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[Cf. BEPHREA! (Disciplinary Matrix), (Kuhn 1970:182)]
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<HESHEE>
A.

B.

KA ALY XA (anti—mentalism)

HEEBHETEIRONEL, NE & DRNRRRIZ D 5 BRI Z k50 6 HERR,

Mtk E2& (mechanism) /#ELEF (physicalism))

SEEOFLR - SATICEE L, WER), RIS TR ROLZMEOG L L, SN
Bl UCHENLT B M ZRT,

SFEFNISEES (taxonomic linguistics))

BB CTX 553805 D4 E] (segmentation) . /7% (classification) ZHE, BAMLSiEE
Bto®ig Ltk o T 5,

< A B CTEEL R >

A.

A Z Y XA (mentalism)
BEEERRE O SREEEl,. N2 TR, BRNRSET — 2 L L CONMNENSEEICR L. AR DKz
NET O NENLEiEY. SinFOMHOE —BIEIZT 5,

B. Y a— /A7 77 —F (modular approach)

N WS AR [E A 7 S EERERE D IMNICFE T D L IRE SN D, OGRS A7 A &3S L
7'V a—L (LHERE) & LTOSERENPIMICHTFIET S EIRET 5,

SLEEE EE (symbol-based computationalism)

RO SN EZRET HAROBAIOES L L TOIE,

SEOET IV GROBAIOEE N DR DFEMRZN, FIRIICE S, BEOXEERTHET
2,

<K-HERXEHER: ERERRBOWIE 2T T H>

B.
C

==

A, SRERINER & SRESM R MR O KX IE AR ATRETH S,

FEERYEE & B PR LR AR O MM B et 2 5] < 2 & ITTE AR,

. WAL BRI K o TIFIRAICHE SN 2 DO TIER <. BENLHTE ~ & AMBICHE S
o,

ZiklE, BRARERCFEM R R ZR DS MS LI2E Y 2 —v & LTIHETE 20,
SCEIZ D 8803, BRAY 2 BIKPRE iR 2 BRI L - TEES I b Tun 5,

F. HEChnb2BR1%, B SHOWRMEME, Him, BEoh, 2F0FE. FI2HEDLL 8RR

i (natural logic) CHIVEEL CHIZET A Z LIXARA[RETH B,

G. EICIR SN D FRERI 2R BRI D720 OF I, EWR EEFITH2DSHRINL TSNS,
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H SiE8igU3, BRNEBEROWTILO LVl CThi, e « U2 aeIc B 2 ZRIC &
S TEESITTHITWVW5D,
L. XEDT IV — L 2N Db ARSI T 7 ¥ — (fuzzy) TH YV . ik lEE K (squish) 2 TF
L THRY, MR RERCH ESHERIARIETH S,
J. SREBLOREICEASIN SR - FBEIE, BN TRENRBGREEY TIER, BERD
I B OREBRAV R ERNIZ X o TERES I G TWH R ITHIEL R B 7220,
(1L%EL 2000:253-254)
IV. AR B RGN OB EF/E !
<ERNRNTHELLANLOSTEEM>
(ERRE SRR DR S FEF~DMifESR)
AREWw (BT XA LORTOWRE T a7 T L)
WA E WG OWNE S O B EHEH
R B R R R RS (7 a— LIRERK . IRAERIHK)
T VIEREW R FEEOM BWIRBIC L A HE

<AERERM  ERRN-FOEBREERTD ! >
[MBEL)ARERMOHAET 2 77 AOUTOERIT, MK ! ]
(Don’t Throw Out the Baby with the Bath Water!)

SEEGE & SRRSO RO R FIEARARETH D,

EEER AR & TR A EER O BN HERTB 72 fR 2 5 < T T E AR,

SCENE, BB RSCRE R R BRI NS LT Y 2 — b LTUIHETE 7220,
SHEZD D B80T, BRI 72 BRSCFEHGRN R ERIC L > TEE ST 6T b,
SCEICR SN D MEERIZ2 IO D72 0 OFRI3IE, B EERIZ D D HFI ML THIEN S,
EAT I =L TR D EREBZRIT T 7 U — (fuzzy) TH Y | HFREE K (squish) T
L TEY, MxiRERch &S HREIIRAETH D,

