNVERAML, 4.3 TTO 4 7HE
Z#AL. 4.4 T Dynamic Construal Model D% 7TV —EOFHHAZ LT\ 5,

B, BEEICAS, WSOPDLNLVTEEZPLITEZ X HB, 3. #7TY -1
BT A2ETHLIDICRMN LTI BB CHTLIERIIZIZZIC, BFXEEHD
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AT 567

Dynamic Construal Model DFHBHIZA>TLEF-oTWAHZ & RIZ, RUAMEFEEOHTITY
—HEOBATHAHIITHDIZ, 4.3 TT7O by A4 7THEHBHIIHTHIEEBRWE Bbh ity
ZfToTWwbHI L, 612, ZOHANEICERIEERICE OV T0 by 4 TEHEIIHE
THLDTHEI L, BETHD, Ve FT, EEWGHEBL LTRLLBEIREOHIZHE
L THRET %0

Cruse 1370 F ¥ 4 7HEEIIITAHME LTUTEHBIF TV,

() FMVRAIOHMAEEFTLTHLEIE  (p87)
(i) &%) /85 Fvy 272 (p.8s)

(iii) FEORE

(iv) Wy 5H57 T —

v) A7) —DOEROMME

adE Rhudbh»s L9 () & Gi) ERECHETIHHTHL, ZEIH (Fzv 2
Z MHEER) 1ZBT A#0HE Fillmore (1975) Mk, RAEFECHMOEELZMETH Y.
PAEFFECTEREINEERAT AN LV LERTHATHERPIIIAZITIZ
FLEV, Kd2hboT 7oty 7THELRZEER BT 503FHOZL) 2R
NBZVWTHA9,

ZRUSN OB D KELMBEL 2 DB %V, (i) T329689 L) [HE] 6LVEWV) T
O bSATHREEELLZDIZ. FHEAFEIBERHRTELSL L) LLERSTRRIGN
BATITN—=ThVELEAH L. (iv) THMYTSEH T T — (DOG & CAT % EDHHE)
WEDOEBRZBATAILENDLLD LALWESGDRILZBRRTVWAEY, BREANE
BREUCE DO RASEFETIEIDOG & CAT X439 5 DI S BREIRAE U v (B IETHE
OHREMERDOAF —< VD ED2HNITHEIHATH A ))o. (v) 7T —DEFRBOME
(7945 —B3RITBOEDER (THEE) THENT T F—OTUHEBETHENY TS
SA T —@ERATE T2V, &) BEREVA, 70 M54 FHH T T —Be. REW
BOCEE2H7T) —BUICHo CTHIBEL R 2EEVE Y, HRMA T IT) -1 L THEL
HHBEEVDHHEPIZKREVERDNS,

Cof, COBEIZBITLRMEEZ W OPEEEZTENRS, (1) REMEBIIETSLE
EAZv, (2) p. 861213 HEWFEN L HSFIIMRPTELEIEUTNS] LH B2 RHE
SPETRKELELZDOTIIRVDS (3) p95 77T —DBERMHICE L T “boundary is a
line of demarcation between ‘inside’ and ‘outside’.” &£ H 545, (H 7TV —3BEHETH5)
L) A 77 —RBLTHRABROMESRBETLOTHY, [EFHE] B BRI 293X T
HFT)—DRZFDOEDIZEBE LR W L% Cruse IRV TWRWVWTI I HH DB, (4)
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p.96 [DOG 7L —24] &) HiE#MA L T\ 525 Croft ®° Langacker [Z#£ 213, DOG
7L—LREEET. EE. AW, B, Ry M EBLA LT L -5 5% 5 domain
matrix £ %59, (5) p.97 [dynamic construal approach ® & 9 % (‘on-line’®y7%) 77
O —F IR EEFE DB T “not uncommon” T 1) Lakoff and Sweetser (1994) b Z D
IHZHBRTVB] LwIiBEDZ LAE,LN TS5, Lakoff and Sweetser (1994) 1 2
YINAR—ZBBDFETHY ., A I NVAR—AHEHFITD D S A‘on-line’Hy % BBROEH
THDH\ BRAT N Thonline'MIRET LI LATRHFLTWEERLDIIHBTH 5,

4.2. BAEORFESIVESE~F7TEOHELMES

4.4 T Dynamic Construal Model ®# 73U —8 D, 4.5 TEKD Dynamic
Construal, 4.6 THEZENGHENZEROFEICHAL TERTVS, E5ERILHIIOVTT
Hbo 5.1 DEADHE, 5.2 TRAFRHKFELELHE. 5.3 T Sub-sense & Near-sense (22
WT, 5.4 T, Autonomy iZ2WTH D HF o> Twb, & 6 ETiX. Hyponomy, &
Metonymy {22 W TH DIF->Twb, £ 7 ETIX. 7.1 Oppositeness, 7.2
Complementarity, 7.3 Antonymy, 7.4 MR EEOTEMHFERIZOVTHERTW S,

