Langacker D E &1 (Subjectivity) &
FE A1t (Subjectification)
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1. Langacker®FRBHIEDEXRNBEEZX S/

Langacker ORI T 2RI NEOAR B I ABAEAEIZAE L THWEERP
HEENDBREISEZEERITNWDHEZDIZH D, #- T, HOKSE K DEMR
THEONTW B EERRIIZOERICIH 5 AHORHM SO A 2FAT 5728
DHLEDTHY, SRS EMBMBORANDELRZZDENE L TDFEE
REBELTHONILTEHIELEADSEDLDTHD, 2D, AMBZDOEY
LR EZ—BOMS TV T, R 52 DRHMES DFIH A Langacker
DRAXEDOEAATHH5DITTH D, TLUT, ZDAMDEKRNILEABE 2
EDLH2BbDAH5DH,I2 DT, Langacker(1999) LA T D H D% ZIF T
B, £ AMIBRZOII BRHENZEDLDIZHIZDFTH LD EN
I EERRRWIZR U T Langacker ZHED (HIHFER] 2 ZDFEEEEZ2 T
W,

(1) AHOEARN L ZBHES

a. RUDFDEIMICHLAZEE, HANCZOMzERE L TERHET

BHES. i, BRMEEINABDOEERI»HUIVI - TERHET 5880
(Figure/Ground Z2.541)

b. 2 DDEF/REELHE L EEORUMEHESE R OIT 58N

(Metaphor D)
c. AlrHBHIZLTHBE/ ZRDOT580 SBBL-7—7 v FEHD
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CULTURE AND LANGUAGE, No. 75

(Metonymy D EERE)
d. HROE/ ZHRUHERTERSCE O TAT IY —{LT H6E0
e. BE/RBEEEZHMBEM, —BILL THRZ B0
(Langacker (1999: 2-3)&0#)

2F 0, Bx AHIZHEOMERR % ERWZRMET ZHH THbhIEREEL
L. ZOHBELINEZBESEZHOWTEHEZEBEL THEDITTH S, ZITH
I RGN L IZRBERBRIHBENAINA A=Y ¢« AF—<kZNBHLNHI T LT
HY. TNEORRSLFEZHBT 2B EERBEETEDTH S, =
ERFZDZ LR HERPEDIILEOEREZBHL THE2DH1EEZTHD
EFDURT, ZZT, Bx1H58MER T, Thx (2] £HbD,
INERBILEEDDIAN AL EEZTCHDE, RO LIZRENS LD,
FTHEMR TR OIBHIEH 28 EMEL. Thdt (R3] L0582
LB E, BrIXEDORAENICH B X 30)%&1%5%?%%_Lf:4%—9<‘:b‘(§8t§
KRETHDTH 5,

MRS LA A— 2k LCRIBITRE |

4
[ R AR S

FH bHoEWE R T, Thix
2 LEDD

Figure 1

IO CHBEMADEGHTLRE/ HOMBEERE LA A—Y « XF—%
BT D ENTEDIDER, Hr ok T/ RPHEFREML, —ELT
WBZ25] EVWIOFAEIRSDEIIEFFENWD Z L2 5D 7H, Langacker
ROONEZDEIICHEMNETHHE/ RHEEN A A —VILINADHD
% "simulation" EFFA TED, A IEHEHEOK » 2 AERBRZHEML LKA
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Langacker ) F 8l#4 (Subjectivity) & F k(L (Subjectification) (B A « ¥ 58 FEid)

BATVWENDLIE, XIRKRALOREHE, B kSEWI LI LiTFh%E
AA=VFTBHIERTEBDTHBERRNTNE, TLT, 2O EHH
Langacker DE#EBIOMEILH DD 2B H 0D THIREML %
BBEL. COTHEFHI L€/ 28ETS (B0Er3) ) TH
SfER) DUITETH BT L83 h b, BEREXEROK2, K320 M4
BIER] & B E] ORITHEE2RR LD TH B45 Langacker (1995)
Tid "viewing" LW HEBEMEMERICETS [BIREH (V)] L THEONE
(F)) 0BIZMEER BHEE) SHERMFEICBTS THatHE(C)) & o
77 AN(P)] OFRBER (BREE) OMAICHANTNWEZELIDILE
BT TWBRES R 5,

V = viewer (subject of perception)
MF = maximal field of view

VF = viewing frame (onstage region)

F = focus of attention (object of perception)

— —> = perceptual relationship

(Langacker 1995: 155)
Figure 2: Some constructs that apply to visual perception

C = conceptualizer (subject of perception)

MS = maximal scope
IS = immediate scope
P = profile (object of perception)

— —> = construal relationship

(ibid.: 156)
Figure 3: Conceptual notions corresponding to the perceptual
notions of Figure 2.

O MAMEFEM] & TE2EFE) ORITHCEL CaaksatBifa L. IFE
ABHRS. HETVTRS] EVI BT EOFELIFARICESRFCLY I
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EHENDZETHD, 2FV. WEWeHoREEMEZEVW TR TS L %

R ZORIEAMEEINZA, RBIEDNWTNWKZET, £ EDIXTDORE

BORIMOEER» HEAH L, BIEHRZ AL LD LN MBERRIZFHICTD

HHB, TDIIEHER (BEI7L—24) HNTEHERM (bounded) 2 IEH Ry

(unbounded) 7* £ VWD BRFEDBNWABFDWE « FUIEORBIZH DD TH S,
7z & Z X, RD(2a-b) T chicken AR H A I8 2 0 NI EATIT 72 501,

4 (@b)IZmRENDIHIITHR BEILV—L) OHEMOIWD HDENWIZE

KT 20l Thd,

(2) a. I saw a lot of chickens in the farm. (WJE 4]
b. Chicken is my favorite food. (ISNE]E#5d)

@

Figure 4

ZFLT, ZOHEBLED TRZ2] EFCZ EAESERIZIGDD. ZDFENA
TSSO R ERZET IO A ZRHBHTTHBEDTH S,

(a) Perfective Process ®) Imperfective Process
VFAS VFAS

L

Y

(ibid.: 177)
Figure 5: Perfective and imperfective processes.

(3) a. John bought a new car. (527 70+t 2)
b. John resembles his father. (K527 7ot x)
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R5@IEETFoe2E2ROLTED., THIRFMPLRB 7L —LHTH
9 (bounded), DEVLEARHBM 7V —2ARWEHDLH SO R T, (3a)
Dbuy PELRANBEIE, BT O ZDR/FHMITALH D FD—H L H
DHLTHLENERRITET, LB TYDTENELTEBTEDIENDZ
ETHD, TNIZHL T, 5 BDKRET 7ot RERHNEEZ 7V — 4
DIMZTERIZIEAS > T 5D TIEFR A (unbounded) TFH V. (3b) ) resemble
PoOLENBLII, KRET o AORKBUIE L S ARIZBE TED—
HWEMOHLTHENE L CGRETEZENVSI T LTH S,

BILEAE, INETRRTEALLDICBR AT/ RBELBRT ZBE50
MHERIRIEI &V D S OAERMIZTHERR REER) ] CRELTHhBEN
5 % X F I& Langacker D [ & B X #f & 1L I » 5 (meaning resides in

conceptualization) ] & W) FRIZ T TIERINTNBE LN TE, ENVHD
IS b & I3BREZ AR T 55847 0 & X (cognitive processing) TH V. =
DB T & 213, 2 D [LORYEEER (mental experience) | ImHSWAH DT
HY, TOLWERIR 2 OMEHRIZB T2 HE D HASHZE (bodily
experience)  HHIZ L X 117~ image schema DE &AL L THEATOHN S
LDTHENHTHb, BETHE. BEOMEZRZMBIL -EATE %
AOTHR2EHRAZYORO, D2V HEEZBEELTWEDTH 5,
Langacker (2008) I Z @ # A& #E 2 & L T"minimal concepts", "configurational
concepts”, "conceptual archetype" ZZ(f, TNENAED LS EHEREIC
EI3WbDTHBr2@DLI BTN,

t Z O image schema B3ED K 3 72 b DA% Langaker iZIRD LS IZHFL T 3,
Cognitive linguistics incline more to imagistic accounts. The best-known proposal
posits a set of image schemas, described as schematized patterns of activity
abstracted from everyday bodily experience, especially pertaining to vision, space,
motion, and force. Image schemas are seen as basic, "preconceptual” structures that
give rise to more elaborate and more abstract conceptions through combination and
metaphorical projection.

(Langacker 2008: 32)
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CULTURE AND LANGUAGE, No. 75

(4) While adopting an imagistic orientation, for my own purposes 1 prefer
to distinguish several kinds of fundamental notions, each "basic" in its
own way and useful for the characterization of more complex

structure:

1. Basic in one sense are minimal concepts in particular domains of
experience. I have in mind such notions as line, angle, and curvature,
in the spatial domain; brightness and focal colors, in vision; precedence,
in time; and the kinesthetic sensation of exerting muscular force.

2. Also minimal, but independent of any particular experiential domain, are
highly schematic configurational concepts, e.g. contrast, boundary, change,
continuity, contact, inclusion, separation, proximity, multiplicity, group,
and point vs. extension. Being abstract and applicable to most any
domain, these come closest to the apparent spirit of image schemas.

3. Some notions commonly cited as image schemas fall instead in my
third class, conceptual archetypes. These are experientially grounded
concepts so frequent and fundamental in our everyday life that the
label archetype does not seem inappropriate. Here are some examples:
a physical object, an object in a location, an object moving though
space, the human body, the human face, a whole and its parts, a
physical container and its contents, seeing something, holding something,
handing something to someone, exerting force to effect a desired
change, a face-to-face encounter. These notions are fairly schematic,
but considerably less so than the configurational concepts. Some are
incorporated as components of others. While they can be quite complex
and hard to describe explicitly (try explaining what a physical object is!),
they are basic in the sense that they are readily apprehended as

coherent conceptual gestalts at an early developmental stage.
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(Langaker 2008: 33-34)

DEV, B2 AMEZRIZE X L A "minimal concepts", "configurational
concepts”, % L T "conceptual archetypes" &) EEF S BS L THEYZ
WL, TNEHBEL THBDTH D,

ZOMEERFHBDOWATHE B A L T 5 Langacker DEEBIE. SEEWVD
OB DBHEIHEERHEHL. TNE—EDHES THRLU (construe) . ED
KDETEATILENOIRMEH LU L CREFEELEENI A58
REEHEBTHDEVE D, BETHIE, HEUCHEOFELEIEAELRZ
DOREYPHEELZHET DI LT, TOFEFVWDITHEITHDTHY., Th
BRITH L0 ENDBBIXNE LEREITHCHSER TRINI DT TH 5,
ZL T, 20X ICHEFR EBSRELRREITHTH ., ARIEENEY
DEELTEZDLNIZEZLAENVLDIZ, B7AHIMNEFHEL, Fhz
BRT 5 E WS EEIRRETHNTH 20T THH08 MENREETNEZHE
UTHBT S EOBFROERER ITEL TEXDZ L3R, &0
IDIMEMENBF CETORFELZERTHZIE/EERZ RIS TH 5,
EIEE->TH, BREBIHBEIFEL TWEbIIThsr256, ZZIZH2IZ
REINTNBEIORTEENAM] L L TOMNEREEETNE B TH B
DB ORFRIFET 20T TH S, £/, THIE] & (B oXfrite
W) DIFEBHEZDLDIZHERRICH 2D TH D, LK 4 L5 TRA-H
F AR TOD boundary DA & & B & TD boundary DEFENRF XIZZH T
Hb, TI T, MEMREMEMROM S T BlEHA) &L TOHMEERES
tEE TBOoN3H OMEXNEZEBMEHREXFI L MEEIMENEEE
DEDIZRAET 5O END T EXBRLBEDOSERIFIZ G S # T, Langacker
(2008) TR ZDHMENEH L MEBREOBBEEZUTOL I BT 3,
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(5) An expression's meaning is not just the conceptual content it evokes
~—- equally important is how that éontent is construed. [---] It is
hard to resist the visual metaphor, where content is likened to a scene
and construal to a particular way of viewing it. Importantly, CG does
not claim that all meanings are based on space and visual perception,
but the visual metaphor does suggest a way to classify the many
facets of construal, if only for expository purposes. In viewing a
scene, what we actually see depends on how closely we examine it,
what we choose to look at, which elements we pay most attention to,
and where we view it from. The corresponding labels I will use, for
broad classes of construal phenomena, are specificity, focusing,

prominence, and perspective.

