Pt O N & $,u NS 5ED
=] Dﬂ{t/j,}: = IIIIZI

bz
p

# H

0. FL&IC

AIEAFSLREZ MO T H@Ic AT 2 AN ARAR I Z AL TEY., %
DI Z LS CHEEZRZ, ThESiEtT52ETaIa=r—va
VIEEE L T 5, AHIEEO LI ARERRKEAENZNOEREDOHT TH A
TE IFENH FROEAFT EENZHRBE L TAECFENRSSWEIL
iﬁ%ﬁ@J@%%f&@‘Aﬁﬁ%ﬁ ZH LU TOWABHAREIDOFDNWT n
TG L L THEZET 200 BEM LD EEZ DT ENTE D!
Ei\ O EikahE OFEEDM ) L FEEERBIOBKRIZ OV TE (D, ) i<
REINBEEIICINETHE L DIIREICL > TS TE T 5,

1) GEHY MRDZRY RAF, ZORBRIZ GEEY IT& - TRELNDRED X
DIEIE UV TORGENREHE L THBbEN S, #-T, LD
S GiEY Z&-> UrATHESNS <$ﬁ‘éﬂﬁﬂg> DAYV ANRHY,
FNHIEOBLERIND L HIE, ZNEMSENCZOEED <GEHEI

Eo0) IFENBFWIEILY (“fashion of speaking’ : Whorf (1956 [1939]:
158,159) £ 5 X2 T, oanblahrntlBE N LZbDELT

o> 2Lk 57255,

(th | 2011: 59)

1 ¥ (2011) X Langacker (1999) TSN TW B ABOEANZRMEIZHE 2. H
WEEGEE D EN TN E DRAGET) % LI U CHELELX L, SERAT 50,1z
Ff (2009) @ T E£— R84/ DE— RRADELD Hii LT B,
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(2) Languages differ systematically in rhetorical style — that is, the ways in which
events are analyzed and described in discourse. [ . . . ] I want to propose that
rhetorical style is determined by the relative accessibility of various means of
expression, such as lexical items and construction types. That is, ease of
processing is a major factor in giving language-particular shape to narratives.
At the same time, cultural practices and preferences reinforce habitual patterns
of expression.

(Slobin 2004: 5)

ZLTZO IFE#EAHICL > THFENLE VM L] FEEEOMEZ EH T <
DPDMENSEZ DI ENTE SN, IMETEFEENSEHD S EIES
s LOREZIRY . TNZRBHEELOURDIDEL L, TDAHZ XL
ZWHOENMITHZ Ex2HMNET S, HARIYIZ X Hinds (1986) D (3) D,
DXV, FFETIIHRY TH 2EEI—BINEE/ DLGIZESELINEN
B ZNITH U THARGE TIIREENREEI SR I NG S0 D@0 AT
BIKT5D0%, A (2004, 2009) DFET S I E— FaRHLDE— FRHMOD
AP HELEL, HIEGEFEOFEHIREDEND S Z DENIZ DO TP 72
it ZiAA D,

(3) In the following examples, a typical object which may be left out is enclosed in
brackets.
We usually eat [dinner] at 7:30.
Ken drinks [sake] too much.

Every afternoon I read [books] for two hours.

[...] we can recognize many sentences without objects: 5 & 7D ? HH
W7-W7-. But do we want to say that these verbs are being used
pseudotransitively? I don’t think so. The reason is that when verbs are used
pseudotransitively in English, the omitted object is a generic entity, whereas in
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the examples I have given for Japanese, the object is specific. [ . . . ]
In fact, this is a very clear difference between English and Japanese. When the
object for such verbs is a general object such as dinner, sake, and so on, the
object is often left out in English. In Japanese, on the other hand, such objects
are usually put in, but the specific ones may left out. Compare the following:
What did you do with the fish I bought yesterday?
I ate it.
EDIHS I BEEDIRVEL M
ARNE L7
We always eat at 7:30.
ELBIENLDE TIRFEICSFAZERNET,

