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1.

R EEEORE Lo [HESC (construction) ] DFEZEEIE Goldberg (1995) LLaiA» 5 b4 7%
Tl EINTELLDOT, WERNSHEA BV TEOEERIILCE#HEINTHEES RS
25, FL X L) FEZM>TWTY, FMIZRS L4 DOBFZEFIC L > TZDEMAKR %
AEIEL T LS LTz v, 2003 05 8 MEEFRAMEEFS 1235\ T Goldberg & Langacker
ODHTHIMEZO CoThRDHMLYR D EDRbo/2Z LTI CHMSENTY %25
Jackendoff & & & f1 )& 72 < L F WF%E @ T & % Goldberg & 133 - T, Langacker @ 72 % 3C i
(Cognitive Grammar ; LLF CG & BEFL) & Bk 4 72 [ C 3k 38 11D % \» Croft o MR 1Y 1§ S S0k
(Radical Construction Grammar ; LL'F RCG & B&FE) OHESCE & b Langacker D Z L & (3R 5T
WL EHICRbNG, SHlEOERBEME L COMTOEIMEZ D L &\ ) R TR LI
I ) BRI IZO KA 2O H ), ZNH D OE IOV TIET TIZ Croft and Cruse
(2004). Goldberg (2006) X* Langacker (2005), & 5 1213 #EEE Cognitive Linguistics 20-1 12 % feam 2%
HBHN, KFTIECG & RCG ZHFHIZMDY P T, & VIIRIIZE DN WHE D RFE IO W

- > 1

TERZITI o

2. BXOFAXEICOWT

R EFEROMNE L TOWMLESEOERARRALLEZ L2 L 1E. TOELHEIZOCTHA 28
HPLEROMRIIRD ) RN L2EREOH L2 L TH Y FEBE, FRICAAHRE R & i -
XV EELET, SNFETHRAICHERINTEZ, LeLars, 2o [l 22 [#
X & [EWR] OBMKNZNFX, XOEEEL S IR RLTLT L L TWwiblF
TIEZWVWEH)ICEDLN L, FTAHTIIELEZEN TS [TEX] 122V T CG & RCG Di#EVE
HERE L. IRETICBWTHESLO [ER] HIZOWTH S 2 L1127 5,

21. FEEX/ EBER ERTEHS
Langacker (2005) IZ. Goldberg @ Construction Grammar %> Croft ® RCG & H 5 @ CG IZD W T
UTDLH BT W5,
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All three versions of construction grammar agree that constructions subsume both lexicon and
grammar and reduce to form-meaning pairings. Croft (2001: 62) goes further and says that
constructions are symbolic. However, this commonality conceals a fundamental point of non-
agreement. | say non-agreement instead of disagreement because Goldberg and Croft appear not to
even be aware of it, so they can hardly be said to disagree.

This point of non-agreement concerns what is meant by form. In Cognitive Grammar, as is
clearly spelled out in all the published formulations, the form in a form-meaning pairing is
specifically phonological structure. [...] [C]lrucially, it does not include what might be called
grammatical form. In both Construction Grammar and Radical Construction grammar [sic], the form
part of a form-meaning pairing does include grammatical form. Thus Goldberg (1995: 51) speaks of
“a pairing between a semantic level and a syntactic level of grammatical functions”. More explicitly,
Croft (2001: 62) says that a construction is symbolic by virtue of being “a pairing of a
morphosyntactic structure with a semantic structure”. (Langacker 2005: 104-105)

I TCGDEARMLZTEREZMELTB L, CGIZBVTRIEHROAREIEFLATHEE
FIRMAL GEW) 1EHIZH D L SN, FIULCGITBW T, RBL (symbolize) BIFRTHE D
WD R & BRI & V) UWER/ANNROBE TTHEI SN TS, CZTERELOD
. SRR 5 BALTH 5 REIHEESHR S N D L TERMEE & DITF#EESET
& - T, Z T T Langacker %% “grammatical form” & IIFA T2 & 95 %, CENZLEELIH) O
TlEZw, 2&THhb,

CG ld. BEIZHWO N REME L TIVINTEY 2 TS - BWRE, BLXUZI26 A
Fo<iLEe A T I bl ) L ML E DIETEDSTRO N5 FEARWN L B EZZ I L o T
HEOSHMEHPLEMTILDTELLDZTERD L. CGIZBWT [WHEZEM (The
Content Requirement) | &IFIEN 2, CEFRMBICHREIND ZOfilfid. AFCUERETLITLIE
HMESINDEHIFIIDHEAADI L, REIEEIIETIN G WIEWEZE L TERESNLIR
N, FibEiEd ZORELTH ST, TNHICL > THR SN AEROIEHED L I b DI
MUZL > TCG P BHRENL I LI b,