(Langacker 2008: 55)

209, ?ﬁ’?}\raﬁﬂiﬂ%%%ﬁéi%‘“ EDLBWETWTH D »
(specificity), & Z Il % E < DH (focusing). ZFOHDMEIZEHT D0
(prominence) . % L TZN % & Z » S8 5D H (perspective) & > M VR %
BLTEONRZELIDLITTHEH, HEMRTE2NE/ PEELZRHBTS
BEZHLINERBEBEBRECL S TENERFL TR ENSZ ETH S,
Z D & DI perspective L X SR T E EFRIZB T 2 BIME
(viewing arrangement) £ W3 Z & THU., T L T, HELENELEE LD
EH SR 5 & D vantage point NEBEDERMRIZKEZ S HET 5D
TTH B, /NG TR T —~ TH B subjectivity/objectivity & 15 & 1T
RKOGDEEFEPSH NS X HIZZ D vantage point 2 BT E2HDTH S
eI THRLTEERLN,?

2 Langacker(2009) iX"perspective", "vantage point"iZ DWW T TFD LI ITBX T3,

() If conceptualization (metaphorically) is the viewing of a scene, perspective is the
viewing arrangement, the most obvious aspect of which is the vantage point
assumed. (ibid.: 73)



Langacker O ¥ 8 (Subjectivity) & F f&{k (Subjectification) (FEHIEA - B KB H)

(6) Closely related to vantage point is a subtle but important aspect of
construal known in CG as subjectivity and objectivity. [---] Subjective
construal is characteristic of the viewer's role as such — as an
offstage locus of perceptual experience that is not itself perceived.
Conversely, objective construal characterizes the onstage focus of
attention, which (as least in that capacity) does not engage in viewing.
By virtue of being attended to, an entity construed objectively is

clearly more prominent than it is when construed subjectively.
(ibid.: 77)

UTFTIEINFE THNTE/ Langacker DML BEDOERM L EZ H 2B
F 2T, WS 8 (subjectivity) L iZ EHD2WNWHI T ETHD., EE{E
(subjectification) & X ED & 5 RBHIRETH D0 %D 1,

2. Langacker @ [F & (subjectivity)] &
[ F 4 {k(subjectification)]

Langacker @ Subjectivity (X 8ith) L 3 (D2 EEMFITHN. @ FHHIN
DX TEEELTOWMBMBLESLL TOERLOBERBEMR) O LT
H B

(ii) A viewing arrangement is the overall relationship between the "viewers" and the
situation being "viewed". For our purposes, the viewers are conceptualizers who
apprehend the meaning of linguistic expressions: the speaker and the hearer. (ibid.)

(iii) One component of the viewing arrangement is a presupposed vantage point. In the
default arrangement, the vantage point is the actual location of the speaker and
hearer. The same objective situation can be observed and described from any
number of different vantage points, resulting in different construals which may
have overt consequences. Many expressions undeniably invoke a vantage point as
part of their meaning. (ibid.: 75)
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(7) The notions subjectivity and objectivity pertain to the construal relation
between a conceptualizer and the conception he entertains, i.e.
between the subject and object of conception (Langacker 1985; Vol. I,
3.3.2.4). With respect to this relation, an entity is said to be
construed subjectively to the extent that its participation is confined to
the subject role, and objectively when it is limited to the object role.
A subjectively construed entity is therefore part of the conceptualizing
process or apparatus itself but excluded from the content of the
conceptualization.

(Langacker 1991: 215)

(8) An entity is construed objectively to the extent that it is put onstage
as a focused object of conception. By definition, an expression's
profile is construed with a highly degree of objectivity, being the
focus of attention within its immediate scope. At the opposite
extreme, an offstage conceptualizer is subjectively construed to the
extent that it functions as the subject of conception without itself
being conceived. Maximal subjectivity attaches to a tacit locus of
consciousness, an implicit conceptualizing presence that is not itself an
object of conception. So defined, subjectivity/objectivity is a matter of
vantage point and role in a viewing relationship.

(Langacker 1999: 297)

FORGHIZERIE, HHFEEZMRL CTENETIELT 5584, DbdHRD

HEFHRWICA Y - X7V EZHDIDE L THRZ DNEHNICHEREIN

TV 5 (objectively construed) DIzt U TENEZBFRT 2L H X Z DFER

LTW3HCHEZEHRTHAZ L@ EVLOT, ThERHRWIZA D « 27—

W30 EEZ, EHEMICHERXN T 5 (subjectively construed) &1hVH b
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Langacker O F 814 (Subjectivity) & T {&{k (Subjectification) (FHIEA - & i#)

17 TH 3, Langacker(1987) iZ 2N Z KD 6 LHIZml. ThaxRBEEHHE
X (optimal viewing arrangement) &BEA T3,

(Langacker 1985: 121)

Figure 6: Optimal viewing arrangement

IITEELRZLE, COM6DBAMtELBELOMERRIZTLICRA
specificity, focusing, prominence, perspective & 5 HEEDHE % /7 (construal)
D—DTHBENHIZETHD, #-T, HAENROab)DLDIZE/ RE
R EOBBEMPCEZITHED2, (100D & DI % Figure & ZB3 L%
Ground & L CEET2H,, £/, (Mla-b)D LS izFEOGTOME o (DFY
primary figure) & 328 L{7% Im(D ¥ Y secondary figure) & 3BT 50, F
Z(122-b)DEDICHEED EH 505 EH 5ALIET (mental scanning) T 5
DN ENSHEFROMEFHIEN 6 DRBHRABRTLLEINTHEIDITTH 5,

(9) a. rodent — rat — large brown rat — large brown rat with halitosis
b. Something happened. — A person perceived a rodent. — A girl

saw a porcupine.
(Langacker 2008: 56)

(10) Walking along the street, I came across a strange group of musicians.
Ground Figure

(Hayase 1997: 37)

(11) a. The lamp is above the table.
tr Im
b. The other guests all left before we arrived.
tr Im

11
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(12) a. The hill gently rises from the bank of the river.
b. The hill gently falls to the bank of the river.

ZLTEAMTmANE., B/ 2FEz@aboBde L GEREL, Thz
FHEL TOBRMEI—EDMLST THRRL., SELINADLOLLDO) 0
H5(12)DEEEBTHEDIITHEH» S, ZOFHERBAZEIA 7 - AT -V |
OBECEDFEHLSRARTHEENDZLETH S, ->T. HOWPBEEFER
BE—RNCEDNIEKR CHEEDIBIARBMEINTNEEFA DT THS
M. (D TRXSHN TS Langacker D EBEE WIS I IR/ LS Z
EREBRAMBETHE, FIT. IO EERRE L LTIRORMGHRT—
< T3 % Langacker @ F {1t (subjectification) L 1Z D X D b D E RN/ -
[

2.1. F{&{t(Subjectification) & ([ m
FITETEELRZ LG, FREIOIERINDIIDIZ. T2 EESK
BNz IR IN TN -EE (entity) HNESNICHERINDIZ LEL->THIBE
RIGRTHY, ZOBRCEADD LS ICdREh, R7iirEh 5 & il
SMEDEREDMEDLY HOBAINEL> T ENWDZ L TH D,

(13) Subjectification (discussed more fully in Langacker 1990b) is a
semantic shift or extension in which an entity originally construed
objectively comes to receive a more subjective construal.

(Langacker 1991: 215)
(14) Subjectification can now be characterized as the realignment of some
relationship from the objective axis to the subjective axis.

(Langacker 1990: 326)
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tr Im r Im

(ibid.: 325)
Figure 7

ZTLT, ZOEMIE> TADEZRREN T B &S LA LE DR RN
(conceptual operations) BSBATE(L L. FNAEH%LZHEY LItk 32 L5 Tk
Lt IbiFTths,

(15) Subjectification is the "laying bare" of conceptual operations which
are immanent in the original lexical meanings and in that sense

constitute their "deepest" properties.

(Langacker 1998: 88)

Z DK T Langacker (19D A EFLDOBREER 8 LS iZRw L. U6)DL > ik
NTWAHZ ERIEAICET 5,

(a) Objectively-construed relation (b) Subjectification — Type 1 (c) Subjectification — Type 2
e >~ /// \\\\\ >~ e T TN -

v e N - ~
Il Im \\| /o Im \\\ // tr m
(658 | 168 (6058
\ J | ’I \\ /

\\\\\ OS/// \\ X / AN [ ///

(Langacker 1991: 216)
Figure 8 (Fig. 5.6)
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(16) There is reason to believe that epistemic predications can indeed
arise in this fashion, and that the full progression (a) > (b) > (¢) of
Fig. 5.6 represents a possible course of historical evolution.

Importantly, these developments do not entail any change in
trajector/landmark assignment — the same objectively construed
participants can retain these roles at all three stages.

