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XIS E—ELARJZE 19 % D P 2 48 23 5 ( Goldberg, 1995, 2006 ) FAZ O RIEZ —
TEMRTREAR R T WS 5 5 > WA AL TR 5 45 BRI o5 5 (A v s SR i
T R — R AL TSR S 72 B AR R AL AR, 18 5 AL AW sh S A8tk =z
PRI G 2R —ELARZ X R PE BRI | 24 2008 5 i R SR — R TR R4
JE A 2 X A0 il 2 19 4 =K K2 (schema) 5 52 BRE 5 6 P A B AR # 2R 4
(exemplar) ( Deshors,2014:246) , &< SRR " (ERAE &,2025.37) , B R4
AP S ARG, AT i A U AR, IR BB R AT BT W SRR 5T N 2
FeuE R a i R A A psh g MEHE GEmad fE . SR, BT AWFE 2 L Sl 2R X
s AR R Ry ST R A T R I X A A AN Z L, T, AR SR
PISE ARG 1 K R AR R () 1) ARG G, 5T o8 i 2 [l B8 5 A 7Y 5
PRATNE , MM GARRIE 2 5 EAAAE ) J2 0 T Je i X B PR MRS il 4 B 1 58 SR E

Wi B #A:2024-11-25

ELWH xR TALHFALAA K THRIABEA G F B S F ERFAEH " (20YYB006) 49 BBk s R
EERN AP A, B, LWl K FALFEHE, W AL AT, Z2AFEHEET TS 5T MR,
SI A B ENZR. WU R 2 5 B2 1% BRI 5E —— LIS R ARG E R B[ )] S EESC,2025(4) :25-37.
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PEMTEUE B 2R G155 il G X A 1A s A rh R A

(1) a. The moral dilemmas it causes are contentious issues. ( LOCNESS)

b. Every law which the people have not ratified is null. ( NESSIE)
1 3Tk [E B

1.1 Xy B L BIKE

DIB SR - RfEAE (Adele Goldberg) (1995, 2006) WAL F MR TE LR 1 15 5%
P A T2 S KA TR E 24 B MR B i, PRI T 2= AR sy 404
TR —E LRI B (5 B —E R L RAETE 7 B 7824 2T 2 3k ki b A oA 0 11k
FEJE (entrenchment ) , KAEEE(20060) H 5, BT 2T B2— DX ETHMAARBIHA 54,
R ZARPOE T 25 R R, S 2 N PR — A Bk X —P %
X — A9 L4E (Ellis, 2003) , 15 7 2% 2 &35 T HARM S (item-based construction )
6] 8 2% A G AT I ( Tomasello,2003) , HEF 2 , Mz L4 e 42 5 Bk
JE BRI | T2 I MRS 5 2 > 5 0 T R DA

B ARAG) I8 2 6 4 X 52— LR 2 0 6 1 M 56 &R T A R B 3 ((Ellis, 2003 ;
Deshors,2014) (BANSR G = SCURRFSE A0 SCHE  HPOEE TH X8 9 SRR A HE 2 B, 1%
FMF5E FL0 PR ARFEA X S B PR R E A 3 ARG X 5 N BB o Fe A 1k
TEFN S ERE 2T, B35 2% « K& 3EHT (Stefan Gries) (2003) LAZe A 4325 %8 (linear discriminant
analysis ) A58 $1 BT 3 SCO0UEE 3 44 X 9 JE AL PE RRAE, FEHL T - DU JR 43t 45 ( Tobias
Bernaisch et al. ) (2014) ARSI FIBEHLARAR 5 1255387 T 8 9 SCH GIVE — i8] Jir 5| 2 1)
WUETE AL 5 A TRl 218 F  ff FARRAE | O3 %R 2 MR R BUE T A 4% A 1Y
JFRIMEAM G A E S . 7R AR 202 T, M vk S R S B R e A =0 o M i, i L
PRH VS TE R L ( Gilquin, 2015 ; Schonefeld , 2015) . FRAFFE4 A Wi 5 28 AR 2 H
R E R (0200 T X5 WA J2 T R[] 25 43 B, DT % 44 =X iy D R ok it 4 7
EXIGUE . X FIRANE AR ED - 4V 58 ( Dagmar Divjak ) %5 (2013) 5 &4y - 18 94
/K (Sandra Deshors ) (2014 ) 735l 23806 48 Xl 42 2 5 BARFE ] 2 1 e 2 [7] 25 5304, w2
PAZS 22 1B H ) THINK 28308 SCiA] S5 i rh i TRY 2800 SR A AR xF 42, 223l 3 T B =
FEGISUF I A i 5 MR JEBE LI R J5 B 5 48 OB ) & 1 DU R s A sh il
K (may ,can must \will) £ 52— HAKZ B9 R M, R B 55 A 28 G 114 10 X6 #4g
KAME 2 5 BARIZ AR5 2 8220k =35 B X B PR BAR R M SR 56 | (5 B 124 LA R BF
FEXTG, IR S S e 5 ik =, Ak X B 0 S &5 Tk

