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KL OBMEROZDOTH 5D, H—I2, HEROSHEERIIBWT T84, L0 L)
WEDF SN TWEDOEET 5, Aﬁfii%&;ﬁﬂ wDH B, R, B
IR, REHSEFO=2% MY LF, ZheiicBir s T, ofiEo o

EHBER %, BATRFIZED T & aHrBl & TR, 8BS, s =00 S iEmE 25,
S AL LoMbY RN, ChITEORERBENTE 2T LD, B
& 5 5 E A A %Ué«%&@# BEAGT B D XE OO DS, ik
CELINLE=Z2DFFHEHOM TR - &) LTwAanEw) BIREZIEHT 5, 20
RIZHEA T, Ewmfzﬁﬁ%mﬁﬁ%%#ﬁhéztu;of,:@%%@%&K%b
LHRETHD I L2 RBICHRD,

F—T— N TR OfEOV, AR, BEEREE, RIS

1. FUBHIC

S, AMPEELMED BICHEDL L L08R A RHT2FMThb, 20 TLO
B, THEk, 1, TREANAERE (cognitive science) L MHIN B BEFFSESHEY T 5558 T
&Y (I - BIER - fh 2008:3), T ZICEEEFE TR oA ONL,

TS, BihL TRRAL LoEAERBICIT BB LARNIE, #< LD, Noam
Chomsky @ AR H:, (generative grammar) AYE)E L 7219504E(CI1C 5, Dk, SiEs
DRARF O~ e LTHESIT NS Z &2k 2 (@ - iF 2003:31), 204, 1980
4EACIZ Dan Sperber & Deirdre Wilson 25 "BV, (relevance theory) %IRET 525,
ZTH TRRAL AEEREINTVD, JhE, BLEMEREHIOND B E & o 725 D
# (Sperber and Wilson 1986/1995%) ODEIEIZ “cognition” &\ FENE TN TNE I &n
S5 THAB, T2, [U19804EACIC, TS ES (cognitive linguistics) 7% Ronald
W. Langacker H5IZX DB EINE, T, Sz AHOBAEIOXMTHL EHZ, B

ihe TR oFRE LD B L-SHEERTH L,

COEHIC TR, LOBEERRS SREMHAmSEEK A TE DR, ENENOEEER
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ZBITD TREHL ORLESITIE, BRI EICREC R LS, PIzIE, EBCURERMSHES L
E, SRR AMOBMEBENORMTH S L) B (DL QRBIICIE) SR,
F 7, BEEHGR IS, TN E CORBMRMERI LSRRI Z YL MR E HiF (3 2003:
593) &\ LB S, TERMIEEM G, (cognitive pragmatics) & W) RIS 5N 5, —F
f:@mﬁ,mﬂéﬁiwmﬁ&%@mbt? WmDBIRE LTOHWONL Z L% 5 (111
A 2004: 3F), 22T "RRAEEMGRL L) HESSENICHCLN TV DI 272
B, WHA TEAL 2 LD LI IMESITTWAEDD, HET AMENRD S D .

Z I COAREIE, 9, AERCE - BEEER - RHMSEFICBWT TRAL Ao L) I
EOUONTWEO2OIEREHESEZ T DD, T, ERROBIRZERIC, HEOS
FHEmE OB E, BANGSHEAR M 2B L TH o LIEFIAT, T3AL OfiE
EEDL I ﬁi#@ﬁ@ﬁ%%ﬁié%fioébéﬁa;o¥b%«§f%5t£%#
5o TR TRRML 2EDLH)IMEDITIRENE V) MEIEE, §)9FTORL, K
WOEBROAZ ML TR AR EZRETE LI EMELMETIE 2V, 72, KIFLEE
DNELRONTEY, ETCOFTHEHREME CMF T2 LE3ATRTHL, TRTH, &
SRR I L, 5 & T oMLY RSEMEICBVWTEELT—<TH
BT EFEVEVIITTH L, T TRMICT, BEROSHEERICBIY A T3A, ofiES)
RWOTHIET LI LY, Sife "RAL 0 L) EERT IR DB EER D,

RO IIROMBY) Thb, £TH2HT TFHAL L) HFEOERE, ERERFML - 3k
FFILCHERE S B0 RWTHE 3T, A0 - BEEMEM G - 57?‘%[]%%%?@:’)@3‘5%&%%%@
ALY LT, ehehiiBIF s TRAL ofES T E L b, BAETIE, TRRHL 2

& LBBOSHERF OB 2K E BE 2, AT L i E’Jﬁffn@w<07)>
DHFEGI ML ThRD, HEHIZE LOTH b,

FE3FEN, DFES
RECIE TR W) JHRER—EWIC &) EREN TV D02 MHAT 5, TILHEE, 128
WA TERH, OEFAE(1IC, Oxford English Dictionary 235175 “cognition” DEFH (55

5B cognition-em “a getting to know, acquaintance, notion, knowledge, etc.” % F&IRIZFFD) %#(2)

12, REHOFHEH LR T AETTOAFNENE TS,

(1) 1I2AD [BH] FHRICOWTHILI L, ZWLAEBEHOI L, LBICIAELZESD
A%, FRFEITITEICHE S $ICHER - BE L SO W THROBEROMEE = M4
(2)  cognition

1. a. The action or faculty of knowing; knowledge, consciousness; acquaintance with a



SindEmIc B s TR ofESIICET 2 —F% (EH)

subject.
2. Philos. a. The action or faculty of knowing taken in its widest sense, including sensa-
tion, perception, conception, etc., as distinguished from feeling and volition; also, more

specifically, the action of cognizing an object in perception proper.

