(case

(case)
marker?)
1)
2)
1) a
b.
(2) a.
b.
c.
d.
(1)
(2a.)
(2b.,c.,d.)
(1950) 2)
(1969) (1973)
(1978)
1950
1969
1973 1978
2
(3) (4)

®3)



(4)

(1950) (1973) (1978)
(1969)
(1973) 2)
(1978)
(5b.) (5a) (6b.)
3
4
(5) a.
(6) a.
b. *
(1973) (1978)
(1986: 271) 5
(7)
(7) 6
(n =

7 (1978)

8,9



. - trajector & landmark

(Langacker 1987, 1991, 1993)
trajector(tr.) landmark(lm.)

(figure)
(ground)

tr. Im.

10

Trajector (tr.) : “The primary figure within a profiled relation”(Langacker 1991: 555)
Landmark(Im.): “A salient structure other than the trajector of a relational predication or the

profile of a nominal predication.” Langacker1987: 490

(8) (8a.) Tom
tr. (8b.)
John tr. 9
tr.  Im.
(copnstrual)

(8) a. Tom killed John.

b. John was killed by Tom.
9 a

b 1995

.. (Reference Point)

(Reference Point) (target )

Langacker(1993)

"... [reference point] is best described as the ability to invoke the conception of one entity for
purpose of establishing mental contact with another, i.e., to single it out individual conscious
awareness. ... For example, | deliberately use a perceptual reference point when | locate the

North Star by mentally tracing a path along the end of the Big Dipper." (Langacker 1993: 5)

C : conceptualizer
R : reference point
T : target

D : dominion
-=>: mental path

(Langacker 1993:6)




1 (10b.)

bike
(10) a. There is a bike near the house.
b. ? There is a house near the bike. Talmy(1978)
of
(1997)
of
of
12
of e
of e
of
13
—> instatiation
N ----> extension
‘ -3 ghstraction
______________ )
Langacker(1987, 1991, 1993) (1997,

1998)
(1999) (11)



(12)

(Tir.)

o}

X

x O

(11a.) (11c.)

(11a.~d.)

14

(11) A
B: (R)
a. C:
b. C:*
c. C
d C:*
(11)
trajector
trajector
(12) sentence
clause
sentence
(1960)
tr.
(13)
1936 —
(14)
(14) a.
b.
(15) a.

b. *

Reference Point
trajector
Target

(13)

1990

tr.

[R [tr.

(1999)

pred.]]



tr.

setting 15
(16)
tr.
tr.
trajector
etc.... etc...
tr.
— trajector
(12)

tr.

(1978)




etc.
etc.

Langacker(1987:217)
tr. Im.
“The notions subject and object prove to be special cases of trajector and
landmark respectively, but separate terms are needed for the general cases if
confusion is to be avoided.” (Langacker1987: 217)
tr. Im.

(17)
(18)
(17)
(18)
(19)
16
(19) a. theme
b.
c. theme
(17)(18) 17)
(18)

( tr)
Langacker(1991:554)

“A nominal that elaborates the trajector of a process profiled at the clausal
level of organization. Its profile is thus the primary clausal figure.”(Langacker

1991: 554)

tr. 17
3.1. tr.
1999



tr.

tr.

theme

18

tr. marker —> instatiation

--—->» extension

marker theme marker marker

tr.
(20) ?
(21) ?
(22) ?
19

(23) A:

B: 7
(24) A:

B: *

tr. tr.



(25) ~

tr. Im. tr.

(26) a.
2000: 68-9

(26a.) (26b.)

tr. (26b.)
tr.
Fukadal996, Taniguchil997 20, 21
(27) a. He looks happy.
b. The flower smells sweet.

(28) a. The book sells well.

b. The knife cuts easily.
tr.

(27a.)
(27b.) (28)

tr.

(29) a.

(29a.) tr.
(29c.) (29a.)

tr.
(29a.) Im. tr.

(29b.) tr.



tr.

N '. 7 s \ \ ! IS
N N
N N

M/ \\ii/
i/ MS AN\TFS
iy iy
MS
32
case marker
(1978)
Kuno(1973)

(1986)

(6)

(1995)

(29a.) (29c.)

MS

tr.

(1978)




8 AGENT
ACTOR  EXPERIENCER
9 Croft(to appear)

10 ‘figure’  ‘ground’ Talmy (1978)
11
12 (1998)
13 Langacker(1987)
14 (2000) trajector
15 setting it
16 AGENT ACTOR
EXPERIENCER
17 tr. tr.
a lamp above the table
lamp  tr. table Im. table
lamp Im. tr.
18 ACTOR EXPERIENCER

19

20
21
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