G. SRBROHEITHEAIN SR - I, B TRENREGREEY I3, 5%
DHD B DFREERAV L BN K - TEME ST ST iTiE e 5720,

mm e oW

(ILI%L 2000:6. 4Fi)
Cognitive grammar ... has developed gradually over a number of years, evolvingfrom generative
semantics ... . I view cognitive grammar as an updated version of generative semantics.
(Lakoff 1987: 582)
ERRERGR D DB SEFE~OMIET 7 7T LOMK L WO BLE» LAY G SilBSONHTIC
BRL., ZOMBEOHIETn 7T DI —BELTWLHAEZHLTED LN TE D, ThE, SEOE
RO E L TOSFEEAROFEIES LEMGEN 16, AL MEDONE 2 S DEFRRRO 2K,
WDITEBANAY, AR RBI OISR D b ENTRILR E LTAEMICRE L T vy —H Lz
FHaETHo LV x5, | (1124 2000 253-254)

<ARBERBOVII—/BE (DBRBASTHEFE) >
EREWIROMIE 7 1 7T JMZB W THFE SN LT O RIL, BASETFO R LR T —~ &
L TR SN TWD,

A, EEEOT v 2 Z v ME [e.g. G. Lakoff (1977)]
A7 A v a [eg Ross (1972, 1973, 1974)]
7y Y—nYvy 7 [eg. G. Lakoff (1972b,1973)]
7 L— A& [e.g. Fillmore (1968)]
EOMRHE  [e.g. G. Lakoff (1972)]
RASEEOHRE T e ST LA~DER

A, D> Fia X)L MSUES

B./C. dHT TV —DT L AT 4R

D. 7L — AEMWH

E. = STYEAYH W o F8 %t
EHm, 2 E8¥. BXARE., FOoNE~DREMH
Z1T 08T [e.g. Ross (1970), R. Lakoff (1968) , Sadock (1974)]
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[MHE 3 EE1T 4 [e.g. G. Lakoff (1971b)]

REEDOEE /GO [e.g. Gordon and Lakoff (1975), G. Lakoff (1972a)]
B3R [e.g. Horn (1989), G. Lakoff (1971a, 1972a), McCawley (1972, 1981)]
SREOEM /KT A4 A [e.g. R. Lakoff (1972, 1973)]

7 x I =ALE7ET  [e.g. R. Lakoff (1975)]

V. BASEBEFEDONRFEA A
RLTHISOER RBLR TR HBEAERET L
RELT v 7T 7 a—F MIYNT 7o —F
aARX T a=RA S ma—F )Ry NT— T B E
%%@Eﬂﬁﬁ@%?ﬁ”ﬁ BIZEM: B iAME T on P—arEE

mu%ﬂ ﬁ)ﬁ‘bég.

A ATV —, ik, X/ Hoil - iz,
ﬁﬁ:’%ﬂ:/dbﬁ%ﬂ: AXy =T A A— /ﬁ/ﬁk\
AX—<fb, HEOBE) K, ZRSEET]. ete. )

B. &t (Embodiment). F&ME (Subjectlmty) 7"Z v > F{k (Grounding), etc.
C. %%%ﬁ%ﬁ%i% : {igjj/u\ n_n\ j:FEﬁmui‘D 772“—5"/7& etc.}

<Three Commitments in CL>
The Cognitive Reality Commitment: An adequate theory of concepts and reason must provide an account

of mind that is cognitively and neutrally realistic.

The Convergent Evidence Commitment: An adequate theory of concepts and reason must be committed

The

a_‘

to the search for converging evidence from as many sources as possible.
Generalization and Comprehensiveness Commitment: An adequate theory must provide empirical
generalizations over the widest possible range of phenomena.

(Lakoff and Johnson 1999: 79-80)

B, SORB>

A. A language comprises an enormous inventory of conventional linguistic units, all abstracted

B....

C. ..

from usage events. (Langacker 2008: 221)
we can describe a language as a structured inventory of conventional linguistic units.

(ibid.: 222)
grammar and lexicon form a continuum residing exclusively in assemblies of symbolic
structures. Constructions are symbolic assemblies. The objective of grammatical analysis is to
describe such assemblies in clear and precise detail. (ibid.: 161)

.. grammar is not distinct from semantics, but rather incorporates semantics as one of its two
poles. (Langacker 2009: 1)

. Grammatical structure is based on conventional imagery, which reflects our ability to construe a

conceived situation in alternate ways. The full conceptual or semantic value of a conceived
situation is a function of not only its content (to the extent that one can speak of content apart
from construal), but also how we structure this content with respect to such matters as attention,
selection, figure /ground organization, viewpoint, and level of schematicity.