Z 2 TIXHIEFED TFBH1, “cognition” DADEFZ I L72HY, Wiz X T35, 13 T
5tw5ﬁﬁ-%ﬁJawaa%é%oobn@ IKAEZRE "o &, TRk, o2 LT
HHLEZTRVWES), ZOFEBBRLT, TRHL 2O B Th s TR, OER
Z(3)RMUNZFIH L TH <,

(3)  TERMIEI (cognitive science) (&, FI%, OOFH#E (science of the mind) & HV 9, B4
Bl Lehs o, baEHT R0 L) 2L TH B, (T - FIEB - fifr 2008:3)
(4)  TABIDED THIEL 2oV TORYE, TRbbRBARY, (K% 2005:1)2

COXHITERSNTE ML LORAZRL SHEMRT =2, KEICTHY LiFs

ERERICH(TD TR

FLIMTHRARIZ LD B LICR LD, SikFld, NHPSHEZHEIBICED L) 200
) & CHFAED 2 0% T 2EMTH B, 06> T, ED L) EFEHHmERMAT 512
BT3B THH L-BER ORI FO—E 2 i T, AHTiE, BROEELSHEHRRO
9 HAERCCHE - BEEE - RS EFO =0 lU) BF, TR AENENOBGEICB W
TEDEIIMBEBDOFON TV LD EEE L, ZOMEBO T OoL@n b HERE T L5,

1. &ERIGEICETS TR

Chomsky AMERHEZR O TRIZ L 72D, MEAS19574E12F 72 Syntactic Structures (28>
TCThb, TOBAERENSHERL, BE TRRMEY, LIRS 2 LIk 2 ARS8 IC
BREFPMESOTONDL Z LICh D (fEH - LT 2003:31, Taylor 2002:6-87% &% S,
RO SFEBOMMIBIEL L LT, ZOSEERILELIE, B2 ERE LB
SRV, EEERICBVWTRAME THICER LTy, LW E2IF Tk T
BB (KEE 2008:258) o K (ibid.) &, FEITRRZHH ATG 72 5 v Z & 1d, Chomsky (1965:
Chapter 1) Z—EFTHIZHL P TH D LEBRTWVED, ZOHIZONWTIE, &5 RDOET
FIELTWARL0LEbNDE (LT, KGHoOFIHHNOTHIE, &TAROEEIZLD),
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(5) “in the technical sense, linguistic theory is mentalistic, since it is concerned with discover-
ing a mental reality underlying actual behavior.” [Chomsky 1965:4]
(6) “Any interesting generative grammar will be dealing, for the most part, with mental proces-

ses that are far beyond the level of actual or even potential consciousness; furthermore, it

is quite apparent that a speaker’s reports and viewpoints about his behavior and his com-
petence may be in error. Thus a generative grammar attempts to specify what the speaker
actually knows, not what he may report about his knowledge.” [Chomsky 1965:8]
(7) “To avoid what has been a continuing misunderstanding, it is perhaps worth while to
reiterate that a generative grammar is not a model for a speaker or a hearer. It attempts to

characterize in the most neutral possible terms the knowledge of the language that provides

the basis for actual use of language by a speaker-hearer.” [Chomsky 1965:9]

PR % (3) T 7-RRABH A D ERICIEDS W THRET 5 42 5 (3, U\J:(B)—W)@Tﬁ'ﬁiﬁ , T
#*12, Chomsky 2SBHIFHF & LCOTREFICHAMI TREILERTINEFTR L)% &
I LT, ARG, AMPSEEZM->TnbE LT 0%,8@&5&%%%%0fwé®#

(Chomsky ®»E 9 TEiERE)1, (linguistic competence)), %3BZET 5%, Tz, TFRIMOE L
POEREEREO L) ETLOTELL, FTREHOHNPORMERED L L35, (K
HE 2008:258) AR DO ARLH LML TWDH E VR b,

ZORBE R, ERCEEE, ABIEEE S (universal grammar) & ARSI OICH o
TWDEW) RSO &, HiiEw (syntax) 2l & LB E RSB I T TV BIZIE, 56
HNS, LR T A EONHF TS, —EDT LT 2b, S6ICHEEHESEL R
DI EERMoTVAy (W - &7 - 453 2001:18) Z & A HHESE S M- iEEHA] (phrase
structure rules) %2, & « FHUFCLE O F—J5 R~ EFU B b A FHEEE (binding principles)
LEhH b MWOFHIZOVTE, Wi - &7 - 55 20012 2MH) . AHEEHRINICZ OV T,
PEED L) % SVOFRBEICBWT, EFFLHWES LD L) &N S5 2 oNnb0re
CBESIIR L2 FRZ RN zv, S (B0 ICHEEXRL SN TWAH NP (Kih) 128 ERk
T, VP (BEA) ICEHELR SN TS NP 2P HNFETH 5,

/S\
NP1 VP
/\
\Y NP2

X. EFEHFADHSKHAHEE



SHEmICBIT S FAN%HJ DOATED IS 25— E5 (LEH)

ZOEHIS, AR, SREEHZITRICT 2005, woltwED L) ftiflaz b - T
WBDPEBRTADTH L, ERIED TR 2EET BT, Zok)h TLo
HAADBR, ZEDbDEZEZONDL, TOMT, EBUECIBIT S TRHL &, B2
(DNCSHIA L7z &9 &, JWWERT T3040, b Tnb L) Thod,