22. EHEOAH I —EE

CG &4 DETHIET S RCG IZBWVT D, Croft (2001: Chapters 5-6) TRk ST 5 X9
2. WL 2 OBREZROT T ERERUINOERZM OB~ 25551 symbolic relation |2 %
TENDLIREARELLDESINT WS, E5(21E. [[[the][song]] < [[DEF][SONG]]] ® & 9 7.
SCEHIER IS S LT A LB e AR RO Bl EEE R Gk O 72 OBl & LT A UIRTIE
EWRMEISHE 2T 6N b D% CG RFERHMEL L, S5ICR3ZTN2HTOICSHEERBON
FHIA / BRI 2 38 L THW S LS CG MA@ “phonological pole” / “semantic pole” & \» 9 FIFE % fif

ITLZ DB
In Radical Construction Grammar, the various morphosyntactic properties that are taken to express
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syntactic relations in other theories—case marking, agreement, adpositions, word order, contiguity and
so on—are interpreted as expressing the symbolic links from the elements in the phonological pole of
the construction to their corresponding components in the semantic pole of the construction.

(Croft and Cruse 2004: 286)

LA LSOkl 2 S0 B FR 13 RCG ICB W TR ERIICHE T 2 ORI REE S, 54 3L
B LOWRBFENIC L o THESNDZRE, ERISHEOMBIE KT LD DLEZLDT, 14
LIS B TEMAEE E X273 2 D1 CG OERMESED & ) 2 BAAW 2 S3HEATIE %R, 4
RBF &\ o 7R HEIE T E S N A IRERGREN 2 232 T4 5. Langacker (2005) 7SRCG & @
BENERRLEEIF R LT 5 Croft (2001: 222) DIEFEDIZT-Bil o —H HWFEH L OFIR %
FUZIAUE, RCGIZBWTERGEDZRE IR IWE G2 5 2 & 2 KT BERMEEDPRHE U205
N5, ZEHFHOFEMEETIEZ% <, NP1 < Verb < NP2 < NP3 D &9 7%, MHEDFEIH
HRE SN ARG D 5 A M CTh 225, FEIHIE CG Tl E kS (128155 O EEHIH)
T, LFEHEBIEREET, TNETNRIO6NHB0TH ), BHEERDO L VIHEREZ T D

FENEL. ERERA D)0 HE S 7 [ ] & v &9 7%, “directly apprehended content” % /K
HEW%E CGIFLEL L\ CGIZBWTH NP R VP & Vo 2 E#E AR V5 2 &
HDHN. FIULCGIZE L HLMPFOHFERC X 2B RIRELE BT 2 720D HEN R DO TH
D WEBFICHEI RV RESINLZLDBVLDTH 5’

LRI ERNC T A BRI e B L, [BEIZ IR IIE B e+ L3, [TEhEI A2
BEMATBEEERT] L) X9 MAIENSET A5 70 M A4 T LRV TOHDOTHIUL, (Ekn
LATONT X7z, 45 - BhF - TREF 2 2O EK - #nk & X LoFEN: & OB OIS HH
5E L7z Croft (1991) 1, €9 LZZHAADRBEE LS OD—2TH Y, ZHIBIED RCG 12D
FIEEDINT VD, CGIZBWTE 7Y ¥ 1 7L X)Uid “conceptual archetypes” & L CTIhbirt s
. CG2VMEZ DX, %5/ BE R FEFEE Vo EANTEH VGBS ENA RO H 5 e
(LEEARNY 72 FRHIRET) (basic cognitive abilities) D FaEMN KN TH > T AR L OIS HE
WIEZENSDOBERIZH 5 ERI R FEEOS DL “symptom” 12T EF, SiET L D4 IZEHERIE
oo s ol kb rhe el 42BMod ) )7 - 82 ) (construal) 123K
52 Ik oT, ML GED EDOTIRNTCOREFNIZYT L, TR ZRIZ L ZHED
TMETHLZILEFRTDZEIIHD, T LEZHE 29752 L8> THET LMD
e BRI Z DBHMADO R 252 T NLH20H CGILE>THERLOD
TdHBHH. FHUIK LT Croft (2001: 104) &, MFADHEE ® b CG & RCG D3E % “chiefly
a matter of emphasis” & L T\ 5,

The difference between the cognitive and typological theories of parts of speech is chiefly a matter of
emphasis. The cognitive theory emphasizes the uniformity of the semantic construals found over and
over again across languages with respect to constructions expressing the propositional act functions.
The typological theory focuses on the variation found in the distributional patterns of constructions

and lexical classes within and across languages, and the varied topography of the conceptual space
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that underlies the typological universals. (Croft 2001: 104)

Z0 L) RBHRMOBBO 1 DL BbNL T 12, UWFOEFTFTE<LNTVL T bbb,

One question that can be raised about the Cognitive Grammar analysis of grammatical categories is
the relationship between the abstract semantic construal definitions and the variation in both formal
distribution and semantic polysemy of such categories across languages. [...] But it is not clear that
there is any difference between positing a universal semantic category plus language-specific
conventionalized construal for specific cases on the one hand, and positing a polysemous category

with a semantic prototype and language-specific semantic extensions on the other.
(Croft and Cruse 2004: 280)

