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2.1. I
Langacker (1987)1 0O O OO0 0 MO0 OO (Cognitive
Grammar) (1000000000000 UBM OO,

UBM OOOO0O0O00O000O0000O0O400:

(H) a OOOODOOOOOOOOOO0OOOOOOO
O, 0O0O00OOoOooote.g., toes, beads, walls,
etc.)LIOIOO(e.g., toe, bead, wall etc.)(ILICICIC]
0,
b. DOOOOOOOOODDOOOMIOOOOnO
OOooooooooooooooooooo,
c. OO, OOOOOOoooooooooood
0 o o | [

d. OOO0O0000ooOooooOodOaaom
OO (rulefist fallacy) OO OHO
Q. (Langacker 1987: 27-29, 46)
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Langacker (2000)[], OO OOOOOOOOOOO, OO
0 {
UOOO0O040 (Dynamic Usage-based Model: DUBM)LI
ooooo.

DUBM OO OODOODOOOOOOO, Ood
(entrenchment) IO 0. OOO0O, OOOOOOOONO
0 o O
OOOooooO. OO0OOooOdd (pre-packaged) O]
OOOOOOoOdn enindOOOOO (Langacker 2000:
3-4). OO0, Ooooogoooooogoodgno
OOO4Md (selective) (1O OO OO0O0O0O0OOOON
[ (Langacker 2009: 628).

OO0O0O00O00OOOoOoon (schema)d, OO
OOOOOOOooOoOoOO0O00ddOdO (instantiation)
L0000 (Langacker 2009: 629). OOOOOOOOOMN
OOOO0OOOO00000000O000000 (immanent)[]
OOoOoono, oooooooo, oooooodooono
0 o O
O @bid). OOOOOOO, O 1 00OO0O000doono
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(Langacker 2009: 630 [ Figure. 2 CICI[)
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Langacker (2009: 629) 11 OO0 OO0 O0O0OO0OO0OM0
oOoooooooo:

(2) [T]he abstraction of units does not require any special
mechanism; it is essentially automatic given the general
Hebbian principle that occurring patterns of neural
activation leave traces (in the form of strengthened
synaptic connections) which facilitate their own
recurrence.
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