(Langacker 1987: 138)

<EFENORI: FBHEN, EHEN >

({1580 /BB HRETOER) 1

SRFREAIIE. AN OHEIRIZIST 2 R 2 5PE D EY T3 < . AW — RO EBIH 70 & (KRB
(AR S9ERARE ) LIEM DREN 2 AR R DR E LTWD, ZOMORE 7S, SaEhe ) ORI 72
AL LTHESEFORREILATVD
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<fE N B9 20 B>
[3CiE] - WWRLE RRasciEm) (0> UERE, 1995)
———————— AR SGER] (OKIEfEE)E, 2009)
(PR« ———— [Hesm & USR] (< A LI HIAR, 2000)
———————— [z & Xoidmzer]) (B#htE, 2004)
[LRYwo]:—— Fromg & BRARD CRAECRFMRZ, 1988)
(Cf. GEA] : ——— FRGFEATA] (KIEREEIE, 1986))
=S A — FRREnE kG se) (WF2Ett, 2012)
#*3

<BHXIE : (FAEROSEE) >
[Body in the Mind]

A. Because our concepts and reason both derive from, and make use of, the sensorimotor system,
the mind is not separate from or independent of the body. Therefore, classical faculty psychology
is incorrect. (Lakoff and Johnson 1999: 555)

B. Meaning arises through the body and brain., not via the disembodied connection of symbols
with the world (or a set-theoretic model of it). The embodiment of concepts plus the existence of
conceptual metaphor are inconsistent with the classical correspondence theory of truth.

(ibid: 495)

C. The embodied-mind hypothesis ... radically undercuts the perception/ conception distinction. In
an embodied mind, it is conceivable that the same neural system in perception (or in bodily
movement) plays a central role in conception. (ibid.:37-38)

D. Our understanding, I shall argue, involves many preconceptual and nonpropositional structures
of experience (such as image schemata) that can be metaphorically projected and propositionally

elaborated to constitute our network of meanings. (Johnson 1987: xvi)
E. Animage schema is a recurring, dynamic pattern of our perceptual interactions and motor
programs that gives coherence and structure to our experience. (ibid.: xiv)

[Coding and Construal]
Coding and construal are closely interdependent. How a situation is construed determines
whether a particular linguistic structure is appropriate to code it. Conversely, a linguistic structure
embodies conventional imagery and thus imposes a certain construal on the situation it codes.
(Langacker 1991: 294)
[Construal and Imagery]
Grammatical structure is based on conventional imagery, which reflects our ability to construe a
conceived situation in alternate ways. (Langacker 1987: 138)

<PBHEBZEOMFE S v ST LDHRE>
(SRR F KM% K3 538 H8E 1 (FREEEOINBI R OfEHUZ D302 2 1B 72 5
i A S D RBAIEES)) I X o TEME ST D2 ftik |, FBEIC > THEL TV, |

(1%L 2000: 14)
[EARE ) % 5 < ©EEORIFUFET D EROBMGE N 25tk - il L LT, B
MOLEWRIZOTE D SBRHAO2KE, RN EE ST 2R LETHLA T I v 7 %8
FELTAPRIIICHEL TV, | (ibid. : 14)
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<The Spatialization of Form Hypothesis>
[... the SFH requires a metaphorical mapping from physical space into a “conceptual
space.]

- Categories (in general) are understood in terms of CONTAINER schemas.

- Hierarchical structure is understood in terms of PART-WHOLE schemas and UP-DOWN
schemas.

- Relational structure is understood in terms of LINK schemas.

- Radial structure in categories is understood in terms of CENTER-PERIPHERY schemas.

- Foreground-background structure is understood in terms of FRONT-BACK schemas.

- Linear quantity scales are understood in terms of UP-DOWN schemas and LINEAR ORDER
schemas. (Lakoff 1987: 283)

(Cf. MBELTR)

N
AN N-/ \\/N

ART N P NP N
LN e V  suf
ART T down-hill race -er
a table near the door [M-i] M- [M-k] (€ ==Lexicon)
6 (Langacker 2008: 206) 7

<Structure vs. Mapping>
In the conceptual system, there are four types of cognitive models:
<Propositional, Image-Schematic> & <Metaphoric, Metonymic>
A. <Propositional and Image-Schematic Models>: [characterize structure]
B. <Metaphoric and Metonymic Models>: [characterize mappings that make use of structural
models] (Lakoff 1987: 154)

VI. ERCEOT Fa—F
<ARXEDOSIEE. EE >

(i) The grammar of L will ... be a device that generates all of the grammatical sequences of L and

none of the ungrammatical ones. (Chomsky 1957: 13)
(ii) Grammar is best formulated as a self-contained study independent of semantics. (ibid.: 106)
(iii) ... alanguage L is a "rule system" of a kind: namely, the rules of L are the principles of UG as
parameterized for L. (Chomsky 1995: 129)
(iv) ... any theory of language must include some sort of lexicon, the repository of all
(idiosyncratic) properties of particular lexical items. (ibid: 30)
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Wi O Bt BElER MUOWASER HESEEG TYa2— LVERE
KRB SOESL fis - HEER  HEEER QA ER