I THERLENTWADIE, CG 0)%% ‘abstract semantic construal definition” |2 X - T “universal
semantic category” ZSBLETBE/Z L T o Th . D X 9 7 construal & & A 7 conceptual content |2 18
9 %00 i%@,ﬁﬂﬂiﬂ"]&%ﬁﬂzﬁﬁiﬁ‘ LIZFHEIARTEERZ EBHLDENE, THIUL, Z1Z
prototype (X & ) 72 7% 5 ¥ schematic 72 B 7E 121X 24 TIX £ 5 7% \» extensions % & ¥ polysemous
category structure Z HET 5 D L EHWICITED L VO TIE WA, EWVWIHIEFRETHL, T
E® Croft (2001: 104) DERTDERIT EMFIEL T,

[I]t must be pointed out that the construals of particular concepts is conventionally established for a
particular language, and often for particular lexical items. [...] [T]he language-particular categories
which linguists prefer to call Noun, Verb, and Adjective are what Lakoff (1987) calls RADIAL
CATEGORIES. Radial categories are categories with internal structure, typically a prototype with

extensions that are conceptually motivated but linguistically conventional. (Croft 2001: 104)

2T Croft ik, EHRIICHE SN ERNZ A X -~ THIUTZ 0% %1 2 B0 5
(HiFH) 1B WEZR L BADOEVIZAF —IRBTEE S L WEET & OEEN 7 extension 12
EHZLEHHTRE L TR L) ICBDbNED, MASERADOEE I TAF— <l
bDbAF =% TIDTH 2 HIZED D IE% v X5/ B)F R E5E 203 5 schematic
definability % FiRT 2B CGAEM L TV A DIE, MEDOTRTIZZ YT L2 IEES 2w
7 radial category Tld7 (. AF —<IZ X2 HED MBI LA IR E L TRYTEH LD
THY. RCGHHEHT 2 FHET L DEVILICGIZBWT i%mm IBWTHEBLER T D
construal DA DT D&V E L TRER SN &/ B EFE IO W TRERI 2 HE A1 88
&5 CG DOERDEARB 225 W 12250 { empirical 2 DTH 2 LLE, ZOFEOIHNIZIZF
DHT Y EFCTEEMICA 25 D5 LEDPH L7596

29 L72HIZDWT D CG & RCG DiEW % Croft (2001: 104) %% “chiefly a matter of emphasis”

LRI A BIOREE & LT, CG 2BV T construal DiEVE L TN D explode & explosion D
BRSNS &9 % EHIEOE N IO W TIE, RCGOHMAII BV THRETHENS
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information packaging P&\ & L CTHEH SND 2 LR {REREHEEZ G2 6NTWDLE I EHND
X9 Bbihsd, L2 L RCGIZBIT S information packaging D7 & D11, FEEIZIE CG 12
BUF % construal DZ L& [F—TidAR e KETTIEFIZZDRIZOWTHTW L,

3. BXOEKEICOWT
3.1. construal & information packaging

ﬁ'ﬁ'ﬁ'ﬁ’(“i CGIZBWTEREMIZAZBRE LTHRESNLDIIEHHEETHY . Tl

DEFMEHPLFIEHTIEDTE 2 bDLT 2 ERLBICHV) 230 LTHEDL L)

%’Jf’?%ﬁ% WCRL TR THLH I xRz, 29 LB, Mo X o TEOETE
PIRED H L B e RALBRE DN ARG L 2 WA Z HIE T CGICE > TEER I L TH
. Langacker (2005) HHZDHIZIFICERELZTIIVWTHLETWD I LETTICRAZEBY TH
Bo ZHUIK LT, HEXUITBW TR E XA 5 BIRIZOWTIE, CG £ RCG & T E TH
b:%ﬁﬂ‘]b:ﬂﬁﬁé%f%‘b%ﬂ% Lixhof kIl bbb, Croft I3ZDFE/EDHT—E
ODHFBEEL GO THEMICCCGILERT A2 LW H D 729D, CG D construal & RCG D
information packaging & V9 | I—ﬁfﬁ?ﬁa\bi Lo THEELRMEIIOWTOFELENLRENLVWE ) T
BERS b, EBE. DTOTIHOREDERSTiE. Croft H &% information packaging 13 CG T
I construal EIFIEN L EF - T 5b,

[G]rammatical structure does not “directly” express meaning in the sense of “who did what to whom,
where, and when.” Instead, grammatical structure—grammatical constructions—represents a way of
packaging and manipulating that information, as described at the end of § 1.3. The packaging of
information is itself rich and multilayered, and pervades every aspect of linguistic expression from
lexicon to grammatical inflections to prosody. It is also called construal in cognitive linguistic
analysis (Langacker 1987, 2008; Croft and Cruse 2004, ch. 3). (Croft 2015: 13)