FOBAERCHNE, I (Transformational Grammar), R A (Government
and Binding Theory), I =<1 A} « 780275 24 (Minimalist Program) ~& FEDZE % X
FTw{, L2 LEGROLEEOM S, ARSCEN TR, 2 FrELEDTLED L ) ITMEDT
TWAPIE—EL TS, $4bb, ARGERIEHEENZ, HELR EOMORmMEEI L 3R
BHIZHbDOTHDLE V), DFENEREENT 20 TEVa— v, L LTRDuY (O
€Y 2—)V; (mental module) DKE) ZHFFEL T 5

7272L, SRR MO LM L A g A5, SRR MORRAEE A A CH
HLDH) ZEDR, LW ERICIEZR S v, EEE, 1R (2001:88-89) 12X 5k, I=%
VAR - 707703, S ORTREDO D2 &b —#05, oREMEE) & OFEIZ X -
THAESNDMHNADH 2 2 L WSRO TV, 7272L, I=YUA L FarJalc
BWTH, FHWEHL ETEFREEDOMHTH 2 L) HICEDL Y IR (FFE 2001:
122-123),

il

3.2. BEMIERICHTS 52N

BB L, —STF) &, ABMOMRETADOHEIL, SWBEMEL KD L &) FHHEA
HbHZExERLFiERE (verbal communication) OMFHTH 5, F O ZHEIE L 72
Sperber and Wilson (1986/1995%) DEIMEIZIE, “cognition” 2S&EFN TV 5, Pl E%IFERIC
REZ, BIEMHERICBI S TRRAL OFEDS T 2 BIT 5,

BLEMEHGRO AMETH L2 45H (2001) 1F, "RBAL PMIEZIET 2%, WAEVRTO)D LS
IR _T W5,

(8) TEFEXFLMEZFF- CVAIREE, MEZHN - ELvE W)oK, HHEL#ES -
T ABOHEOM & | (49 2001:18]

BRI R OB HED E(8)% & S ITHAR VTR 4 51F, TRHL &3 TR ML kD
5%@@@(£)®@§Jt&%ﬁo%mﬁmﬁﬁkbf,umemﬁéw%néocm:
D78 TRAEMED I, (principles of relevance) % M d o (ONLFRANCEI T 2 FH T, 10IX(5E
BT 2R TH L,

(9) “Human cognition tends to be geared to the maximization of relevance.”
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[Sperber and Wilson 1995%:260]
(10 “Every act of ostensive communication communicates a presumption of its own optimal relevance.”

[ibid.]

(ONF T AR oo BE i Ii’a’:k&b%%w)fz%zu ZEwake, (01 TH 5w B BURNEEST
B, BODMET S I PR EEZ O L 2RT ) JEEBRDZFEHTHL, L
T, NS ZODEHIZH] - TEET A ZT) 72012, CUEedA sz & C) Rk s hz3s
SRR A R TECHAMITEITY, HTOMEELLZWI EZHETLOTH L, (NICHIHTS
Sperber and Wilson (19957: vii) ®EiEZEEICANTBI I,

(1) “Human cognitive processes, we argue, are geared to achieving the greatest possible cogni-

tive effect for the smallest possible processing effort. To achieve this, individuals must

focus their attention on what seems to them to be the most relevant information available.
To communicate is to claim an individual’s attention: hence to communicate is to imply that

the information communicated is relevant.”

DF N, ANHORBIEEIL, RAKBROWIEST ) TR ARITEE 2B R L2 & v ) HIYIZ
IEIATONDE LD, L) EThbH,

DL MRS L 72 BRI L 2 0o —FFI L LT, IR SN AR (metaphor) D4HT
WY EFs (120 F%W%J FrEl ) ANMEHET 0L T5),

12 THoBE3Mme,

T OFRICED L BIE, QICELTLIENAMTLRIMTH S, &) HRE
TLE)o LOLEBRZOL) 2ERET 22 tu(ﬁ%u>%bztf%@%u¢6#
LIy BREDERET L, L, QOBETL, FHLTFPMS»OEEERYH L (0F
D, M2HETFICE s THEERDH LI LEERZLILELTVD) TLEMS>TWVERLTH
%o ZTT, M) MF#O—BTHSL ALV, 2BRL, OREHIAMNTETVE,
FHOBPIITAERLI V) EFIRTLICELDTH b,

COEHE, LT THTFPESICE s THEEOEWI L2 mZEL L) L LTWwAIZT
72 EMTFOLETRUENV S S, LEEERMRIIEZ L, MTFOLEGRD BB E V) DO,
(D2NCEFREINLEILTO TR BAHICEOTRBWEEDLNLY, ZOLI)RiENE T25
FREE /), (metarepresentation theory) (BEFE - A 2003:3) &I 27, HTFOZH &
RIS LEbE CGREI R BRATE 2D1E, ZOXYIIRENIVH L0072, EH



SHEMRICBIT S TRy OMEDTICET 5 —F5 (EH)

HHHRIEERT20TH L, 2O L) FERIE, (3. 1HTRAERCELFEKIC) SFED
L2 5 ﬂﬂ%%ﬁb;5&?éJUﬁimwﬁw)ﬁ%:o&ﬁofwéawxivo
F72, BEEEGRICB S Ay FRENE, FRNEG—D0EY 2 - VERTEESND
(mHMrw%ﬁwm;iﬁ TS 2003:4) o 2 AU, AEBCCERRE, BRI S OHEY 2 —
NVERELTWADHTHS (Sperber and Wilson 1995%:71-75) 4

T, WIMTHERLALIE, GF, CoRERHEGROHNS L LT TRRAEN®
(cognitive pragmatics) &\ HFEAMEDLN T WD, bEDE, MM, &) IS T3
T ALULE, BN TEWERRSH Y, TNEDRFD-DIZZOEHRERHAL/2IET T
%50:@ﬁmowf,ﬁ#(m%5%)@MT@M%%ﬁlvo

