BUCH ERETHRRZ B 5 H AR R O K 5
REE %

Chinese function words coined in Japanese-Chinese translation

TAKENOBU Akira

OB IUE SR B BB SCRIGE JF SO R — T TR “F7 AERK
A “RT T HEAERL. RITESZAN 2R —MESE, B “F”
ARG AANRDE R SGAT R R ESRATER “T7 $a R iEshE K&
PRBF B AT R .

0. IFLBIC

T (1998) 2% “HAE “BUE”, WHEARLEEMES &%, ARBARE
HEANPEMDGER, BRAPEAHEESWEEHRIS.” S L ThX5
I, ERICBWTHEEICHRIVGAA ZZ B ARHEGEDS, WICEWIIE o7
EEINCEEEFLLDOTIERLT, MROXHZZHT A8 0EZ0FE FXT
T, B EE‘EDETICEDL B D TH o7z v ) Filkid v R $h
ENLLEIATHD, bEDBEWEHETITOALIZESTHLWEEZTH Vi
BTHhozTHArHTNED, BETEFNZLTRII 2= =23 vild
X" & 7o AR AR OWB 2T L T 5,

HARFECHK T 2 M ERED 2 oMo REE, &8Il - XIER (1958) (23T
WKFEEFSLETID LN TIEWDIINED, TWH (1998) A3t R0 % i
L7z2& 912, Y254 HICH) CRLEOMIEHF IV I W EATH 5, 7272,
ﬁbh%@ikﬁ#ﬁbwﬂA IHZ NGRS NG, ZLT, b
DRIEZ ) LBIIRR DT 5L HAGEHRTH S, WeHBEIZHE] %%i&
Lo Kiie R 72imic R WIAATLE 9o ARAERT 5, MHi5E
Hl TXHRICHED LS, ThbbhEREICA- TR#E & 2 5H0E wad
HoEDEINLEZILKFETIEZ RV E W U TR, ﬁﬁjuﬂ%‘c#%ﬂ»éh“(bi
S5TW5, W) L) HEMHLOFTIHETEINTVLEREED R,
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1. “~F BONT
1.1 HAHEDSOBETREVET 53

Tk (1958a) (& HAFEZ  OMEHFEIC OV TWDIIFIHO D5 L A,
95T AW, FET7THELT “BF. RXRF. XNF. BT S0 “F7 2R
WZEBAFE “INA B BR” S50 “R” 2 HRFICE 2B & 20) -
F, HARFERFIC U TEONZBDOTHDLE LTV D,

TE—SIARDGEAIL, £EREASEH SN AEH RN .
1) EF (O0=%417)

2) (F CO0=EAL” B “O0=HA 7"

3) X F (OO0=xty 7)

4) BF (O0=@y 7)

U EAEER “F” Kifrid.

5) ANKH (OO FEAFL 7)

6) BN (OO MRy 7)

7) MR (OO MEF¥7)

A EARERR “R” W3hiE.

LAL%250, TOTEIME (1958a) ORI LT, HKME (1958) »°EbH
WCEEEER, BT7THETLTHHAFEONICED S 2 L ARF A HEYTH 5
ELTwa,

EF CFHEH-LIADCERAL, REREAREH XTI DR, R
ARE. B, “RKF. \#TF WA BR” Fil, ARNBERFERD,
EMEFH, ZARRRRAN “BUEHRK”, SRMERAL “F” 7.

ESrIE (1958b) X DOGEHICIE L, “BiFRE” Th o THHFEICED -0
MY THoT2EBDTN D,

PIIHKRAZNA “XF7 “BT” FANLEELEABEER, X—KEBE

£8%. FAXERMRELRERSHIEFERXR, HREMRREA
B H SO R R, TOARMNBEPERREK, FrUSREAERRY, N
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BT A 3513 2 FAR R0 i
HRBEEHAMARIRGA . BIEEAFNBBEEAN—I, RESHRK.

TR (1958) IEHPEAMTAEI 72D THBHhSHKETIERVES Y, EIx
1% (1958b) &, HFTIEHAGE L HENBRE L ONERFETH - THKET
BRWES). MZEORMERIETIUE, BT e 25 HAGEZ PEMTERL
7250%0T, FKRIETIE R THEFEORERL BT RETH L L v Tk
%59,
ZHZLHERRICE o THREL X302 2 D% 0%, &) b Uy
TRILEND HARFEFEREMFICLEEICE, 20502728k cd 5,
Blzk“g” / T8%2LRE” / TRE] “5H3) (BF)” / [3598 (&E)]
ZY AR DIERE L ET AR R AR DD “HEI(BSED"INE LT, “8
27, RE G- & -8 055 [B] 2RELELL, Hik [# 2 Bw
Z, T35 BUREL L, BRTRZVIRED, Vo THRTL 2w,
XEEOEY CETHVS, TabbZOREICEIVTHEELTWEDIFT
Hbo TNHIE [ & HAREIEDT 2 LAKED SHEREICRITT %,
o, REORKEEZR U §4FENIE (1958a) DF7H %R U ARk
ELTHBLTHISZEIRDOZTNED, Lok HIcEFNEBO LI EL
v, BREFIINED, HEIERHEZOT TAMOBE %2 T XHEL
TWRICT ER, “573h (BF)” / (378 (BE)] T LTH, EBIT: “%
B (58D / (%@ (BE) +3] ThHhoT, [T5H] ZRoTBALTVS
DI THEHNS, DIIMZAFHEZFT2ZOFNEE D o> THRGEE LTOEKE
EI)DEIAYTHA ). Hl2E, HARFBIZBWTHFLR Ao T %
W [ KRB L[ —CATE] R [F—=V v 7 A% | [NAFx—7] F4
EIRFEP BT E L2 O K& REAKE R Z DIV, !
“ET.RTXTF BT L [k ownT] Ll I exLad
[iZioTl o [H (5O) ) TH (32)) T (32)), TH (%)) 2
FO - T5%] 20T F I ANRT, TRICERE “T” Z2mMAMae L
THM L7z A AGEHR DN KFETH D LA DI HRL D NA T A S HEH
THhbrESZ I