WiEYa—U Y= RL BT A g — T = AL

W) 7o —F BrEEMNT To—F FE-HEHHT T o—F

R AR, AR ORIE R R B O R

(ERXED 7 75 2 —)
A, “HERXSO T Y L - 777/—

SiaAe /] (Linguistic Competence) / Sifi#M (Linguistic performance) D X5y

WHJERE (I-Language)) / 4 E 7 (E-Language)] D [X4)

CEME (Grammaticality) & A58 (Acceptyability) X4y

3% (Grammar),/ #E#E (Lexicon) DX
B. W=V /SYUZX Ty Ti—

ik L EEE DX )

(PHTE2HZEHATHEL, PHTERWERRZIV AT v 74 5)
<Rule/List Fallacy>: [... the assumption, on grounds on simplicity, that particular statements (i.e.

lists) must be excised from the grammar of a language if general statements (i.e. rules) that
subsume them can be established. (Langacker: 1987: 29)

C. ICZRESRE LTOERMNE
a. The grammar of L will ... be a device that generates all of the grammatical sequences of L and
none of the ungrammatical ones. (Chomsky 1957: 13)
b. Grammar is best formulated as a self-contained study independent of semantics. (ibid.: 106)
c. A theory of meaning: an algorithm that connects syntactic structures with mental representations.
Meanings are expressions of Markerese.

A theory of meaning for language L connects the syntactic structures of L with their meanings.

(Markerese Translation). (Cf. Katz and Fodor 1963)
1 1
2 |- 5:__ an | 5 2 ARmEEES
||~ EESER (|0 %
1 NG o MRNESRR>

X 8

D. AR EWi#. 7 VEREER» D OPLH
a. Semantics with no treatment of truth conditions is not semantics. (Lewis 1972 : 169)

Semantic markers are symbols: items in the vocabulary of an artificial language we may call
Semantic Markerese.

3 RS +— (E5F)L
RIS R A [ — <<—---- SR ROE T ILIBE>
=k
e E

<10
b. The point to be borne in mind is that grammatical elements, like phonological elements, need
external motivation. Generative semantics has claimed that the human conceptual system, as
clarified by the study of natural logic, provides such motivation. (Lakoff 1972: 86)
C. ... grammar is not distinct from semantics, but rather incorporates semantics as one of its two

poles. (Langacker 2009: 1)

(ibid.)




d. [The Content Requirement]:
CG is highly restrictive owing to the content requirement. The elements permitted in a linguistic
description are limited to:
(i) semantic, phonological, and symbolic structures that actually occur as (parts of)
expressions;
(ii) schematizations of permitted structures; and
(iii) categorizing relationships between permitted structures. (Langacker 2009: 2-3)

E. 1% 5t R B o B /E
(BHDHF Y 25V NIEE)

(a) b) =,
. BOZ . BR(EAES)
‘ F0E ; FE(E D)
Lol : BR(IFI<)
BN : ER
(30T I - {5
FOA b

%% 3 (JU%EL 2000:246)

<E o D2 EHE M >
i 2 ORERCELSE 2 2 2 21T, MAAEROHMRRES TIER, - L LABKZEDHTO
AL 70D L2 BWHT 5, ST 01E, Hx DERIIEERICHDIAEFNTHDHLLE, H
725 BENRERTIERL, FYya XV Nk T 228RIC LV HESDH oL L THEN

IHERET D 2 & 2 E%RT D, | (1%L 2009: 14)

F. SR80 ME
<#EF{L (dealization) : IR L L TOFHE €LERTIE>
Linguistic theory is concerned primarily with an ideal speaker-listener, in a completely homogeneous
speech-community, who knows its language perfectly and is unaffected by such grammatically
irrelevant conditions as memory limitations, distractions, shifts of attention and interest, and errors

(random or characteristic) in applying his knowledge of the language in actual performance.
(Chomsky 1965: 3)

A grammar of a language purports to be a description of the ideal speaker-hearer’s intrinsic

competence.
(ibid.: 4)

(o7 7a—FORMX, —R, BEENRT —Z Ao SEFREOFEIRIC TV L TR
EINDHHEA (HDHWE, —RA, a7 AR INDIEEERICT-V L TRE S LD HEAD O
THMEIZH D, 9 —OORBEIX, WbWDHSERENE, X ala=r—va D
FHRENORRERE N M OLUIVEEL TV D RICH D, ZO%REDHEENLHZ D72 51X, HAlZ
AES, RFEMICZI 2= —2 a3 VORICBHEINOVE L TW LERH