(Langacker 1991: 216)

2F0, EREEVWIBEZIIRKE D)L D HEENAFEEFHEHLL,
onstage region IZfiliEMTIT 5 L VWIEMT O LA EZHESI LNWH T ETHD, Z
TkEYian3 [HCHUER SN (egocentric viewing arrangement) |
DLRER DB END ZEIZkD2NETH S,

|

|
N

S]
\\

(Langacker 1985: 121)
Figure 9: Egocentric viewing arrangement

2.2. AEORENLBEMENE TZ&E) B

FEHM L IS LB ORMBELBELL. TORBRENHISHERBLOEK
D—PIMBAENDZ L THL D ERRIAOBRBREVIBETHLZ &
9 Tl ZDZ &% across' ZHHZHAT 5 &, (17a) D &L 5 IZHHERY
BBBOBEERDLT LV RLERWLE.R,D. T IICARMIICAHEL T
W3 ZDYWERINEBEIORE 2 B#H% T Mt BEOWMEH TR ENHERHE
fEABEAEL L, ZENAATD)IZRDEIN TS L DI 'across' DREKDEE 1 —
WL THWKBRETH B,

14



Langacker @ E Bl (Subjectivity) & F{&(k (Subjectification) (ERITEA - B 5 HE{#H)

(17) across (preposition & adverb)
a. from one side to the other of (a place, area, etc.):
John ran across the street.
b. expressing position or orientation:
They lived across the street from one another.

(Oxford Dictionary of English)

Z O 'across' DFEMRLHE% Langacker (1999) X100 & S 2R L T B,

across

across’

iMaximal Scope IMaximal Scope
Immediate Scope Immediate Scope
Im Im
tr
@% N BO

\ Y BN
\ :

N T, ALY

N NN
TN T \f

(Langacker 1999: 303)
Figure 10

ZZ T, Z®Langacker DFiET 5 (XMl WO HEAE 2 23 Tl
EMCEEARZ Lid, it XDic, 20 BEEEDRMRIEDHETE
b IZIIES B IPZORMBREZRET 5 0O BB ZLRIIZES &
WHIZETHD, bo EEAE, TEEM] EWHBRE, £TRMESLL
TOMEEBEHIB SEZEEEL T, TORARELH LLERIC, REMIZI
ZORHABREOFHETH A5MEMBEFBUCEHNIIBERIN., BEOHESED
BMRERBENWHIZETH D,

TIHZD [F&) W50 EDL D LRAMBHEET2LDREDES
I RHRICIXZOZ LIESEN/AMORBREROEE -8 THY., S5
D = B2 1k (conceptualization) IZ3 % & T 3 RAED R A0 5T IE,

15
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T [EHE] En58%s R 2E0XDICRZ . £ EDED
YIS IR BS T 5 AHOBEARLZRMEE) LR TEDH D Zixk,
ZZ T, ZOBRIPHZD TFEHE] EVORABEOREREZZTAHADS L,
) i EHEM TSN D S A HE S (reference point ability) 1% 25 Z &A%
T& 3%,

(18) the ability to invoke the conception of one entity for purposes of
establishing mental contact with another (i.e. target).
(HEW L UM AZ N T 572015 2 EE0B S HET 587)
(Langacker 1993: 5)

2F 0. AMIZiEe2x2BEZM»Z BOT5 LW 8EIMED > TED., Z
DZEN [Tkl EEL B> TWRDTRENIENDI I ETH B,
Langacker iz Z DBRBEENIZRIIOE D IZRKRL, £/, ORI EREEL
- #it % [ S8 AR (reference point constructions) | EFEA T B4, D
HEHEEFAELTERD1W92aD)DEIBRBDEEZTAHATH., ZORNIAMEN
AR EREIFEE I —RPIELDTHDHZ LA 5,

(Langacker 1995: 188)
Figure 11: Two-part representation of the reference-point function

(19) a. £B-1t3EE (HEMNIZSEZREL TFELEEXR D3]
(AESERD
b. John's car [LDIWIIZ John #R & U CTHEZRET 5] (HEEME)

16



Langacker ) ¥ Bit% (Subjectivity) & E{&{k (Subjectification) (FREZEA B BRI

ZZT. ZOBBREND»LEBELVIBEERALD LTEHA. £0D
b b & BDik Langacker (1998) M2 OBBEAHE TR THARDOEMAEDR &
UTHEEL. ThABRVBINESEZ R L TWAHERHS L LT, QOD&
IFEET. Z0LEXORMREEERZ2@D)DEIDICRRL TSI LT
HD, o FRE. ZOF2@D)DBNVECDDEIZBRRTNWBZET
»H5,

(20) Bill's friend's cousin's wife's Lawyer's new car
(@

O @ PGP b - »®

D, D,

(ibid.: 189)
Figure 12: Reference-point chains of indefinite length.

(21) C is thus depicted as being both the conceptualizer and the initial

reference point, Ro, the chain's subjective anchor.

(ibid.)

2%, ZOSBAESTIEMIZO DL I IZ [CHABELETH S LFEERC
HBDOFFM72Z i (anchor) & L TRVIDBBETHHEVWI _HORE# R
ZLTWS] EWSZETHY., ZOMMENBSBAL L TRET I END
TEN TEHL) 2Z2 5 LTHBECEELERZLD2DTH S, ENIHDIiE,
FHRALIZRIC BB LD ICHEMEBEOZHBRIENTIRLTHZ L TH B,
ZORRLIC RS EE SR TORAIRFLRERT DI LABELE,SLTH
B, bo bFRIE. TFEHEM) OBETIE. FIRBATEHLL TOBSEED
17
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RHREENBELINTENE B HHFHRIC. BRWIZIEZZORMRFEO LA
THHFERMELBEEENCHEREIN., BREOBSMLOERL25DITTH
b, INESWBAREICY TEHTEZX S L, John's car TE—FH. John's A*
BESET, Pa YOFBLTWBELEY =7 o PEWHIBXTHEH, TDE
CEFIOEEEE O » 5SBRRNDHERRHITRIN TV S HELE
DZDEENDLEBATRTH D, 2D, John & ELrZN %
HETHZETHDTEORERDIDITTH B0 56, Ba{kEs John DS
BEELLTHBELTWREWSZEIZRIZDTHD, ZDLHabITT. H
. £, CABREERY, R =7y PEVWIBKTRARAME N, %
DREBBEELELTTHARHMENS LS ZLExEDLTWBRELENSEDIT
Thd, LT, ZITHEAZ LIEIHMSEBOBCHE (BLHB) THY.
ZOBBERELTOHCOEMEL, ZhABCOMELRDOFERTHY, Z0OF
itEN-HEOFRIZHT 3RS oL X GRARE) NFETHILNIR
HIZENRO, I TEELE] EVOBREOE—HTHHLET X 5,
ZLUTHIZ, 20OZ &izBL TEWKENWODIE Langacker (191 27 57 F
DFEBHEOBEEVWERORIBDLDIIRLTWSEZ ETH S,

(@) ® ©

———— e ——

scope scope scope

(Langacker 1991: 94)
Figure 13: increasing subjectivity of G
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Langacker @ F 8t (Subjectivity) & F{&{k (Subjectification) (BB A - B i)

I ZTHI3@IE], you BEFE M SN BBEA T, GHAFHLLEINTEY - 2T
— U Rz Y. objectively construed SNTNWB I % RXDOLEZLDTHY,
(b) & near me, from me D& D BPH T, GRIFLREEbL Y 2&K L, BEH
BO—HMLBE>THNDIEERDLTEY, ZOBALRREVGEERILEN
TV« A5 —TIiZH Y, objectively construed ENTW 5, L T, &ED(c)
1& this D & 5 7x deictic RBIOBATH D, ZOBREIGEA T « AT -V
HY. this THREINZIEEZRAETIBHRRAUCE->THWBHZILEZEDOLTE
D, H3@2r5@QIWiIZ-T, GOEBHEINEE->-THEZ &xKbL
TWvd, Z 2T (b) & (c) D subjectivity DESWVDOEWNIX. (b) Tlxkd 5FEHE
LOMFBRERBETH DI GaEEMAL, Thz2BICL T, 20BEF%
RATHAH, BICHCEEHLL THEO TR, Z0%BIIhzAD
EHHEEDRFZREMBRTZ2ENVIVDEZEOEEEZRALLTnEENDZ
ETHBH, 2D, O TRZORDODER T, Hl4(@D &SI GDgEM 7o
© A% #d 5 displace SN GHBNBEIDITTH D, TLUTHEIZKDEKED
M14(b) T, G LG HFBMAEL. 2 LA-BEREER T, BEREME L L ToXI13()
TRESMEBIEPESBRE U TEEEZHRL THEHE, GREF 7« X7 —
TTHD. TORHBFELEFNTHY., FEROMSMOER L L THREL T
WBDT, TN EFEBEATNDEEFER DT TH D,

(@ - T~ (b) - T~

/’ - \\ // \\

{ 1 t ‘|

1(9) (] (
ey ; L /
\ .

N , \ [P Y
\\ 7 N ~ N - ’ //
EXPLICIT MENTION IMPLICIT REFERENCE
(Langacker 1985: 143)
Figure 14

DFY. [F&t) LSRRI MFALrZHENCL THBE/ ZROITS] &
WOHIBEFMAAI»ZEMT I EVOBSHFCENEIN T, SRAL O
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fx s> THOBRMELFEHCERRT I LRI -THI S [HEDEHE
fb] CRETLTEY., ZOBRZEL TECORMRELZBHEELL, 5%
NAEENRT HZ & T, ZORMFFELFTHRBAOBE®RD—H L > THEHH
BTHDHEVDI I EHNTED, >T. ZDEIIZEZD L, ERMLDERE
KVFHICKRTDIEUTOLSITk S,

(a) G 13 E A AR )G NEHL (c) Displacement IZ & ¥ G’ 23
G DFBERER R,

G DFBFUREN O DFER
® (DJ; . (e) G DERKL @G &G Oms
]

NN NN

A / N e /’ } }
S . i % \ . 0/
i MS : i
I CD MS MS
]

@

Figure 15

2%V, M15() TIXEELE (G IREAX I—F (BE) DAL SEBR*% (0)
FRABIIFANCHERL T, ZOBRE CIIBSEXRARICESH
BREINTVWS, 2FVFERLEAITEL2ICTHEL TN DL, TH (D) DEKRRE
TRESENESEFBICHER LA Y « 27—V BR TGN TS,
IS BZEORAREEOEMENATH Y. ZFDORD (c) DEEFE T displace X
N-BEtEG)L-> THDR Q) ORABRFLERT 5 L T, TORME
EREROEEL—HTHIZ LE2BHTI2DITTH S, TL TV -RAZD
20



Langacker @ ZEBi#: (Subjectivity) & T {51k (Subjectification) (FHHE A -5 5 HiH)