(Hinds 1986: 50-51)

1. AHoOEREEBEDOKRE

AHEH 5 RYCEREZHEL, NI TH E1 28T 50T TH S
D ZOWE K EREIEFEIREITIITH V. ZTDOREYCHRE% real-time
ALFE (real-time processing) THUHEL T3 WD Z LTl b, RNEHRLFEED
AR LD Z DR EYRHEZ T T 2 2 & TODIEZ DIFAED LT
ZDTHY . ZNHMTTH 20 & D Gk ld AT & FIX [ RENEA T M A
TRrRINDIDITTHD, £L T, ZOMEER L MESERELFRIFEITIN TS S

WWHEFEE A ZENEYOEEL TEZ D 0D 2 ik, £2 ZOMH
ﬂfﬂ? EREEERED TR TH 28 M AR DRSS Z YL FEIZHTHN TS

HIEAD THTOHFEEZE#RT 5 2 LIGBH 20O T, AIER % L aRA Ik
0)55%%@1‘3% WML TEZHZ EFRVDTH 5,

ZFO—TER I EZZDUBDORFTH > Th, AFBLTNWEZ &%
HHETHZELHTED, DED. [AFRHA T5ZENTXD, [ X T35
Lix, THZEER, BOBEHZET S L WO B TRANKILT 5] &0
MNBEETHY., ZORIAD 57D 2 ABIZHCORMIEE GnEd 5.
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T 5. HFT L) Z2FAEHAL. TheE2Y—F52ENTE, I
THCRHE 252 EDREERDIDITTHED, ZDORXYRBIHD A H =X L
ZDONTEA (2004) X @), 5) DX ITHBERTN B,

4

®)

78

oFIz VNS DB Z RS D A J) = X 23 EM B RDIRIH
HOHEL TOSEHEORMETIVCEEZENT. L LA, HEOWERR
BD—i%z, HrbETNEZHIHBEZEL TH LD XS IZRAT 5.
[A Y RA DETIVTRZA DD HEYTHHEEZ BN, (K8—5)

S}

*43
LAY U

s > ik

X 8—5 A ZFIHDET IV

%A 2004: 191)
Figure 1

bk, BAE WS D%, EREREIMIT L THFEEL, EAEIEA
BT D, K84 DL ODBRETNTEINDLTH D, L., FEERIZFA
B AMIZACONEIZH S HDERHATHZELNTERNDTH 5,
TARTENAB R D72, —Fig— BEEOEMDET VI, DLk
A Y BANZ B W TREIZL S EA3D [%&E] (EEBICEEDO - TH
%) Z, HCOIMIIZAHFL TR oN I E RO THS (X8—6),
—hg— HEOWNERZLDODOMEMEEZ, 4] 2Hb2rDZ L Ri#T 5
LW AIBHMOT O A %ML T, KNV ZNVAD [N I phDH R
BHERINEDTH 5,
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(a) (b Ho= ¥k
b2 IDER) e HT&ME’J L
%l}g\ 2AILES Ml N I
EE(ZN VN N &tk N N |
[0 1 i
K8 [8—6 R ZFHNDHEEIINE S NGBHDET
VIASE VAYAY: =
(ibid.: 192-193)
Figure 2

ZU T, ZOHIR EFRFEATATL T SRR & A ¥ 341 & 2 ReiE
EWVWIRHAD 2 DDAED BRI A (2004,2009) O FiET 5 [1E— N4l
(Interactional mode of cognition) | & D E— K% (Displaced mode of cognition) |
ZZENZTNAIGL TH D, ?lﬂ?ﬁi%ﬂ‘:\ ZD2ODRME—FIXABDHFEL
TWHRAIDEDHEZMEBE LB L 2D EFR 5, THIX [FEOAEIX
T 2 A E AR DM 675‘0)%%&0)35%5'553\ BN SN VY50 5
Zl U CRABEZRL THhEHEND ZETHY, ZD—i THER XL Z DFEH
DL I CGRAGZBBINFHEEL L TAYRBAMTHZ L TELZ LI
HBH] LR, BRNICINREDHEINA VI S 7 avizdk-TEBNT