%o | (1AL 2000: 256)

[— ., fEIEEAEIZE L, EY 22—V ZE L TWVWD L) IA 2 EEOHRIX, i
FORBLEBEREDEA T IALDRNZHLND T A —fbEShizd b X OWm e LT
DOFITF E 20, | (ILU%L 2000: 266)

<HEEBRNDOAILEFE € BASHEE>
A language comprises an enormous inventory of conventional linguistic units, all abstracted from
usage events. (Langacker 2008: 221)

... we can describe a language as a structured inventory of conventional linguistic units.
(ibid.: 222)

... grammar and lexicon form a continuum residing exclusively in assemblies of symbolic structures.
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Constructions are symbolic assemblies. The objective of grammatical analysis is to describe such
assemblies in clear and precise detail. (ibid.: 161)

<EBOAIEME>

(HRAIXZE.DAIEM vs. HAIKZE 0 AIEM)

[SFEOAIENMEIT, ASUEROM U= RAISELOAEM: Tix <. HAIOMRIK - BRO X

AFTIXLZE > TRHBST OB ZAEEE LTRESRD Z LD, |
(1%L 2000: 256)

RAEETHOT 7a—F Tk, - EEOSEEHOSG O BB b N —2 (7

WLITAF—=) O—¥L L THAZLELZELTWS, ZOENSLHRDL BT, FHAIN

WZCOMNOLHEET LD TIERL . SEEHOGZICEBW CTHADBREMIZSO YV S, IR

ML > TiE BIzE, AER R 2= —3 a3 ORI HAIBERNPSZE ShE

RLTWL Z &b, | (ibid.)

<7Fm rFATHEH, XY FT—-TETN>
... the “outward” growth of a network by extensions from a prototype tends to induce its “upward”
growth via the extraction of higher-level schemas. (Langacker 1999: 102)

_______ Extensi
(Langacker 1993: 2)

¢
b] [E] [F] o] [H [Tk

12 (Langacker 1990: 271)

Category membership will be motivated by ... family resemblances to prototypical members.
(Lakoff 1987: 65)
... the central categories of the language are characterized by the central principles linking
form and content. ... noncentral categories are “located” in the grammatical system via
relations to central (or more central) categories. (ibid.: 492)

<HEEEE5/) (Usage-Based Model: UBM) >
In a usage-based model, “substantial importance is given to the actual use of the linguistic system
and a speaker’s knowledge of this use; the grammar is held responsible for a speaker’s knowledge

of the full range of linguistic conventions ... . (Langacker 1999: 91)
The “maximalist”, “non-reductive”, “bottom-up” nature of CG contrasts with the “minimalist”,
“reductive”, “top-down” spirit of generative theory ... . (ibid.)

A B2 TR, B0 =2 YHEE 4 THE FORNGHT
7Ot Z AL,
B. MAIHEI L NHEE, 4 OSHEEHEDLE, WwHE, F2EHoT
RN AT %o
C. BALED My 7y vHy7 7u—FTlde, FHMHICES KRB
LTy TWT T —F 2 BT b
D. EBIEBEEROBIAPS, SHONEE A+ Iy 7 ZEiEH O
& LTARIZEMICELIE L T <o
(1h%4 2012a: 54)
Cf. (ERXEDSEBL. UEE)
Evidently, one’s ability to produce and recognize grammatical utterances is not based on notions
of statistical approximation and the like. (Chomsky 1957: 16)
9



I think that we are forced to conclude that grammar is autonomous and independent of meaning,
and that probabilistic models give no particular insights into some of the basic problems of
syntactic structure. (ibid.: 55)

F.ERZZEOME (EEHNSEIBROME)
<ERXEOESEBEI>
« ABOBMNIC<AEWZEREGE>E L THEIXZONTWA S SEMEE> N, —RINEET —X

(2 X DA L > TREEREFEE OSFEENICHET 2BENEF/EE B TH L L kT 5,
SrEHERE D PIHRAE (38 05 © Universal Grammar/UG) 23R L TR EREIZE ST ON
FEEEE DXIETH D EARET D,

<UG O Eik¥E 3% E > [LAD=Language Acquisition Device]

Primary
Linguistic ====> [LAD] ====> Grammar
Data (cf. Chomsky 1965: 32)

This device must search through the set of possible hypotheses G1, G2, ... and must select
grammars that are compatible with the primary linguistic data ... . (ibid.: 32)

<BRENSFEEH/ET V>
What I am describing is an idealization in which only the moment of acquisition of the correct
grammar is considered. (ibid.: 202)

[n.b. ZOE/FET M INIT, F—KEFHET —Z & L TORER L SFEESIEE OM A OBy
RFER L LTRAOIENERESNDDOTH Y | BRFICLERREERZ Y 2 ToRFHEAY 22 I R0
FAITE, BRSNLLGEOME MO EEL G RN EVIHIHRIZTE > TS, ]

<HEOER] OHFEHROZEM ! >

(72 b ORE]

<RIV > B ARERTRRZRERIC S 220 b7, ililh < b
TRHGE D ESE SN TND DN ?