RARELrECRBZINNE., ThEFECFERRCBEb-> THRELTNHS L
W ZEAVDIEBELLENSD T, BMSLENESZBREONR LT HIHE
Fladiy, DOLS3GELEGHBAEL., TORDBE TR @D LD IZH
FMEIASOHUK[ATERHRO) BRI DL VHBHECOBEICRS D
UTHs, LT, ZITHEHERI LERBHNELNAY « 27—V EIZHVE
FRHICEREINTHSDICH L T, BatEHIL 7 « 27— TEARICHER
ENTVWBH, ODBEBETHCRE L ~RMRENERNEOERICEEN
TN3ENWITZETHD (DI LRMAEDRMT O R 2R THRKH
D—FHAKBIZ R > THWAHIETERLTND), 2F V., B LEDORIRED
BELTH D, LT, ZOEILBERBER T, BRBICOIERENSD LD
R LEFBRARR I T OB T B, EBRHSIERRRICEERIC
RRXN, BEERRABCEAHCHERINIBEERABRTHSQ@D
REIZRZDITTH S, b &FZE. FEMIEEEDBAREABE
L. B%RO—HEHEI EIICEHE LW I DIE. FH(2004, 2009) D E KT
51E—F256DE—F\DRIELOBIESLENNEE A Y BM (Fih
B) $HZLTETONEEEGE L CRFBTIOLACE I, BatHRH
DRABRERA I BIEN., TNHFHREOBURE L TEETHIETHSHET
HZEHLTEDRDTHSB, TL T, ZOAYBHINI-MERENTROER
ELUTHYLAZDBDH, RiZRZA) DFEFEENEFR & L Tacross OFKIZH
HAENDDTHY, E10@ab)iZEI5SD (@) EDIZXIET HLDHBDTH 5,

3. 227D EM®D Subjectification-Langacker @ (k] &
Traugott ® E&{k)

"Subjectification" & ¥ 9 #{:3:1% Langacker DL DX [FE(L]. Traugott D
ok TEBML] LRLABITIENZZELRDHEMN, ZTNHEEE L TRAZN
TLEHIZELD D, LAILBLKEEBLTALLEHAmBEIENWCERZBILD
AN, REBBETHHIENRZITL B, TI TCIOHTHEMELTHE L.
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EOHANERD, EOEIHIFEROLEVWREIHBY THEDONTONTEE
33, 2 TF 9 Langacker D[ F (&KL ] (3. 1§1) & Traugott D[ FE (L] (3. 28
EEHERL. TOREZDEVWEERBL THGE.3E) 93,

3.1 Langacker @I 4k{L

Langacker 2’5 5 [E{{k (subjectification) | L ZNF THRRXTELLD
iz, 75 F 1+ 7 (grounding) iZB4&- L T 3 #5:1L#& (conceptualizer) D[ 37
H 78 (vantage point) | & F2H1#1F (conceptual operation) & 28> TE I 5
HETH5.? 2HON 6 T L7 H X (optimal viewing arrangement)
Tk, 20 (BB BELFEHEFORBICWSEM,. 2047 X
T—YVDERTH D, L., MEMELRICRIEZRED [SIBAE] »5H
BZEL. SR T 52 L L ETHY. MEEL L THBORRI TR ->TL D
biITHd, ZCOZELRETIHTRARARCESCBHE LOBEMR
(viewing arrangement) & §%:2:_F O B & [ % (conceptual arrangement) @ i 1T
HEZEZTCHZTLMBONWEZATHS, T L TEMSLEF2H DA T
Langacker A5k T 5 & 5 KRt BEOBMSRIELBENT D2 Z iz &k - TR
IAHAHBRTHEDITTHHMN, ZITZOEMBEEVIRELZLIVHEHLIZT
57-HIRORI6%Z AW THEE EHREDBEFEREZEMEL TH <,

I scope of

( O > focused object of conception (profile)
-onstage reagion (i diate scope)

by S

ubject of ion (speaker/hearer)

(Langacker 2006: 19)
Figure 16

75‘7/I~c‘:ti%uﬁ$€§ ZNIZEDLROFEBLMET, ILLEFELMEFDA Y
57; . EERNGRE RCRBRM OB LEXEETIRAONULALLD S
DT



Langacker M ¥ 8% (Subjectivity) & F {1t (Subjectification) (EHEA B HEHEHE)

ZORRDERZ., SHEERRE—AHR LA T EFRO)DAZELLL T
WBEIIZRZ B, BEICIZED TR, ZORBICEEEANICRZ SN
LERLBEHNCRZOGNDIBDEFAHAEZINTNSHIEZRLTVHEND
TETHhD, BEHICEZE. EANLEREEA T « X7 — U (offstage)
(Z DR O Tl maximal scope IZHH ) 2 HFELXMR T HRMEH
(subject) & L TDEE L F (speaker) & [#] & F (hearer) ThH %, ZhIZH L TH
R EE L IZA Y « 2T — Y (onstage) LOEKIZ L > THZONERLNY
THNBEBDT T 7 7 A )V (profile) TH b, > THIRADFHRILDES
WEWIDREERBEGELEENDL LIREFEHEVOIHEEDOLDTIRERL,
FNHPRBRHAERICEL > TEDIIRZBNZDL. DEVEHKNICRZ SN
500, FNELFENCBRENIONLNORZE ([ TRHBRRKENZ
YY) ORETH DT TH %,

Langacker(1999) 1229 LZ 2 i E DX EHMEZRD LD KRR L T
W3,

Initial Configuration Attenuation Subjectification
Maximal Scope Maximal Scope Maximal Scope
Immediate Scope [Immediate Scope Immediate Scope
tr Im tr Im tr Im
O=0( |QO| QO
N L N N’
N by vy
vy vy vy
T A7 T \\¥} T Ay

(Langacker 1999: 298)
Figure 17

I OMIZBEIES GEOENR) OHIZHNEL TH3E4MEHY (BatEC)
P OMUBHEREY. 2FVEAEBEOBSERME. HRM oL ELTO
[ 97 2 (mental scanning) ) BABEEL L. FHEHHT (KREH) 25 #E
{t (attenuation) U. BRI IZE W (transparency) IZ7%:% (00, HRbFH
23
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iz 3) 7oeXzeRLibDTH S METHIE. RO EFNICHERZ
NIRRT E ORRRE « BAT AL ADADEDDITTH B,

Z 2 TRAENREH & U THRIZET RKIED 'across' DEEAL 2 HIZFHAIC
B, F /R & U THREED be going to' IZ DWW THORKRELICEDSE
HBAZRTE L, ETRHTEL,LOSEREL TH <, ROFALKZRL D,

(22) a. Vanessa jumped across the table.
b. Vanessa is sitting across the table from Veronica.
c. Vanessa is sitting across the table from me.
d. Vanessa is sitting across the table.

(Langakcker 1990: 326)

across across’
[Maximal Scope [Maximal Scope
Immediate Scope Immediate Scope
Im Im
tr tr
> - - D
N/
A / AN I BIES )
N 7
AT T7, NAREAEY
N AL
T T
(Langacker 1999: 300)
Figure 18

4 FHoh MR IE (L) (attenuation) & FEiE N % A%, Langacker(1999) iz Xk hif =

NIZBP RS EL4DONRGAI—REDLRILND I ETH B,
I .change in status: from actual to potential, or form specific to generic.
II. change in focus, ie., the extent to which particular elements stand out stand out

as focus of attention, notably in terms of profiling.
M. a shift in domain, e.g. from a physical interaction to a social or experiential one [---].
IV.change in the locus of activity or potency.

(Langacker 1999: 301-302)

2L < X Langacker (ibid)%=Z88BD I &,

5 T aovRE L TOMSEFECEET OKNER (mental scanning) 1A3%1F 5N 3 H3,
BMatERY =T vy VELTD ISV 229 —RENERET 2-0ICBEL TH 5281
REEMT 5750 LUAYHER (mental contact) |, % L THEZRRABRFIES LN
W 3E (mental extrapolation) ] & W - Z2R{EEAEZ BN B,
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Langacker O ¥ 8l (Subjectivity) & F (L (Subjectification) (FHAZE A+ H BB

(222) ZERIZHIET BH, F5Y 22 ¥ —(tr) TH 5 Vanessa H4ELEEIIC T
YKE<—2(m)TdHhH 57— 7 N(the table) FBEH L T Z LA LHEA
BEHICHEEBLTWAZ LERLTNVWD, —F. @2b)IIAERICHEYSL, 20
B4 Vanessa [IHHEIICBEI L TW 2Dk . Veronica 28R R &L T
Fhick > TRIEEINDI—7 v FTHOD H->T.INHR IS5V 275 —(tr)
ELTEBINTOEDIITH S, boEFAIE. ZD(22b) TRYENLE
BEBLL. HAtBEORAS 0 A TH HLHEEFABELL T, §
2t E X BWE TH 5 Veronica ZRFAUIZT Y FY—7 TRETHE7—TN
EELHEEL. ERIZNWEI—7 v FE LU TOD Vanessa ZFET 5 &0 - 72
[ 08 fik 1 (reference-point construction) ] 12 33 < NI (mental contact) |
NEEALTHWEDTH S, > T. 2D EH(22) LD H@22DYD A
FERAEDEENRBNEEZ B, AFE L. ZZTEHIRNEZ LILHEER
ORI & O D BRARERIESOERALTIZIFEET 5D Tid kL, ®iEDFI
HLUREFLEL THBHDTH Y., WBEDOFEHHNYHBEGAELTII LICK
5T, BEBCLEVWTINHDREM T O ANBEERL LT THEENDZ L
TH 5.5 - T, FHRHE®REERTLOILA-TH, FFY 225 —(UnE
EKIZEb-> Thikbbhid Th D, KD (22 TEHMELELBHEFHELL.
BREETHIETHELZRAL T35, I TEBSMEEISRRLNSZ
LE. ZFOEBIN-EBCLOBERETERELZRARECL > TERTH LW
STHEOBEEZHE > TVWDENIZ EIED, - TTD7(220)1%(22b) LY
LEBHUSBENE VI ZEERDIDTHS, £LT, 22Dl d EBHEAN
BatHZEBHETHY. BStBFIECEZ IV EAICHERL THD. ®- T,
ZD2D)F220) LV BIZEEMSEALEEE L THRIASNEDITTH S,

WICENB RN H5DEE{ L L THED 'be going to' DEKE(L% R T
B ROWEFER LD,

E RrSHBANGCMTALNEREVIBAT oL R, HCEEFEEL ThiahEd iz
HbhaH, BEEERISF V229 —(DARAI»OEATZ CYRNBE T E2L0
WEELTHWARREEZZE, FSY229 LD 3RBE*SBAEREHEIN
CROAERABEE L THWBZ EMRRIXTL B3R TH S,
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(23) a. Sam was going to mail the letter.

b. Sam was going to mail the letter but couldn't find a mailbox.

C.

Sam was going to mail the letter but never got around to it.

d. If Sam isn't careful he's going to fall off that ladder.

®

[z}

Something bad is going to happen — I just know it.

. It's going to be summer before we know it.