SCIRVFE 25 shin) et 2 1 1) 1548 28 ( Goldberg, 1995:5) , B AT fish & A\ N T 47 2k the o
.26 -
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Ko (R, 2R 5 55 (2013.269) 48t B AT HJR 8 o 2 2 Gt B AN IE 1 iRl iE A4 X b ff
G 25 EARIZ X N | IS SERIFFE N 25 1 VS UE 206 W M AE B R 52 2% i gk = ) 3
PR, B, A B AE RO SRS RIS IZ A R 2 S BARZE BT EXT B

ST AR SO R AT IR 1 — 5 J8E AR AR IR T TR G 21l T R
BETERL, A ooiB 4R 078 Il H B A A 4 )2 5 BAR E GG A A A T B T
Bk
1.2 X A RIAAFFT

KRR WY 2 B 2E PRS0 T  FE e 2 0, B 56 R AR HLE 14 1 29 ML
PRSRIE AR T DU e i 5 B )R (Jespersen, 1933:359-361) \ W] RE AR X
( Diessel ,2004 ) B /a] P40 [0] {2 1% ( Fox et al. ,2007) 12 2 M /a) ] 0 P4 IR 1% ( Wasow et
al. ,2011) ., TERFFEAESUZ T, BT AT LLRAS B2 500 o 3, WA A3 B4 B ( Gibson,
1998) A [E)/A)%E L4 AN 012 T 19 7] SV (Ariel ,1990) (i SUBOR ( Temperley , 2003) 5647
TRV OG 28 ) 21 1A AR A BTG AE i (Mak et al. ,2002) 55, HEBER MU TE RL RIS 2R 53¢
TSR R T, 358 43 B 98 46 [R) 28 2% 5% 224 DR 3R X O 2R AR 1) B 1) 98 78 52 1) ( Diessel
2004 ; Wasow et al. ,2011) , {HIX BRI 5 Bl 43 A7 1915 5 A AR RS AR A B, LS i 2
PR 28 S8 S AR 01 4 T s O R A i) B g it AL

RAHIFZE T 56 2R AR TR IS 19 ] 29 ML 80T A DG B E U AN 2. (D) R R 2
BT AL R AT AE R i K 2R R RS I8 A 5 R 2 2 2 R0 K R a9 3L [H
YEHI (Gries,2013) ANANH LA R 2 A th I RF R G50 R 1 AR 2 5 (2) FE R R AR I
WF5E b S a4 s A O A LR B AU B B LA R &R W s e LA BR 5 (3) 56 T4 X ik
PIAHSCHIE FEATIAS 3253, AR B B HL - 4% w3 ( Barbara Fox) 5% (2007) (L5 i - W&
( Thomas Wasow ) 5 (2011) FIFHE/R - 458 % ( Daniel Wiechmann) (2015) 318 5544 X018 1k
HEZR 5% 2 Z2 ARy 1 DR AR P AT A R R, H 22 R A S AT IR sl ) R IE SRR I &K
(4) Btz MG 5 B 20 56 Z AR B 18 2 28 IR, b7 EZS (2017 ) R 2
TR AR T B ¢ R AR AT T AR SR8, TUR 45 (2011) R A8 ok R ACTRIGE 19 R A AE (2
AR DB G2 5 BARZ 0 2 R AR B 1 8 P i 38 Ik, St IR 2 AU
JEIBEA TG 1Y 5 RATRE S G0 42, il — oo 50735 R A BRI R 2 &R AT,
A G AR 2 5 BAREE B2 B4 5 TR STZ A A0 S v BRI SR