1 [35] 200 THEMLY 2RI OWTIREH BT (1993) 22,
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1.2 HEGEORR—B~ofiH

HAEHFICY 2o THEOSNZLDTH S L) Farik (1958a) %0iEE
wF AN, BIFRSURIC BT I ORI IO W THGE L & hud e 5
T, HAFEORFUCHES 2 L 2 S EREOFR— L BT 2 off
DA BT LHRBDH D05 TH b,

R (2010) offoEy, EXZEHFOHIZ L SN 2% Whereas
Clause (Whereas5:IH) ##IRT 5L & “F” 2HREFICL D NFO—HTH
HCYRTFT BUEELELR L,

PRERLAEELR EORSCORBEIH Y, ik OBE - BIERTHED
whereas (2205 212, L WVIHIHEILANL) HETH0H, &
D “BF” Ths.

Whereas Party B has the right and agrees to grant Party A the
rights to use, manufacture and sell the Contract Products of Patented
Technology;

Whereas Party A desires to use the Patented Technology of Party B to
manufacture and sell the Contract Products;

The Representatives authorized by the Parties to this Contract have,
through friendly negotiation, agreed to enter into this Contract under
the terms, conditions and provisions specified as follows:

BT 2HABCF AR EFEARKE R MEEAR. SERE ST
S

ETRTREFNH ZTTHENRARGEIHHE SRR ; WTEIRERE
KEFHeE, FRMUTERETAEH

“RT” ORREOHBPINZTICEONE S DTIERVORE) ETH R

Wi &, Zof7Zgers Ty “~F7 BoONGEORERICE L COMIB DR
SEBEIILENTE D,
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BURR RIS 5513 2 B ATk O
1.3 "B OAPEHT L BHHONE TXA T 5 M

S~ T OGN CR” RHREICE BBE L & HICHAERICN 5
THEONLDTH L L OLFMOFRFEE, BERTHLOTHRETIEREW
IRECHE DB VLTV R, HARGED? S OFHR - EFRSAKEICR SNz
ERHOWE R E LB WHRIET 2B OEENHETVWETHAH Z LI
NTHbD, KHER (1958) b [<HE> <HRA> <BRA>HHHET 2 b D ER
THEZELOTH LS LL, HREITCOMAEZHRBLAEV] &, b
AHRERFECH 2 b o572 DTHEH I L EZRIEL TV 5,

“~F7 MOMFARINE TR EVWERXTIOEHIRICE L F->THBIL
%%@ﬁﬂﬁ B LHERTHITEIDOL )b o TwA ki, ddtk

WHEEEZLI) FTH RIS EZFIIZZOMHBE bRV E W
I HREBUSIEE TUE, EARIREA U 73 SO B rh E B E TR O — M 2 L
TBEZ 1R ERIZEVZEDZDOREPRELEDS TS L) ITIERL
e\, FE, PEBUCEHRE O — X OHRICHHE L P E % LS5
I holzZ L EEBIZITITE “K” DADEIET B IBHATE O NLER I e H3 A4
L, “~F” BOMGANTELXZTAHILEZROLNT WD,

GRAE)” LLTO (BT X2 ] XIHLoREITEZOMPESINTVS
OPIZHRE LT Ed, W THRAZ 282V EE IR TH
a2 D% 0I1E, ML BIESASNAL, LVbITRHRTELRS
EZOMMR G, DR L LT [ETX5] LI “W” % TX5
LDV TIE, “WRA)” OFEZ|ZIFLELOW LN TH L, EBEOH
FUTB 725 T, “BI” HHID ERbv—hT “~F” RGO
Hio,*2

HID Sz “B” 2% CHRATZLONT “~F7 BOAGERC» 258 2
HoTWVBDPE, “RT” & “XT” EHZ R THLLIERERZMATHIZ,

2 WEE (2014).
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2. Fillmore, Charles J. (1968) OHEERICH TS “XF” & “XFF”

Fillmore, Charles J. (1968) O X %678124E L C, ZhzhEFEROIER
2 OCJL (2002) RUOHAFEROZAVET, Fx— X -] (1975) EXTRL,
FREFEIRIC “RTF” 2T 2 b 02 il Lo 2 ikd4 7z,

Concerning formal universals we find such proposals as Chomsky's, that
each grammar has a base component capable of char ‘acterizing the
underlying syntactic structure of just the sentences in the language at hand
and containing at least a set of transformation rules whose function is to map
the underlying structures provided by the base component into structures
more closely identifiable with phonetic descriptions of utterances in that
language (Chomsky 1965, pp.27-30).