(ibid.: 302-303)

be going to be going 10°
IMaximal Scope [Maximal Scope
Immediate Scope Immediate Scope

Space

[
\\./

i

Im

Y

(ibid.)
Figure 19

9, 2)IERERHINBR THO ZD>OBU®IEZOND, —DR IS5V 272
¥ —(tr) TH 5 Sam HYEHICREHE (O I > TEMEBH L TH BT %
B2tBEOCLAEFNCRZ DD THY., ZOBRIERICHET S, —A.
b —DORWIIYWHNEHMBEIOEWRAFEL LAEHEMH TRINIHR
DRKMEZRIERTHD., ZOE®TEHBMEBEOCBISBELLEEZ—ED
R EACTERMBOFELZON. DEVRRIZME DT, B
1 5 TLHIER (mental scanning) U T E WD FHEIT 0+ X ABRTEL L.
ZNHEROPEEZHE > THWARETH S, £z, SBAKELABDbLAZ L2

D, LA (mental contact) bEATEL T3, - T, REFDEWRILAT
FLVLEBNTHELEZD, ZTUTCI I THERAIREZEAZDH B,
Did 'across DHBEFERBKIZ P ZV 22 ¥ —Ur) TH B Sam 3 EH SDEWRIZ
BOWTHEDL> TWAENZ ETH D, D — DR EFHOE®R TRESLEDL

26



Langacker ) F#E (Subjectivity) & F £k (Subjectification) (FIHHEA « B E HEH)

HIER & OHBAABEENLRL THEA, ZhIEZEDOE%RODIZ HERICHNTEL
THWBENSZETHY., WHHNBEOEGNWERITEMLT I Ltk T
B tEDOE IR T Ot X0 5KAFE L. 8BS THIZHEENR L TE%EH -
TNHENDI T ETH B, RICE3D) DFEFAIWENBEDERA, Z 0%
BRIV 29— RERICBEH L TR LT T, PEAMHOR
Bt LI LD LI ER (intention) LR U BN 5, —H(23c) TRBHOD
BREALS PV 229 — () DBEMEL W) LRMUEDOHRAIE > T BHH
THbH, TNHF QDI D ERKRIZED EEZONIFENABRICEL D &
WHZEZERTEICRY, AEAHBOBRDOFITRIEETHE IS5V 22
F—NIZHENDHDOD, ZOFRICHT IBERERZLEIRELbNA L
B0 BiZ, (2B)ithed b, FIV 229 —(r) THHFEEIBBAR L5
ERADRKIZIEHFEL TE 5T, HIC HEEITOE M (responsibility) X 2 7 #
kL TRU BN > TS, LA, BEORROASAOHMEDL HBE
LBRIRKRDOFEDOTFHELTHEN IR E > T B, REBICENDDBE
EZedE, FSP228 - THHEEOREMSEABLIIHFE/LL. ¥
A THHBEMEISBAR) &2 28M A, SEMOTEN O IZR > TLHE
HE2TIZ ik > TRHEMICRTZMB ST TWE T ER S, (23, HD
BETRI Y228 -t L L TOFEOHEMEAFHMAL THAL TH
D, BRELTEGE L TOBRMBORBM SO R 2T A - TEY., 20D
RYLIZE (transparency) EFHEN 5L FHEAEA SRR TH D EE X 5,
ZDLHIT, 'be going to'lF AL E{E L CGEBNICEREL =R L TE /-
EEZOND DT TH B,

LA LD & Sz, Langacker D E (b & XFFHBZEAFEL L. H2LBD
RHTOCANBENRT 270 L > TR ZERIETHD., - THt
RRIC b BRFIC L EHR B EZR A OGNDIETNTH B ESR B,

7 Langacker D FE A LI B FHREM LB ERZIONDZEBMRIND I L 2D D4,
Langacker (1998, 1999, 2006%) B & A8 X T 3 & 5 IZ BT L D&M (later stage) # iR
ZABLbDELTHRRTHELRBNHERDNRS, LI 3H%ESBOZ &,

27



CULTURE AND LANGUAGE, No. 75

3.2. Traugott DX &1t
TIRKIZCO)DOFEEEEK Traugott OXBELEWIFEAEDEI DB D
THHOEBEL TH B,

(24) 'subjectification' refers to a pragmatic-semantic process whereby
'meanings become increasingly based in the speaker's subjective
belief-state/attitude toward the proposition’, [---]. This characterization

of subjecfication is very broad.
(Traugott 1995: 31)

ZOCOIBSIB T Lix, Traugott DFEEL ENIERIIEFEDORBL THE
PNTHY, SEORRIPFEHEDOEBENLESPRELTREIERTIOCLLS
ERRN - BRRNEROIEEZEIENDIZETHD, £ ZITWIK
FOEE &1, EBUL &V D B A EEE O FE AR IHER (pragmatic inference)
FEEUABRATOEATHHENIZEREDIETHRVLA, FNLZT TR
I REELEONR. 7 [ E B (intersubjectivity) | &V 5 2% ABS R
TOTOLRAZ L » THHEEZTAMETHILEVIE®RTH S,®

ZO LD EHE I T X Traugott (& [ H(k (grammaticalization) | £V
Bgir MEBUL] AhOmR@EEZR 23 LR/ ULD 2T, Xt & idFERN
B2 ERTHAESCEBELRTBES L TR 288 L Th g
#9 T, T—H R (unidirectional) | I BIFNEKRELD SO L XA THBH ERLET
W5, F7=. Traugott DV [ELD—FmEHE] 13RO Q25 D@D TH O,
BEHELOBRRE RS TR - 35 RN (semantic-pragmatic tendency) |
FiR@HDIHRERIN TN S,

8 [fHj3= B#: (intersubjectivity) | L B RFHEIZB W TEAL L TOFEE (FEF) HE
&L ToOM & F GEAF) DIER (attention) « BBEFWM VAL O ADI EZE D, FIR
. B8 (honorification) s EA T M K W FBH AN 5, (cf. Traugott and Dasher 2002)
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Langacker D E##¥ (Subjectivity) & F {&{k (Subjectification) (FHK A B EHRE)

(25)

(26)

[---] semantic-pragmatic change in the early stages of grammaticalization
is unidirectional: meanings with largely propositional (ideational)
content can be gain either textual (cohesion-making) and expressive
(presuppositional, and other pragmatic) meanings, or both, in the order:
proposional > ((textual) > (expressive))

(Traugott 1989: 31)
Semantic-pragmatic Tendency I:
Meaning based in the external described situation > meanings based
in the internal (evaluative/perceptual/cognitive) situation
Semantic-pragmatic Tendency II:
Meanings based in the descried external or internal situation >
meanings based in the textual situation
Semantic-pragmatic Tendency III:
Meanings tend to become increasingly situated in the speaker's
subjective belief-state/attitude toward the situation

(Traugott and Konig 1991: 208-209)

Z DOIEWRI « EEHRER IC OV TEIFITMA % £, Traugott and Koénig
Q9D IZZ D 3 D>DEBEDWTIZ HHER (inference) £ WD o X585 L
TWBERRNTEBY, TS RiIZiEA Y 7 7 —(metaphor) & A b =3I —
(metonymy) D 2 HH S ETHEL TS, LT, BEWM - ERROERD
I LN 2RBLUABHRELMIBALECE S AI 7y =238 THY, 1T
TR DDA EHICE S A I~ L B3EKRENTH B LB T
% (cf. Traugott and Konig 1991),
ZITENZENOBRICOWTEGHIZR S &, FTEWMN - FEARNERA
1idx9 77 —CEIKEREMD T 0L THBA. ZNEAIRIIZED
SERHORAREL  GHE - A - ) KEISEHREERTEHZ L TH B,
ZDBMA&F L L Tk MES%OD i _E(amelioration) | ® [E 4k (pejoration) } % 2
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T3z EATE, B2 'boor' X7t 7 [BR (farmer) JE WD BW TH - 7243

[ {Etk% (crude person) INERHKELAZLDTH B, AT OMEILIZ
ML CECAZETNE, afterid It 2 ZHATEF TH - 7245, BHETEFEN
EEUENEZET LD TH D, WICEKY - BHBOERTCELTTSS
B, INBAY 77y —REILKEBEREMAD T LR TH Y, SHHREELHRIR
RICEDLIBERN ST 7 A VN EEUDIIEERANEEMRTEHZETH D, IR
i after' XML SRR T I IR oI THEA, ENHT 7 R M
ERESEREANEBML ORI DHATH D LT XD, RIRICEWRD « EBH®
FEm I L TTH B, Zhixfm ]l L T2#ERELTAP=I -2
TR > EWEMRTHY, FNIZE-> THEORRIZH T HEBNLEER
BEAETEOICEBZIETH B, ZTORMEH L L T 'while' IXZNEAHTIZ
IFRIB R 2 R T M & U TREWE L Z R IT ThAs, Thasbic TR
FERIERAE L TERELEZERIT I EAEIToN 5,

CITEERZIEEZE. Tho@ERMLLERA I LN ZHETIIZN D

NT IEBW) Lo T bITTH A, RiCTDOMERA Traugott DF 5

[ #1t (subjectification) JIZ M4 T B L NI I L TH B, K> T, ZDMD
HE i ZHFOREZIRVAL HEBH) ML ZEAHV/IDLITTDH
Bo ZMD& DI Traugott DEBIL & L BRFIERELIZBED 5 LD —E
ELTHPEINIBETHDLENDIZETH S,

3.3. Langfacker @ {tk & Traugott D FEHHEDE L

Db, EFBLTELIELBHLMEEDIZ, Traugott DWW D FBL & X
=225 (D EE A 39 HE SR (pragmatic inference) # ¥ & L2347 0k Xz &k - Tk
ZOTBHIRESPEEZRBIIERT LD CBWIR T 2EEHRM « BWRHRH
BEODZETHY. TOHE - IEHMRPIREIEE M ERZI D END T
Lizie B, FNiZH L T Langacker O FiE{b & i3S L& DR AREDBEE
(£ THY. ZO/ETHEFMEAE L TOBEKRDR D & AIFNEA L L TOE
(LB 22BN EFTORBIZANS Z ENTHETH V. T DR T Traugott
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Langacker 0¥ 84: (Subjectivity) & I {51k (Subjectification) (FIHIEA B EHiH)

DEBULEERL > TD, LAL. ZOLIBHEBDEBWID 55, HEEFHY
BROALRLE, —RTB3LMBRELLLHEEL > THAE IR B,
BOREODES I P, OB TEIDSER ML THELL,

ZZ TETYIHIC. Traugott A% Langacker DFEELE WHESEHBML T
WHBRBHLHBHZ LD, ETIOREEHEL TH L, 12HELTEARDZ
EFEKDCTD & iz Traugott iX Langacker D X {E (1t % (35 D B 5 (the
perspective of the speaker) | LB NTW 345, iz Bz & 5 Langacker i
BEHELREL TH ST TR, BEtEHE L CEFEEDOA RS THEFS
EENTHBRENDIZETH S,

(27) Langacker's work focuses primarily on 'subjectivity' as a gradient
phenomenon found synchronically [---]. It concerns degrees of
grounding in the perspective of the speaker from a cognitive point of
view.

(Traugott 1995: 32)

% 7=, Traugott & Dasher 12 (28) D & 5 i258X. Langacker D E &L idfs -
EREFICERBLTWSEL T3S H, Langacker (& 'be going to' X 'must’
REDHERDOXERIZHELEY TTHY., FEMESZT2HE-> TWHWHDTIiX
RN EIIHLNTH D,

(28) Langacker's is an approach from Cognitive Linguistics, with attention
to situation types, especially event structures and associated syntactic
subject (and object). Most of the examples are constructed out of
context.