13 CRHEPEEER X, Grice OERIMERIVIEFEEF O FIRE S O ITRRHIIYITZ 24 2 55 i B

ELTHRREIEL) ELEAATH D, BEEEGRSFEF ORI A & > 213, BEL TR

B, @& % \WIIHEFI R 24 TR ORI GRERR & 3R TH Y, &L T

FE I TRRANGE R (cognitive pragmatics) & LCHT7 7H—F % L DBEICL Tw5 (L..),

FEROEEEROBML, 332/ —a VICHWSNAHERENIOREL V), VT
ZIREAERMOBEBIC—AZH L HGmE LTHIFEHINS

THRERIE, BIFETR L TASEREEN, TH LY, NHPEELZMH) HZTIDL) Rl
HBETIDR Db o TWbH E W) TR 77, BRI un.’%cuuu E/;HEJ tV")EU%i?;%‘X_rOn,
S H21E, BREEHERASFAAM E OEEZ T HE N TEED T I > TWADTH 5,

3.3. BHMEF/HRICH TS BB

EIHOBHTIRNZ L), SEFREPNDhri TR, 72 LS o TRVOZEN,
FZD b 5T, TR 2w L7z TERANISEEF, (cognitive linguistics) &\ 9 SakHH
75, 19804EA% 12 Ronald W. Langacker % George Lakoff 512 X WL I N7z, TOHGH TSR
FROFEHEBO —D Loz, COFHEHEGVIDLIHLE TR, 2R L2251
Langacker 5DF ) AT L& - T TRAL MTRVWEBFVH D, W%ﬁ@%éﬂ&f
% 57\, TUE, Langacker b0 TRBAISHEY, L 2SO SEMEGR L <, TRRAL O
LEDITAE ) E) Dipe 2D & 2R THREIT %,

Langacker (1987) 25¥@%¢ L 7235w, Be%121E TRRANISCH:, (Cognitive Grammar) & P
NTWBY, WHAED L) ZEREMA T TRESGE) L) HFREHV TV ORIIOWTHT
7 R, IFOWICEIHY 5,

(14 “My objective in this work is to present and support a particular conception of grammatical
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structure. It emerges organically from a comprehensive and unified view of linguistic orga-
nization characterized in terms of cognitive processing. For this reason I will refer to the

framework as cognitive grammar.” [Langacker 1987:1. KFIIIFEZEIC L 5]

Thabb, MRS, L) HEEE Tk E AL oBLE» S8 T 5, L) Hite &k
LTWwbEn) 2 Thb, ZONHEHNL, Sz NHORBARRIORMTH B LR 51,
PSFRAISCH:, KO Lakoff (1987) 7Ze &> TERMIEMERG, (cognitive semantics) % & 723840
SREFERIIBWTIRONL 2 L1k b, ZONHE, BMEEFIEROSIES (FFIcAmk
LEERFET I EHNL ) LEV, AHMOBAOMERERICEN L ENCSHEMT LTI RE
ThbEDIGOLN 5,

SC, ZITEIRMOBEIZOWT, Langacker 219D X 9 b D EFIZEL TnbhH, LIF
1%, mLEBICTF EO 5N TWA Langacker (1999:2-3) #ICIchZL7-dbnTHAH (LI
EARRTH %o F 7z, (150) IARFROEROME L, EFZHIBIML 725 DTH Y, Langacker 1999:
2-3ITIFIBIWM S N TS, RAFFEFICB VT TRRAREN, O—2 L LTUACRDHNT
w3)8,

(15 a. The inborn capacity for certain kinds of experience (e.g. colors, pitches, tastes, smells,

and tactile sensations)

b. Comparing two experiences and registering either their identity or any discrepancy be-
tween them

c. Using one structure as the basis for categorizing another

d. The capacity for abstraction (schematization) and for conceiving of situations with
varying degrees of specificity and detail

e. Directing and focusing our attention, and to structure scenes in terms of figure/ground
organization

f. Conceiving of entities in connection with one another

g. Mental scanning (in sequential or summary fashion)

h. Structuring image schemas

i. Reference point ability

(15a) 12 F ) TAKIC X 288, THAHD5, i, LT o (15b)-(15h) & b HEHEISHhH
DAEFICIERN LI TH 5,

(15b) 1 "HET B L VIS, TH D, (150)13(15b) L D EDS, 20D FDOL D
EPTWAEDT—2o0H 7)) — (#il) 1ICFL05, HHVEHOHTFITY =125 5, &



SHEMRICBIT S TRy OMEDTICET 5 —F5 (EH)

WY ZETHDH, BIZIE, AT/ A/ o ThDF/ ax oz & &g, THHF LM
fW%#%R&%ﬂéﬁ%Lﬂ&WJkﬂm?%&ﬁﬁrﬁﬁﬁ?,&&ﬁﬁN%ﬂ%$/j
IZEED S DIE VDD, AERLNEVESLH ) LHITL L wo722 812, o EbR
5o

(15d) » &ALy 2oV TIE, a2 H LWERE ML LMEE (D VIZERE) Tl
THILERL TS, THICLD, KRIITE U T TEHERRO KR, LFEMIC (o Bfk
Yw) Rz, TZOB, L7253 lR), T2 L LEDLLE o) TAHIENTE D,

(15e) 122V T, A EDAMEFELYYOLETIIHL, ABEOEETHL> T En
) ZEIFEZIT v, o) RO T T, BWZTICEESNCEELH L L, EWX
DOECHRANICHEEEZL) LD HLTHH), TOLEE, XDEEDEITLNL S DV
(figure) C, NI EFEFEDANT 5T, RE2E#TABEOERE L THIET 5 b DA HE (ground)
Thbo