2 WARIEIT

2.1 A5 R A

i e X e A A QTR B M A I R )2 5 AR JZ B[R] 28 20 M, AR SO ] 24 = A )
.07 .



AME TR SC 2025 4F56 4 )

(1) o] AR 25 BARZ I 56 AR ECE 2y I APk 2 (2) el s D¢ R AR TRl B
R AMESRTE A 2 (3) Ay L Fatk 5 S DG &R AR R] ) 4l 52
2.2 EH IS ARE

AR LIFAEATE T IR S B LOCNESS (JEAF%L:326 092) , NESSIE® (FE 4%
H:291 509) P AJERTE 4 BOS SCERHE , 5 ICNALE? 3581 AR 5T 4 B 108 SR 4r
(JEAFEL:91 013 ) I [R2H B TR A TR F1ERHE , G 1R 708 614 MEARF, 1E4-1G =i
BHZE G, LA PowerGREP Xf HE 4T SCAN B # i H Stanford Parser #E47 /8] 25087, 4% 5 R H
Tregex W EER BB, 2 5 TE ) 2635 3K (NP <SBAR ) il i =18 R0 R i 156 2 A1), -
2ok NTH, e ety 672 mjGasifa], 2 1 W, Bt 56 2 AR A i1 £ F A v i
Fim TG R AR ) A PRI, X AT IR AR 6T e 20 o | Bk S G
ZARIA ATl IR AEREAL , 172 52 B0 AR AE M A, Bt 56 R AT N A BR324 T et

KA NAL,
%1 FEERREHXRADEBRERNSH

BERLE EHEXRKRA [FY LN La! &it
LOCNESS 133 253 386
NESSIE 86 123 209
ICNALE. ns 36 41 77
At 255 417 672

TERICH 672 AR SRR 06 2 M ADITRL IR 5 2 M RHE B 26 2 S O A
SEAT N TR . RS 76 S AT AR ST R B SERE FIRa . o, Setiia 15 F:30
I 2 AT R 1k A 52 ( Sperber et al. , 1986 ) 1) i {5 Bl T %04 %5 4% ( Gundel et al. |
1993) o AATPERFIES IR DG - A5 ST #) (Matthew Traxler) 5 (2005) , HAME S IR 205
K - BEHEFIFF (Josef Taglicht) (1972) , i S 57 3 2 HAAE v i % (2007 ) , B ME S HRIL
KA (2011) JEATIRFE T ) 5 AR 0] A3 43S 5 IR R A - it /K (Holger Diessel )
(2004) , Eifi 5N AT HT A2 BABIE R - % 52 (Randolph Quirk ) 4% (1985) , i A5 S Ik 5
5(2015) , A FHH &S E 2 XS B REE (2006) ; 7] FRES BB RIS - B
(Jennifer Armold) % (2000) , LA Jo i1 8 A0r ; 1A 1 154K B 2 BEAR 5230745 (2007) , LA i)
AL,

@ NESSIE #ERHE ALt M EE R E G R & 807 F 8T,
@ ICNALE ifERHE M H A 1 K2 Dr. Shin Ishikawa F3FE7

.28 .