KD &) % FEEL . RCG D package H° CG D HFEL D construe 124 L. (semantic) information
%% CG @ conceptual content IZXF5T 5 L) IZEDELHDTH 5,

The function of any construction in a language is to package certain (semantic) information in a

certain way, for the purposes of the discourse at that point. (Croft 2015: 17)
L L%asb, BN RE~O#HAOHS % 1% L. RCG @ information packaging % CG @
construal X [{] U & E 2 2 RETE WL HIZB Db D, KEI L Tl construal & information
packaging DiEVY, BLIZDOFEFRIIOWTIHERS,
3.2. construal/information packaging & Zkk

Croft (2015) i&. information packaging |22V TRD & I 12T 5,
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In most syntactic constructions, the information packaging is globally organized around the following
skeletal structure:

reference - what the speaker is talking about

predication - what the speaker is asserting about the referents in a particular utterance

modification - additional information added about the referent” (Croft 2015: 13)
- First principle of information packaging/construal: any concept may be packaged, or more generally
construed, in any way, in order to serve the joint goals of the interlocutors in discourse.
(This is actually a very general principle, but here we are concerned only with the packaging into reference,
predication and modification.) (Croft 2015: 14)

ZOET, BREL T, KDL XEHETFT T2,

For example, we can refer to actions (8b)[sic] and properties (8c)[sic] as well as objects (8a) :
(8) a. Vanessa surprises me.
b. Vanessa's goodness surprises me.

c. Vanessa's resignation surprised me. (Croft 2015: 14)

% 1), semantic class & L Tld object Td % Vanessa 721J Tl 7 <. property |ZJ& 3 5% ‘good X°
action D—FHTdH 5 ‘to resign’ ZIERFH & L T package 75 Z LA THE, LW I bIFTHB, Z
CCTHEIZZR 2 DIE, 2 2 TEHILS information packaging 25, Z 2 THMEDRE—ME%EF 9 »
® & 9 12 “information packaging/construal” & FH LTV 5 LB Y 12, CG D construal IZXFIET %
bDLHOD, ThHb,

CG 2B\ TIXEIFI D resign & % il L 72 resignation & 1%, conceptual content |&[F] U T
b construal 235872 D) . FOEWDSE)F] & HFOENIIHIET S & S b, information packaging
2oV TIE, TDOEWHED L) HEWIZHIES 5D 2V TEZ 2T S BRI ITR R
%ﬂ’(b‘iﬂ/‘fﬁ L OBITE 2L, property 3K T D DX action & FT b D7 reference & K F &

WCHWHND L) T L% CGOFE / HFDERIHMEBREGT 5 L) IHRT L2 L13TE
Z,)f:% I B, ZDOFRY T construal & information packaging |Z#EWVE 2\ EF 2 5 2 L IXTTHE
Bbhs,

Lo, thofld Rz e, MLEER DI LICIIMEND ) ) THDH, MEDEVD—DD
#N & LT, CG TiL RCG @ information packaging |2 & - TIZXF &N\ d ODOMIZH BERD
EWEBODL V), ELIREOOMPEDENHYDH Do BIZIE, Croft (2015) 13, B2 DHF
FEIE B B VI H—SREN O, HEREMYICIZEAM (equivalent in function) 72 F72 2L OX B DWW

T U AR, H—F WIS I E M2 B D 560 & L TROIEFED 3 DO object
modification F L2 HLY) FIFTW5,

(11) a. the regulations of the university

b. the university’s regulations
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c. university regulations (Croft 2015: 18)

Z ® 3 Dl%. ontology type (semantic class) & L Tl object % 323 university 7 modification (Z /i
W5 T (modification construction |2 package S11TC) W5 &9 H T LT, semantic class &
information packaging ® JiA HIL X & SN e v, RIS S HITRE SRR 561211,
information packaging & fffi ) <<, E72HIOBEEDEA SN D,

English I am not a doctor and the Spanish translation equivalent Yo no soy médico are structurally
similar in that they both contain an inflecting form (English am, Spanish soy) distinct from the object
concept word (English doctor, Spanish médico). English and Spanish differ from the Classical
Nahuatl translation equivalent ah-ni-ticitl/, in which the object concept word (ticit/) itself is the
inflecting form. Thus, we need grammatical comparative concepts that describe constructions that are
equivalent in function but also similar in form, and contrast with other constructions that are
equivalent in function but different significantly in form. The term we will use is one long used in
typology (at least as far back as Keenan and Comrie 1977 and Givon 1979), namely strategy:
strategy: a construction in a language (or any language), used to express a particular
combination of semantic structure and information packaging function, that is further
distinguished by certain characteristics of grammatical form that can be defined in a

crosslinguistically consistent fashion. (Croft 2015: 19)