(150) @ TEREEROBRE LT, W) BN, B2 EH 2 WEELOMEMGRE L
Wy, v BIHwsnS,

(159) 1&, BIZIER =N EHRIT/ZEZICFOR= VOB B> TAF ¥ v 5 DDHEHAY
2% ¥ =7 (sequential scanning) T, BJVWTWAKR— V% (L DEEL 1 BIZEKT
LRELT) —EICHALDON—HENAF ¥ =~ (summary scanning) TH 5,

(15h) (&, BkA 2 HEBk%E & 5 FARN - BN L FHRITH o THFET L0216, Bl 13 T
FTHEND ) L) RIUTBWT (EBRZZ WL LA ZWICHEST) TR,
EV)RBMPMEZ DL, BELWOIWIPRAEL L EEEINVENL, Lo ZHEIHES
5THY, INPA A=V AF—< (D—D) THh,

B2 (151) 13, HLEMRALXERET 272012, Hlo (XYREAILPRTV) ERBEr SRS
LEVIENTH L, Pz, Tavy 7oK, £L5HLE, Iy 72BRLTHIrLZOREH
By s, 2oL, 2y ISR EO&EE T £-T,

RABREFICED TN OES % ZOH ) EIF b, —DOI3FiER HWEEZ L o3UEBR
D, b ) —DIERGTTH L, £F, WEFROGH TH L05, I TlIEFHL HIYEE
DEFUFEZ RS LORTHRA X912, ARCGEOMEERANC BT, EEEFM o
CdhHIH, HWFEREFAUOMNICHLHE L TERINS, TOERICBVTERL HWED
BRPEREN TRV EIZER SNV, TIUCH LRRMEREFE, EELHWRED Bk
:%d(mﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁkb,%@;5&%%%%%%%xéo¢&bﬁ,i%@%%%%:
WD BT DR, HIEEIXEFRORICEIOER, LEHRT L, Theh, RALGHESIC
BUF A (figure) &#b (ground) SRS A EEZ T, TITEELZZ RV, BT,
John 23 Bill % &\ ) FEXFHELT HH, 5L T2 John 2K & LT Z 5 % 513 (16a)
DEH)BXEELTHS ). —J, Bill #E LTHRZLELIEU6D) DL ) BRLEIELTH
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29 (WIFNBMOLEELT ML BET A DO TIE R,

(16 a. John hit Bill.
b. Bill was hit by John.

(16a) (16b) DVFNIZBVWTHKE L TR ONDFERDEFEL LTHER LS TnE T L
&, (16a) IZDWTid John DRICKELD (HiE LTIRZ 5N D) Bill WHIFEE L TEFEILS
NTWD I EEMERINT, CERICKT 2 20 &9 ZaHrid, A2 (15e) D X 9 %72
HEeN 2 FFo TV 0 IMa 69, T ZICHEE ANHMORBHMGEN OB & A7 $LE505 5
N5,

RICBERDSHTH HHS, 3. 2HITHY E1F7202 "THoBIIMS ) L) BRIk 2 B
HENn/v, BESEFOBEDPORIRE SN TLERDE %D, Tabh, SiLTETH
OF ;& T ZE TEEAT ALV L w) MR R L, ZoBEUEE BRI L
LT "»0RIIME, L) KHE2AL0THE, T 212 (15b) DBHEETIHVEH ATV LD
BSOS THY, Rikh, SiEE AHOBMEEN DKM L A LREEDS LS,
(51252 L 2RBARE I IS B W CEHE L O, RASHESY, INOOmIIEEHEEMNICED
SPANMDFORNTHL LR T 272 LT, %%@m:k#%&wéwkbfﬁwm Zfr
EOT TR En) ZEeThb, o), RASTHEFOSHEMER, EBCGELRLY, S

RE DA O — M 1 RN RE I\ CAR AR IS B AT T TV 2 D TH B, ZOHEPUZ, Kidt (2008)
BEXDLLA L, 3%%%%%%%6Jkwbﬁ%%%ofmékéiiwo%tf,:
R 205, FBAMEEFIIBVT T3AL PEBEINLZEESITICR > TWEDTH 5,

RiRIS, S2FCTFLOLL) EAEE D > CTSRBEEOMEICN/Z2D25, (3. 24
TEALLZBEREFHOERTO) "RBAEMNG) Thbd, 5Hblz—272F8NrT5 L, it
FDFEMFHIZBWT THIHESEE51T% (indirect speech act) EMHINTE MO XLE L L 9,

(17 It did not take Gaffer long to explain what he wanted the Italian to do. “Well,” he con-
cluded, “what about it? Can you do it?”
[Thornburg and Panther 1997:210. 4 % V) v Z13JFFIZ X 5]

A7)y 7 TEPNI “Can you do A ?7 DRI, F3H Y OMIRNTIE, HEF29A%
TORDOFMER ), LALIITE, MEFNOKELLLZDOPHAKRTHSH, 2D L)
LR TE L0, (15)DZRAREN (AW A P=3I—) I2L5bD7, & Thorn-
burg and Panther (1997) 1ZFRT %, BEARWIZIE, BWEFHICATS L HIKET S &) 1T
BlE—oDTF )L ERL, TOPIC THIAZ TNV H L, L WIEEPEINL, 1)



SHEmICBIT S FAN%HJ DOATED IS 25— E5 (LEH)