Brop s Has i GUZ S LR 6 R TS —— B R AR 2
%2 BIEREE
TEED T
WiE SR S AT A R A S AT A R A

FAT | A BRE ECFEEE N B
WA EAE | Ea e BRME EUFE R R R

4 A ESEE.EE AFKE BESHRAKE

WA | A B EE SR ATKE REHAKE
2.3 it o Hf

56 B RHME PRI X IR 2 S O A 2 T A ST AT, P J2 T 5351 6 1
PR ZE S B NS UEH IS FEXT PR . 7822 W2 TH , J¢ 3R M AI AR i RRAE £ 1
ST R AR AT — R G AR BE g A OC FR A TR D) B T AL
A T AR B 25 T B 2R, R DLJR Z8 it 45 (2014 ) |, e 23R A5 19 12 2 TN A 2 2k [ 4
BOZAR A SR AV S s POV JZ T, FRAT TR A i 5 2% [l A AR AR 33 HOG 1> OG8N /] 1Y)
FIINAE R iZ 00 5 bk AR S G R D /] 19 S PR B B (B HE A 76T B, DT A 2 (] 0 A5 28 56
A TE S L N 23 [ AR A T SR e e EECHE T 00 ABE AR A3 ol o e AR
K F AR TR e I B G B v B TR (FRINAE > 0. 9) A Ba kR i v D¢ R AR A
IO A3 o B A X0F P22 56 3 I AT A 2 A1 35 27 R ik A6 N S5 A AR I At ) Dt Y e
Ja P, DATTTRA R —28 F  E X I7 e , 2 THT38 Tk 5 4 = Pl LA b R4 i 52 1 8 A8 T
( Goldberg,2006) ,

W FROE T AR AR S A X 5 2 5 AR )Z B R X A AR B R AE T (1)
TEFRISJR T, B B B R Al P05 0 B 5 A B i & AR il U 2 2 3%
SRt oW B2, RGO B T — D B R WA BT S S AR Ak A 4D
G, I 2 N Bt A S e R MR LA S TN 1) 0 T SRR TR A B
AR AR R 1 i B AR ) F G A B RS s R, SRSy
Xof A — A ELAAR S 2 AT 7 — A~ FIOIU L, 22 1E i A T30 £ v I, T AT A 5 2R
AIHERY 7 AN RAEBARAE A 1 0 I B PR REAE AR B 200855 . (2) TERFSE 6 AR )2 1T, Tl A
B AASIE T H T 471 ( Divjak et al. ,2013; Deshors,2014) , M3 ¥E 75076 - /R U117
( Timothy Verbeemen ) &5 (2007 ) , FlIE 5 = 1Y OC F A AR 240 20 B AR IR R 451] %28
W) H BT S AR E R AR B R R (R RRAE S 1 38 A X LA TR AR 5] ) R S M 5 B
TR T IS 20 4l S A R AR s e, ] AR 2 O b AT 3 (R X I

3 HAREM

3.1 MR WEE

BT F PR AY [l AR 8 7% 2R TR B8 A Jeg el 000 6 P P 4 5 2R AT DA
.20 .
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A, MIERER R? Ry 0,314, RI7E 176.92, A HEE 11,p {E<0. 000 1, % Bt Al i 4 ¢ R AR
A ) B BRI TEL( C) A 0. 786, [m] A A%E 760 1 A F 300 Bk O 2R AR i) 4] 357 g, S koG
FAR R DA A) 139 a1 S BR IE B 000 R R 0. 738, 3% T E 2 AR T BE AL T
M (p<0.000 1),

#3 BARRTRETE

TE B HE (df) TSR E RS (LRT) BEM()?)
RC_length 1 74. 400 < 2.2e-16""
Head_ani 1 9.302 0.002 289 6"
Head_cont 1 4.058 0. 043 966 4
Head_def 1 9. 664 0.001 878 8"

RC_subj_conc 1 3.173 0.074 859 5™

RC_subj_POS 1 41.348 1.274e-10""
Head_ext 4 20. 382 0.000 419 §°*

RC_negation 1 5.714 0.016 831 4”