RIMGHE XA IRBANTHZETHENA VI Ty a A RIEEIN., Bh&EL

TRt 2 2 EnmaEE kb L. TNTNOREME—F % X3, X4. D XKD
AL T b,
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SHlloKEH < ZH1DY5 (domain of cognition)
C : Conceptualizer (GRHIER)
Ol & O “EHERH - RN VY T2 a3
(e.g. MiBRk LD C LRI EDALENA V¥ 50> a )
QR - BHT o2 (eg HHCHMOBE)
QUi : AT O AT & > THEE XN 2RH18 (e.g. KD L5)

(FkF 2009: 359)

Figure 3: I-mode

disI;‘chement
(de-subjettification)

(ibid.: 363)
Figure 4: D-mode

ZOTE—-FRH/ DE—-FRIHMEND 2 DOFEAE— FIZAMOFEILED

EDHKZW OGN LAELDTHD, HEDFHTH 55, FLiZbibN7zkH iz
AR RN ZNTENORBEDOT THATE LI ENLHEDORR S, £/-%
NeRige U TUELRFEN2REINADH 2 Z LN TH D, TN
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5 HRGEDEOBI L THH (2009) ZEATO LD I ERL T3,

(6) a. HAGEIZ T E—F 2K L T D F#ETH S,
b HEEIDE—F 2K KL THW 2 FEETH %o

g, ZOTE-FRMEDE— FORAMOFRLBEDENEZRD IS IZH L
HTN 5,

(7) a. ZEEHERM (1E—F) "hFYV 28— 5V =2 MR (D
E—F) »
b. AR (1 E—TF) »AAMNRHE (DE-F) o2
(fkt 2009: 365)

DFV, I E— N TR ERITAEYLEREZ M LOPATINIC real-time
JLPE (real-time processing) Tidak L. TNZEET LD T, K5D LD 2D
FREEZZNDIEMT DI EHHBEDE T LD, ZOMHIZ/ZES EWHR
oMoz HE BIRR(R)) & UTHEY (T) Z 1D 2ED: 5 2Bk
FF2DTH B, £/, TORME— FIZ X BHELE TIERAFE IR EA
LOREXELHNIHZ D2 EIZRDD T, ZOELHED-HIZZDHEEITIE
B (unbounded) IZFRFHINBZ LI DHDTH S,

il (M ot

Figure 5
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ZNIZH L TDE— FRAI L ITFHEBDO A YEMTHY, Tz X > TRAIE
IS VXV TRIBX O &5 ICHE %2 ERANICEIZ2] Z LMLk,
ZLTZDED HELETERAMEEIZOFEED HED] & KDY
TEARERREHITFICANS Z LIk DD T, ZOHERIIHF RN (bounded) 12
RiENDIZDTH D, ZOZEIZMR T, — NI 2 1EH 5 B zhkd b &
X, WOFETHLZDLEREFREB TCHEDTIEEL., AIGIrOERIZLD,
ZOEINIIHBENIT S Z & THLHAZLHEN ML I, HANIZZD
DI BnERMEEIND LD 2 &2 HENICRERT 5, DE Y Figure/Ground
WHITHDTHDH, FEzATRML, BMXMWIZR#ALHAaIcbINng
FREDRIIREPESHATEBZ 2D THY., ZDZ LItk -> TR 6ITR
ENDIDICHEANDS5EZZTDEVHBEIN > T1 HER - GRS
ik (entity) Z VTV 27 ¥ —, 2HFBIZE > TR EINFEKhEZFT V=
—7 L L THEHET 2D TH 5,

tr : trajector (primary figure)
Im : landmark (secondary figure)