(Traugott and Dasher 2002: 98)

BiZo@8)»r 56, #5613 Langacker DEITAEFADITE A ELBXIRMLL
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bDTHBELTHES EDBNERNTEY, HODTBLIZMHTEEZTS
ZUTOISICEERL TS,

(29) Most frequently an expression is neither subjective nor objective in
itself; rather the whole utterance and its context determine the
degree of subjectivity.

(ibid.)
2F Y. Traugott & Dasher D5 X8I L IXERBAGAFENLFBNI» &
WHORE TR, TUARFBLERLRSEBUDOESG N ZRDLERTDH
5LWHZETHY. ZOFREL T, % Langacker O H G (30) & STk
ZHEZ G EZHEL TEDENVEZRNTH S,

(30) Vanessa is sitting across the table.

((22d) % 7518) (Langakcker 1990: 326)

(31) Max is sitting next to Bill, and Bill is sitting next to Martha.
Vanessa is sitting across the table.

(Traugott and Dasher 2002: 98)

Langacker 3% B2 &5 GO DA SBAP Bt EBZ THO KL EHE
BUEE & U TEITF T B 45 Traugott 51k Z Ozt U 59327 (neutral)
ATHBEL, BDEI LXREEZ SNNIESBRAIBEEZLSN D
AEEMELH B Z ERERHL TW5, L0 H DIk, PSSR TOROEREICHE
LTBRTWBBETORKFHE LW R TR BBARLT L HEEE TR L,

Martha THHHEHELH D05 THY, £/, FEZOXRTEISBEIGE
FHTHLBCHERERBENWIZLIZREPBTH S, ZDEDIZ Traugott D
FEZQIDFIHDE DT, XROP TEBULEEZEZ TN ENWDIZETH
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Langacker D Blf4 (Subjectivity) & F fh{k (Subjectification) (B A «5HEHEE)

D, IORTEIRHESE L TOMEE L DOBMER THEEL T < Lanagcker
DEMEFRLDMHAZFE-> TWBEFZ D,

Tid. Langacker iXH 5D FEMEL &S5 2 & Traugott D EB{LDENE
EDEDIZEZTWBDEDEI »e ZDI L2220 T Langacker (2006) kX D
EHZHERTN S,

(32) Traugott's definition of subjectivity and subjectification pertains to
the domain in which a situation resides (a matter of conceptual
content). It therefore makes sense to talk about an expression's
meaning becoming more subjective. For me, on the other hand, the
terms pertain to vantage point (a matter of construal). In my usage
it makes no sense to talk about the extent to which an expression or
its meaning is subjective - we can only talk about the status of a
particular element within the overall situation. A given meaning
always comprises both subjectively and objectively construed elements.

(Langacker 2006: 17-18)

ZOBD BT ik, Langacker @ BL#EIX Traugott O 8L & 3T b
ABEHIEMN TSNS TERHAR (cognitive domain) | IZBH 2 HDTH Y,
ZD-DIRBOBEHRBERAEBRNIAESINEND T EAMBEERZDEEN
I LETHB, 2FV, Traugott DF BT OHEEE -5 2 2 FHESH
Ho TRIZMEABTOEREMIEOLILDTHEENWHIZETHD, — K
Langacker D X (t & 1382 k& D T4 % H (construal) |, %Iz 12 b E
(vantage point) | IZBT25HDTHY. ZOMEMBZORZ FIZ &L - THKE
IR AR WL L ORHRIER. LI EERL & W - 7R AHREABRTEL ¢ 5 S0 € X
TH506, BHOHE (DX, 5TV CWalaEE L ToR4A
T FEADOBFREVIVESEVWRERICH 0T TH S,

Bz, XFEAIZHBIT B Langacker D F k(b & Traugott D EB(LIZEI L Tk,
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Langacker HE XKD & D 2N T %,

(33) My position is compatible with Traugott's because her comment
pertains to "the early stage of grammaticalization”, whereas I have
been more interested in the later stages, where objective elements
are progressively stripped away, to the point where little if anything
is left behind onstage.

(Langacker 1998: 87)

D% V. Langacker D371 Traugott &F G L T Bl Tld 4 < Traugott
DEBES RO LBEHEADIDHEENDIIETHD, £L T
ZZTWH) MR & kD BH D5 HDEY Th 5,

(34) [:+-] semantic change in the early stages of grammaticalizaiton does
not necessarily involve bleaching: on the contrary, it usually involves
specification achieved through inferencing. [---] the inferencing is of
two kinds, metaphor and metonymy [---].

(Traugott 1988: 413-414)

DF V. XD BRI TOBWE LI XA #(t (bleaching) AT L &
ENTELHT., TLLEH 2 DOHER, DEVAITr—EAPZI—IZLo
THREMLMENDILDEEATHA LENIDITTH B, I NIXSEIZHAF Traugott
DOFBOERE LT 5, TN L T, Langacker ® E&ALIL(33) DFI
AL, BHHEELDBIZLTHIEREAEER > TORVWEEIZET
WEIHFBOSES, BERNCEEHIZR &V [BEOBRE] 2> Th
Z0DTH5,

BL_E® & 9 iz Langacker & Traugott A WIZIEMT 5 & D2, MH &R
PEHRENZE > THWDHEVWDIEERZIZH L 00, EAMNZEIHE TS
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Langacker D ¥ &4 (Subjectivity) & F fh(k (Subjectification) (FH KA« HEH1E)

D, BEWZHEBE L TWBBEAR L > THEbITTH S0 5. /> TEWIC
FETHLDTRRVERRITHIENTE S,

4. h5d1) —{ké& Langacker DX k(t

3 #ii Tld Lonagacker D FE AL IZF EHIE 7 A& UK ESEDORIEE
WA F v 2V TN ESBAREN) MPHIRLT 5T &ETH D LB XA
ZOETRELICEREED., FHABRAE ST T (LI5S L TnEZ &

TERL TV,

4.1 HFrdY—{toEXHES
FIIEMBIZ Lanagcker DE S H 7 T —{LIZ DWW THEBIT 5, RO %
R,

—>»claboration
5 - D extension
[ Prototype | ---»{ Extension | - > abstraction

(Langacker 1990: 271, partially adapted)
Figure 20

ZZT7a ¥ A7 (prototype) L 13 Mg Hh T I) —Oh TR LAY L HHH
EEINBBLDTHY, AF¥—(schema) L IZV &2V L DDOEHNEHH SR
e 7y 7REZDAT TN —OREATNTUIH T E S BHEZRY L
FbDTHhb, 7. ik (extension) &iZ 70 b7 £ TS5 Hh Dk
283 5H2bDD, To ¥ A4 TEOFELMELEEGIZESEZIERLE
BHHZND, o> TEEL TOWRVWHROBHAIEKRENS &, URAF—~
BZOFROEXBOUEBALMALZ EILEDDT, ZOR%KTEEMEEZHFT
B3HDTH5b, ZZTRGBHELT [Ry F] EWIATFT)—%EZ THE
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o Xy MEELNTHEBAIZTCIZBN DDA TO N4 T THY, #)
A [R] BEFHETIESIZBOYDILTH S, [R] EW5b0DHELE
LT [(AIEs LW, (<], [FRICHS ZEHNTED] hENBITONBHN
A LEREMICEET S L BEE A R EINT [y M ELTORF
—TAMYHENR TN, fliERy PELT [ANE] 285 AbWB0, KK
FIC R ZOBERE R EASBT LY [FRICHED ZEAFTES] LW
IbFTREL. oty 470 [K] O >WHE LIRS 7LD 505
FZ (TELHLE] BEMRLOGNMNIEEAT T AIALMATNE, Xy b &
LTOMM #ERLTW Z kb, TNHPBERERDHTHD, TDXDICH
F ) — (LIS DO TR R < X THIRO TR 28 - BIFY T
BLDTHELUYTHS, TLUTRHIIVEELZ LEIAT IV —LENLSHD
BAMORMPLEDENE L TOFHEMEAZRECHFETSHOTERL, &
LAENAEWIZEEL TNWBEDTHY, $I1Z Langacker DWW S AT TV —
LU TRIEERI LA T T —(L & WD D% L (abstraction) | &
VW AR AT 12 S HI8E /7 (cognitive  abilities) DU & DAF®RIZH V. Th
Lo TEHEIHLNTWBREWVWDIZ ETH S,

4.2 BESMBFREIHLRR

Bt F Y — (DRI E T X, Langacker(2008: 539) ix L AL BHEH
#AFIT)—{LIZEE L THWA I ERBRLTEYD, FloS/o by TEXF—-
TOMBEREGEHGIMESEVWEERL TV, RN 2 E
Langacker (2008: 538-539) iz &k 5 & 70 } ¥ 4 TR IIEHNIZEEXI NS
%2 9857 (conceptual archetype) ] TH V. X F— IHIBKILZ DEERIH Ml
ORBOFBANLILREIN S5 Z L THREDRMBIR E ZHILFEE -
HDTHb, TRIZTWIMENHFREZIEDIIBRILDTHADH. TN
BHRT D LDERORERL D,
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Langacker @ X8 (Subjectivity) & F {41k (Subjectification) (EHK A ¥ EHE)

(a) Engaged Cognition (b) Disengaged Cognition

(Langacker 2008: 535)
Figure 21

BHEVD DRI FE 2 BBELHBEZBC MR LA ISF 23T
ZERE-THELEINZBDTH Y. THIERNOABET ORI ERINS
bDTH B, £ M FEHEIEIH (engaged cognition) |2 R LA DTH
D, T TRAFPHENLY  VIcBO TEENICHR(W) L —BRHBTE
ENTVBAVIF2 Va3 LE-> TS, ZDAVIF0V s
YiIAMOEE, ThbbERE - BEHEEZEL UTOND3bDTH D, A &
FNNVAHFEIN-UABEEEERS BT ROARESHZ L Thb, 7=
AD—FD A EFRRENLHREOUARTE I EARW) LOBERENEA VY
SovavhbiitiEh, ZOBRENEENERMNICAELTHCLDICED
RANDOMEBEEEZRL T b, XA VY T2y a s hy, Roul
EEIRBEBRICA U DA [ F MR 4 (disengaged cognition) | TH Y.
INIAERTERINTVWS, 22T BERNLRNOAETES) & X HEGIER
Ry b7y TREEABER TOCBICEHE - EBRTEICL - THONM
HIcER SN (Thbb, GEftEni) 4 A - DEEE(magery) D Z
ETHD,” WoTIDAA—VOREHIZL > T, B2ZEENLDOEED
HMEPHEB LW - ABHAZ DL LD, BHKKRATH 2EEPHRFLE
DA A= EMEE, DFY [V3I 2 V—¥ 3 ¥ (simulation) [T 5 Z & A0 ek

