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1．　　工nt　roduct　i　on

　　　　　工n　oκder　to　give　a　na1＝uraユ　expユanat二ion　for　］一angαage

uむiversa1s　and　v禽riations，　we．need　to　consユder　the　foユユowing

1eve1s　and　qrasp　various　ユinguistic　pheno醐ena　as　an　in1＝erac＿
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ユ
1＝ioΩ　of　these　ユeve1s．

工．　ユeve1　of　the　qra腿皿a’ヒi　caユ　or　se孤ant　ic－syn1＝ac1＝ic　structure：

　　　S，　A　｛subj陰ct），　O　（object）、　obユique，　syn‡actic　pivot，

　　　semant　ic　case≡≡；，　gr＆独孤a1＝ica1ized　basic　word　order　｛e．g．

　　AVO，　Verb－f　ina1），　etc．

工工．　1eve1　of　the　funct　iona工　structur⑧：

　　　鵬w／oユdinfom誠ion，topic，focus，etc．
工亙工　　1eve］一〇f　cognit　lion1

　　viewpoint，　attenセion　f1ow，processing　d二iffj．cu1ty，　e†c．

　　　　　Before　we　star1：　e皿p1oying　these　not　ions　in　typoユoqj－caユ

exp　lanat二i　on，　howev魯r，　we　have　t　o　cons　i　der　what　k二i　nd　o　f

defin主tion　we　shouユd　take　for　th⑧　purpose　of　deaユing　with

var　ious　pheno泌ena　cross－1二inqui　st　ica11y　in　typo王ogy　or　s1：udies

of　1anguage　univ⑧rsaユs　and　variations．　　工n　1：his　paper，　we　wiユユ

s魯e　how　the　qramma†ica1　categor　i㊧s　sho甘1d　be　d8f二ined　for　1＝hi　s

pupose・

2．　　Defini1＝ion　Of　S・

　　　　　　Typoユogy

A，　O，　and　Subj　ect in　Previous　Works　on
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It has become fairly in popular in typological literature 
to use the symbols S (mnemonic for 'subject') , A (mnemonic for 
'agent' ) , and P (mnemonic for 'patient') or O (mnemonic for 

2
 ' object ' ) . The labels S, A, P were employed by Conlrie (1978)/ 

3 Yet , these synibols have not and S. A, O bY Dixon (1979) 

been used so consistently as is gene:~ally assumed. Although 
it is rarely noted in previous works on typology, these 

synibols are actually defined at ･least in the following three 
different ways. 

Let us start wlth the definition given in Comrie (1978) . 

In this article, he defines S as "the single argument of an 
intransitive verb, " A as "that argument -of a transitive verb 

which would be its subject in a nonergative language like 
English," and O (P in his paper) as '*the argument that would 

be the direct object" (330-31) . Comrie (1978, 343) further 
gives a definition of subject on the basis of syntactie phe-

nomenai If a language syntactlcally treats S and A alike and 
differently from O, then S and A are grouped together as 
subject; if a ~anguage syntacticallv treats S and O alike and 

differentlY from A, then S and O are grouped together as 
subject . 

Comrie (1981) gives another definition of the symbols 
without mentioning the difference from his earlier definition 

given above. Although S is defined in the same way as above: 
"the single argument of an intransitive predicate" (104) , A 

and O are defined with respect to the prototypical transitive 
situat i on : 

In the prototypical transitive situation, the 

participants are an agent and a patient, and this 

remains constant irrespective of the morphological 
or syntactic behaviour of the sentence in anv 

individual language. We mav therefore, starting 
originally with transitive predicate describing 
actions, Iabel the agent as A, and the patient as P 
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〔O　i　n　my　pap8r］，　so　t　haセ　i　n　t　h6　sen1：ence　工　h　i　t　you，

or　its　1＝ransユation　二into　Chukch二i，　irr竃spective　of　セhe

c＆se　皿arking　of　the　various　noun　phrasesエーwill　be　A

and　you　w＝i1ユ　be　P　【O］．　　｛105）

胎’co航in鵬sthediscussionnotinglItheadvantageofhavinq
the　arbitrary　labeユs　A　a恥d　P　［O］II．as　fol1ows：