AWML BIEICOWTIX, KOL) BT a3 bAF—DREVH L. BOBOD
FIT M (base component) b H, FOIEMIE, HBFESEOLEFD
b O OISR E (underlying syntactic structure) ZHETE 5 & LB,
D7l &b —HADLEHBAN (a set of transformation rules) Z& &9 5 H D
TH b, BEBAOREIL, HELMICL > TH 2 bW RENEEZ, 208
FEICBIT AT SR ECE (phonetic descriptions) T ) HEICRETE 5
SR TH5H0THSL (F3 b AF—, 1965, pp.27-30) o

RFER EWTEINSR, ROINBOETEHERHNOER, IE—MEEER
—MEEREIZE S ERATFHREDELEHERNEMT S, FEHEAE B/
#Eth (underlying structures) HBBMXMIESHIEENESHEENES
AL (Chomsky, 1965, pp. 27-30).

A representative statement on substantive syntactic universals is Lyons’
assertion (1966, pp.211, 223) that every grammar requires such categories as
Noun, Predicator, and Sentence, but that other grammatical categories and
features may be differently arranged in different languages.
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FEEMMETEEICHTIREN LB L LT, ks Xikd 4
(Noun), #§% (Predicator), 3 (Sentence) P & 9 R#it w ) 2 LFEE T 575,
ZOMDOLFEH S w ) BLOFEME, FHEISERLZUIZNIE L THAZ SN S,
LW FTAF Y AOTEDH D (1966, pp.211, 223)

KPR ST SRR —MARRESARESEIK N (Lyons,
1966, pp. 211, 223), AN AE—FIBEAEE R WRZIT, 85, AP &
B, {E2HANE OB AR FKIE S P LA RARB 2 HE.

Findings which may be interpreted as suggesting answers to our third
question are found in the ‘markedness’ studies of Greenberg (1966) and in
the so-called implicational universals of Jakobson (1958a).

ODNOLNOEZOFMFIH L THELRBL TS bR EIX, 7Y
— U N=7 (1966) 12k % [HHEM] (‘markedness ) DfEE, Ya 7y v
(1958) @, Wb b &M (implicational universals) T# %,

BRI (1966) 2T “Friti:” (markedness) FIRFFEFMIETAE (Jakobson,
1958) XTHriBEREHEEIME (inplicational universals) HIWFF AT AFEMEAN
T ERATHIE =N ) B IR B R AR

In the past, research on ‘case’ has amounted to an examination of the
variety of semantic relationships which can hold between nouns and other
portions of sentences; it has been considered equivalent to the study of
semantic functions of inflectional affixes on nouns or the formal dependency
relations which hold between specific nominal affixes and lexical-grammatical
properties of neighboring elements; or it has been reduced to a statement
of the morphophonemic reflexes of a set of underlying ‘syntactic relations’
which themselves are conceived independently of the notion of ‘case’.

HEZBWT, BICHTIHIEDONE D E AL, XHOXG L L DO
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L DM 2 HAEERMREMET5 28 Tholze /DFD, £O
e, #FAOBITEFOBEWEREOMIE L 20, AL, BEEZEORV
M- SCGENRE E OMICHEET 5, B LOKAERROMEICE LV D LE
AbNTE7, /b LKL, ZOW%IE, (1] OM& L XN BFRIERLRIC
ZrMashsz, —MADRERE [HGMR] ORRBE RN Z B2 DI2%
S>TWb,

L, XTF 47 KBTAERREE 7R IAMA TR HAR IR 5 A REAEE )
FMIENRR 5 ZMHT I — RPN NETHF 74 7 B IZ P i I A RN 78 X
RE, BRE BT ARR R4 RGN ARIE B BRI TEIC A R 7B R Z R PR I T X
ERRFFRR ; BRE X FHT AR FENFIE— T RE—RIEER “RERR”
KIS EMARE, TIXEMERRNRTEEMEE T “BK” KRAREEK.

There was a time when a typical linguistic grammar was a long and detailed
account of the morphological structure of various classes of words, followed
by a two- or three-page appendix called ‘Syntax  which offered a handful
of rules of thumb on how to ‘use’ the words described in the preceding

sections-how to combine them into sentences.

PoT, BRI FEFN L, SRGEHEOEERIEL L R4 L FEIC
WL, T0OHh LI, FIEITHRRZFFELZV2IE () ] —Fh o DiEr v
WCHLABDETLE DL 20—l 518D OB 2 ke #z T{Nb
[Wigham] EIFEN D - ZR— T OfE5E%2 DT 7203 H - 72,

HERA—-AIAE, BERESFEERRRRRAERNXTERANESEH
AR, JEEM ER=RR, KA “QE”, FIHLERTWMN “fH" &7
T2 H 1 5 AR LR, 0 3] A R ) 30 B SR B U