ZZTEALTWS “strategy” 7 L Tld. object concept & F 3 5 HAM I Z (L% % Classical
Nahuatl DR & 750 + RN E T HEF L) Y — Y OFFER AL VRO LIE, »
31 d object &K I EE% predication |2\ T\ % object predication Hi L TH D &\ ) FHTED L
72\ 72 information packaging D M H X2 ZIZEWE R T 2 LTI LwnbIiF2Zss, Awv
5115 strategy 12 XA XF b & < FTEIEN DO ETOL DT, HREEMSFME I IZBIFR L 2 b
DTHDLZEIZVEETERETHA I o UK LT Langacker (1995) (X, 1251 L7z Croft
MEIFTVWBLIEED (11a,b) D -s & of-genitive 22 WT b, MEHE BT HFOLDE L
THMT BT TR, BEDOZDOWEEL of H3AK T intrinsic relationship 2> HE\WTE ),
7 DA 2% IR ODE N Z TR TV 5o

3.3. comparative concept & UL TDOEX

RCG @ information packaging 73BLS L D T CG @ construal £ ) 2% 1) THOHNDL D TH
HZlF, HEERTENDH) L) B EN TV EEOUKE LT 5, RIZHIHLE
Croft (2015:19) 25 % ) W52 5 & 912, RCG D7 B0 3l 5 7 A\ E I T e 2 Ml 2 15
B22LICH) . FOLDITHWOND A G EES TRMEDS LB S REN 72 B R % TTHE
129 % “comparative concept” & AFHIZTE W TREESI NS S DTH %, comparative concept (221>
T Haspelmath (2010) (ZIKD L H IZF > T\ b,
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Comparative concepts are concepts created by comparative linguists for the specific purpose of
crosslinguistic comparison. Unlike descriptive categories, they are not part of particular language
systems and are not needed by descriptive linguists or by speakers. They are not psychologically real,
and they cannot be right or wrong. They can only be more or less well suited to the task of permitting

crosslinguistic comparison. (Haspelmath 2010: 664-666)
BN L OMEFENICRULBEDD ) ST EDBBRTRO L HIZHLFE > T 5,

[G]rammatical phenomena are not natural kinds. Our innate cognitive code for grammar (“universal
grammar”) puts few restrictions on the kinds of systems we can acquire, and diachronic adaptation
allows many different patterns to survive. [...] Comparative concepts are not DISCOVERED in the
way natural phenomena are discovered, but are DEFINED by comparative linguists in order to allow

comparison of languages. (Haspelmath 2016: 293)

The serial verb construction is quite unlike the natural kind Vulpes vulpes (the red fox), which is both
applicable cross-continentally and a precise characterization of a particular specimen that I might find
in my garden. The comparative concept of serial verb construction that I presented in § 2 is more like
behavioural or ecological categories such as “predator” or “migratory animal”. These are not concepts
for entities that are found in nature as such, but concepts specifically created by scientists who adopt a

particular comparative perspective on nature. (Haspelmath 2016: 312)

3.4. BEERIXTEE & information packaging

CG D construal5 (= Iﬂ*@ﬂ‘%{ L ThRA T TIT O NS R 2BADH ) ek % i
L. SRBICHT 2 IROE 2 BY)ICFLR LT 2 2 2 RBICT 2 b D& LT, Mo
WKLo TEDOHIEZRD D) ZBAMENLE SN SN S DTH Y, Haspelmath D F 7127
HLTEZIE, ERSEEICHEFET % descriptive categories X2 5 DO Tldd A5, AMIZIH
DFERW L BMBEINRET b0 L L CESFEN BT - AaEodH s b0 s L THEES
T2,

|2 & L "C comparative concept & L CORE L & HE T 5 72912\ 5 11 % information

packaging &, H B FFED descriptive categories [ZAT BT 5 L 9 2 LERRYFETEME & I3MAZIC, HE
FEMICHERTTRE R SCR L) g 7200, SRR B CEHTREZ: . RBMOBE 250
—BEOEH N 2332 8 DTH o construal &\ ) k&% V5 CG ASEhE / 445
RLEEOBEMRAHE & Vo IR IEOE WD DOIZIR 537, #5550 8 B Lo 5650 72 EIE 54T
) 2EDVLZ VD LIEES T, RCGIZBWT—IRIIZZ ) L7232 BRI AThb S 2
ENHRVE DL, T LEVORELE Bbb,

3.5. translation equivalent & package %
HERENZILES R & v ) Blah 5EA S5 information packaging D 2 D X 9 % E D72
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O, TNTHEON LR E %2 D&, MBS FE/ ALEAH Ok 4 7 idiosyncratic 7 construal 2%
encode 2N 5 2 &LV EEH (lexicon) L~V Tlid7Ze <. I morphosyntax LX)V D b DI 7%
s