—MLMERE LTREAEITONE, B—I3. Tho=FLE50, RASHEFTIE
LA ERMS N TV Dynamic Construal Model IZEDWTWAZ &L THBH, CHOHERD
BAMLEML (BEROBHE] THY, ZOETIIRNSEFELEAEINH L5 .
purport, constraints, cognitive effort, pre-meaning, facet, microsense, contextual modula-
tion Z EDOMEEN L VEMHENERA SN TB ). ZOEGBEEACHRICIIZMES
ZLAELZDIBHLE V. FOVEOPE_OMBESLT, BERERICEROII 202 HH
LTWwbZETHb, facet LBZFITLNZZD DT, bank DF (p.116) % & Tk,
[PREMISES], [PERSONNEL], [INSTITUTION]. 7 L — 2D L HI12H R 2 5 A5, stallion
I3 55 (p.139) Tik. [EQUINE], [MALE) & BEREM L LRI VIO EFHL T
Wwho FZIT, BHMEFRFLBIESRIIMTIMAN I o< LTo TR WIEERY 1
LENTVHRWI ETHb, Over DIFFE (Lakoff, 1987 IZ#84 X 172 Brugman DRFZE) %84
DETAHEMBMIETEI—EDOMERE, A T7—Y vy, APZI=YT7, £ A—
VAX—EREFERALIRAMERFEIBTLERSTOBIIBAN O EOHBAIhTVE
v, Tuggy DEE 7% ambiguity, polysemy, vagueness DRFFEICE L T (p.131) i,
Dynamic Construal Model (DH @ Microsense N 2) L #ATHHEHE LTERREN,
ABREZZROGFVTVFNVED I Tobbh DI wEHAZEZ LA, Z0O%, #ftHsHh
bo TIHTERB L, BASEORL V) LY IIKBHAMSEOERIZRR S,

bbHAA. Cruse BHIIFERERFOENLHERTH Y. SHONED Cruse DHEFHRE
LTRISERRE VAL A R HN 5755, “Cognitive Linguistics”& W) ZDTF 2 +TE
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AR 65

NZRBRHEATADEREITTIHBTHA 9, E5I1C. AUFENR BI2IEEHR) L
THREBMEFRENHESLENTVRICHEDLLT, ThOoOMALEH L LEDL Li
WL, BAdEd, BICESOBRLAZOA*BAERL L W) DIIMEEL LTORM
ToEEbhb i,

O, ROMV7-m%2 T Y FLIEITFS, (1) p 105 iIZiXHEREDFBICEST 5 E kDS
Rohsh, BRERMMELEE LBEREF T2 0BREOFERICERT 5L BT EWNWT
59 (2) pl09 ZEDELDIZHRN L AEFREFETD 5 bank X5 ) FUIHED D135
BN HHMEEEE D, (3) “We can portray the total meaning potential of a word as a
region in conceptual space” & BT B P RFED L RRANL DB H B, “total” & XM,
“potential” & I3 &9 v»9) EBRA . “conceptual space”lIWHAPBFFTY, B &, [RE22EHRT
RTCHPFETLHMOTM] BFETSHENIBRTIEL D59, (4) p.127 knife DRI
Langacker ® domain matrix & WA TT TIZALEENVWERTETWE L BIHFIhIZ
HTEERI TV, (5) pl33 B+ 47 (RER) K0 FA47 (XEL) I
“metaphorically extend” & » 5252 Z CHKRILERIEID Y 2 5H» 59, (6) p.137 T
Pustejovsky (1995) D27 F ) 7HEE ZDF ¥ WOS (way of seeing) IZE &2 TV 578
ZRIZETEZ DD RED (7) p.139 overworked stallion DFIT & LTI & [BEL
T] DEHRFELSHILE2RRTEY, AFIZEHEV2SZ 1% active zone THHT T 5D
Y THH), active zone IFFEBATRIZ2HKTHY ., 4] & [B] 2T AVTHEET
BEIBITZE 2BV,

4.3.E8ENHE L5

EEEIASI 77— kMO F->TWD, 8.1 ICBITLEANE, 8.2 TEIMEAS 77
—HROMBI, 8.3 TAY 77 —DREEL V) BHOMA, 8.4 TRKREER. 8.5 TX
FI77 =X P =R o TWb,