Figure 6

2. RAME-—FLEEASESHDOTEL - FFEIL

Z O TR 1 #i T X7 AH O HEBIHE 2B 1T 2K OTE D Beh S H WEGE
BT L2HENSHGEDOSHEMEIFSHEMICONTERTARS, ZITHEHER
Z & (2004, 2009) A ERT B LD IZHATEN T £ — Nz < Kk L
TVWBDIZAL T, HEADE— FMZm KL T ENS ZETHY,
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TN > TENZENDOFEEFEHE O TG L) TRZ | O#iPH] &> T
BV, ZOLDIZREDSHEDEHFNALRL > T D EEXDDNHARTD
5o TLTZIDZLIF®) D& Itz Ez THLMWHNTH S,

@) a ldH-. B2 ENbs 57,
b. “Oh, no. I broke it.”

ZO @ IFHEMZIREL TOSRFPICENDSENTL E - 2 LD RGH TOR
MTHDI. ZOEIRYGE. HAEFEOLGIENT (@) ZrEnd i
Aok TRZ] OfiPlicidcno THEikbang., £, MK 5t
NEVZ Eb%, TNICHL T, KEFHEHDLEIZEIZDOFEZDE—-F T
WHITHDT, K7 M) OXDICASTS THR] ORIMICHAEL, 2. B
Hbreak’ DR E L THRFBEEINHZET, ENETNA NI V75—, TV
Fe—2 L THZBN, B) DEIIZFFHENLEINZDTH 5,

(@

bSp

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
A -
@ubﬁu =
<
~
~
~
~

TR ORE

7,2 ] O#pH

/
/
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/
A
e
@\
\
\
\
\.

Figure 7
21 1 E—FRALEEBASSEDIEEL
HIZHBRLEDICT T FREMTIIRBAIEARIAEGMEEE A Y52

YavIRZETENEZLETLZ0T, BATEAESEESD THZ] O

LRV D TEBLORNEIZ R HBWDITTH L0, £HT % L (8a)

DEDZATHONROEFH L EINBEVLERH LD BELRDNEND Z LN
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M E LT %, Mammicid ol &3 I & FRHMOABIZEbLSMETH
D, Z2ZTIEK8 (ab) D& LML splTEZ Thd,

(a) FeOEEE (b) WEHIOEEEE

TebhEHA

INEOFD
JER T
IRELT
IESVY,

Figure 8

X8 (a) IZHEVYOREEEZTHD., K8 (b) FLBEFADITEEHE TH 555,
COERHRZIZEMZRET 200, H20EMEREXTEVLITHEHOIEN
IHRENWEL I N TRV, ZNIZHBDLLTE 2 IIMRE T 2HELRN6N
RO RIFIRATD. HDVIEFITR-> TOBEE UV RWERITH 5 Z &80 h
5DTH5bH, DFV, ZDZ EIF T E— FEBATIERRI TR N E L EHE A~
Y503 av35Z8TENEZETLHIILICRL5DT, TONEEFIEIC
Lo CiLFtT 5D TEERL, LTLAFWZDLDNZDE EFEKRO—ER%#H
ZENRTEDZEZWMIWIZRLTNWADTHY, Wik TEY+ 5iERE
TEWRIZE L TBE DI TH5D, TLUTI ZTHERZ L, icbilX/
FORTE-FRIHMENWD DIFAMOERN S FELEDEVKRD 1 DTH Y,
DE— FRMZ HELEEDO AT HHGEFEED | E— FRBMTHREZRZ L Z
EFHRTRE DT TH Y, 72 & 2IE UERFOXR T TISHEN D “tear (to)
open’ pull (to) open’ D & D LRBITIHFAT 5 HRIIRATIZH 2D TENZ D
TEBT 0 E TR, ZOHACRIGESREDL 1 E— NRuTEnEZT
}Ebfhé EFEZBDITTH S,
Lo L, 2O&D aREHEDN T L FHENSHHOIEFIELITHAZE Tl
T THDDIZRL T, FETIEZD TEENW EiE. kD (9) DX
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DI ERIRETNZHHZNRYOME TH > TH, KETEIRENSLEHD o
HH0IE Im &L TREShNIE, £ LAEREIAHRRAH Tl
BINE RN ENSBYENTH S,

(9) a. The farmer chased the ducking, but he couldn’t catch it.

b. [seeing a farmer chase a ducking] He'll never catch it.