The range of constructions found in the world’s languages represents the range of meanings that are
communicated in linguistic utterances. Human languages are general-purpose communication
systems and thus are used to express everything from fundamental experiences common to all human
beings to highly specialized knowledge found only in a single culture or even more narrowly to a
subcommunity in a culture with a particular expertise. No single grammar textbook or reference
grammar of a language can possibly capture this full range of human experience even for one speech
community. Nevertheless, focusing on the morphosyntax (rather than the lexicon) does delimit a more
manageable subset of the grammatical structure of a language, namely how the meanings found in

individual words and morphemes are combined and packaged. (Croft 2015: 18-19)

BEROBE DM IZB H 5 morphosyntax L NV Tdh LIX, semantic class + packaging + strategy
THRZDEVH)RALTH %,

L7 L. morphosyntax LX)V TH->THZD L) LTI LWEELH L, L\ v)Ddh, F
TIZR7ZIEZED I am not a doctor (& %\ I Z D ARA Y FED translation equivalent) & Classical
Nahuatl D £ 9 IZKE S RBRADPRL 2D THoTH, HEOLE I 2EREOLRBIN G L LT
BUHLTCV20E ) HTRELTH 20120 LT, SHOSHEITUIRO NS T
H5o

[T]wo languages often express precisely the same situation in very different ways. Recall, for
example, Whorfs comparison of English I cleaned it with a ramrod and the Shawnee equivalent,
whose lexical elements he identified as meaning ‘dry space’, ‘interior of hole’, and ‘by motion of an
instrument’ (1956: 208). Or compare the Cora expressions in (13) with their English translations:
(13)  (a) u-kd-kun (inside-down-hollows) ‘there is a small, deep well there.’
(b) a-ty?d-kun (outside-in:middle-hollows) ‘There is a wide-mouthed well there.’

Whereas English uses the noun well/, which saliently evokes the functional notion of providing a
source of water, Cora employs the subjectless verb kun, ‘(be) hollow/hollowness occur’, which does
not specifically pertain to wells or water, and emphasizes spatial configuration by means of verbal
prefixes. Thus ka- in (13)(a) reflects the downward extension of the hollowness, while u- indicates
restrictiveness (of the opening), depth of penetration, and inaccessibility (of the interior) to view. By
contrast (a contrast easily ignored in English), the #y”d- in (13)(b) highlights the well’s location in the
middle of an extended area (surface of the earth), while a- conveys expansiveness, shallowness of

penetration, and accessibility to view (Casad and Langacker 1985). (Langacker 1993: 460)
ZZTEMEN T 5 Shawnee X° Cora D FId morphosyntax LX)V D & D775, T 6 OFNIAT
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IZEH L CERHEILT22BESHIET 2HFELIIRECRLLDT, bbb strategy DT
K373 5 H D & LT Classical Nahuatl & 5/ A XA 2 FED predicate nominal construction % ilfi
THEBXMBTE 720 L 1dES T, EFEOH & BT 2 2 L3 TE %V,

3.6. onomasiological 7 7O —F &£ EMDEEM

SEMOBXMTOLMRED /20, FRGIEICB W CGESEN 2 LR EZITO R, B e% s
bODOFEILBEEERICLS &2 % 2 7%\ semantic class + information packaging + strategy &
V) EEN TR, OGN, T50b0 L LTOERIZED &) X5 2
55 %% [l onomasiological 7 7 7H —F & Hift & LT, Fitfboxd gL s Ty Hisn
RRBAGFEDLIE [ED L) LEFODOHTi 2 ENTWH00 ] [£0 X9 REFEO DT
— ] AR DICHWONL LD THY) ., FLFERERLLZMUEA SR 5 &) 5EE1EE
OB OEENE D ZHUIH LT CG Tl LTI/ Shawnee X° Cora & HFEDOXTILT 5
LOWED L )G T 5 construal 25K E KRR L6 TH, £ 2ICHET 2550 HFHOR
NEZOTEPLZLDTHY ) b,

Remarkable, first, is the extent to which an expression’s meaning depends on factors other than the
situation described. On the one hand, it presupposes an elaborate conceptual substrate, including
such matters as background knowledge and apprehension of the physical, social, and linguistic
context. On the other hand, an expression imposes a particular construal, reflecting just one of the

countless ways of conceiving and portraying the situation in question. (Langacker 2008: 4)

conceptual substrate D HIEEIIERBL —KICASNLZ L TH) ., HILERPZTOERE L
TEMREZ 2T LW 2 DIEENDPHEDOHEE T R72T LV REGMENERIH > T
ZTHhHILEF, [#] BPENZECEMA=ZATE: L TEZOERICEEI LVE V) L)%
LLBIDPNDHEHM RGO D THINLESL D