[ AR e 2 IR\ A% et A g M e RACTRI WA B B i 2= (£ 3) . ¢
RAMAPKE (RC_length) | JEATiR A A= Ay ol oA fiv (Head _ani ) | 61731 X F & & (Head_
cont) AT PE (Head _def) | A1) =3 B AR (RC_subj_conc) | i) E iR M (RC_
subj_POS) | JeA7 i 78 £ 4] i 78 24 A9 A1) 15 43 ( Head _ext ) AN A) #2285 2 X (RC_
negation) , _ IR G AR TE RSPk A 2 P 5 3 AR TR] DL /m) Tl mh A 4% S S5 AR S 1 B Bk
F MG R AT A ZE RN 2 )2 B AR A AR IE . BRI = X b 1 G R AR N ) B
SR T ) P 15 75 2 R A4 O R AT BE SRR, S A7) S A A i i) i BB B E L
A A TR e A e AR = B, A R R AT, O R WA e S5, R e
IR Z AR AT ELAT SR Z TN 1] 11 o 5 2 R 2R WA 4 . OC R M BE T, S 7l Sy oA
AIAE ANERE ASEAA, U something ; JEA TR 7E 32400 HH 7 Y Rl b, A i AR IR, &
RN B, R RRE B R A A R, A BE ) S B TR v 5 et T
TAIAE F2 A 78 Y D I — AR R

(] =1 700 %)y P TN A 7 A3 U B i R S 1 6 2R 0] DA R 2 A 4 2 T EL AT 3 S )
ATHREAE s AR T DLR 230t 5 (2014) 5%, B3R BA 38 100 P 18 5 2 I &R (36 3) H A4 i
TZM R A IR, B AR M U B PR 28 5 2 R R B R TR A
DAL EE

© EBE AR . (357+139)/672=0. 738,
@ = fRFE p<0.05, * = fRF p<0.01; # = = [0 p<0. 001 ;ms Fmm i MHEAL T Ik FLH,

.30 -
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3.2 M X AR E

TEARIOG B AL 1 5 A A QTR A AT 8 38 PN R A G IR e, AR Sl T 40
TINS5 M ATHY TN , A BLARZ TR ST PR SC R AT A B I FE 25 57 . ARG [l
DA RN P Ao 5 2R A/ 8 TE A T A, 2 5t) A S HC T T 2 (&1 1)

Y _|
(=) \\K
25 \“m
}:E:'\ (=] omi Oﬂk\_“
S T T T T | T | —
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350
EHTOM b/ BB RRFE A%

B RSBk R AN TR0

B 1SR, (1) AR X et A0 i 5¢ 2R AR TR] D) i) Tl AR AN TR (3R 4) o X
B G 22 A Tm) D] %) 00 A A -2 150 BH R [R] #0000 DX TP (2 0. 9~ 1. 0) FAFE B R
B O F D) AHAR DN (B 0 SR AL 25 S 35/ ARG g 1 DA D 8 S B oG R AR TRl A Y
TR SRR 5 04 5 ZR A R] DA 1) Tl gy 2 B o (G g, 50 PP AH <08 DA AR) 22 1] ) 90 0 2 S 0
R MEL M I G812 26 N A] YA GRRRIE . (2) 11 A ASE R %68 9 b 5C 28 DA/ 194) T 03000 1 X W]
R3] 0.9 DAL, 33 F sy BE o A A T 00 1 4 1) 2 2 Y A a] B S B 4 R AE ( Bernaisch et al. |
2014.25) .

F4 ETNEKEAREESBMXERRARNGDS S

0.5~0.6/0.6~0.7|0.7~0.8(0.8~0.9| >0.9 | At

RC 37 24 40 29 9 139

omission 49 62 67 103 76 357

3.2.1 Btk e R AR IR A

BTG A R R HCELAT 1 B T 1) ( OB > 0. 9) 1y Bavtk O¢ R AR TR 4] AR i DLR
A (2014) 25T Ay A] DU R Btk O¢ R AQTR N ) B B RUPEAE 5], 23 B B3R 38 ) 115
HEFRRIERE (R 5) , v DL B2 A8 =X TR AR P R B 3 T R A PR v, LA
B, B, R A B R OC R AR A B v BE T M, ZE TN B > 0. 9 /Y 76 M4
H R MATH BN 3 BIMASA 25 A4, SRR EE R 4 N AIA 5 A4, SRR AT B 2
) NAIIIA 46 A~ () 1) AETUNE T 20 AJigek SR A BN 2 AR A) B2 o 19 41,
R FR NI B 5 5 B DG R AR TR D) 1 v BE AR DG AT & Il SR (32 3) e R AT