<EZ > BRGNS S LD EBIHED > TWAE L Th D,

[ZZCTHEE SN TWVDEEESOMETIL, & b E WSO I E SUHENFET H7-901,
R PMOBEANIEZIZ LD ET 28 E LR - TESEOHENAREL 2D, LWV ) R A e
ELTWD, T, SEEAEERETIREEZ, MIZIFZEZONRNEWVWSHEEB T, 1ZLHM
DO N2 TN bW e T 58mEETH D, ZOHEEOHKIEIX., SHEESOARERICHE
HLT, X (BEE2EETIHERKN) 21X LD BHET (B RO Oz AT < T
(2L T % (cf. Deacon 1997: Ch.4), Z O/ T, HWEIGEDwRERIX, ~Ny F+ MU w27 (1?) OfmE
EHERD, (1%L 2000: 272)

<EHEWRER DO RLIE >
[FHEAEE DO — A LCRE E W 2L L7256, BB E DLV OFE LT 5037 SRENREHRS /
Y=V ER (SSICRBICED Y OFE L FOIESFENRLL) BEEHZRRELE L TH
B, BRI 7 4t — Ry 7 ENB 2 LIk o T, BEDO—BELR ) MEIE ST R
HLHRICTHIND, LER-> T, SEHEROGENZAILNE Y 720 (bDH W E, KL T
%) mHEWST, JI, EESEOFEBEOGFELRHREET20EFHEVICHLEKNRFEEESD
RIER B0, (Hh&L 2000: 261)
[EEEOFE —REFEE LTOT — &%, MBI ERH N OIREH E TEETHY . F-FEEDOHE
BIZBE L Z OO EFNZE L TWLIEFSCX A 2 U 70%, SEREO BN T o 2T Kk&E 7R
WEE 525, (ibid.: 272-273)
[Z OEFLCIE, FHcRit S 2 SFEdl e . BRefitT — 2 2R s enE . MR
FEEZHLDELTWS, LML, EEORBENOBRVIRLEZSGNDDEFET —4 (motherese)
RS E NI EELFERNS B2 ONDEFET — X1, T OHE L fEHRORFINED D A TEN
RIEHIR E 72> T D, (ibid.: 260)
[EEOEHOBETIL, ZOMOSFEER & RS, BEBLZ L LT 2 K ERO AR & O AAE
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MZhnb LR B, Y=AFv—, - B FORNE, FHX, FREERLENL/HL
NLHIEFFERIRER) . FHEE RADSIML TV 5 BARBY 2251w, RSG50 5 IS FERR
RPN EE LB EN 222> TV D, ERSHED TRIEOAIN ] OEHIT, Z OO 80721 W

FEEL TV, (ibid.: 260)
[ A il SO DM SCEDOBGRO R, Z O HWITEI ERORF RO R R2FZEH DO A =X L2t
HoxGE L CEmasED TS, | (ibid.: 272)

VII. RIS ZHHEE» D OME
SREFOH HEEICES HFERHIEMIZIIFER L TV ThH, TOSEHEROMIENAZEMIZRY
RERFEEDO TR - HAOTAFEENHE L NRWE LT 5N TWHGE (Bl 1X, MEO S EER
2. WD (M)~ D) OHMERTEES) 2L, ZOSEERARIEE T8 7 1 7 7 AMIREH R
APRBDOOEND Z &I D,
A) FEOTH - HHDIENY XV T 40—~V XLDT 7 = IVIREH
EEEZ T BN TV D55,
B) 77V AVICERIND A LUV E FiEimnmT X -C. M
SRR O EENEENICGERAIREZIREIZH > TV D55,
C) TFHRAZ LD T —8 | K & EBEORBREINTET 5 Tl &
I E OB OEEHRMEZ 0 NRKRELRVIBETHDEEHE,
D) ZOEiEHw,. SEORFTOMESWOMIENLERL., 2D S5EE
BEERIC oW UBhE BN EE R e 2 i cx R e o G
(ILU%L 2002: 17)