(Langacker 2009: 122)

TUTH U THAGERNE O34 I IEER AL O BefE T (10a) D & 5 1IZiRKAIDY;
D DR ZED TRAKZRKT 50T TH 200, REDFES T (10b) O &
DX DFZDHZ THELT H2RLENENDTH B,

" Figure 9

Hh

10) o H0e— (Tl 1% HEzoninb, WaLE0RL
QL)
b B0 e —. i BHAE VD, (FED S HELED)

ZLTC, ZOZEEBLTEIZEZR,. kD QD) KA E—HEIZEEEZL T
NWBEXIZ, TORAPHEL I ZHE N, ZTNEEHDLENLZWEVILE T
EINEHFILEZA DL BLAETH Y, (12) (FHEMH TiEE LHEZ FALRE L
%%ﬁf%ht@hfﬁ&éiﬁ@%ﬁf%éﬁ‘:@&5&%%@%#6%
Yiih L 3E > THARBEE DL A ITIEM L I 400845 5 2 Tt L8N
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BNDTH b,

1D a ffi-THin?
b. Can I use it ?
(12) a. 72k,
b. It’s beautiful.

Z U T, 2 2zt (2009) 2% (6) DX DI HAGEIX T £— F 2 <KL T

SHTHHDIIAL T, WEEIDE—F 2l KM L TWEFiETHD L0
DHBENHLDITTHY., [ E— FBM TIERRAHMDOLOFIZH & F L RN
HHLGG. MI0IZREIND XD ICFEH LHEFOM THEW I 5 LT
= (joint attention) 2V L TWhiX, FNEFEMT HZ &< HifdT 52
ERHRBEDITTH .2 > T ZOED BEATIEHEMEH 2 Tal's1t

S 5083 e <. RiToXEWHAHE FICHMETE TH 5 Lk T
ARG, (13) D&Y IZENIZ OV TORRE D 2N EiEfLahb &
WHZENRZBDTH 5,

(13) Bro eV THLN?

MRz i

RO

~

\ T\

Figure 10

2 K% (2011: 127) 3HEENEE L & & —#HMICE CHDIEEEZMITSZ &1 TH O,
MtZ DB EBODTTEDARRTNL2HDEANTBRL] RS L, ArTRER
Lo T MEBEOREZADMEREZIAT THLLDIZMITEE 5] REDITR/IZK > TR
VT B EIRRTN D,
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INETHENTELLD T, HAGEGEIC FER LSO RIS

R DOBGICHHEIAFATEL THBHEDTH Y., Sk =N 2 DERGEDER 721
THHIN ERELTIRNEEGATHARIEND ZEIZEDDTH 5.0 -
T, HARFEFEHDOEEREIH TN, ZhiE T8I W50 Tk, Z
DEIILEZDE, Ba) D [HENHBe 7] & THMIEND < - 72] DED
D EDIAT B LIT DN G % 53l T %5 &£ S A& Langacker DHEIE T %32
HEDORMATE 21X, (14) DL DI RXE5N T B specificity GEalk X D
EaW) OMETHLENZ D, DFV. FHEEIEHE T & DT EDHELD
FEELPHETFOING 2 EOREBERELLT VW ZEZ TEDEREF L KBNS
MERETBDTHO, RO (15a-c) DALY D [YukrRl [Zh] TZ0D
Al BZOHROBNENS ZETH %,

(14) An expression’s meaning is not just the conceptual content it evokes —
equally important is how that content is construed. [ . . . ] One dimension of
construal is the level of precision and detail at which a situation is
characterized. I can describe the temperature by saying that it is /ot, but also
— with progressively greater specificity — by saying that it is in the 90s,
about 95 degrees, or exactly 95.2 degrees.