Miiller (1908, p.1) published a study of nominative and accusative case
uses in Latin, in which he devoted 170 or so pages to the accusative and
somewhat less than one page to the nominative, explaining that ‘die beiden
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casus recti, der Nominativ und der Vokativ, sind bei dem Streite iiber
die Kasustheorie nicht beteiligt. Im Nominativ steht das Subjekt, von

dem der Satz etwas aussagt’

I 27 —F19084F 2 T 7 Y ERD FA& LMK O L O R L7225, EoH
T, RIFLI70R—=VH TN ZHEICHE, BLZ1IR=V 75T %2THEICEHNT,
ROEHITHHL TS (1908, p. 1), [MEHEGICHT 2, D DE,
DF ) B E R ZI) Pb v, SEEFEISD VTl A %au@%@“%@fw)
B0, FOEFENERIVODTH S,

2% Muller) FE1908FRR T —HB AN T B EMMERALBEE AT
170T 2 B IER U 2ek% , T R A A2 — AR IESR U 4%, X Femg e (1908,
p. 1) : “XPFHEM, EJERMAMIERE, MXTHROBROFREIMTHR. £E
B E LR EE, BMITHEBRAFRR.”

There is in principle no reason why the traditional studies of case uses fail
to contain such classifications as ‘nominative of personal agent’, ‘nominative
of patient’, ‘mnominative of beneficiary’, nominative of affected person’, and
‘nominative of interested person’ (or, possibly, ‘ethical nominative ) for

such sentences as 8 to 12, respectively.

8. He hit the ball.

9. He received a blow.
10. He received a gift.
11. He loves her.

12. He has black hair.

7205, MHEOERI IS, (8) 25 (12) O XIHRLITHLT, Z
neEn [AMEEE O T THEIZOEK], [ZEE0FHK] (F2, &
WE2E [DHEMERKRD OL) 2020 ETERVERMIE, BFE LT,
VD TH b,
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(8) He hit the ball. (fFIZR—N%EZF-72)

(9) He received a blow. (fFIZ$TE,%ZZ1)72)

(10) He received a gift. (fRIZW O WE 21T & -7
(11) He loves her. (fRIIHELEET %)

(12) He has black hair. (J{I3BEZTH %)

RN E, BAEEENAERRRTRONENTFTANEZIENTRANE,
AT 8 BB 12 ARRE “RS MM “ R YR TR SRR
M CRRRZYIPNR LR “RAARNDEIER” (BELATLARA “R
ARRBAKERE.

8. He hit the ball. (ff¥TH T HA4EK.)

9. He received a blow. (bR T—2%.)

10. He received a gift. (fbiE—4m4L4.)

11. He loves her. ({3 i.)

12. He has black hair. (fliF [=K#2] BLK.)

The confusion of criteria in treatments of the uses of cases has been
documented by de Groot (1956) in his study of the Latin genitive. /
Uses of cases are classified on syntactic grounds, as illustrated by the
division of uses of the genitive according to whether the genitive noun is in
construction with a noun, an adjective, or a verb; on historical grounds, as
when the uses of the syncretistic Latin ablative case are divided into three
classes, separative, locative, and instrumental; and on semantic grounds, in
which there is a great deal of confusion between meanings that can properly
be thought of as associated with the case forms of nouns, on the one hand,
and meanings that properly reside in neighboring words.

WOREOR ) A BEEDRFEIZOWTIE, F-7u—1F (1956) »HHZD T
T VEBH DD TEIEL TWb, /Tabb, HOMHEZ T 284
WCWRRDB DN H 5. JEMELED R, BER, BEolhiiEzzze LT
WBEPIZ K o TRIEDOHEZ 7T 2 &9 il 2RI, #@Emz7 7>
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FRAEAG O F & S EERE & T & WK O ZRERN S 3RS B G O R S 2 AL,
LD ERTOVT WD EEZ TIVEIRE, BRI EL TS EE
> TXVERE O TIRIRALAIER ICZ VERRN 2L, D EO=>TdH %,

FERCFE RS B VR (AR T T VR LIS, 18 - # 84 (Groot, 1956) 7EAf
RFHTHEBEHETR DT EFIEEE T, KEREE RREERBRS
K, HEURARG TR EK G AN NEE, ERMBAER, RN
WER—FGHHTX 2 NRHE ; BRI ERRERD KK, W TED
LBTIME— KA (ablative) MIFED A=K, BIRRDE. MM LA=X;
A HRARGETE SR KM, FEIRXFG & RS KRB B L L BR AL [
FERAHBR R B R SCONFE ™ B S R R T4 EC N R S URA MBS .

At least from the two mentioned studies of uses of the Latin genitive, it
would appear (a) that some case uses are purely irregular, requiring as their
explanation a statement of the idiosyncratic grammatical requirements of
specific lexical items, and (b) that some semantic differences are accounted
for independently of assigning ‘meanings to cases, either by recognizing
meaning differences in ‘governing’ words or by noting meaning differences

in different underlying sentences.

