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1. BFUHIC

THIED L Gi)y EE-o7 L EiT, Ho%
IR GEDLSDIRFERP T = ohia & B
RN R e ohid 5 TFik THAH, L
LIRS, T LA EARIZZD
FOBRBEERNFELZOBANRE L TD
WERE LT — 5 2RI A TDHD Y
FIET 5, Z D75 b DN, THEmIINIZ
EMEN DML TH A ), Tl HEmHY
Wi BT 2 THE Gy Elx. —Rund
5H5DTHH ),

—BTE A, B oFE L, —
TE DHEPHNDBIRITH $ 2 4R 10 72 3 2
52 2% %2MEgET 52 L, ML THEROR
% (Theory construction) & % \» 13 "BiGw(L
(Theorization); THBHEFE>TWVLTHH
Jo THUTK ST IFS IS IHHL 5T
BB O R A THH LIET 2 &
DIHREIC 72 5 72 O L RADOBZRITK T 2 T
DHREIC 72D T 5D TH 5,

Lo Lzdis, 2o MGty ok
CBIL Tk b 2 MR A ZW Rtk Z 2L T
V5 DBBUIRT, Sk & LT Dk i
MBRINDEZEBWMTHS ), FEHEOY
Bl BRD . &) nHEmEE - BlimEIC
BI§ 2 iim 3t 2FEIC B TR EL S
% &9 TdhH 5D (e.g., Jaccard & Jacoby 2010;
Timmermans & Tavory 2012), Z#1TH
BEBVETAS, VERBPICEBLTYH,
Chomsky (1965: 24-27, 31-32) i< & 2 TGk
22241 (descriptive adequacy)) & TEEHHIY
Z Y41k (explanatory adequacy)) D Zs &£,
BB ZERAT I EAEFHEL T
B\, B ORLIAZ Y EII ED L) k—
RTF=I06EDL) —Mftzfr) 2 &
DBRDSNZH, &) BKD S DT D
D | B IFELBHY 24 2 i 72§ T BE 24 Adid
(= 30E) BEBD > Ty, Z D6 B
ICLTHE—DFZEET 22 EHBTE DD,

(B HERARS [JERE])

L) ZEITBHY 2R TH %, (Chomsky
1965: 24-27, 31-32),

ZOHEFITIX, 252 M & 13— A
. THERNTH D) Elx—REVWH) 2 e
D, V) HEgbowhld Ta—)v, 2
BHEIC 2> T nWI Edh b LI ICEZ
%, I—)USHMEICEE S UL, I — i
BLETHOTa AHEFNICHZRT L
%5,

AWETlE, BEmrlAmo 27 LA
HZEIZXHoT, ZOMEIC—EDR%Z 5 Z
TEMTEDLLEEZ, ZOHEEZIERT
%, BN HERIIUTO®EY TH 5:

(1) a. HiwE X, —MHOHHNICE T 5
BOBRKIIKLTC—HLLIHE S
Z5bDTHY,

b. ZOEWTHEIZ TAS, LT
T—%% THh, & LToitdicz
a2 "7V, THDHERMTZ
EXTE,

c. ft-oTHELOHWEZZD LI %
EFNEWETLLETHY ., P
LD F5E & 13 € 7 LS (model-
building) 2D b DTH %

DUFClx, BBAISEAICB T 2 b4
fii % e 9 2 FOUfEE O 9 E 1c & 2 B 5%
ZRALIES 0B Z{To 7 LT, 2%
RS 37 0DEEE LT, hicdxz TE
TV E L COMEmNEE,) 1CBT 2z e
ERAR

2. B=R

RANFEELICB T 2B R BERD—D I,
R (CxG) (Consturciton Gramar: e.g.,
Goldberg 1995, 2006) 3% %, CxG T, 5
REHIE X THESC (Constructions) ) & FEIX
5, MeAc A4 X - RED DB L Eko
X} (a form-meaning pairing)) DK% % v
P =0 ThHDHEEZ, St - EHIEC



D&Y BPRKD Y = DY TIEFDITL -
TRIZL TR EEZ D, £/, FlHEE
. 2o &) nEE o (B, BIR) oxz
Bad D o —AL LEE L T 7z
EMEING, HIZIXRGED T EHWGE
X (the ditransitive construction) ¥ #fq5
i& [Subject Verb Object; Object,] & EMHE
i& [X causes Y to receive Z] Oxf & L CTE
L (e.g., Goldberg 1995: 3). 2) D & 9 %
HEI DR - I Z ORI TR 25
flft: (instantiation) § % Z &2 X > TRILT
5 LHMsNns,

(2) John baked me a cake.