<HBSBRZCBIT S ML RE] & TRERBROLAME] >

HERSEF TR, OGS HR S NIRRT SNV EBEESRDIHA. 5T L LR
AEHLIZ X 59, TEERNZRZERE] (oW, &R ME] ) ob Lz, MEORGHRSCE IR
BYDRIRINTZVEESNDr—ANEL RS ohd, 2054, TOSFEHRIAIEE T AR
B 72 BGERDSRRBR B 72 AR IR S LTV D e b X, oM A RHE E L CEAIN D P EGRCE iR (S
MORKGEZ RS TN Z E IR RERRZ S D, Lo, b LEOSEHERNAHE & T 2 AN
AN RRBR B 72 AR TR & LTV AR WEAITIE, T ORE DIRAE S D FALE G & B ED 1L, £
BERELMNT-ZOEFEETNVICEBIT D THERNWRET . D2 WIEZOEEET V2 BRI ER
T5 WESM MR 22 EED2b0THY, TOHRBOSHERFE L TORIEIZEREZ RSN
L2 B, (11AL 2002: 16-17)

<SR LRMEORE>

ERCSTIEORL T, DINERBE DA X 7 7 — A BIHRIC LT, SiEx., DMICHNET D EREESND TH
i) 5 & (I-Language) | (Internalized-Language) & EFEDHEFEOHLEGMHR L L To 4 FEE
(E-Language) | (Externalized Language) IZX3LTW3A, Z DXL, ... BB ESEEHDO 5
B2 X oy E AR, ERRSUEDIIZE Y v 77 MR 5 TR 720884 ) (conceptual necessity) &
LTORSGTHY, ML ONIERRFFEICH KT 2 TRBRAVLIRME] (empirical necessity) (T4
S TIEARY (UL 2000 273).

<HBZRZIBITHEHEE. BEEOME>

HABZIZB TR, —#&ic, (IRE SN2 HA BRINEER TREN TONEDH 13 L, FERICHET
D THIMENRE L 72D E WD WL EOFREHBETERD 9 HIZERO LA H D, BIRFITEERD 720,
TN TZUH Y MR THE D LWV O ERET (BDWIEET-ERET) 226 OffE & BT A
DETLARBFORRND AL B, MERME, BRFEOERENBARBFIZEB T A0 ES L S
DT IR T E B,

Ll ZOROIEMED SFEMIE~OwEH DO Z Y2+ 57-0121%, EEHE L BRALOARE
B7efRiE, MEOSEERORIE SR> TWA SiEE., SUEBlZERICRFTOXLERH S, £T, Bl
RN O AT 5E. SHEARITIEERNRTE TR L > THESITONA BB THY . Z 05T, W
REFLDETHIERBEAREIIARENICZ LD, LR -> T, BRBEFIZBT 52BN, RREEDR
YN, SO —MRLICHEH TX 2 L ITERKITIZE AR, b9 —OOREMRMEIZ.  (Bl#hE
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O &) RO SFHHER AR & 32 SR8 (W LIZSUERD) I2H 5, (A 2002: 21-22)

<EFHEHBOFEEI : Y—2r L LTOESEHEHER>
B OGRS IETF O, & ATHEMERN, AEIERNLFIEWm LR L T 2EmSETOMEIL, F
FLD bR & RO EDNEAE S DR, B LWEEOBIECHIE L0 b, HHISEIZE
THT 7 = JVIEE - WGETICE T AN T 2Mm, G- CHAl, FEORXA T Bl A v g v
ZEAL U BRG] 2 L D <Em), SREFEORBRIZMIE LY binBoB S mEA Ll X A H
M, ASEE L E T MBI O EENRBEZ BT 2HE 0. ZOFERICR LA
CWEEEBLG (EICEKR, EHFEIC) DL L E5E8E) 2\ T 5N, SEFEOESICET 5 H
Wrs, by 7 HZ T U HNCARGE SNABRAIRCFEFN S DAL T AL > TED BN LN RE > TV 5D,
(IIAL 2002: 24-25)
BT OEREOHIE (<2, M/NEREZTRETHI=I AL - Tl 7 L00%) 1. 20
R X Rl LT, BRAEMRSIEER, SEERHIH DD DM S FEDOME i b IREEIC
WHEEL ., Wb NS EDOHMZ BSOS T 220 OHGEEY (c.g. LF-FoR/PF-FoRr, JR4. #FEiE
WA, OFE. A~Uv - 7o b, BHOEME, %) 2R T2ETTVOT 7 = HNVIMELE « KGETO
WFZEN LN 72 > TNV D, (ibid. : 15)