I 5 VEBKONBEICHET AR OO r b4 LWL AR LI,
(a) BAZEOPICEZEIAHUNL20bH 50T, BHALOHWPIIH-
TiE, % OFEWIEHB I EA 72 Lk LOLESEEEZBRRD 2 EDBLETH Y,
F72, (b) WL OPOEREDENE, K12 [FEKR] 253552 L &k
BAfRIZ, TR 5% (‘governing word ) IZBIF A EKDENZRD LD, b
LSRR IR BIT 5 BROENZ 780 5 2 & THIAD L,

ERWIRFHT ERERBTA LAEEDATLIRE « (a) RERKHAEZEER
ARG, FEEINCAERE, BEPHERKRE BRI & AR BTEERE R (b)
FAiE Y EREMNFARB LR TR L 7 RUEAK, TRAEEAA
“XE” FHER X LMEHRUAK, HELESERIELTRENATH
BX ERZARUEHAK.
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An example of the latter approach is found in the now discredited ‘localistic' view
of the cases in Indo-European, by which dative is ‘the case of rest’, accusative ‘the
case of movement to’, and genitive ‘the case of movement from' .10

BBEOTEO—HIL, FIRGECE T S0, SHTEEHIA TR [
iyl R (Clocalistic’ view) WCHRAZIFSNS, /FHIZE B E, 5/ [
o], SHEIE [~~OBE O |, JEKIE [~ 50BEIOK] TH 3",

J& — BT 77 )T AT ABSELAE B L AR B A SR T ENRRIE R B “ T 62” M
Mo R\, SR “FEIK”, RER “‘BIHFHIRK", BER ‘B
BT Z A%

1. 3. Case Histories
In addition to studies of case uses and interpretations of the cases in a given
language as elements of a coherent system, the literature also contains many
historical studies of cases; and these, too, are of various kinds.

1.3. HZoORER
WHB:OWE, BLY, HANESEICH-T, TLIoEKROEHLLT
DIEIRROWTEL % 5 AT, LHKICIZHE DB IIIIZE S 2 o TV AT
ENHULHEMRTH 5o

(2 BHFHE
BR T R T BRI OB SRR 2 V8 5 IR0 PV R — B 1 2R A B SRR R
BEALME, AR EERER TR EIFIETT, TR R & A E .

Still others have seen in the history of one case system a case system of
a different type-with or without assumptions concerning the ‘essential
primitivity of the earlier type.
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HHOVKRDBERDONIZH BB BMOMERERDEHEDVWL—775L, %
DOE VR O o [REWEHEY | (essential primitivity’ ) CB$ 21RED
LR LI DLTTH D,

R B AR TR N — P R R T BB T A EREE 5 — Mg i
R, RBETRTEHRRE “REREGE” BBRE, SFRFRAXMRE.
A second kind of speculation on historical changes within case systems
traces case systems of one kind back to case systems of another kind.

AR OIELIZALICHT % 5 0 Tid, HAMORKRE 72 L5 Thl
HOBRIZE TSI 2DITS,

SBEAPRTH B R AR P SRR IR R R A — AR B RIB AR 7 — KA B0
R

1. 4. Case in Current Generative Grammar
A hitherto largely unquestioned assumption about case in the writings of
generative grammarians has been made explicit by Lyons (1966, p.218): ““case”
(in the languages in which the category is to be found) is not present in “deep
structure” at all, but is merely the inflexional “realization” of particular syntactic

relationships .

1. 4. BUUESSGRICBIT 51
iﬁii(i%i%‘@%VE@qﬂ’Cﬁé%ﬂi LA k“FnEJF%_L: & n&?bxo f:*%‘:ﬁaﬂ_é’fﬁﬁf%y
I 4% ¥ X (1966, p218) AWM L7ze /T bbb, [(HlliH w ) AR S
NBEFRICBVTY) K13, [REME] 23T 72 FER T, e
FEBROEITIC X B2 RIS T &R v,

QUDRE -l Y54 pr ey 3
FEA B R ME RIS S TE RS FBIL T 8A A SR it 58 [ 50 T B — b
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BREEHEST (1966,p.218) PHERT, fik : “ ‘B (LA XFPUEBEHE
SR WELFAET REEW 28, MNICRSFERNAERREBITEL
HHEK “AEIER mE.”

2. Some Preliminary Conclusions
I have suggested that there are reasons for questioning the deep-structure
validity of the traditional division between subject and predicate, a division
which is assumed by some to underlie the basic form of all sentences in all
languages.

2. HIBPEIZ BT Bt
—DOANDBFTRTOFFHEDO TR TOLDIERTEADREICH L LEZ LT
% &9 Xy, D% ) TRk L BEEOIRMN % X SR EEE L oL R b o
EVH ZEICHLT, RamzBRLDIEboLbThbE, RIIRBRLTE

= BB ER
e, FEAREXTIEMSENESX MEEREENTREEX,
ZMRXMEREE AARRETHEES KA U TFHEEAERZ HH.

The kinds of observations that some scholars have made about surface
differences between ‘predicative’ and ‘determinative syntagms 21 may be
accepted without in any way believing that the subject / predicate division
plays a part in the deep-structure syntactic relations among the constituents
of sentences.