@ RC R BRI, omission” F7m Btk 5C R AT AT,
.31 -
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JE B g e, O, VR TR TR R 1 I G AR AR D) g BE A G, A 76 AJTE R A
) BT TRIE AL B AR O AR e 2 AR — 28 20 D AFRARTR (B 2) AR AR (1) . %
J& AT IR ) T e B RE O O 22 R AR A (B 1) AR (B 2 56 4) &R
FME (B 3) AR BRI 44T, X AN F o R AR 2R T 1 v i B
e, EnPRLE

®5 BAEBETNMENEEXRRANGNEESSTAG0

N SEATIA SEITRIEXY | SE1TR | NAFEIE | MAEIE | £THERN | NAIEE/ _—

KE | £6F EE WEME | B R AEBS BE
2 T & fir & o & R EiE HE 0.98
2 T b K& e Atk R EiE HE 0.97
2 T b K& e SRS R EiE HE 0.97
2 T & A 1& o SN aE EiE HE 0.97
2 T & 1& o Bk R3] EiE HE 0.97
2 T A ] HE Bk R F I AME HE 0. 96
2 T £ A =] e RS G| # A ANE HE 0.96
2 T £ & A A1k R #AANE HE 0.96
2 & A & e A1k R P EE HE 0.96

(2) Some people rely on sport to provide the exercise they need but some sports carry a risk
of injury. (NESSIE)

(3) Giving governments more control and owners less control is the main concern I have.
(ICNALE)

(4) They get everything they need. ( LOCNESS)
3.2.2 WA AR A

BTGB R IBURA v 0 6 o) ( PN >0. 9) A8 M OC R AR AN ) o A G
B FRAE RS G T LA B 4 G 2 A R] DA HAT e B 0 1 ) 8 5~ R TR A AR 55
R Z AT | 44 1) 58 24 9 ) =3 e A ia) £ 35 /) vp 2 2 58 Y S 44 10 (1) 5) i
FiBE (B 6) , BT [FRE ST SR B ] )R S P 3X 5 G TR B I 44 Y = e
() SRS PRI v B — 2

@ W BRI A HA SRR INE >0. 9, L3R 5 538 6 RFIZAFME HEA 5 JLALIiE 4],
©32 .
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*o6 EASEMNMEMNEEXFZRANANIES FHIELAS

W ST | RATRIEBX | E£1TE | ANAEE | NAEIE | £TEAN | NAEE/ —
ERE EE mEME | B4 R RS BIE
9 A A 1% T E S RN % ¥ P 3L 4 1] H 0.98
9 T A A 1K R BoN % 1 A HE 0.96
14 Tt A & THE NS % ¥ EX HE 0.96
13 T 4 A ] T E A % ¥ EiE HE 0.95
9 A 1% T H SN 4 ¥ EX3 HE 0.95
10 T 4 A & T EZN % 7] £ HE 0.92
10 Tt = T 2N % ¥ EX HE 0.92
6 T i A & THE NS % ¥ EX T 0.92
7 T A & TH = A % ¥ EiE T 0.91

(5) Secondly, due to the confessions which Hugo make at the end of the play...we are
forced to ask whether this was purely an act on the part of Hugo in trying to validate himself, to
give himself weight and to re define his project in life. ( LOCNESS)

(6) A main claim that the supporters of prayer in public schools point to is the statistic that,
on a regular basis, polls show that 75% or more of Americans favor the return of prayer to
schools. ( LOCNESS)

PR SG 28 A AE =AM 5 SRR L B 70 A R R AR S S AR AT 145 U R4S 31
JERE H RS . WA B SR BT 6 A A AR RS (AR A
A BRI AT A A T S AEE Y ) RAEIZA S R s M b e BT
XA 5 2 v ) A R P, Wk = A8 X R, X — R B R DLTT] AR (2007 ) %+ 2
ZE 5B ZEEM R R —3,