Z UK LT onomasiological % 7 70— F THESCIRIE OBSIZEH S b Did, CG TH 2 IXHF
FEDLLEJi T construe & 4172 conceptual content 7* 5 construe SAL/zAEHR E L THENL. ShITERM
DM E LM o728 9 2, FEWTHBHZERERTH ). TNEEKEGITHTRIZR S 7%
VOIZR LT, WL E 23 FOWA Lk RIS construal 151 ) 5D
Ty CC BV TREHENABDPIIRRIZED ) %o

B 21X, RCGIZHBWT b EERKEE % 5727 conceptual space * FAWVTHHT &S b DDO—D
WZEY) T AEBDP D LD, £ Lo CHEEHENEHTREOHLbDE LTHRESINLE
TV T4 MEEMANZEOESY ) T A AP EKTERHIE—ED LIZRS %\, Langacker (1991)
X, RO BB E AR L T2 TEY (force-dynamic) 72 7B |2 Dynamic Evolutionary
Model & CG THHIN B FHEMIZOVTOHBLRRMET VPEH SN L TEDLHIZLT
ENDETEY) T4 WERSPEHINERPE L 200253 L TWaE 2, ZHULESFENICEA
MEEZRDDE L THRESND, #ERELTEEINDESY) 74 HESLEHIMESENSIECB W
TED L9 % construal ZRETEHENTVLDONEMIRE L LT LBHOENTDH S,
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. T 7T A RBOWIIZEL T TOLFIORBO—DZFLAB LI DL LTE) Lz
EHEOW 2 MEDT S Z L 1dT& % “.a list of grammatical behaviors is merely that: a list of
grammatical behaviors. In and of itself, it offers no unifying principle or even any rationale for there being
such a list.” (Langacker 2008: 364) ¥ £ 2 % CG 2BV TIE, BB SN L5 =032 b 2 h
ZDEIBRLDE L THET 20D EEMOH ) I EDF B THL 2T S5 2 EPEER
boLhs,

DeLancey (1990) (X, Lhasa Tibetan D& A O EFFERICH SN L, 7 AT b, GERE . &
BIPEE ) BWIH.OBREEZ LE L 5 L) ICBDNL IR, EIZFHEHEEIZOVTO
H LB E T VIZED CRFEZ O CHBIR E L TR—MICTHTEALZ L 2R LT
WA, ZTDOX) oI RE LTEREINDBEROBERBEIIERH T 52 L THO TR S
bOTHAH9H,

29 LBl oBEZVL, SEFRNRIEOREEL L CEALBEREREZRELZS BV op
AHE2ZIEo &) LAVE) R A lIE I VAN b, TN E KT ON, EAR
conceptual-semantic concept % X E L7255 BTN T WES ) 7 4 RHL LM FH &1L
Blpo T, BIZIET + A AELOHEITIE, ZNAMTE2ERL, LD L) 2BlRarbZNEZHEL
O BWOPEAEDIE > &Y L7\ Croft (2001: Chapter 8) Tl A & ZH ) 1 & p %E &4
WD MYy 71 (topicality) %l L CHER S 115 7 + A A D conceptual space FIZKk4 %5
DT A AL RANED T THEBR T 2 0AVRSNT VLA, T+ 4 A% 5 ETO R
Yy 7 oG RME iJZfL%) HHZ L O TIE R, T2 &1%, Bzl i\EIZI—‘?S@.ﬁ@ﬁ‘E' (W
bWz [Z%H]) ZBWTIX, #EEICBIT5 MYy 7 WA TOEAEYIIERNIC 127
ﬂ&\/\_tfj‘%f_ﬁfi)%%ﬁ‘ffz)’)o EHIZFE AL, HAEO ZIHAGE zta\/‘fﬁﬁ_&._%i)‘
RN OHVORZE IR o7 2 & TidA, REHEOMBEI I LIFLIERSNS . KR
[ZEED VT AMBEN G LD FFEIC 2 5 £ 9 42 2 LITHAFE TIZEARMIZIEITE 2w, 2o
Zlid. HERFRIZBWCIRZEICD &0 T HIICERBRICB W TEFELRBH X2 TL005 Y
TPETIEBWI EZRTE LD, HAFFEORBERRBICERETAZ LI, TOBlN»LEEE
B2 B ORI 4 2 & %Tﬁb 255 —)T. FOBENSIIHBEICAS R WEELRES
’%@JU%&?’ EWX R BfERERDHH L LRIELTWS L) IZEbis,

W E RN 72 LB BRIV 5114 comparative concept & L TED LI % b DEFRET S IIHF
REDBEBENZEFIZL DI TELR L, WAV IR E LA X o TRERATIZHR
OHENDLLDTHY ., TNDPHA TEOBE L SFEMEICO 263 L5V RV, TR
7 conceptual space |2 & B3 HT A0 ) R T WIE TR T RITTWBONPZEMERHRLES ) 74
KWL EEZWNRICTLEENL W &% A L. comparative concept L XV TOELIR 2DV T
X ZOHEREDOFEEE L #FA % RO 5 V23 D | information packaging (22T d ., FNA
9 ZE D CG D construal & DEVE G LT HULENH LA 9,