<& RERIED OME>

HE L~V DOEFEREOSAAEUR DI ST D712, BRI RHGEL RO A ELZRE L. Z D
BRFR LSS Ny T X U RE LV OSRERGOSAMBARS THIE D & FEIRET A1
o, ZOHE, BEOHH (W LIZEBST) ofdicREshs (B s LTo) #iE
TR SEEN, RREERICLDIESTR RSNV EETRESNDIHEEN L ICRBEICARS, 20k
IZZ S - HRSEFOMIE TIE, MBNRERBIEDORTEICL > T, KRBELLVDOSEFEED A
RO ST RSN ETRENDZENELS DD, LL, ZOMOBEESIT L, BARFEOSE
D FEBRIZE ST SN TGS L 2B ORI Tl - i Z2, &I, AIUBERTORATHS &
FRT DI EICIITARENRMERN D D, (ibid. : 20)

<EEHEZZOHREEY >

R SUED SFEEI T, SR RORREMN., IREBEORBEMEZ2 ENRMELE S DM, it FitECUR
EE WS TZBERIREEMIC2 I Y P LR2WVWSEERICE W TR, &0 0 Z OREOERME, Bl thEo
FEYECTEMO REORBEIZIFAEL TWRVY, ZoMOMEIL, L ETHEOSEMRZ XI5 558
B2V LRI A A OSNICER SN2 EORMBETHY, R0 T LLSBEEENOLEH &
NHRER EORBEEIXZ LR RICEFEE LR T IE R B0, (ibid. : 23)

<HRESBRZOANMBEOFE>

MHZETF ORI XA LTI, ARSEDOF S « SR ERITAHE E SN TWRY, £, SUEITAR
DOHANZ X > TERDO L E AR T HFHE L AT L E W2 by F T R BINKTE D SCEBL S BT &
IZEN TV, BEISHEZOT 7o —F Tk, by 720 B BRANC X - CTrREZR LA IRAERIITH
EL TV DOTIERL, LLATEROSHEMEHALSHEEFOBBRICERE T AR MAT v ST e —
FEENT DL, 207 —F T, BENREFOELEE, HHELE OBRE TAX—< &L TWn
v AIZEA L, ZOAF—< & OEE THOBAREFOTHZITV., 20X —~ DB LE
DT AZNLTHLOERZHEL TN W), SR, SEERAZER LT Y u—F %L
STW5D, LTt BECIREE W TR REW 2 I v P LARWERASEZRONRT X A4 AIB W T,
RN, RREMEDILMERIM O R, &AL ORBEICIE STV, .. Z OFEOHEHE &3l o R E
Wb DI, HL ETHEOSEHRBMAAMEE L TWE T X214 AL IEMICEH S b B
FoOMETHY, 26T L EFHEFEICL > TESTONTRER EOMBE TR WARICHERT 245
N5, (1h&L 2002: 23)

<ERXEDOIVV—FONBEFE/ /N7 Ry 7 2>

ERSEDT 7a—F BNRHORE L TVWDIDIE, SHEOEBELVLVICEFYELL TWAH EEHESLT
X72 <, BARR R REERESE S ICNTET D S IRE SN D MR R EM#H TH D, LEEN->T, 2Ok
ISR A (W LIiX, I EMRT 2 EmEUEY) OEE - BGTIX. NISEEIC)H b b HEE
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WX o THRIES N T X B2, LovL, WHSEEIChD D M5, BEENICITBEARAETH
D, EERICBEAERSEFEEIINNSEICHNDDIEETH S, Lt#of T, Bm e
iE - ETORGEX, A EEEE L CTRBUET 5 BGRB8 2 E 02 T uE e 570, Lo
L. ERSCGEHERO GO X —47 v NI, NSFEICETLIEETHY ., ANSiEE L THEHBLT O/
BEEAMREE (W0 UIEGE) OBEBENZRFEE 725 2 LA TH D, 212, BFEMRT 7Fa—
FHAHEE L TCWDIET OERIEDOHIED XT Ky 7 ARTFHET D, &Wﬁ*k’ ZDONRT Ky
A (Z2O LIENBIFJE) 23, ERRCSCEO BRI 7B IE - GT OV IR L % RIS 2T 258525,

ATl 72 & | ﬁ’\&éﬁﬁiﬁﬂ\_@iﬁﬁnLtwbﬁmt%z%Mé§%$%%ﬁmbtkbf
by TIUIERB L ANVICBITDAISIECH PO HEETHY . NISEICO»DPDDIERTITRVWE L
T.ZTOERLELFWET LN TEDEINLTHD, (ibid. 15-16)

There are more things in heaven and earth, Noam,
Than are dreamt of in your philosophy.
(Cf. Hamlet: Act1, Scene 5, 11.166-167)

[FRZICBITZ2HRZOEBIXRITH, —
NTIZNAT L VENPLOHOZFRSLTRAEZ L, |
(L. vFvvakay THEERE] 309)
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