4 g

RATEET G as A, 29X A R FRIE 2 5 BRG] 2300 5 Z A 1A B 4 2 S
TP MRS ST R 52
4.1 %k Z2RIVAH X 89 R A

Jevi - WA (Nick Ellis) f13% /R £ « 3% 55— 1% )& 2/K (Fernando Ferreira-Junior)
(2009 :190) #5443 JFR ( construction prototype ) Ft R A H— 4 2 it e ML AR ELIAR R X 7 1%
S R R A AR 2 AR B AR LR R X B b AR R R 20 = A IR A 2 s S 2
R Z M 34 MM 524+ 5 U] ( MacWhinney , 2008 ) |, 35 5 7 i FE6 J— £ 5]

R A a5 IR UE il 5 P IR R BARIE SR, EA 5 (Ells et al. |
.33 .
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2014a) SR, 5 G PR KO S i AR G 5 20 FRERT i 2 T A R G AR R
AIZZ IR 2R A, AT A B A ) J 38 DR 3R 0 8 ORI SR X p & UL T At ), %o i —
TS B A B T A5 R AN 0RE Y Y = DA 2K A U gl S T D i S S D R
(Bernaisch et al. ,2014:25) , iZ U8 By g B2 000 A B AA o 592 200 i Ak oy B4R 2 4 20
 (instantiation of prototypical construction) ,

BEXT B A A 5E R AT AT R GE T o0 A 2R B, IR BE | M) 3 0 ) 1 N S AT i 1
Y T Y AT A RT DA E A R AL G R AR R R R B R R BT
A RS 4410 58 24 A 5 STl e 32 /0) 58 IS 44 1) A0 i X =R R = ey
MR A OC ZRARTR) A ) BLAT 8 25 T A6 v, L3zt 1) 72 B X0 A (3R 6) h A% BB IE,
DR b 8 1 o 2R A T A ) S A W AR O

(1) Jefrim HEVER L RC+ A F2 3 K IAHS 4

55 S O AR A TR] DA/ 8 TN 0 1] A SR AN [) B 5 2 0] DA /g 8 d 2 00 [ 3ROl 5%
FNAVEE (2~ 4 A 5] AR 582G MR) F20, STl a0 b 78 Y R i AR AME A1)
A T DR BT e 2R AR ) 1) SR T AR A

(2) %ﬁ?iﬁj[@iﬂ] [ Fih/ MG/ N R B 21 ] +0missi0n+}J\/Fﬂ3‘£i§“’Um +i%i%ﬁij:ﬁﬁj

(3) S Al PRI R | on - M) LYY 3B i)

IR BT e AT IR TRt — 20 0 PR . 24 47 1) 58 25 St A e, L RERS 58 25 2 A
Ry T B A i AW T i ot e i = W £ 3 e RS T S P i R S e T R W o 31
“That is all I want” WAJE5H . X F ik BIRR A @ AT A RSP AR STHR I 145 A
fX17] +omission+ M\ ] H‘Eigmm "R AL R ME— R (BRERAS ,2017) AN
4.2 %k AR A X 49 ML A 45 A2

KRR AL AR 5 LSRR B AR OC , R A i 25 (2014b ) $2 4 # =X
2] ST bt — M 2 (category learning) , K4 Z A% A 1 B v A B 0 BLATE FE 1 B AS
WIHES S5 (Goldberg,2006) , 1 5 7 > A R 7E AN it b2 B4R i 2 06 5 45 F Y 15 1 g
7“4 (Ambridge,2013:508-509) , & T iU, FATAT LUBUE A R B B E &
7S 1 b R A 5 AR I B A ST R SO R o A i 2 e, AL h M=K
PEBE S IE B WA, S B IE A, 8RO FF % 041 ( Zipfan distribution) o X 5C &
PRI A ST Ao iz B R I 7 B8 RIS . BARTE , SErHR A 5C R A0
Al B A 2 T 2 I AP R Rk (18 1) |, iy B2k =X B 1 )2 i 2L B0 5 2 4
AR 7 78 B 0 2 RO 0000 DX IR) N 3 3 S IR O AR |, PR IO A0 ARG, 1 &
FRMEIT IR A28, 05 2 VRJ I B PR Bl G 5C 22 AU TA] IR T I e, iB 20 g OR, it