[#h 35 | #%&E (‘predicative’ syntagm) &, [BR%E | @& ('determinative’
syntagm) “OFEE EOEWVICE LTELOFEEH L2 IE, E3E - BeE
X 533 SO B FE B O TR MG F OMEERIRICB VT, Wk H5H b 7
EHhWVWEEZTYH, ZTANOGNELDTH b,

A AR R R SRR TRER “BiE” f1 “RE 4B ” (determinative
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syntagn) ZHMIKS. / (ERSREWE ERAME EE / IEME SR
RIS R A T IR AR 2 A FE R

Once we have interpreted ‘subject’ as an aspect of the surface structure,
claims about ‘subjectless’ sentences in languages which have superficial
subjects in some sentences, or reports about languages which appear to
lack entirely entities corresponding to the ‘subjects’ of our grammatical
tradition, no longer need to be regarded as particularly disturbing.

[FiE] L) Hold, EEHELO—SDRETHD EMRL S 2 3E,
HIZ ko> Tk Em Lo EFEL L 253 TH [MEEFE] (‘subjectless’ ) XAF
35 EERLZD, DUbNOEEHED [F5E] CH72FEIF 572
CHIELRWEBDONDE SREICHTIMEDVDH > T, HIIRFICR o0 A
MHEZEZE 27 TH v,

—HRAHE “FR” BREA—FMREHHRAR, BLARTERXEGTHERE
FERESTHA “TEE” AL, RERXTREEFTERTLEAMBRA]
HIEEAE SR “ 1987 AR HBE, RN LYIARE S AR ZHT .

It seems to me that if there are recognizable intrasentence relationships of
the types discussed in studies of case systems (whether they are reflected
in case affixes or not), that if these same relationships can be shown to
be comparable across languages, and that if there is some predictive or
explanatory use to which assumptions concerning the universality of these
relations can be put, then surely there can be no meaningful objection to
using the word case, in a clearly understood deep-structure sense, to identify
these relationships.

(BEFHOETRMEIN TV LIV IZrrb5T) BEROMETHLE SR

TWb L9 7%, Eo&DBOLNL LHEROBER (intrasentence relationship)
PHEET A% 0, T2, o L UBEASHERICET2 &) 2 LAVR
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ENB %6, 612, IS DOROEEEICET 2 EDFIH TE B M7
TWHE 72 3FHNW LT BB L% 5, WLk, 0L REKREEDT
DIZ, WIFEZEG S N 2R BRSO BIRICBWT [H] Lw)afzfi) 2 i
W UT, ERD 5 GEmHA TS e, RITE-EZ B0,

AR, WRKIBE DT TR B RIS TR BB IR— KT IBRHARI A T AR &
(NERBRAFELHERASRILNR), mREBIENIXERRERES T
CABLERA, anSRTIX 250 7 B ¥ 368 1 B {50 AT DA SR AU SO pe SE e i e,
Ma, & XARORBEEHNE N LEARE M AEHEZERR, BEMUR
MREREXLT -

The interpretation of deverbal nouns which seems most satisfactory to me
is that, except for the purely productive cases, the derivation of a noun from
a verb is a matter of historical, not synchronic, fact.

FAZE o> THROMEIIWL EBb s, BhEkRAE%F (deverbal noun) X
T AL, HOWDEFIEAT 2562, Biis, o oamREIIE
FHEETIE R BUWEEOMETH D, ETHHNTH S,

BINART ASAZRE B AR NFE IR, il & =R BT,
MBIAIRA 4 37— 7 SEBL R T AN R LT TR

4. Some Remarks on Language Typology
The view of universal grammar which is emerging is something like
this: In their deep structure, the propositional nucleus of sentences in all
languages consists of a V and one or more NPs, each having a separate case
relationship to the P (and hence to the V).

4. FARBEAEICEY

R SXEDOEZ T VBHLNZR ) 2D2H 5D, TNRKROLILEDTH b,
SEDEEDTRT, FOERBHGEICBWT, XOMEMKIZVE—DTEZF
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NLLEDONPRHHEEY, 4 DONPIZPIZXH LT (L7z28>TVICHLT) 1
ZIHHE ORI, > T\ b,

W RFESREENLLER
IEFETE IR AR R KB T - EREE T, — eSO T a8
LEE AV AREZHNP, & INPZAMP (HiHBAV) F%H
HIAEHI R R

Sapir’s typological distinctions for Amerindian pronominal systems (1917)
can be expressed in case grammar terms quite simply.

TANI A T4 T VEEORAGFAMRRICOWTH YT (1917h) DI T72H
B 20803, BCEICE UL, SO THRIIKDLTI LB TE S,

PERRRTRMENELERRA AR RFIREXA (Sapir, 1917b) FHEIEERK
W RRBIE LA AR

What these observations are intended to suggest is merely that if I correctly
understand Sapir’'s analysis of the pronominal systems of these languages,
then the case concepts I have been discussing, together with the notion of
clause types which various arrays of them define, provide the categorial and
configurational information for determining the surface distinctions that are
found in these languages.

UEOBISAORIBLEYE LA LR, RODIHIBRIERTFTHLE, Th
SOFHEONRLFRRICHET Y ET OGO NT, RO EVA%
i, A% U CEBIERL, TSRV ET 2 Lo L &
B2, TNOHDOFHEICALONLIEE EOENZ IO LEL 0w ) & ZORHNICH
THERERIEL T NG,

5 X R AR A L,  IRBIFER/RRTXEE S MARL AE R ITE
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R IERREIIE, MATERW FIXEAR MR, & FIX AR B A R e B
PRI IRBMBAE, N EX IS T PR BLIIR R KR T ke A
B 534 75 T BT R

It is only by dint of considerable intellectual effort that the Westerner can
achieve that liberation from familiar ways of thinking about language which
is required for an understanding of the true character of Japanese.