4. #5588
AAG DTl RCG @ information packaging 1d. Croft H & 12 X - T CG @ construal & 3¢
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MEZMETH AL LI LHE LT EZ LM NI HoThH, Pl bend
comparative concept & L TOMXEZBET 2D TH LR 1L, CG D construal & 1E5 7% Y HEEH
WELLLDTHLILER, TO@EWVIE, DF 5 & 2AHE, BB EICBW TR T%E
DEZEVEORFES ) OENIZ L 2 L) 128 DN D, 53 IZHED (ML E RS Croft . 434 D
HY S xEFRT HLTEMT S conceptual space 72 & DR F AR IZFEAEHEOKBLE Z 2 T 5
b SHHS, EIZFIH L7z “Our innate cognitive code for grammar (“universal grammar”) puts few
restrictions on the kinds of systems we can acquire” & \» 9 Haspelmath (2016) DS IZ1E, Sikld#
DORMIZENDBIRMMBTRTE V), HALMEEXTRILE DY) 722 PR ELNE, £
WX LT EAROREENN 2R O EE 2 2 MK 9 5 construal |12 CG YK & 2R E % 5B 5
DiE, BEE V) | RROBERDITIEHAZ ZSFHEOARE TH o T BAIRET) - FRAWERICIS L
TRLZZEICL > TEHRBR T Z LW REEAB 2215 & 3 5. Cognitive Grammar
LWV AFREMERIZEH ST\ S CG D b\ cognitive commitment D 4L T & V) | alternate
construal &\ ) BEHLEAYRRA & fE OB A& BUE S 2L OB (theory of mind) % D AMAHH
OBIMFHEOFEN E LTCTHTLZE2WERICTLIRTTLHA .

CG @ construal I122472% 3 DA RCGIZBWTCGIZBIF LD LA L &9 R & R&E# % R/
FTLOELTHESNLZWVWT EIZIE, RETIERZ 20 o7 7200MEPH 5 L) 1I28bih
%o RCGIZIE, WlEFEMZ LIS T A2EMEICIZ T, EWIZHFOLEZFHD 2 WEFRLO
HEFT % (joint action) D72 DRHFEE (coordination device) D—FE & L Tk % Z DFE&M
BTS2 LHEE, 208 HZSEEHEOHEMEHOKME L L THiz T4 U 5 SiE0%(
ZHEY O S BEMEDOFEE T—HILL TR L) L 28N REINH), 29 L7
Hb RCGICEZERETHML CTWE EMDNDL DN, ZHUIOVWTRELMELD T L7z
Vg

=

DARTLIELIES T 4 Croft (2015) IX. “DRAFT OF AUGUST 2015: some sections are fully written out
and others are in the form of a detailed outline with examples. Other sections are not yet written at all. Please do
not circulate this draft.” & WV ) HLEFZX 2N T0E LD TH D, AF5T RCG 122V TAT ) MEHE Croft
(2015) HEDEH) LD ELTEPNLIDTHL I LZTHLIETOWENRSDTH S,

2) ZF U 2D 5§ Croft (2001: 6) Tid RCG 1 CG @ Content Requirement (Z5¢ %) & BRL E N T 5,
HEHIZ5 H L 72 Langacker @ [disagreement Tl 7 < non-agreement] & \»9) Dk, T L7zm%FFL T
WwhElbihs,

3) 91 2 1 Langacker (1999) @ ‘focus chain’ o

HMIFOMA Ly FE % CEHEE L SCERRICH $ 2 CG OGO BAERN 2 NEIZD VT,
Langacker (20152) B L N2 2 CTEN SN TV B EET 2 Likx S Sz v,

5)CG @ construal ®EAKAG 7 AZE1Z D> Tld Langacker (2015b) 218,

6)“I assume only that a semantic structure is made up of components and relations among those components [...],
and that morphosyntactic elements can denote (symbolize) either semantic components or semantic relations.
Hence, the semantic representations in Part II merely indicate semantic components and their relations. Proposing
and defending more precise semantic representations would require another volume.” (Croft 2001: 62)

7) conceptual space I DFFEDFHI K MO T T M ¥ A T2 5 L LT, object & reference * action
& predication * property & modification & V%) semantic class & propositional act function Dl & £ 4> & D
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=2 VHEOEIZET NS L, TOMAEDLEO =7 VHEOESOBHBAMKIZIZSN RV
RCG (Croft 2001: 103-104) |Z%f L C. %l & 87l @ schematic ZHEZ b - & b HR L CRRAIN 2 A
A7 72T ONENETNELRY EEEHERTH LT L %59 CG (Langacker 2008: §4.2), &\
XHAZ . BIS SN L5 THES RCG LG 2 A RICH Z A1) 5 CG &\ ) T O—%i 7 &
WIERNTWA,
8) Tomasello (2003) Z:
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