【W］e　can　con1＝i　nue　t　o　use　1＝he　arb　i　t　rary　sy孤boユs　even

when　we　pass　b8yond　prototypical　trans1iヤive　situa－

1＝ions　（i．e．　actions）　to　other　constructions　in　the

ユanguage　that　have　si平二iユar　㎜orphology　and　syn1＝ax．

工n　Engユユsh，　for　ユnsta汀ce，　the　transユtユve　verb　see

behaves　㎜orpho1og立caユ1y　and　synt　ac1：i　ca1ly　j　ust　l　i　ke

the　ac1＝ユon　transユ1＝ユve　verb　hユ1：、　so　that　although

in　I　saw　you　the　pronoun　］＝　is　no1＝．　in　ter㎜s　of

se皿antic　roユe，　an　agent，　we　can　stliユユ　sy皿boユize　it

as　A．　A　and　P　［O］　are　†hus　syntac1：ic　ter皿s，　whose

prototypes　are　defined　in　semantic　ter㎜s．　　（105）

洲e　Can　find　a　definitiOn　Si㎜iユar　tO　the　One　juSt　giVen　in

Andrews　｛ユ985，　68，　98）．

　　　　　Iな　r魯gard　t　o　subj　ect，　Co㎜r　i　e　（198ユ、　ユ01）　s1二at　es　†he

foユ1owinq　definit二i◎n　二in　1＝er皿s　of　prototype：　一I［T】he　prototyp⑧

of　subj⑧ct　represents　the　in亡ersection　of　ag⑧nt　and　セopic，

i．e．　t　he　cユearest　i　nst　ances　o　f　subj　ect　s，　cr　oss－1i　ngui　st　i　ca工1y，

are　agenセs　wh二ich　are　also　top二ics．I1

　　　　　A盗other　way　of　def二ining　the　ca1＝egor　ies　S，　A，　O，　and

subject　is　found　in　Dixon　｛1919）．　He　defines　them　as　follows：

The　basic　thes二is　of　th二is　paper，　developed　in　§5，　is

th誠A　lroughly：under1yingtra鵬itivesubject），
O　（underユying　transi1＝ive　object），　and　S　｛underlying

i　nt　rans　i　t　ive　subj　ec1二）　a逝e　un　i　ver　saユ　synt　act　i　c－

se皿ant　ic　pr　i皿it　ives．　　’Subject’　as　a　universaユ
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category, which can be valid only at the level of 
deep structure, involves a grouping of A and S.4 ( 60) 

In the ~5 of his work, a more specific definition of S, A, and 
O as universal syntactic-semantic functions is given: "the 

onl obli ator NP in an intransitive clause, for S; the NP in 
a transitlve clause which can be a ent, for A; and the other 
obli ator NP in a transitive clause, for O" (l08).5 Then, he 

groups S and A as a further universal category subject saying 
that "these are the NPs which refer to participants that can 

be the init･iating/controlling agents*' (l08) . 

3. Toward the Most Appropriate Definition of Grammatical 
Categories in Typology 

3. I Conslderatlon of S A and O 

Although these labels S, A, and O have been generally 
used by a number of typologists, the trouble is that many of 
them have been using these labels as if some generally 
acdepted definition had been already established. If we ainl 
to have systenLatic and natural explanation of typology, 

however, we need to discern the differences anLong the 

definitions given above, and decide what kind of definition 
we should take. 

As we can see from the above the synibol S is defined 

practically in the same way among the works that have given 
its explicit definition. Thus, there is little or no problem 

In contrast, there is some in regard to the use of S. 
variation in the definition of the other symbols A and O. 
For instance, although Comrie himself does not seeBl to 

notice the difference that results from the two kinds of 
definitions of A and O above 6 we will be able to see the 

following difference: the definition in Comrie (1978) is given 
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with reference to subjects and direct objects of transitive 
constructions in a particular language like English, 7 whereas 

the one in Comrie (1981) is given with reference to the 
prototypical transitive construction in each language. 

