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AFERIL, FTARBUTMER S0 2 BMEENG A (LB FIC OW T, AR PTA BRE £
FTICWeoTohgz [ ha— - %A 7)) (Langacker 2002) 72 EORMIET V% 2
M7 b, F8UE (subjectification) & OBIEAZ 5 F 2 TRRAIEMIZE LR T HHDT
bbH, MBREHITRFEMOBAGEL L, MFEEN DL TR TEREM] & SUEbo
Btk Zdm L %,

1. Bi{ERYEA have LMD

(FID) FFol REOEMEZFFE L T HEEERE S FTARBUE DN D56, 5 & ATHE
IR RIN SRS 5 & FIRFICRFR T EN T <, HEED have (X3 HIZSELAHEAL T
T AN FaRTICESTWD, —F, BERED TH] 133U EATE LT, T- T
WD W T<FRrEE >N <PTAREG>Z2F>Tn5D ] W) I THTA Btk E R 2, TFF
STWD | HEXEFESTEWVWRT Z LD TE LA RO FAEMO TR TAH e,
FROIFRFRZ R HRB 5L, MEDORIZIZLU EO L S REWRH D,

have O SHELIZ DWW TIEZE < OWFFEN 72 I3 TE Y . Bybee et al. (1994)1F have D58 T
HELTORENPKERMESINDIE LI EE2RLTND,

Langacker(2002)(% baseline| [potential] laction] [result] o 4 BtfEn> 6 A%k 257850
TN Tarvira—i A7) (K1) 2 C25H T take, grab, snatch, seize 72 ED
perfective 7 & have % Xl L. imperfective ®ii T&H 5 have (% 4 BfED 5 © result Bt
PEaRIEm 2R < BANRFEOME L EAET 5L LTS,

A = actor T = target D = dominion F = field

Langacker (2002)
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Carey(1995)1Z, have OFEFRFANSTE TH~OELIL, FROMENEBOERIZ AL
ENTEELFR—RIZRD LV EALCTHENICa— MeSh e EER T abE &0
EEN DR HILD X 912785 L9 EICEB W T Traugott(1989,1995)%° Langacker(1990)
D [FBb) O TH D LHEHML TV,

—J5, BARGED TR IZTHROA R FEFK L, action EXfEICHENRE Y THHEADH
5, (3L 1)

(1) a. VARF AT E&EE, REBNY T EFS TN RVORY T —LFXET,
HULMAEFRD R ETRERAN Y T E2FLOTND L XTE, VoA X =/ —7(C
ﬁﬁiﬁoﬂwbﬁ%ﬁﬁfﬁo (GEiEtR (o~ —&i#% 555] LV)

b. C KBROREHSDTZANETOR (bD) 2L BOTh D ERERMERATT,
%ﬂi%@%%ﬁot FEATT NS, HNERS L <A EHRLHOIFNR D 1T
L7ZDIFRTTH O, ... (FEmAE K] ko)

2. TREBEINEREIEERIE- X&KL

b X5z, FBULRSUABICEE L T, BifEoRRPAERbInD TR R
RO 2~ TEWIE] DR TWD Z EDRHERINDL D, BREZNL OFENE
BUL » SHHEITRE DDV TN L DWW T REim 03 22 STV 7R,

FEERTG 2 R DBRTIE, MBI REE O H 5 b DI OWTIIEIROE) & Z IRefi] O it
> THTEBIDPRERTH D, THIZHET ORI TLIT 7 A b FEROE) &
B ED LTy MEEEOWEE - LRSI EROBE ICERLND EZAHMRK
T, Ll Wolt ABIMED R 28 2 iU, B b OO RIZHE > TR MO
FHRBMMG T D Z LN ARRICR D, DED, %%imewau%w@ﬁ&%%ﬁ
(sequential scanning) THEZX 2 DIZxf L, HBEITHRIEAESR (summary scanning) |
WVVRE TR A 2 Z LN TE S, MG EEICIVIRE TR G ZEET L Z LIk vl
DMEEOLHT 7 EARBHRIES I, EBULEZRT LWV DRAKROERTH D,
result B % fE b3 5 have O SHELNHEAL TV A DIZHF L, action BefEF%F 0 % £ b
T5 TRl OEEPEERVOIL, 295 L7eiBa7 e ATERT L B2 615,
Fo. AR THEDNAGFEERFO O B, be IXFEZRTIED, HiEFIE LTHWS
v, BiEhE & LT b 2 ESUE b EA TS, BHAGED 65 1 [—Ths) &
WO TETERG L LTHWOND, WD (D)) 1T MEWEETHENILTND] &
D DINRFRDZEALEF T [32o)] IZHTDRFEETH LB, [—TWD | OFTT AT b
ERTETICHEL TV D (&K 2006), =1 hra—/b - B 7 )LIZEBT 5 baseline B
PEIS result BEEREE LT b D THDH EF A, T O O(FEERENLEFRMEEZNTET 729
|2 baseline BfENE R LS DD, result BEFE DML 2R+ Z & TEFMELZ R LT WEE
PEZFRF>TNDZ D, UHERFRRIZR 2T LB X b D,



3. ¥t»

UED X5z, FrARBUEDN 2EFORIOILN Y LEIZa sy ha—L - A
7 AZHBIT % result BPE - baseline B DE b LIRS B> TWD Z LRI D,
7> T, result BtfES° baseline BEFENE b SN DM OSROVENEL, FrAE & PrA x5
E OO BIZITA 2 72 WBIR A LS EH L~V THREDN DU 2 DI BE e EBUL S ATREIC 72
D, IERWATEBHRICE KL TE B1Eh, bR LW ) Z ENF 2D,
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