(Langacker 2008: 55)

(15) 2 Br > &fEDTHNN?
b.br-oEZNEDTHNN?
¢ BroEZDABFEYTHNNY?

DLE, HAGESEEDFHENS G EHEDOIESIELL 1 E— R, 5 BRIZHH
FTHZ EEBXRTA, ZDZ Lk (16) OMEDRELZFFHEIZT HHEHEDLD
R DRI L WBAIC DWW T ERICH TEE D EEZ 5,
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(16) A : HDOCDFEREHDLE-D?
B:&DEDHSBr o2&,

Z O (16) TIX CD FRFERDOLH D FIZITAEL Thish, LA L, 2 THE
Wik Z Ld, HAGEGEGORE T 2530 I E— FNGRRMTH S &0
D ZETHD, 2FEV, Kkt H &l i@b\ﬁ%#ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%%ﬁiﬂﬁ‘é<‘:b\“)
AAHRIEIEBISG L Ty, (16A) OFF#E S (16B) DEF# LI M1 D &
I E—FRRATHEDOFEZER L, TOTOREDNZY (ZD%G
3 CD) ZFHEIZL T2 D THY, TOREZRBROTTHEAEL TV EINE
Zx, Bvo TR ED TRZ ] OfEFR] 1235 %3R5t 2 HFEER K
MUy HODRFEDIRDNLDODTH %,

Rzl @ FH

TR21 © i

Figure 11

ZNIEA% (2005: 38-39) THRENTNWAHTEY — FRRiZk 5 [HEF O
FLAE (field memory) | & 12235 DL 1E (observer memory) ] MW & WD Z
ETHY, HiZIHREORTAGOUEr6D THX] ZZDEEMBILD
DTHBDIZH L THEEEAYRBANC L5 [HZ] THBH, (16 A-B)
FHAEGFEDOLAIZIZZ 0 BT »HELECSOTEATH S
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ZEERLTVS, ZOZEiE, HAEEEDOLG IR TRME-—FICLSHE
RS EATH 5720, REHBHIHEMZTOL DN WEETH, HED
RAE— NI X 2HEHEN TR L 20, SiEEEOME T OHEENRDM
FnMEELT B Z & T BEEMEE D EOLLIAITED L~V T b RO
MAREE R S AR TH D EEZ DI ENTE D, o G52, HAENE
DEEIIXZ D XD BRELBEOL G MEE (I Th b 2bic [FE% ]
(A | BEEE 5] LW TR ZOITAEZ R L & < THIENK
MIEVEETEZOLOOMENEEAEEL D ENELEZEN DS

2.2. REFEODE—FRHOERLFEANSSEDTEILL FEEEL
Jiz(11b), (12b) THARZ= KD IZ, KEFEDLHITF - L A& LHET
DRI THEWZ T 2 ILFAEESEALL TH T, EiELHWEE ST 5
WEDRH D, ZOHITIEI ORGEEED G EBEE LA A Z X LIZDONTE
R THh B, MamIiEZZ Dz &id, WEEFEAD D E— FIZ & 2 B IR
THENDZELIZHRDEDTH AN, TREEEDE—FRBALDNEND &, %
PR T O A T E S HIVGE 2 #IBNIC Sl LT 2 B ED D 572

ﬁ*ﬁ%@%ﬁ%%Lm %zé&ha;%&@%%%tb ZDIHIZHfE
A RET B LD AREEREZ LIRS kB0 ThHHEFEZ S,
DXV, MI2IZ/RIND XD I REFETFEEZMNE - BT 5 &, Fib
Rk DD T OHEEE A YRAIL, WhIE [HHEX I X S8
G EWD 7 4 VI =il L CEDOREEZRBAUET 5D THY, ZLTZ
DRFHDMIE TS 5H% wm BT H L0 T EMEEL L. TNA Sk
LOHEOHT MFENHZRBPR] LLTEHELTNWDEEZ DI ENTE
%o