DIKFEIZF SIS ZDOEREZZSBL TITONLTWADTE, L) & Thb,

3.4. EH
ZZEFET, ik TRRAL oMLY RBERETIEEERO Y B, AR, BEEHER, 72
HMERBFO=20210) LIF, Zhzhds T38HL 2 ED L) BT T 004 Bl L T
&7z, TR, LV FEOEREILCIRZ AR H1E, =20k @EoER, $hbs, Lo
X THE OBERTEZOHELVT WA LSS TRWES ), —HT, 3HDEBDOIRY,
B EBROZODEIET TR DIES T ARG EN TS
F—I, EROFEEUIEL bwfa@ﬁﬁﬁwm‘r”ﬂJ%%ﬁTéﬁf RO E 2
NUALE THIFONE, ABSGEICBITS TR, &, 8 2 BiDQN2NIZT 7 i KBRJA VR
TRHL ZVDICEE>TVWD L) THDH, —F, BHEMEHEG L BASHEAE, ERCk

o

X HPEARATZEERT TEH, Z2HVWTWAD, BARMICED T2, o 1 FIERT
HpEWV) BT, ZOWMHFIIXFSNS, BARGICIE, B irx7%?% 1, 7R
MIEFESIZ0ICE T 72 & D Mg, #hENER LT,

B, Serl TRRAL OMOBRDITOREICL T, BAIFEFL TS E TG T
&b, BHSHEFIRMPOSEERL L W MEERY, SiERNIFZ NN OB
Lo CEDORERED I 2 SN TVENICEERTILNY o —H, AR & B
&, SHErORBMERL LW R LY, SHERIIMMoO—KWERHED L1 (Db ) 2D
Zri Ebﬁwﬁ)%%f%ékwﬁj”%%é 2OF0, LMUEY 22— NVERET S,

4. SREEHEOLEE : BKRERE

&C, FIMTHRALI, %[U Y A SRR HEBTET A L, RD L)
MIDET 2. SHOEBOFHEMRIL, SHRROOHN 8 (ORI & 2 X2 H IS

HHRELOP, HHVIE Mﬁ%#@@%OHT%&‘H%ﬁ5ﬁﬁ HEHREZOD (1)
B, BATTRITI BRSSP LETH L), EVIRMTHL, KEiTIR, k)%
%%:ﬁ#aﬁ%aﬁ%%ﬁ&é<ﬁwm CHBIFTE IR 2 80D 72 . BUTFIE, T(ksk0)
SCHEWRZE ) ICB B AR L RSSO B, TEARIONIZE, CB)  BEEE R
FHEBEFOLBIC, FEEZRET A, &b, N5 OHGHDREE T 720513 5% <,
KETTHA L2 DIEZDIIAD—TBICHEE RN L EMARLL TB &2y,

1. ERCEERMERFZOLE : (RED) UEMRICHNT

RO L RIS REF OB O R DNER SN TA LW, ZhoBBo—D21%, WHIZSE
F204, OBEMTOH TR LE LD THA D, T, BHEEFD P SEELH



AL BERE NSLESARLE 45867

b EWVIHLEE, ZLTCEDODIEMRER S HHICEES T CERBE ST 2888, A&
BSCEDO S SR S N TE 7z, BlE, 49 (2002:64-65) 1%, TREHI—HRZIZEH L O <
ENTzbIFTIERV, ZERs, TREHEINTWARWS 0233 5 5HICIERAEY»D (5)
LTV B Y, —F, EREO TSEIORME RS, ZD0ICEERRMR RS
LY D EET L) e, MMORRAIRES & SRERET & OWFEEER LIS TE 2 WA
VRS REF L OIRMENAZ LT, fHIcEsENTnwD (4. 1HiEsER), /2, U
&9 BB COABGEORNE, RROBAFTHEFAETIEI ) 1E (2008) 12B\WTH
Rohs,

1§ TSHEAROERIIBVTE, L2 RIS ZOERGNE & 2 KO 0N, #
M#FEORES), ik, KELOVHLTIERS%\, [/ 2008:217]

EC, ERELBMEHEFOTDOEH VI, FIKED (Thbh, FITLLRLTO)
LHERIC BV TR SN TE 72, BASIEEDSHE A1 7219804E L LI, 2 DA I &
LICEEIREL, TR 72 b0 ) WS 2 \WISHIT T 51213, AR LTI % RRAEREFEN
HRHCTHL, EFETHI LD RN TH 72 LS 1B bIBY, B121E Deane (1991) i3, 75
OHfl#I, (island constraint) &9 ZIF CTHRHECTIEI 12 MM STV %R DS, TEE
(attention) ((15e) Z &) 2L ->T, LV ZBICHHTELZ L2 FRL 7z, 72, van
Hoek (2003) 1, ZN & CHMHEHCTHM SN TE 72 MCA4FMIS, (pronominal anaphora)
75, AR ((151) 2 3M) KBS 5N TBY, ZOREIICKS 1) HHHETIOR 5
ZErxEERLL,

LAaL, 20X ZiEmomhss, 2kl L SRBEOEMIEICB VT, (AR % 7840
SRFICINTREL V) ZERRTEDOLDH, FLek GERE TR 4 WASTRAERE
TR AN ), MOHML DAL L ZEDLLDLONE, FoE) LTwnhnk
ICHEF IR bN B, RS0 & SR R ERET A, — T 2 M5 ST B
DY, HBVEEDOERGTEIT) D) b o L INWHE TCORED, BRI 7% SEH
FOGH LI, SBRBEDOLNIRETH S,

F 7o, RBAIEIESE, 3. 3EITHRNRALHIC, St AHORMEN O TH S L\
MR RERY, AREOT v F T B LTHELZEHTH o7z, €9 THHUL, ERIL
ETHRONTE 7 (SRR HMEZ S o) BWATH, L OREAMOBMEEN 28
BoOTonsy (0Fh, EORE, ARSUEOBMRIYEE 2 BAYEIREM 1 O T ICHEIET &
b)) OFGEE, BARNARSHEAZLOGNEZ ML T, HIF TV LEN DD,