S ZZTWHBENLUEHBERGETCWOEEENDHBELBL BREVENRTDH 3,
BRI H: TIIHNBH # (content requirements) (Z 864, BRI /5 BE#% X (theoretical austerity)
FWMOANTEY., BERERIEDOLDIIFHBEI LW - BROREY R EFTE
EFEHENE NI BELWTBFE > T3, 2L < iXlangacker (1987, 1991, 2008%) 5
Bz,
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OIThHD, FIZER7ZIHEERBCHEL Thia<Ed, TNETERLT
WP OMED EF A A =2k 5 T (EDLBVFEM,E WD REIZN &
L0 MEERTLZIENTEDZDTHS, ZHLkyIalb—yary, 2F
DA A=V DEREEN, BRr OB AT 5 DOREANBERZMRMALL
EH5 &, DF Y #4551 8 (conceptual archetypes)] kb it Tdh 3,
Lanagcker(2006: 28) iz 2RO RGHME LT KT 5(WANT) ], [TX
% (BE ABLE) |, &M ¥ 2 (NTEND) |, [T < (GO)J. [# 2 (RUN)J, L
235 RISE) |, > (HOLD)], 8% (GET)]. i+ 5(OWN)J. [ZA T
% (CONTROAL) ). [f#3 (USE) JZZ(F T %,

DEDESRyIalb—ary, ThbbBENSETHIIEARREGIER % M
LD THBLD,. TAFTICBh-> THAHEIRRT & DOEER T
BT OCARFHBLELTNBEEEZIBND, ZOTOELXZHRT S5
ROBIEEZ THED,

(35) There's a house every now and then through the valley.
(BHEEEITTOL EFRENMNEDAII DAL 1T DH B,)
(ERIXZE#) (ibid.: 531)

ZDRBTIE There’s a house £ D RBUIHFETEER R L. through the valley i
BHORKBERL TED. £/ now and then 3WikiEZEL T3, 22T
HELZLE, 20X TR B 2RIBFARBISFENTHAELA, F~x
BRETHENWDIVF NI ERET LI LT, ZORRDKITED through the
valley E VD IROFERIZIH > TERZRD TV L 2 EVXFHICERTE DT
Thd, BENICEZRE. ZORBOKTEIBHEAEZHED THH D TIER
<. BEIOBRETRMAHIEDAT DA EWENICRSRZ T2 X% B
TWadDTHD., ZOBMNEAF +» 2V 70 &> THRITEDREFIZ IIBE)
2> TRDP DIRNEXRHPRTRAATL B2 LB DD TH B, Hr AR
ZO&D L BEANMENEREZMEMAL T ERAPIZHEELR TN &0
38



Langacker DX 84 (Subjectivity) & I &1t (Subjectification) (FEHKEA -5 Hiid)

—BIEEN- BB EEEL THLDTH B, #-T. ZOGBHDEK
BAEMBTEZ0E. B2 PHEORGHMEZNZR CTHEXZEANICHEZE
U CHBMIZA X + 2 T2 E0HBHT 0 AAMEN - —bSh, E
GRICHBEN S Z E TREI M EDEVWEREZA X » 2V 7L VI BT oL R
POV F ) A E0IBENSERE L TEE L. BELRL THH»Hk0D
THbd. H-T, I ZDToLRdFEHLIbESEWbITTHY., 25
LzFEEiz & - THEUABENERIZRD each D & 5 LFAIZBHFEKIZH T
3E 5,

(36) a. As they filed across the stage, she called out the name of each
graduate.
b. Each restaurant has its own recipe for tiramisu.

(Lanagacker 2008: 532)

(ibid.: 294)
Figure 22

each IZIZZOR2THEIANTHWA LD IZ. —DF DBREAHIZH - THEER
WA UN=ZZAF + 2T LT EWDRARESEE L T3, LALZ
ITHEHIREZ EEZGODFEMIGHDL D IZEEWICH 5EHEHERIC
HBEAF + 2V LTENERO Y F VA LV BRSMISERIC L > THET S
EWVWH D Tikie <. graduate X restaurant % FE(LIZ & - Thit S /-8 R

10 Langacker(2008: 532) iz Z %[ A¥ + =5} ) 4 (scanning scenario) | EBEA T3,
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F oy 2 VT EVIRMT O ANMEER L B ENSERIC X > TED—D—D
ERATAEL TWSEEZ5HMBEBRTH S, 2. 1EHTHLHEEA
ERERAD TR EZEZEZNEI LD EEA. T TREENEXF » 2V
TR, B toBRTHME L il anABalmtxFr v rEn
> BHREAEB N TV B DI TH 5,

kDS, B2 RBEZEEZRAIC L > TEENICREEZRZI DD T
H30. FHEMOCIDZDEGRIHFFHFEAL T ICHS5 TR Mot
DB L. ZO& D Rl - — bAoAl Iab—v 3
Y. DEVBSMNSRIE L TESEL T Z & THRBBERRMATE L 2D,
ZOWMEHSHFN 2 MOERGOMEMICHIET 5 L TENZRALAEE L TH
K DBIFTHb, L TIOEANLMEIERE R - thZ( USSR %
T30S PO 23S ICERMBRMEL VDT THS, £LT
CDEDITEZTHDE, TR EERTITIERMENIT T2 & 3HWTHL
LDLEDPEL EIRDIDEEITEZ ENTE S,

(37) XML EHH(T (T D RANRHABEN"
1. #hR(LHES
2 AF VRN
3. B ENERED

ZITIDWMBEMAENEND DR ZOIMTRAMY, #iRM & WS RMERIE L
LTENBDTHY, £/ 2D F v =¥ FHENILIET (mental scanning)
EVWIBATOERELTHENSLOT, FEiZ3DSRAHEEIIESLE
HPSREEEHICEHEN TH S Y —57 v MLER (mental contact) T5 &
WOREHEEL L TENZ2 D THO, WIhd AMABERWIZE L TH 51
HTHD, FERMABRRLIIT D LARBHMENINEELINDZ & THEMLL.

N ORDOMICEEEENDDINEI N END Z LEFHTH 2, ZOHRIML TkSE
DOFEFE L=,
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Langacker D 8% (Subjectivity) & F {&{k (Subjectification) (BXHTEA - B D

B RBEORKEZHEIBETHL LERITDHIENTE S,

4.3 h7d)—{b&EBHLRR

4. 2 TR EEMHE N3 DOBREKMRAEN L > THRIFENRTNHS
ZEEPLMILLA, ZOH THRBREBICESLE ST T —(LOBFRIZDON
TERL THED, BROCEIOZ &G THEMAEN] WO 00387
)—~{bE EABADEHICEHEL TR EEZ TINWEIZBDbNRE, LWHD
2 ORESEMEHN. BENLSEGACEREMBEMAL. — LT I2LDTHD
"oThb, ZOHIOBENIZAT IT) ~LTIH MG TRAI>IZ SO+ ¥
ATheRF— 2T HRICEbL- Tk, EAMAHETE, 426iTR
e & D I B HHBERATEL LRMEGEDORHMENHEERL TH LEBEED
> TWd, EZT. ZOMTRHID2OOBE—HT I — (L & EH{—DH
BERDELICHRETHZ E &L,

(38) A7V —{LiCKIFTB 7O 94 TERF—2OBE: #7 ) —{tiz
BNWTTO A TR F—< 2t 2MRMITFEMBR Mk
5,

ZOEIHIICHET B2 EDF 4L, Lanagcker (2008) 2SBS0 7o
YA TEZF—TIZELTRDEDIZFRLTOHWBZ ENHLEFHENEONS,

(39) It is suggested that certain fundamental and universal grammatical
notions can be characterized semantically in terms of both a
prototype and a schema. Providing the prototypical meaning is an
objectively construed conceptual archetype. The schematic meaning
resides in a domain-independent cognitive ability, initially manifested
in the archetype and later extended to other domains of experience.
Clearly this relation between the prototype and the schema is nothing
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other than subjectification: mental operations immanent in the archetypal
conception come to be used in abstraction from its content and

applied to other circumstances.

(Langacker 2008: 539)

EVODEFBHIBRNEN TR EHIZ, XEMNEHEE SOy FERF
—XDWE,SRFBAETTEZIDITTH A, bFEOTO VI 4 T3 %
D EVEENIZIEZ 5N - 288 (conceptual archetype) TH VD, A+
—T X ZOMENSHR SRR I N, MOBRRERCIIRT S ETZOR
EOFRMER & MM HFET DCE - HMENABETH S, ZhixoF
V. BEMSEHIZEEL THA3RMT oL ADBEELRTHY, #-T. 207
0N A TERF—ORREBES ISRV ENIDITTHD, ZDZ
& B U T Langacker (ibid) I3 B A2 & U C TFrEBMRL. TEELBH
il [BhEE EHENEE]L. [BFREAH] OBMEEHERMEL THWBEDT, 22
TRHBIZEEDTHEL, 2T, 7 THE] EWIOBEIIODWTEZIE. £
DAF— I BWEEEENI 2 KT 5008 & WO BEERFELZE- T, 2
NEFAERMR, BENGR. 265820MREVWSEFTEO SO by (T
HHESMISEROHIZNIENIZMfH-> THWaDbITTHY, TDAF—7FTo by
A TOHMEMBIPBREIN., TOBMEREOALE >/ (DFD, HiRILL
72) bDTHBEZHIENTELIDTH D, RIZEEBLHWEOMBRD A F
—RIEDNTERTADE, ZZILEFFEDTa Mo 14 T L L TOMENEE
EFRBRIZBRUSRENFRCR VR EN TN S, EWVDDBEERIFERDD TR
LB -2 FE (FS5P 2289 —) ELTEEEINh. ZOFHEDRYIDOSIA
ELUTHEL TED., T L THNEBX-HEHICERI-EE (5 Fv—
7) ELTERHEEN. TNHAELHEDOROMOEEDSIBA & L THET 2
HbIFTHH050. ZOSRAEBOBEIBIFHRDO 70 by 4 S BEFEL
HWEMEEOMOMBIZIRBINTNWEIENWSI ZEIZRBZDTH D, 2%
B2 ARBECHELEBT IBICEERNIC XX » /2 7T 5D T, B
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Langacker O FE &4 (Subjectivity) & E {51t (Subjectification) (FIHZEA - B

DAF—=BZD XD MM LEFEOLE,I LEFNINBTEREZ L. KD
il - THFENICZAF +» 2V 7SN 5MEGEBEDRERTOTH 5, Rk
i TA&EL 20V TTH B, AFADZ F—< k7 )V —F{L (grouping) R BBk
(reification) & W I EEERFE ¥ > TEV. 25 LABSBRERELFED SO b
T4 7 THEWELD I MENSFHOPIZHENIH > THDDTHY., #45
DFa by A FEMBEMAL, 2 LABEREEZEELL-LOLLADAF
—RTHDENIZETHB,."