Goldberg (2006) 1Z, 2D X 9 7% CxG O
MIVETPRICL S, FE LT TSRS D
—ifly LWV )T THXDOEGZHHL X9
ELHDTH B0, ZDikimIcN LT, it
HEEE D Rens Bod 13, LMD X9 %4l
HI 2 £ ¥ b 2BART W23 (Bod 2009: 130):

(3) The question that continuously came
up while reading Goldberg’s book, was:
where is the model? I could find no de-
scription of an input-output procedure
nor of a process-model that tells us how
new utterances are produced on the basis
of previous utterances.

ZZTHEE RoTwBDIF, A%
O BEIBETVORETH S, it
AITIT X > TR, BN, H 5T
7% TEIC) ETNVOMEZERLTWS L)
Wb RZ 2%, FEBRIZ Bod (2009) 23X L
TW3DIE, fEEDT—% (= input) IZR L
T—E DGR (= output) 252 5015
L9 %, RN FEBEOFHSRE L TV
5, LWIHIERTHA 9,

Bod (2009: 129-130) DEHGIZLL T D & 9
LD ThHS:

(4) a. Goldberg (2006) Tl MFiE#EED
BIRDERERED © MEDF & I
BlzEHTE 5 &) h—Mibz &)
PoTRTVS%) DfFIHZHRE
LTwa ks, Elicbznz
At 2 Bl /€ TV R ST
WVZE o

b. CxG I8 % THEENZLI=Y b
("a productive unit")) (= #3X "con-
struction") ¥ Z D EF 7w A, K
U 2 HAaGOE THia a Rz
ED T IR T 2 280G
ZH N TWVLRLy;

c. bk, CxG I3 EFEMmE LT
BWGREZAT) S EMWTER W,

i X 912, Bod (2009) DiEHEIZEGE - 5l
BETNVOWMELZRDZHDTIEERC, HS
£ T "% %5 £ 2 ("precise definition"); D
MMEZTERMIT 2 bDOTH D kI REN A
E 7% ("definitive" definition’) ) EFHHE L \»
BETHhoTH, Mg 2L M2 AL T 5 72
ODITIFEENBRERZITINELE, LilnT
% (Bod 2009: 131), 2

FlO R IE, THIEEEEE € 7L (Usage-
based Model, e.g., Kemmer & Barlow 2000;
Langacker 1987, 2000; Tomasello 2003); (Z
RLTHHEINTWwSE, HikEEE T LT
(. BREAERE BRI 2 TR o R b A
Ty TIFEEINDE LD EARRIN, GEEP
fg, HESC L o Z RV e HAAL - RS I
BRI 72 S50 o 12 NAE 3 2 ool 0 22 il H
3% T 2% —=<{lb (schematization); &\»9
7 AL GERINS, LFHHINS
(e.g., Langacker 2000: 4), MR E T L2
SHBEEO 7O 2K L CGEA L 2R
R 7ewf7e & L CTld, Tomasello (2003) H3z&1}
545, Tomasello (2003) Tlx, 423 Z D
FEREBPEIIG L TED &) nFiEEZE £
D &) IRABE T2 G THEEL Tw LD,
EWV ) RRDS, HEZ GO 7156 N 5 5
OMWEIHE D E/ICHHI N TV D,
E7ar AR E LT, sz R w
B EDIEMES LEREE 2 R AabE b D
EE o T,

Lo Lads, THEm/TTV) L) Bl
5 H % & Tomasello (2003) & 1x h A1
TTH D EV) IR T 5, K (2008)
&, ERCCEYEE DY 6. Tomasello
(2003) DD THH, THB ET DL
IINERMETHELEEIBEDARX VM2
ZFE T 5 (K 2008: 256), fHADOBSLR D
WP EHEFE 70 A DGR ICBI L T
T CTH20b Litk\wds, s



Wz AT TBE) IChhEnTwarhrt
WHE, ATFLELEEOI 22 /R W, &
W) ZETHAH D, KEE (2008: 256) b 5]
L Cw23h, Tomasello HE b HH DRGERHD
PEE Y 72 3 & D KA ("lack of theoretical
rigor")) ZAEMSOER D SRE I N &
L TZIF T % (Tomasello 2003: 304),