According to the former definition, what is regarded as a 
transitive subject and what is regarded as a transitive direct 
object in a particular language like English will be 
universally called A and O respectively without regard to the 
morpho-syntactic variation among individual languages. By 
contrast, according to the latter, what counts as A or O will 
be different from language to language, because the scope of 

the constructions "that have similar morphology and syntax" to 
the prototypical transitive constructions varies froln language 
to language as is demonstrated by Tsunoda ( 1981) . A$ for 

Dixon, he defines S, A, and O in the deep structure as 
universal primitives. Accordingly, what is regarded as S. A, 

or O is constant across languages. In this respect, his 
definition comes close to the one in Conirie (1978) . Thus , 

whichever noun phrase count as A or O will be constant across 
languages if we follow the definitions given in Dixon (1979) 
or Comrie (1978) . Good as they might appear , they have 
di sadvant ages . 

The problen with Dixon's definition is his use of A and O 
on the level of deep structure. He defines thenl with 

reference to universal deep senlantic structure without regard 

to a particular Inguage. This is what makes his definition 
differ fronL the one in Comrie (1978) . As the deep structure 

that Dixon assunles means "underlying semantic structures, and 
their universal properties*' (1979, 65) , there is some danger 

that the categorization as A and O on this level raight become 

considerably vacuous. On this kind of abstract selnantic deep 
level, which he claims to be universal, some sort of more 
direct semantic nomenclature (e.g. semantic cases such as 
those set up in case gralnmar) seens to be in order. 

On the other hand the deflnltlon In Comrle (1978) Is not 
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so　abst　r　act　as　t　he　on6　g　iven　bY　Dixon　i　n　t　hat　he　de　f　i　nes　A

and　O　w　i　t　h　re　ferenc　e　t　o　subj　ec　t　s　and　d　i　r魯c　t　obj魯ct　s　o　f　1：rans　i＿

tive　constructioΩs　in　a　par1＝icu1ar　］一a篶quage　ユike　Eng1ish．

As　i　s　po　i　n1：⑧d　out　i　n　ηo1二e　7，　we　wi1l　have　1：o　choose　a

particu1ar　actua1　language　as　aりasis　of　d－efini㌣ion　if　we　are

to　foユ1ow　his　definition．　Th似s，　1＝he　first　proble搬　that　arises

here　is　which　ユanguage　we　shou1d　take．　　Eng1ish，　which　Co㎜rie

｛1978）　cites　as　an　exa孤p1e，　跳ight　be　a　go◎d　candidate　because

i†　is　one　of　the　rare　ユahguagss　that　express　th⑧　two　argu㎜eなts

o　f　a1㎜ost　aユユ　t　ype　s　o　f　two－p1ac　e　pr　edi　c　at　es　i　n　a　s　i　ngユe

consistent’㎜a独ner．　　Yet，　even　if　we　choose　English　as　a　basis

of　1二he　definition．　i1＝　s⑧ems　to　be　inconvenient　and　unnatura1

in　typoユogica1　work　that　we　h設ve　to　aユways　consu］一セ　a　particu－

1ar　actua1　1anguag竃　1ike　Eng1ish　for　1：he　use　of　the　ca†egories

AandOinoセberユanguages。
　　　　　工n　con1：rast　to　th◎se　defin二it玉ons　given　in　Comrie　（1978）

and　Dixon　｛1979）、　the　one　in　Co帆rie　｛ユ981）　is　free　fro双　the

di　sadvant　ages　泌ent　i　oned　above．　　We　can　more　c1earユy　i　d色nセi　fy

thesecategoriesAa皿dOineachlang皿agewithreferenceto
those　of　the　prototypica1　tr＆nsitive　cons†ruct　ions　in　the