Z DX DI Langacker I XEBMED T O MY 4 T EXF—<DBBRIEER
EREZDLDTHBHIEEZFRELTVWEIDITTHBH, AFETIIEFNEEID
MLUEDGIZREND LD IEENREUAND ST T — LBz -> TS
O b A TPERF -t 2RE A EHRMBAEZDLDTHHZ L%
‘LA,

ZZTETROBFAD rise ZHIZEZ THh D,

(40) a. The balloon rose quite slowly. [objective, "factive" motion]
b. The trail rises steeply near the summit. [subjective, "fictive" motion]

(Langacker 2006: 25)

(ibid.)
Figure 23

12 Langacker (2008:104-108) iz X N iX, KFAD T v ¥4 F & i [E / (thing) ITH D, *
TSI — ¥ Z (grouping) & BB (reification) & 1\ 5 BHIREABEE L T35, B
HEIE ZE T NV—E v F ik / B4 %0 (contiguity) R B LI (similarity) 2 25 %
TEDHTIN—TFTERIEDZ ETHY, BB LR INV—TFLEhibDEVED
DEEEVELTEETDHZETH S, BIZIE. A5 committee & iF— A— ADANS
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(402) @ rise 23D ERIZFHET 545, I NIZEBEORE) (factive motion) %
ZLTEY., BRtEIBEMORNOTR->-TAY « AT -V EDOEETH
B3P 208 —)BEEHEVIIZ LD > TOKERFEEGNICAF v =
YIULTOWARTERN D TH B, (ZORMAERORMHIZ(T) TR
T b,) —H @b D rise FERIZHIGEL, ZOHEIEFA Y « AT =Y LD
FFY 2 Y —pERMOBNICH - TEBICBE L Th 3 hiF Tiday (-
T. MTREMOHNZET O RRENTENLAY), @)L L AL
ERA T AF—U 6 FY 7 ¥ —OBNRMERG Y., AR
TRAF+ 2V L TWBDTH D, SHiazhif, BRI SV 279 —D
BEILGEBLLRAEEOECNEZAF » =0 7 L0 REAT O AHBEL
LTWwadbhiF T, KE EDHE (fictive motion) (b L < X ERHBEY
(subjective motion)) TH %, # > TZDEEOBE» HRKE LOBE~NDT
DL ARFERERETHEHEFT2HDITTH S,

FLTZDZEEHTIT) —LOBEHIHRZBE L. FHRMEL/SRHEEIE -
TEEWEED S EERNBEBNDOBITOT O LA THDHI L EEX LTS L,
rise DEBOBEBOREDFA SO LA THRKRTHDLEERAHDITTH S,
DFY, rise DFOMNIATER VSV 7Y —pELEELHANBET
5] HEELLTIRADIENTE, 7« AT =YW BRBHAFEEIEDHE
ERBTED. ThbBbRAF» v FENIRMT 22 EI DT TH S,
FLT, 2070 o A IHo0HEH L L TEELOROKRE LOBEHDH
BEEZHBZENTELIDLYTHS. ZOMETRETRAELIIIZ, 7Y
2 7Y —DREHIBENIR L. A7 « AT -V LOREMEEDOIEE EHHAD
BHMOBE), DXV RAF v =V T M rise' DB EH-> TWEIDTH D, OF
DZD2ODMEE 1B TR [2 O@%/’@%ﬁé%kbﬁi‘d’& EW D AR
DRAWREBES FBEL L. GDDLOMRIIEN I & > TIHET 5k

N—=FEN, OVEDDIN—TELTH I BB ENALBDTHS, FLINED
BEREF, AL EE X DB bbb 5, FIXE, B choose d 5 =55 —
BI Y Fv—2 ZBIRT 205 RESEET 34, £ choice GBI TR Z I LAV
DSUEDDREN TN —FEEN, VEDDEEEDELTRABULINLDDTH S,
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Langacker D F 8t (Subjectivity) & {51t (Subjectification) (EHEA -3 EF )

ZMHT 5T [BRAEROEE LHRNDAF v =] LI RF—7
HEWRIEONDDTH S, H->T. ZDEIICEZXBZESO NI A ThDR
FoxehHT 570 R E I LR EED FHRABELTHHEEZS
DUITHY, BEThEH T I ~LiciTBNEEORAEN EFDBNEL
TORAERE « BT T ZHBRRIZE-> TH BT TH 5,

D&Y IZEMAHSEDORMBRIENHENR L ZNLBREHEH>RE T
HBHETHE ZOZ YR XENEBSIEND TR, #7T) —42i%
DTAIIAL T EXF—DOBRIZBYTIEEDTH S, £0) DIdFEkK{L
LRUDIBRNENTNWE & DI AHDEENSER EARENICE T OV D
I 1E (mental operations) 23 % DEERER & XM IZIFIET 2 HEDOHRIC
LB ENTWLBIETHY., TOBRICITEERBROMELLEVWIRMS D
TANRYBREENTHELLTH S, TLTIDI L e, @2)THRISENTH
IR L > TR EINZAF—< 2B H T I —(LOKEE LD &
ZEZEGDODETHRDE, O A TERF—DBBREBE S EMHBBEE L
LTRZONDIDITTH D, BHEMICERE, TB] 2028 F5E, Hxid
HEOBEENEMERER» S, BRICEETE S, HERELATHAEDL
BB EEZRET, Bl 0o ¥4 72ERT 3, XF—<rizzth
TR LD TH BN, ZORAF—ELTO [B] OFW%E#HE-> T3S
DRESIZHEKZ OB LV IRBHMBFETH V. AF - HRIIEELIZH 2
LI TH B,

(41) In a final means of transcending direct experiences, mental operations
inherent in a certain kind of experience are applied to situations with
respect to which their occurrence is extrinsic. This is called
subjectification, indicating that the operations come to be independent
of the objective circumstances where they initially occur and whose
apprehension they partially constitute.

(Langacker 2008: 528)
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(42) Schematization is fundamental to cognition, constantly occurring in
every realm of experience. The extraction of a schema is simply the
reinforcing of something inherent in multiple experiences, at whatever
level of granularity their commonality emerges. A schema should
therefore be seen as immanent in its varied instantiations, not as
separate and distinct (even if shown individually for analytical
purposes). By its very nature, a schema serves as a categorizing
function: capturing what is common to certain previous experiences,
it can be applied to any new experience exhibiting the same
configuration. [-+-] Finally, as representations of conventional patterns,
schemas provide the base of for assessing linguistic well-formedness.

An expression is judged well-formed to the extent that it bears
relationships of elaboration (rather than extension) to the schema
involved to categorize it.

(Langacker 2008: 56-57)

BN ZDIEIDTa r ¥ 4 FETRBIDAF— DIPTSR B across’
% 'be going to' DEMFKHFEEMNEDRMBRIEDLIBEMLL THED LT
Hizn, TB] OXF—<0HEAIZE, TB] % (Bl 7256 L5 5FBNAR
BRIZEEINTWS, LI L. 22 T2 T/ Langacker @ (7T % &k
IR INTWARELG EEICBEREN D] ZLitd - T2 2EW%IER
EVIEHREDEEHERH 7 TOX TRENIHRMEDEGEDBEDD L1
HZEEREZADEDE, HFADTO NI A T LRAF—DEFELRE D L
{LELTEZDZENTEDDITTH S,
ZITCIDZELEBZEGBNIZIGTHAL [(F3] OHTT)—%2BizEX
THBdE, Hr2dt [F3] LWIBETE, INETOFRITIOMERRZEL
T (PR EBRADEHER) O by A THREXIEND LDEFEE LIFT
WBRTTH2, XX 2070 by A7) [ZEH)] FLd5L. £
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BIZERTIhEA - B - BO3BDENEL->THELDEEHRINDLEDD
B bBBA AL TEREENRIBLEIBRER N, FIDAF—<%H
M 285E. BRIDLAEBIIBERLTLEIEERTHS, 2F0., Dk
DERAMANCERI DS (FRE, PR, BEFERE) CHEEL, MRgkT s
TTHbB, kNI TS odv A TEAF—TizEIL T T) —bHFE
BIBEZDOLDOTHH LT 2L, HADF IR EOEGIBT BIZIE.
FaRE) ARELL. XF—< 2l T2bTTHBA. ZZiFEDLD
BRRHMT O ANBBEELL THhar EE 2. Thid TRkl LW Ru7
OLZXTHBHETX D REMFAFPBRERAEFTTHZ LRE 1B TRAL.
B IEANEXa2MET SHE. TOXIZMEBRE L TR TNV S,
BRI > TEDMIFE TRHRIEL T AR EINBTHTH S, FlXIE, 7
WD - 1=hRMORIFIMFCHOHUEE L TR TOAERDOIET TH S
AL B ERHEEDOBELFIT SN T, DF DEANIZET - Th
BNWHREEICEED TEWDLITTH D, ZhERFRIE T 9447 THD
ZEWHIOFXIDAF - il T 5AE CIX. FAENLFAERILIGELX
N E WSRO ZAANBENAL. (23] 0O MBENEIF—< A
WtEnsbliFTthd."

BEDESiZ, #57T)—~LOBBRIZENTTO Y FIIEERICHIEX
NHDIZH LT, AF—RFEEBIHAHEHELRBAEEORM T O 2 HH
FALAZLDEZDEGEITAREIZFLURIDER/BRITEZ LATE
b, BT T) —~LRAMARED oL X Tidi. &L ASEAMTEEDRMES
EZDHENE L TORMMEE - RS0 L ROBBHRBEELRHHDTHY,
Tr NHIBER TN LT T) —BRERLZET TS EFERE5DITTH 5,

BB AEEse) DAL FRKIZ, 458 (X3) OBRELEEANETELDICERF + v
VI BEENTNOREERNICE 2 EERL T < 2HN#ER (summary scanning)
EWIBHRENED - ThEDITTH A, FHEIEIDLBEAAZOZEMEELE
ETEHEEZOND, 2D, FIOFATEZHEZORARFICE->TRIERF
—T LRI BHABIPBRRINL I IOBREDA A -V HRIDITTH 5. #
STHHEDTO NI A T OXXF—EMOBTEORMCEEKRIZL>TRF+ =Y
MEREMT 2bIICidh, FADBEGLILZTDOHETAF +» V7LV BENES
LTnablIThs,

47



CULTURE AND LANGUAGE, No. 75

5. ¥&H

JNE Tl Langacker @ [ESH#E) [F(k] & WS B % Traugott D5 [E
BE| L OBOH) HBET L. Langacker @ [Ffkfk] &iddh < £ TAMA R -
TWBEEMN RN DOEENTH 55T, Traugott © [EBM] L3R
o TWNWBAI &R, ZDZ &idLangacker IZ BB TAEEML &

TEREHRIE) OUFTHEZORERELTVWAIEILLHLLTHD. ZOR
T [EE] EWIBRELAHT I —LBOTO b4 TEXF—TDRRKRI
L - TNWAZ &% FR L
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