FEHDLIER L TELD (eg., FlI 2012),
MEEBRETLVOXF Rt h>Tw3 X
¥F—9TIZA, TNV 5FEHETH 5

VZELTZENUZE ) o THi - & 3
20, Lvw) 7TakRicud s EA LI
T Th s EIFF VG, #1213 Langacker
(2009: 629) DFHHHZ LR DIF, AFx—=
GRS HEIWICHRTE 20D L 91
BEINTED., ZORIMIF, THx HHEE
DE/ DEICEBIMEZ WHS 2 L3 TE 5
EVI)HRFIIRDONTWE EIICHZS
(Cf. Yoshikawa 2009),

3. EFILOBELELTODE
i 8

Rl R0 ISAEL Twa Dl &
ST 2 9 % X 9 &0 E b A
B ANMiiTh D, KEiTIk, 2 OREZ FEk

T 270 b LTI 2 79 N
EEEHT 5,
3.1 "7 (=) DERH

DgoFEmz D 2 12H7->C, 22T e
Ty EMEATO D EEDOEEN R ERTAT
Vo BETNER, MTOXIBMEEHEEZHOD
DET 5

(5) a —FOWHNOBRTHIUL )
B - B R L Th— B L3
W% 52 5 N3 HADERTHY .
b. ZhaHIRT 2 &P 2 ORE - 6
FHO T - HEAEDSHIRE 12 5 8 & 417
N

FEIT TEFNy v ¥ —nid TH,
tHETHNEZ EBE L (CL ]accard
& Jacoby 2010: 28-29), Z DIEAIZ THH

MRE 2 B (BEE) o % L R— *EL"CF"?I
i wEBbn sy, SEDOFRED S -
T, TETV, LRBIFEMHAD TR, <&

D, WHEEZMS PO THRILLBFHRL D
DTHD, > TENITH LI EDOES
HOBHADERZRTIZRL . BEDED LI &
% &9 R L 72 Dds, s RTh
DD X TVENENH 5,

F—EDOHFHNDOIR ) &) REDLEBL
DBHOWSNTWEDIE, T2 HHTE 28
HITEE L R\, E W) HIRIC X B, BRI
I TR BHoTRERETHD, 7248
2T THO T, THEE e k3 &
EZ5b,

SRR . EFIVIEHE L 23D
R EVIWEZEZ T, EEDOATIITHL
TEOHNEIRT XS 7% T, Oz
FoLtE2%, bbAA, HiIthsSNE TE
T EMHEN D RRBTRTZD &I AL
B, &2 0IEEHENZEE 2R ADE T
20T WD, T TEHELRDIZ, o
I ETNEZER L GE, TTIVICHE
DF—F% TUTIZD B, L) EEIEE
ErBbZETHS, HIn, £ X1 Bod (2009)
DHEW L 2 kD, PR/ ET VR THGET
% EVIHEENTREE DI TH S, i
2@Cﬂ}m£w1r%XJkWum6%mi
% B\ . FOEE v 22wk
?ﬂc\gﬁr 8D 6 —FINHE L % 7R
THIENTEDL LIRS, 29 LTH
S NSO B D, b PR %W%#
FHIZ N2 b D EEEED 2 UL, Al k
b I — BRI A S 4, BER O 224 M hs ki
XN LI B,

DIFTETILE L TOHE SR
et & 2 B FEHIZ R LTl

3.2. JREI 1: —f{biFBERATHN
HERRE R Ik, BIENEHE O BAL1 AT
RTHb5, M ZZHEST 2 LTHBR
DFLb I — B IR CEHERFBR E R D,
Lﬁ)b itﬁ 3 nan:H,J fﬂﬁﬂﬁ iﬁ%/u*%%@%
—HIZ LS kv, FFEDHHZRIZNT 3
—A LD D I AAIET 2720, ZD
S RERDDEIEET S L) fEED
ML >TL b, ZOEED—DDHHAEL
e T#eE R (coverage)y THHH, H—D
— I X > TAHAN—=TEZHRBL TN
B4 WIZFERW, EWwWIBEZHTTHS, L
LD G, #EELE L5 I EIEFAKRC

IR L C



BN DFEHRE LRI L I Lk s, B
HNzrlRe R0 PR 21213, LA, TA
) —EH ¥ (coherence)s & %\ ix TERME
(systematicity)) 2K 51392300, b5
A ABI 2 I RE R D ML L X 9 & Ul
AN—TE LHEFITEE > T < ATREHEDS
B2, TOODRNER . — IS S
T2, FL—FA7DBRICH %,