1anguage．　　Thereξore，　wi　th　r陰gard　t　o　A，　O，　and　S，　I　wi11　t＆皮e

thさ　def二ini†ion　in　Co㎜rie　（ユ981）．8

　　　　　Note　that　the　cat台gories　A，　O，　and　S　are　defined　par1：1y

syntact　icaユ1y　and　partユy　s魯独ant　icaユユy．　　It　foユユows　fr◎遡　thi　s

that　I　have　incorporated　so㎜e　aspects　of　se搬antics　in1＝o　1：hese

cat　egor　i　es．　　Thi　s　i　s　why　I　h＆ve　re　fe工’red　t　o　t　he　ユeveユ　t　hat

j．ncユudes　these　ca1＝eqories　as　－1the　ユeve1　of　the　qra槻獅atical　or

s8皿ant　ic－syRtac1：ic　s1＝㌘ucture．1I　Of　course，　in　so搬e　cδs魯s，　we

need　to　蛆ak⑧　direct　refere篶ce　to㎜ore　pure1y　semantic　cases

1i皮e　those　i口　cas§　gram皿ar　as　we1ユ．　　Therefore，　1＝hey　are　a］一so

inc1ud8d　in　this　］一eveユ．　On1y　if　†h魯　typoユogical　pheno皿ena

that　are　to　b③　§x貞1ained　necessi1＝a1二e　1：h⑧　more　speci　f二ic

．efe。。n㏄t．tho・e・e舳脈i・・a…，胴y舵陀1y㎝them．9
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3．2　　Cons　i　dera†i　on　o　f　Subj　ect

　　　　　Given　the　defin主t二ion　of　S．　A，　and　O　ユike　the　above，　1＝he

next　proble㎜　is　how　we　should　define　1：he　category　subject．　　As

is　c1曹ar　from　the　above　c二itations　fro汕　Comrie　｛1978）。　Co皿ri8

（至’981），　and　Dixon　（1979），　each　defines　the　subject　differentユy．

　　　　　First，　the　definition　of　subject　given　by　Co胸rie　（1978）

is　essentia1ユy　based　on　syntactic　pivot，　which　is　introduced

by　D　i笈o巫　（ユ979）　a⑬d　has　been　genera1ly　used　i　n　typoユogy　t　o

refer　to　a　particuユar　NP　type　which　is　priviユeged　i篶

contro11ing　㎜any　of　the　syntact　ic　prOcesses　｛e・9・　coordinate

de　le1：i　on，　c　ont　ro　l　o　f　t　he　suborφi　nat響　gap．　r　eユat　i　vi　z　at　i　on，

e†c．）　in1：he　ユanguage．　Th泄s，　it　follows　fro独　the　definition

in　Co跳r　ie　｛1978）　that　subject　i　s　def　ined　as　a　pureユy　syn1＝ac1＝ic

cat　eqory，　and　t　he　se徽a盗t　i　c　phase　o　f　subj　ect　i　s　comp！e1＝e　ly

disregarded．　　］ln　addition，　there　are　so㎜e　ユang壮ages　（e．g．

Yidiny，　Es淀imo，　chukchee　［chu皮chi］，　Tongan）　セhat　have　s／A

pivot　with　respect　to　so蜘e　syntactic　proc⑧sses　and　S／o　pivot

wi1＝h　respect　to　others　（Dixon　1979，　129）．　Therefore，　］＝wi］一1

not　ident二ify　定he　syntacセic　pivot　with　the　subject　二in　th8

presen†　three一］一eveユ　fra皿ework；　raヤher，　］1wi！l　directly　refer

to　th8　syntactic　pivot　as　such　w主th　respect　to　individua1

ユanguages　or　to　individuaユ　syntac†ic　processes　when　it　is

neCeSSary・
　　　　　Ac　cord　i　ng　t　o　t　he　de　f　i　nj．1二i　oむ　o　f　subj　ect　i　n　D　i沢on　（1979），

on　t　he　ot　her　hand，　subj　ect　i　s　t　he　group　i　ng　o重　A　and　S　i　n　t　he

deep　structure．　Yet，　as　the　S　and　the　A　in　the　deep　st　ructure

砒e　ind弧gerofbeingvacuousca也goriesaswaspoint魯do趾
abov竃，　so　i　s　t　he　subj　ect．　　Thus，　we　c訟nn◎t　accept　hi　s