PEPE DS H ARG OB ORI 2 PR 51213, SafICBd 285 0 RE )0 5
BT 9 2 EAMLEEAH, Tiud, MMM E N2 L TR LOTHRETH %,

HEAABHRERSE, [FEEHREGTARTIESHRER B, MEHBIRX—R
LA BAR LA E KRBT

One might refer to Oertel’s study of the disjunct use of cases in Brahmanic
prose as a study of secondary topicalization. 56

TRINETEALO L LTid, NI E VBSOS T AN (disjunct
use) KBS B, T—VFVOMEEZTE I ENTE B,

AANFRESRBIERFR (Oertel) RXTEF THOCHIH IS RAERIB L —F
KT REEBUHIBIT

Lévy-Bruhl (1916, p.99) gives a persuasive example of this situation: Fijian
uluqu means the head which is now firmly attached to my neck, while kequ
ulu, also translatable as ‘my head’, would refer to the head which, say, I am
about to eat.

Ly g 7Y 2=, SORBIZOWT, 5o 025075 (1916,
P99, SThbb, 74TV —iEDulugut, ROEIZLoh ) DWW HE2E
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RS 50, kequ wludbFW UL HIC [ROUE] EFRTELH00, 728 213,
CNEEADR T ZINZAREIE LTV LHLE EZERTLLDTH b,

P — B I/RET —DMRTRXMBLEK S NEREIF T (Lévy-Bruhl, 1916,
p. 990 : P Fuluquit B B TR MK AERET LRk, Tkequ ulu, A
PARRRR “REIK”, R, Fll, REZK:k.

And Arapaho classifies ‘louse’ (or ‘flea’) among the inalienables (Salzmann
1965, p.139), a situation that invites people who like to speculate on these
things to propose something or other on the Arapaho conception of ‘self .

Z LT, 79/%Kik (Arapaho) TiE, [¥9 3] (F [/ 3)) 23458,
SEEAMEEICA S (<, 1965, pl39). /TN liZonwThi
INEZBIEDIFEZRNICIE, ST I285FKED THFK] (self 7)) O
BIDWT, WAWLARRRELL D L) BIRNTH S,

BAH, BIHi B fiE (Arapaho) B “ B F” (B “Bh& ™) FIAA R 4 E]H (Salzmann,
1965, p.139), XMEMLEEREXBERE _FRIGER SR B AXT
“HT” KBS B _ R XIS E.

Since the differences appear more and more to be differences on the level of
surface structure, it may be advisable to wait some time before reaching any

conclusions on these matters.

CDE)BEBVIREMELXIVIZBIFSENTHLIED, TTETTH50-
TETVAHEI DT, TNLOMEICOWTHREZ IO, LIEs o
39 EHTHAHY,

FARFARZ FMRBERRREME RO, BB e~ S5 —
TR R TFIX R .
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With these devices, we may in fact consider extending the interpretation of

cognate-object constructions in the following way.

CNODOEMAZMERRE, FIE, RO X9 K H FERE ORIk T %
ZENEZLND,

XL, BATSESE B AT B RR PLR B 07 R KRR T RIVR S G 45 AR -
YRR LB X O HAHER D SHE L CTHIERERIC “RT7 23 IfF S s b o off
MENTRWgEDS 1RO bR,

Under each of these headings the author adds information about those uses
of each case form that may not be deducible from the labels themselves.

INHEORMBLO—2—2I2, FHFERZODONLIIHERTEL VLI 2
1l %2 DIEFE DO BT B EHR 2T I 2 TwW b,

VEBFER— MR T BEINES— R BT X A B B AR AR i .

~T RONFEBBIND DH6TH29TEIBIZBD L I LN TE LD, Z
NEFREICELONIUTOL) %S,

S L OpEE S

B H H
concerning IZoWTlit x=F
on W29 % xXTF
13 in, in D, — *xF. XF
19 | on [ xFF
24 | of. on ZH9 % KT RT
53 | tber (f#) [ e ) xT
57 of ) xT
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58 of D XF
70 | of 2B xT
75 | about [ S e ) -
81 in IZBIF5 xF
125 | of. of D, D xF. xF
127 | concerning [ 3 e xF
132 | on B9 % xTF
139 | about 29 % xTF
162 | for 2R LT xF
164 | about LT XTF
165 | about. about B9 5 KT KT
193 | concerning [N S x=F
395 | of (5 Y *xT
402 | on 2B xT
417 | for 22w xT
427 | of 2B xT
451 | about (5 he ) XF
459 | of. in B, IClT5 | RF
497 | of IZ2WnT xT
502 | on IZ2oWT XF
599 | on 1Z2oWT XF
647 | of D xF

HHOMELZMEWTIZL LAMHS TSNS’

THREMTTWB L E2H) LB TE 5,

3. BARFHEEROHKFELLTO “XTF”

REE (2010) & “~TF” BMoOMGH»B< 5 <

“RT7 DY K E M

AR R AR 7 H ) RERE D K % 4l

) 72 EBUCEEEO K OB TEI N2 D TH L LHET LIS, 50
concerninglZ M L THWHN S “KF” FEFEOmMTHERL, FXI2Zh