b FEAN AL 10T, (BT BT S B 2 35 A 2 DR R (SR R MR BE A T Bl | ety
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ATE F ) 3 2 B AT A ) O DG ZR A QIR B A A i e i, MEE 2, G R AR
WA U ME R M oA 5 LI R PR R PR 2R [ A A, 8 m] LUAHh R AR IE 2 5 BARRE) 2
LM,
4.3 X ZRFIAH X 0910 R E

HARBRIE S B R A A ) AR RHE S BAR TR RRIE 73 A (2 38 BB A
ARG R MTEESE S8 T AR B EARIE TS A RS W ERS , AR
BT A B il G i X —hh i U i i 2034 22 45 (Ellis, 2003) , #1352,
et 5 W 5C R AR AT I FEAE — AN R B ESL S8, T H R4 H B 2248 Th Ak T Ff oz
BB — RIS AR UL XSO R WA S 2 S BAREE B2 G o
WoR  TER G g g | Btk 5 S AR A DA T R 56 RACTE AT, 302 B TR o
FACTA AT BE K, BT X6 Rz AN AN T2 47 2852 /N ( Rohdenburg , 1996 ) |, 12 D\ /) S B A4
D BEF PR ( Barddal ,2008 ) |, Bat O & AR A TE e A7 im) 5 A =15 07 B E YR 1526
R EAR T B R AT NA] (FERZS,2017) , DX FRRNE SR AR BE = PE S FIE E &
=2 R BN [ 46 ( entrenchment ) , N HBEFE G 15 5 AL, Rl AN A1) 5 ARG 4 s
TEF P RIS  TRlE ARG R, AN T AR 4 I T 44 1] ( Ariel, 1990) , TS 4535 5 i &
5 THBOGZZERI N ARG TR, BES 2, Btk G &R AR ) B hn & i #4) =N 52 32 3%
SLgeh TR R, b T RS A

5 45iE

XIS E—EARZ R A EZEAR 2k b A% O M 7, A SC AR A R 18 1 5%
FACF B TR i3 T T on B R B H AR 2 R A, iR E S
ELRZF 180 56 Z AR B 44 X 0 R A v MR S B WO R R SRR R AR
(2006) A A G )2 —EAR E 0 7 VA, #E— 20 Bk 1 38 45 0 5 A BT 7R 4 (2013 ) FfE
MR (2014) TR iE e s s B30, 5 2L 58 T LA A i 2% 2] 5 RL, TR
XF LG A3 AT, o AT DA 20 5l 3 05 5 7 0 5 AR T R A IR IE , i — 2D i AR U
JEAIPE R FT ADGEF AR 4, i 52— EAR)Z B R 537
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Schematic and Concrete Correspondence in Constructions:.

A Multifactorial Analysis of Relativizer Omission
FANG Yinjie

Abstract: The correspondence between the schematic and concrete levels of constructions is one of the core hypotheses in
construction grammar; however, empirical testing of this hypothesis has been underexplored. This study carries out a binary
logistic regression analysis of relativizer omission by native speakers of English, aiming to cross check its prototypicality,
probabilistic tendency and schematic status in schematic and concrete levels. The multifactorial analysis reveals that a) the length
of the relative clause, the part of speech of the subject within the clause, and the syntactic role of the antecedent in the main
clause can be verified as the prototypical features; b) a distinct probabilistic distribution could be located with explicit relative
clauses displaying a weaker predictability; c¢) regarding the schematic—concrete continuum, a sharp contrast can be identified
between implicit and explicit relative clauses with the former more geared towards the concrete end.

Key words : relativizer omission; correspondence; binary logistic regression; prototypicality
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