Lol Bz eET L EAR LGS, C
D Ve 1T L T—EDIURSE 2 R8T
52ENTES, H FTHERIFBIELDOE
RPYT—F AT L EPHNTH D, B
RNEELZU TR EDOH N E2RTT S
CEMTERIBRLBVDENS, ZDEEIC
ARELGHRZR I TES L) ITR>TW
TN %S %, fito THEmZMET 2
—MALS ., EEOBRICH L THEE RN
HBTEL LI RbDTRITNER S 2\,
CoHHER THMME (utlity)y &8, #78
LOEO—HBALEEEL THRIIZ R D 23S
T, FEDOHEHNL TID 5 T LICHEEDE
U stz 228, —HEDOE W —BALIEE
BHNR E 7 2BIRDBEMNICZ D 235 T,
FHATRE 2 BRI DS T L 922 b L
Nz,

ARtz R KBRICE O 2 HE—D T I,
TATRE 72 BR D BRI 2 —#efbz 32, L)
ZETREDPA 9D, THEIMARNII—H
M2 5 L, RSP~ O#EH A5 s
%, BT O —BAIx L TR
T 50, ROtz R TS T 2
FHEREARE LTSI EEEE RV, b
LA, B4 b i — Mk % ELAZ
SEHILRMRETIHDOTIE AL, R
fbans "Haad, 2 BEIckoTiE
A& 71T (Formal Concept Analysis)
(Ganter, Wille, & Franzke 1997) @ & 9 %%
MM WakRrooEERZEMNT 2
CEICEoT, 7FHRy 71l 5 2 LS
BEO—MLZRZLESE 2 2 RO
£,

B Z 11X CxG IZB VT, H—DEXHMEEK
DR ZFRD (il "THX D% #E) ) L)
I H % (e.g., Goldberg 1995: 31-39) 43,
Z #1iZ [Subject Verb Object, Object,] ® &
) s THRE D E WIER 2 DI

ELT—MIE L Z Elc k> THEL 8N
BRTH 2 [RMENDH D, FEEEIIHELDIEA
iFh o L BRI L v, Hl 23R EDH)
7 AT EICER L ST WB EEZILD
FRIZAML T L) HHEELH 2, H
B 218 Croft (2003) 7 &3 TEjg 7 7 &
[l 5 H5 3C (Verb-class-specific constructions)
EV ) LAV ERRGE U R 7l 2 ek
LIREZITOTR 5,

L Lans, Tnudd < FTREHITH
b, BeERE L5 LRtk BRI
BRLGAESHET 5, KRBT —25 2%
R, Fo D B LA 2 D58 2
EHWTH T, Ml LI B DI T
AL, gERoEw—fLz b Lic LT
VY R D TR IS G LT 24T ) |
EVW)TELHVIFE I,

3.3. JRAI 2: EREFE—EXLE &L
—fbEHTH B, O F D EIHICEL D
DIZIFE, PaIcERMLI TR iud%
57\, Langacker (1987: 31-32) 13, &
W9 % BB (conceptualization) CTHERHIC
E XAt (formalization) #1795 Z &L IFHESE
TRV EWVIBEDOHERZIT> TV 5D,
ZNTH, FICHR L7 Bod (2009) 0 i
Dk, TEENGER, TAETHD .,
ZFNEZBWEEL T EW) FIA TV
7Y R —ROBERHENH - T L,
LA, ZH)Po>THIOT, ED LI IR
ZREFEL 726 X\, &) HIWEEEDSIHRE
0. TBRAZE L, o—H L5, EX
L& d—tD e, Th ., HFBIIZZ
NBZYPE )P TE B L) kiR
FITBH, Ew)ZETHS,
CORICBEIL TR, 7 L — AEREmICE T
% FrameNet (e.g., Fontenelle 2003) 2D
AL FMITAET 5, FrameNet 137 L —LE
Wi DR % 7 — 8 XN—2{L L, PETIEH
LWRET—=F L7 ) T—varifioT
W3, THUHEEZ 7 V- 2ERGRD TIBH
DIRALEZDD, ZOEBUCHI>T, &
DEIBTVL—L, BIVZD7L—LD7
L—2HEZHETNIZ 0D, 2062 E
D &) HEERISHIGH IFIUE K v v )
BNz ET— S I LEE L 21T
X S wicd | AT ER LR S