RET ORI, ERSCEERRMEHEY (L RS CHEL LM - Bk Li3fESEx
ELMEICER L2E A (2008:74) 505 20NZET 5,
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19 TSEBgE ((..) XOWEOATEIHHTE LWL DR, T8I, LOEK - ik,
ANH O - EDOATIEIHHTE LW DN H L, L7z22> T, TNENOLEHGIE
ZTNETNDRE LT HFLLDH Y, SHEHGOMPIINT U CERSCEIZZ DHE O
BRI 2 B S 22 L, R - BERe SR 2 0B R OIFEFBENMIHZH S 22 LT, Sl
FOLNVECGHEILF L TROERETH D, WHEITPRLTHILT LD TIE R,

COFEROZYME R, SHREARN LB 2 MAEROOMGEE Ll 2 LE P H L7259,

4.2. BOEMIERLEEMETFZOLE RO RICHENT
%@ﬁ@%&%méﬁii,iﬁi&uiz%%; aﬂJ%ﬁﬁ#%ﬁ%%ﬁbazb
RITHHLCTE 2, —HTHEL, TOWEY 2 - VEIRET L0 G0,, TSE,ORM% R
B, RN OEREE RSN, FLT TE0RMEE EE%%OF(X7§ﬁﬁﬁ#
AN S NZRBAEE S 7)) TR 5, WEE, FEIC T ﬁJw\ﬁfmbnfétﬁ%
DHMIIBNTED EH VR AT 72 (RRAFEMGRIICS R L7723, 2HiL 3. 3HbZH),
Bl Z1E, Wilson (2008) Xkl HLY F1F ,mﬂ%%¢#QW@fb®ﬁ%%WDLTT
VB ETRFEWNTIEZ VOIS L, BEMEHERE TEVEEEZ RO 2 L) BEEo HH
Thikz (foOFEMARNEEE &0 5T )+*ﬁ FICHITE 2 L FRLTWAE, DF D,
BRI OBBICE L TE 218, BIEMEGRIRASES WIS 22 R L TWwb Z i
b, —J, BEH (2006) (X, MRIFEMHFFE:O must & have to D EMGHIVEE T M0 72 X500
petE%, PR & RSB OMMER» 5 L7ze £ 2 TlE, must & have to 1ZBHE
HHFROPAA TIBEYNICX BT E T, BATEFEOPAAAKIL S 5 2 L TZOMEL R
ENBEZENTEEREN, 2F D, must & have to DHHTIZE L TS 2 1L, RASHEFEHIH
WA WIS 2R 2R U722 L2k b, iz, B4 - dide - M (2004) 13, B
(simile) %= RTHRBZEMIC, RHMSEF L HEEMER L CHERTBDEZ, 2THH1E,
TN FNEWINT 20, WHEILLONICOVTHIREL TV EVE ) ICEDbRS,
DL BIHFIEANGED HENT VDL —HT, I3 ) BMSES & EEEHEROBICB W
Th, (I)=hHDH)—HEWINTRELOD, WHRTLITHEAGFTERERELDONE V)
MEL, RS CEAHMERIE> &) LTwuanE ) IcBbhd, BlzIE, RHSHEFOVY;
26, MR (2002:87) 13 TEEAREBTAIEOHR (...) O CEmERY) A, LY
— B ARSIk T B e b &, RRAEENGR (T4 B RT) &, CLICHIREH, £
DHEEFRERI LR D) LR TwD (RT, CLIZZNZNBEEMEE, RAISES
2163) 15, —HT, Wilson (2008) HShaMAFZE% 8 L CERL 2L D12, —ARMRMmAE
O 2N, BOBEEE RO 88T (2 5 FORHE K&%T%)~m0ﬁifﬁ5m
I TE 2, LWITERELDHD, WTFhOUEEIHTLRED, H5VITHBN & Tl
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T E BRI BRELOD, SRABNLFENGRNHZ O 5 2 8 L THEES 5 L H 59 .

5. HYIC

Phk, AGRGARCCE: - BEEHEGR - BASHFO=OOSFHEREMY LIF, shens
TRRHL # DX ) IME DT TV B e B L 72, ZORE, ThEhdnE) BT TR,
EMEDITTWAZ EZRTEL, BARMICIE, TEDRERKIIC TRAL 2ZET 55,
RO EDRBAGEN % ZBICAND & THREE TRy 20 L) TR 50, bk
CEBTHIIBNT, T3BAL OMEST A ENENELRL 2 RTE 2, HIFT, Bl
DOFEHmELORBOBIRE, W O»O5rEp LT LD, ZO/MRE, HmKe
EHLZOPRFERDLDODOHEERIE - E ) SEDL LI BOLRE I LRl 411,
R THY 72D 0BG L &0 T, FRoOMBEOMG 2 HEDO TV RETHA ), ZOHK
HEBELT, SHELBAOMLYIOHY LHIDPDVLTHIHLNLII LD EEZ D,

RIS, R T L72MEOMER I ) L EZ DN LMEZ oL TB & 720,

B, HEEROMENANT TOERIH ) MESZERS, Hnfia i, SHEFICEST
BHEise e TR O NS THBHO—ML - BFME, L) H2b R &, SHEFSRLINES
HETH B2 EFMENR WL ) ICEBbNRS, LaL, Bk (2001:66-67) 257545 & 912,
THigeft, —#AL L2 X > TENZTNOBRORESHEDNTLE ) BN b 2L LIk
ARV, ZEEENTRRLRWES ),