3 MEE (2003).
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2725, LALA2S, MOERA» SO X HIZ, F72 58 & 130
OB L OFFRIZINT S, concerninglZ & £ F & Fabout, on, in, of, for
BFEAITHIEL TV,

WEBEDL R FBA, OARFERTIETICHETS L IENINRS, I
W95 (LT TeonwT], TEBWT] HIZZF0oFWIRZICTEY, &
%0)%%&:?‘”&L“Cb\é?bb)‘“ﬂitcwo ZLTC, PEFEFUCBWTIE S S

T URTF” 1FRICE > THHbN S, WEFEFELIZBI) S concerning, about, on,
in, of for AN A RLLERENELZRZADDOTHAI20hboT, &
NZIRITE “RT” 1B TZIT B E WD 2 &iF, Jifir o P EFE~EICE
ﬁbtm%%ﬁx&w05$ EALOEFIC L o TELFEHFOREL B L v
I, WHITRRBEEICOPBRELETRICER TR I LN TE L), S0t
xni B¢ FHOR OSSR L LT “XF”7 20 AN, ZOHAORIIT
TTW5 &) BRIZE»r NS, Ll OREFEHRRICBWT, RN “XF” %
FEEDO =DM Z TV B DI EHEFAR - RICAOhE LA THD, !

concerning *<T.
Please inform me ~ this matter. BEXRTRXHBFERBREFR.

about 3 FXF, XF.
a book ~ ships R TRERHHIH

on 6 XF;wBEK
a report ~ the international situation X<THEFREHEKIRE

WD DRI L THIRE G 2 51248725 TEOHRE [THR X TOHBIZ I
MLV ZH L “RTF” BFIGEE LTRVWRELROEH ) ICAH
RIZEEDED 2. HRFEDPSDOMMEZRTITICET o TV L D
i RET S DIEHE L v

AERHIIHTR G & % DIF20 AL & 12112 A o T LA SN DA &
3 2 < RS N2 FFGEE K O LB C2HIC RIS B 722 P ERE IR T H 1

4 mkRE (2009).
5 KHRK (1958) 254H.
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BUCHP ERE TR B0F 2 0ATE R o R i

INHZENMIT LI LICED L) RBREVDLONEMDNL R BIX, Zoxt
WM P L7200 568, “RT” 2 HABHROIRETH L LEER LI LD
RUWRZHETHIENTELINLTH S,

EREIDBEIZ I ZRTHEIDSPUIRH SN BEIEICBWT “X
T7 LV FROFARLATH Y, W UHELZFERL 72 H U IE I — & i
“RT7 L onlEe DS [BT56 (LT 22<#0HT L
MHTE, O HIE “RF” LB LS ITHERE TOHBZHHI IRV,
BVHRZITHARED S OERDPEAIZ L SN 2o THBE L2 v
VHEENPFET o TIH LRI, “RT” ZHAHHROILEETH S 9
LHEET 2 DODBHRGRNIIESCHMITH L L EDI D 2R,

4. HBHYIC

B 72 bR 2 W HFEOBEIIIEARIICIEHAAPTRL TN b 0%
DT, PEETHFEOMIIEIETLHRIGESN TS EF L EWH (1998)
DRLIE, FEFIZORIT LN TR ITRES, FIFFEFZT Tid %  ahiakk
BICHE ) B AR 2 CEA SN TV L ERICD, 723 SISO REI
b LOZFERITRD T\,

XHkB

HIEE (2003) THHEIFV— L&D 5T, THARPESSH] 45554,

KHJEFE (1958) [rpr [ FERE L SCH:] 1w b

AL - XIESR (1958) (BAARDUEIMSREAR) ST Bk,

FikEE (2009) GHRIEDGAISE B 4RD) B CHRA.

EBHHET (1993) [HAEET OO ORI KEICOWT], [HREFTRFLEE (AL
AR ] 421 225-239H,

RB® (2010) [“~F” BloAiliconT— “BF” #hulic] (), [vFv 2 - v
VW) ] 1K 25, 257-270H,

REE (2014) [WbhwWwa [ETEL] LICOoWTOFMMELE] (W), [vF3y 2 - v=
v V) ] 1554 25, 155-168H,

M (1998) (FRFEH T2 A 4 H A—BUARDGEF B H g “shR1E” mB—), (i)
19984E08M  71-801-

EIFE (1958a) FADGEF M HIEEREND), (PEIEX) H68H.

Tarik (1958b) (AMENE EFERIAR T BB A —M5k B F 5 /i IGE B BB W E—)
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(PEEX) #7500
KRR (1958) (HADIEFREFIXAZ HIEMERG?), (REIEX) #7201,

P55 | FISZRR

Fillmore, Charles J. (1968) “The Case for Case”. In Bach and Harms (Ed.) : Universals in
Linguistic Theory. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1-88.

JERER, CJ. (2002) <“#&" ¥E>, (HBEH®) BEEHE.

TANET, Frx—NKX -] (1975) [FXEOFEA—FFHEOERE L] (HHEZE - iR
JEHER) =4,

—140-