3 ZOHAGEIZBITS MTAZOLD] OaNWE L EORMEIZ DL TiZER (2011) %5

\\\\\
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AR OBLEEE

X Figure 12
(17) Stephanie has two children.

tr Im

FZTZIDRIZDOWTHIZHEmZ D, TR THEGESEEDEEICITHREN
Z 550 t/im BEIAEEM L. TN FEFEEOH20 T MrEh 5 KBl
WAL ELTEELTHDDNEND & ZRIEHH (2009 O FET ST E
—FH»6DE-FRRAELOHRTHLEEZOND, DED., AMODFERE
EHIRIE T E— FRRAIDNARNTH D, ZNZATRBAITSHZ LIZE>TDE—

FRAZERTHETEHE, 2O EFESICHEEFREDOREEERIC B Y TX
FHENWHZETH B, £ L THHE, Tomasello (2003) D (18) DEENMH E

PEEGRE D ROBRBE CTIX T E— F CTHEZEZA TWDLZ EHAEZX 5,

(18) The child’s earlier verbs were about single entities acting or undergoing
changes of state or being acted upon by the child herself. (The latter case
refers to utterances of the type Kick ball, as the child kicked it herself — the

proposal being that for these utterances the self is egocentrically presupposed

and not a part of the underlying conceptualization.) [ . . . ] Finally, it has been

often noted that children speaking English and other languages quite often do
not overtly express subjects in their early utterances.
(Tomasello 2003: 215-216) ()
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ZLTIDZ &iZMMZ T, Tomasello (2003) DRD (19) O T ikiFARsD TH %

ThbH, LI DIE, KiEEEHEDOREEERFIC B W THRED FEEOM D E

RNURTHDBEND Z &iF, Fil mﬁwétm_$%%x 5 %N U KRSy
K Z 5 ENIRABRELLE LR DN TH S,

(19) The English subject is a very specialized syntactic role that involves a number

of different functions, many of which do not occur together in the same

category in other languages. [ . . . ] In Keenan’s (1976) famous account, cross-

linguistically there are something like 30 features associated with categories

that approximate the English subject. [ . . . ] The only experimental evidence

that English-speaking children have mastered the notion of subject concerns

children approaching school age. Using a training procedure, Braine et al.

(1993) taught children to place a plastic token on the picture representing the
subject of a token sentence — using many different kinds of subjects — and
then looked to see if they could generalize to subjects in novel sentences of
many different kinds. The first evidence that they could came at 5-6 years of

age. Following Croft (2001), one possible explanation for the late acquisition

of English subject is that, in reality, each abstract construction such as

transitive, intransitive, passive, and there-construction actually has its own

subject. The generalized notion of the subject role in an utterance or

construction — which children would have to have mastered to perform well

in most of the experiments — represents the finding of a set of commonalities

among these many and varied construction-specific subjects. That is, subject

represents a syntactic role in something like a highly general Subject-Predicate
construction at the most schematic level of constructional hierarchy.
(Tomasello 2003: 168-169) (F#RE#)

Oi @ %uunﬁﬁ@D{ mu\ﬂ]@?%{? QJJ Eﬁ:\ﬂc\—ﬁ}\@%ﬂﬁ%ﬁﬂ < EP’C%E
HeZs VEEOME R Z 8T 50D 25 LMozt (RF—<1b) |
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WiEIHE L. ZOTEEOM DI & > THEZMEMICHERE S E L TEZ
L EVDRHESEEN, ENMEEMRT D2 LT TEEE ° THINEE 2
it FATE L. KS#8L (elaboration) TN TNIE L B esite (ZB v b) &
LTRHENDEZELIZE->THELDBDTHHEEZBND, ZNIEFEIET
LI HEEAYEMTHENDZETHY., ZOBREZE L TRIEDORGE
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