IS, HEROIAFANANT TOFERICHE) MEREZ T 5, KRTIY LIF72=>0FE
HEmd, SiFe TRRAL OBEMITFIC L o C, BBMSREF L TS E ST b N5, & 3.
4 EICIR AT, AR L RS RS, RO L RS A SR & L ER
T30, "SiEe TRAL OBBEIFICHE L CIERNO R 28R4 SiEmmR L, &2
FORYICHFNEES R DDA I D e VI MELZ BT L LIITELRVE ) ICEDbNRS,

p=3

1 DR TRBsL &) BAEOHEEZ —BH L THWA, e TERscd:, TR, TS EY &
EOEMEGBICERT AL &, HAEDLDLEFEDL DS L dDEIRT L L, HEEISOFIHL LI
BB A 2 WY HAGEOHEEZ V5 2 LI2T 5,

2 WOFIHETHHA% (2005) &, (3. 3HITHMEIT 5) BHSHEFEOMAMAIZL BT, (1)D5]
HET5I12Hh72Y, BHMSHEENTHELLAERTO TRRHAL TlEAR, HETkWeERE LT TR
Ay KSR LT T L MR L2,

3 &b, (O)DFIHICHT T, HEL W) MDA OGN TEICER L TW LT OFIHIC S EETRE
TH»9o

“Similarly, a theory of visual perception would attempt to account for what a person actually sees and the
mechanisms that determine this rather than his statements about what he sees and why, though these

statements may provide useful, in fact, compelling evidence for such a theory.” [Chomsky 1965:8-9]
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FSEERE ) bxtlb A4 L LT, Chomsky (& "S#EE, (linguistic performance) &\ JFE
\

LTv Chomsky (1965:3-4) 7 &% =R,

5 gﬂ)%zﬁ ﬁEO(%EEﬁJ\*ﬁ@T‘” i, B|(2008) &,

6 BEMEORmWIERE S 720 O BRI R AR O )L, TR - HH(2003:34-42) 2B,

7 ZOHENE TE ’&%Hﬂ?‘%ﬁ"ﬂiﬁﬁJ (4 2002:87) #5700 HELER L.

8 é”%l]”’j]@@' DWW, flllZ Langacker (1990:291), 11Z% (2004:3-5) 7% &H &M, 72, T2 (2008:
75) b, 1&0):.')5 DB O LIRS I AL E S B AR A 2 T TWw A

9 i, 3. 1HITEEBIL AR L IERM O TH S,

10 Aimlxd baAA, BEMEEGERMSIESEY, ThEn3. 28 - 3. SHEICTHNZRRMEE LAHWwT
W, EFERLTWAEDIT TRV,

11 AR L B & 2 0 K& bE g, EFEZOFELHMS v, T, WENLOE
/1—}béﬂ%/\7ﬁt’flﬂé EEBRS B L ERDbNS, 3. 1k 3. 2EITHMBIL/2L DS, AR
& "(Chomsky DE9) Silhth, %, MW T2y FREN, %, ThPNEV 22—V ERLRLT

5o o T, WiFxE (Ehiliriy) OIVHL TEXLTVDIRITHROT, WEHE O X HbE s B
BWEWHZELZONH Lk,

12 49 (2002) FARIGBE MR ISR A 507205, A FIAERLEOZRHETLH 5,

13 MBICEHEEED) \ﬁﬂ bwf% HE RS0 L RS R OB TR F 0 D IR 5TV B A5, #IRE O B R
TR TIRIY B, BSOS X 5D Chomsky  (2005), FRAISHEFDOVHIZ X A Tomasello
(2003) 7% L& B,

14 BASEFOERSCE A LGl 2 D 28RS Wol, £ 2 SN, EBstkoT v
FT—E L L TRESNI—HDHLENLTHSH ), &b, FEEOHMEOWRY Tk, #HoHOMsE, >F
D (BB CEHLZI) L C) BASHEE U LARCUEEZ TR 5 LI iZEE, v
bUIME v,

15 AR Tlddhb i o 72975, ﬁ%ﬁ‘eﬂ’]‘fﬁunuﬁu (Functional Syntax) (&, EBCEOGHEZZHELODH I T
BHRA VIS H Y, FOMSEEEEMICON T2 L WA UERS, 2F Y, ARCSUECEIETRSE
F L) BB O FHEEROBERGT l%ﬂ’(b\é@“(“&?)%o ABF - B (2007), @ (2008) 7 A2,

16 i (2002) OFH TS T2 Ty % RHIREI OREEICE D 53850 H 5, KR (2002:25-26)
e i
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Notes on the Status of “Cognition” in Linguistic Theories: With Main Focus on
Generative Grammar, Relevance Theory, and Cognitive Linguistics

SANADA Keisuke

ABSTRACT

The present paper has two purposes. Firstly, the status of “cognition” is surveyed in the
following three linguistic theories: generative grammar, relevance theory, and cognitive ling-
uistics. It is shown that “cognition” has been given a different status in each theory, with
quotations from previous studies (such as Chomsky 1965, Sperber and Wilson 1986 and
Langacker 1987) and some cases of analyses in each theory. Secondly, the present con-
ditions are surveyed of how these three linguistic theories have been compared so far, with
reference to the relation between language and “cognition”. I point out that at least the three
linguistic theories as a whole has not yet reached a consensus as to the following problem;
whether linguistic theories (i.e. the ones which pays attention to the relation between lan-
guage and “cognition”) should be unified, or should coexist based on explicit ecological
niche (s). This problem, I argue, should be solved through more and more concrete analyses
of linguistic phenomena.

Keywords: the status of “cognition”, generative grammar, relevance theory, cognitive ling-
uistics.
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