def　init　io篶　as　it　i　s．　　Given　the　def　init　ion　of　S　and　A　that　was

adopted　in　1＝he　present　paper，　however，　then　S　and　A　are　vaユid

ca1：egories　tha1＝　can　be　c］一ear1y　identiflied　on　the　basis　of　1＝he

prototypica1t胴鵬itiveconstmctionheachユangu靱e，andwe
皿ay　qroup　t　he　S　and　t　he　A　as　1＝he　ca1＝egory　subj　ect；10　t　hi　s　i　s

th8　definition　of　subject　that　I　take　in　the　present　fra㎜ework，

一7一



　　　　　By　cont　rast，　t　he　de　f　i　n　i　t　i　on　o　f　subj　ec　t　by　Co皿r　i　e　（ユ98ユ）

is　given　in　terms　of　prototype．　This　皿ight　be　1二he　狐ost

apPropr　i　at　e　dev　i　ce　for　di　sc　ern　i　ng　t　he　c　haract　e近i　s文i　c　d　i　f　fer－

ences　a皿ong　the　aユ1eged　or　possible　subjects　of　v＆rious　sorts．

However，thevalid壮yof曲edefinitionofthissort　depe紬s
on　what　kind　of　noun　phrases　the　ユinguis1＝　regards　as　subjec1＝s

at　a1ユ．　　Fur1：her㎜ore，　Comrie　｛198ユ）　incorporates　the　topic

inセo　the　defini‡ion　of　the　prototypicaユ　subject；　i　f　we　put

th二i　s　with　respect　t　o　㎜y　1：hree－1eveユ　framework　ment　ioned　above，

he　is　setting　up　1＝he　subject　as　a　category　which　cuts　across

the　gra㎜燃at’icaユ　and　the　functionaユ　ユ⑧veユ．　　This　kind　of

further　grouping　of　the　categories　across　the　1像veユs　孤ight　be

theoreticaユ1y　possib1e．　　工n　the　pres⑧nt　fra㎜ework，　however，　I

wi工1　noセ　独ake　di　rec　t　re　f　erence　t　o　such　a　s皿perordi　nat　e　not　i　on

so　f　ar　as　we　c＆n　go　wli　t　hout　est　abユi　shiれq　i1＝　i　n　typo1og　i　ca］一

expla胴O㎝・．11Thu・，工w・u1dd・fin・・ubje・t㎝th・ユ・ve1・f

the　gram㎜a1：ica1　structure　with　reference　to　S　and　A，　which　can

be　cユear1y　i　dent　i　f三ed　on　t　he　bas＝i　s　o董　交he　pro1＝otyp　i　ca1

transit　ive　construc1：ion　in　each　language，　rather　than　say，

for　instance，　1＝hat　1＝his　NP　is　a　seventy　percent　subject　or

t　hat　NP　i　s　a　t　hi　rty　percent　subj　ect．　　I　n　f　act，　subj　ect　s

de土ined　in　th二is　way　s⑧e皿　†o　be　the　独ost　co皿patibユe　with　those

†hat　w⑧　have　tradi1：iona1ユy　or　conventionaユ1y　understood　as

such．

4．　　Summary

　　　　　We　start　with　the　def　init二i　on　of　A．　S　I　and　0　三n　accordance

with　Co皿rie　｛玉981）．　G二iven　this　definition　of　A，　S，　and　O，　A

and　S　ar⑧　grouped　together　as　subject，　and　O　㎜ay　be　regarded

as　（direct）　object．　　Then，　the　argu㎜ent　s　that　are　nei1＝her　A，

S，　nor　O　wli11　be　ca1ユed　obユiques．　　As　regards　indirect　object．

i　t　may　be　c　ons二i　dered　t　o　hoユd　an　i皿t　er㎜edi　a1＝e　pos　i　t　i　on　between

direct　object　and　ob工ique；　hence　we　蛆ay　皿ake　reference　to　i1二
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provided　that　the　ユanguage　in　quest　ion　has　the　rationale　for