., £ZOMBRIIED ITFHIIRE & & 5,

3.4. REI3: ERISFIRERRD #1F
KTohhn
PG ISR r%ﬁ?ﬂ DETH Y, ZDH
ANDSWEGE 2 FIRBIC T % L b\ 7o 03, BRAIEGE
?‘T 13z @i?ﬁn@ﬁ&b‘/\%bﬁ‘%f%%
EVw) ZELIERfTES, TOTERICIE, R
30 B 2 BT 2 R o @ LA o
THHIEDPERNE L THFET S L) I
Z-% tE)E/u\i) _I_‘éJ\b:%ﬁ'nghfb)&b)‘C\
WS THIRRBRDAIRE L 22 b | Z Dt

WL DI 7% b, THRIFGEIC
J: > T3 Z ORI & L THag
%75 L) fft e A e,

1 Z X B (2006) 3EfE L TV 5 X 91,
"W % 4 7 7 — 3 (Conceptual Metaphor
Theory), (e.g., Lakoff & Johnson 1980) (Z

J % rfﬂ/%unﬁiﬁ (Conceptual domain); & b)
“)TE)E,/J\O) 23D THERTH D, AR
iahaﬁ%&M&Lfﬁﬂ%%kbf
wzw ] (2006) Tl B&ADEHE L
T2 cldinIniIiniridboni,
k W, Rz TEERIYEE (theoretical
definition); IZHIAT, TTZNI H I
HZ7-TbD c THH ZNDAE ¢ T
FZevg &) HICEEHEZ BIED L 72 THRIERY
JE 7% (operational definition)) 234 TH %
CEEMmMLTWD, JHUFEA 2 ot
BT 2 THENLRER) 2179 70D
Hredbns,
*E/%/m)‘5777 WBELTEAIRX, X% 7
DREHEAESBEIRTDH 5 2 L3V
Uh%émf%b\%®TW%ﬁv§®&
LTDT A MPSDRXE 7 7 — g Tk
(= BENER) R ELBRINTV 3 (eg.,

Pragglejaz Group 2007),
4. FEEEICNZT: R
NEE

$%fi Mgz, TEDOANZ —EDH
TCEWT 2 TEF)L, Eak L., R
REPMEICER LTCEOEMMII L TIZIDR
WHE2BR A TEL L) RdDE L TH
Fg o, L) HEMEDRH 2R L %,

Li?’ttﬁi)) #_LBO)HM E‘;EE?%
T, 2Dk “) I TR NI 32 7‘7\21
SNBVHRES H 5, Rl X9 I,
Langacker (1987: 31-32) 3@ LIz dH  £T
B O RSB TITIRNE LD LE
ZATWnbE)ITHAL, HlITiZZ b Z LA
SnF ORI S FEE 2 E R z2fT) 2
LT (L, 2 D2ZNT Z DA
TH2)EEZEZDLDBVLE2L L,
DEMICIZZ VI BEETE % 25, ZMFJ-‘]“C“
B L 72 & 9o, AR OMREE D 5
FEEICER I N TR, #T%T’FE’J?ZCTE%M{ZF
B SR S 3BT TEERIY, &I RS
SN, EWHTELFELREHTHY, 2
b2 L, YHHERAMELLZD O ES
T, 2% ré:‘\?)’?offiof”%c}:b)?m
kb)') EVTLSRWTH A ), Bim
E. H B WIFBERIYEIH & 1%, ﬁ%’%@;&ﬁ%
NLUTHERETRITNER ST, F 70k
H MEZ %) bDIZHR> Tt j%ﬁ)
v, BB O E P HREER X,
éc ZORIZHEETLHDOTHY, Mimz i
Wil GHZERICENT 57200
@&)"Cﬁ’?ﬁ&ﬁ%“@% 5 EERIIEL S,

N,
E

DBl 213 Jaccard & Jacoby (2010) (3 #L &Rl 0 %e %
1 O EOIHMEECTH 255, 2 OHFTEIUT
D& LEWABRDD S (p. 3):

(i) Theory construction is viewed as a mysterious
process that somehow “happens” and is beyond
the scope and training of a young scientist trying
to find his or her way in the field. Whereas most
graduate programs in the social sciences require
multiple courses in research methodology to en-
sure that students become equipped with the tools
to test theories empirically, the same cannot be
said for theory construction.

2%, Bod (2009) biEML TV B2 HFO L
% Z DIEH#EIE (Goldberg D) CxG D AHITMTIZE 5
LOTERS, FEALDFHAGHDELETHHDT
H%5,
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