BRPOVWIEZDEERTF LI IRNEL LTS, Flki b 8.2121% Croft DFD
AoTwd e, 8.5 XBEDHELI T FTLHTWVS, 8.3, 8. 4IIRMEFEET
I FbNE T = TEBVHFEKECHEL > T2, 8.3 kA5 77— LRHAD
BELOMBIIEEHR LTV 5, 8. 4 IXERELBEKROEREICEHL CHRLIZHEATH 5,
DT, bl h2muiwLo278B<5%,

BEHAY 7 7 —BHOBMHENT, 8.2.2 TEESIIXHLEAFEFTIERVAE
DD LEUTORAISRESI N TS,

i) AZ77—DBLAXVIZDONT (p.198)
(i) 2% 77 —RBADOEFEHEIZDONWT (p.199)
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(i) 2% 7 7 —HEAEORFRICONT HK) (p.199-200)

(iv) 2% 77 —RLOBREICOVT (HFEER) (p.200)

(v) AENE BEEREHES [BEE] ORECHLT (p.201)

i) BRA S 77 —RBALFHHE LA 77 —FRABLIUA A-T X5 77— (p.203)

() T (GERIIEMTHS) 128 LT Clausner and Croft (1997) @ (EHOHBHIIE
YOWEN—HETH D) L) JVFERLVAVEFRL TS, (i) TRAF 77—
IoTA% 77 —RAVEZBHENBVDIO L, P BHEPMMRVHOHRH D Z LA
BENTVED, THREFHLVWERETE RV, (D). (v) TEA¥ 77 —ALOBEFKEELT
TR TR E 2K E Grady DIRELZTIARY =25 77— T EERPD 5,
HMEHOEERESZENTWELEDLRLINIE (v) & (vi) Thb, (v) REEHEBIEEY D
H50%51F, MEDHEERETHS [HBHEE] 2RELTHRVTREZVD, ) EiR
Thbo (vi) BEEAFT 77—, A A=V AT T 7—DXHUEELTEEIDEIRETH
b, MRRLOEDIRHOMEN DS ) A5 77— WEHKDODHIHEL S (RiIIEY
TH5) 2B L T, Lakoff and Johnson, Clausner and Croft 3 X UF Grady IZ Kévecses
(Kovecses, 2002, pp.127-134) dAHLETHLHEMIKREF L. LOREVET LR EIT
ATIEOHHES 9 D

ZOM, EAOVTEE TS, (1) p.196 in % out of DI & TIME IS SPACE *°.
STATES ARE CONTAINERS £\ o2 A9 7 7 —%ZBIFTWAEN, ZhiiBers 77—
DOFHBL L TEEHLZBTERL, I EVHRTHB, (2) p.198 25 7 7 —HEHmDLH
POREEELRBNEEOBMSOFTHESRIML T35, (3) p.200 LOVE IS A CAR
TRIP/SEA VOYAGE £ H 575, ThOIZERTAS 77 —LdEDbI TRV, #ERD X
) X\l Lakoff (1993) 2%, (4) p.201 Invariance Hypothesis (& ‘overrides’% il 2
724 Dt Invariance Principle & I T 5, (5) p.204 “metaphor.....is first coined...”
EVIHRBDPDENRAY 77—, x5 77 —RADKSFRBICHBE I L T2V L H 75

5. &8

A %512 Croft and Cruse (2004) ZEUh Lif. ZORNBFEME L7zo £3°. Croft 25HH L
AT AL 2L P 3E, RICCroft MEY LB EICHTIEIENLE
11 2, BHBIZ Cruse PHYE LAE4ENSESEDIAHEMA L2, Croft 8L L/-E2E
~E3EBIVEIE~F 11 E, Cruse SMELELZHLFDH) B, HL4EOFE BIUES
BRHELCRAMEEFOERRAMEL > TWADIZH L, Cruse 7Y L7245 4 B
~ETBEIBRAMEEZOTFF A P E WS X ViE. E£IZ Dynamic Construal Approach & 9
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FEEAALLBERERBOBN L RoTWAH, ZOT77u—FRBMEEFLE L DRI
FRETHLOD, ZLDRREZRIIL TV, I, ZOT7 70 —FORNEITo 2720
WRBHAEBRENSHEMAL LRBTHRES L DEEIMOBADI 2 EN TRV, FEEIX
CHEICEBETHIRETH S,

ZRPATIE, BHEEREOEAMEOEEL T2EBRLCERRL L) 58K —
BELTROLON, BAFREICL > THEBLBIIHIPRARIDDHEHDIZEoTw
%,

p=3

1) $72. 7L — 2084 KE LT domain matrix D# 2 5 b EETZDONEIL p.26 D “TICHT 5
B H SN T 5,

2) Z#Hid Numburg et al. (1994) T, Zh#Hh idiomatically combining expressions & idiomatic
phrases L IFENTWB LW,
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