the　6stab1二ishment　of　indirec1：　object　as　an　independent

・・t・g・・y．12Inth・p陀・・航f・・皿・w㎝k，舵皿ay・・f・・セ・ヤh・

other　categories　on　the　gra皿孤atica1　18ve1，　such　as　syntactic

pivot　and　se皿an1＝ic　cases，　onユy　if　necessary．

NOt　eS

　　　　　ユ　How　we　can　r魯ach　a　natura1　cross一ユinguistic　expユanation

with　reference　to　this　three－1eveユ　fra迦ework　is　d③㎜onstrated

i　n　Ya㎜amo1＝o　（ユ986；　1987；　t　o　appear）．

　　　　　2A㏄・・dinqt・陥ユユin・㎝and肌訣・（1981，堪O）、舳・…t

of　syste㎜　orユgユηa†ed　wユth　Dユxon　（坦
Q1幽　［Ca孤br　i　dg⑧：　Un1iver　s　i　ty　Pr⑧ss．　1972］）・
　　　　　3
　　　　　　　As　regards　the　sy双bol　P　σr　O，　I　wiユ1　consistent1y　use　O

in　1＝his　paper．　　As　wiユ1　be　discussed，　however，　this　does　not

皿ean　t＝hat　the　use　of　O　here　foユ1o榊s　Dixon’s　definit二ion．

　　　　　4Th・1・v・ユ・fd・・p・†m・tu・・i・㎝・・fth舵・g・・醐㎜ぬ・・ユ

1eve1s　set　up　by　D二ixon：　11D独refers　to　underlyinq
semant　ic　struc†ure，　and　their　universal　proper1＝ies■1；　the

oPeration　of　singuユary　1：ransfor孤ations　｛Passive，　antipassive，

etc　）　on　thユs　struc1＝uκe　yユelds　sha1ユow　s1二ruc1：u望e，　fユna1ユy

genera1ized　1＝ransfor脳a一ヒions，　which　derive　coord二inate　and

subordi　naセ⑧　cons†ruc1：i　o泌s，　孤ay　oper　at　e　on　t　he　sha11ow

struc1＝ure　to　yie1d　sur　face　str泄cセure　（1979，　65）．　　Thus，　it　二i　s

evid8nt　tha1＝Dixon’s　three　1③veユs　differ　radically　fro皿　皿1ine－

　　　　　5A　si脳iユar　defiもitio』　is　found　iれDixon　｛1980，　438）．

　　　　　6肺u。，it・e・鵬th試ea・hユingui・t・・f・α・dt・h…　i・

not　necessariユy　using　these　ユabe1s　stric1＝ユy　in　such　a　way　as

he　himse1f　has　defined　the皿，　all　through　his　works．
　　　　　7
　　　　　　　In　fact，　Co蜘rie　（1978）　uses　rather　a　vague　expression：

I－anonerqative1anguage1ike肋g1ish．1I刮owever，it　iscユear
that　in　order　t　o　put　thi　s　def　inlit1ion　by　Comr　ie　（1978）　in1＝o
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practice we have to choose one particular actual language as a 
basis of definition of A and O: for which noun phrase is 

expressed as a transitive subject or as a transitive direct 
object varies considerably froln language to language. 
8 Although in regard to A, S, and O I have taken the 

definition of Co:nrie (1981) in preference to that of Comrie 

(1978), it does not follow that we are not allowed to say, for 
instance, that the English A is expressed as d~tive in 

language X with respect to such and such a verb. 
9 The argument in this" paragraph does not mean that 

semantics is entirely incorporated in the gralnBiatical level. 

There are meanings derived fronl the grammatical level, frola 

the functional level, and ~lso from the cognitive level; all 
of them together constitute seBlantics. As is denlonstrated in 

Yanlamoto (1987) , each of the three levels, for instance, can 

contribute to the Ineanings of passives. 
10 Although many languages of the world, whether they are 

morphologically accusative or ergative, have basically S/A 

pivot syntax, there are a few languages, such as Dyirbal, that 

have overwhelminglV S/O pivot syntax. Yet , as the syntactic 
pivot has also been posited as a logically independent 
caiegory in the present fralnework, we may independently group 

S and A together as the subject even in those languages. 
1 1 It goes wlthout saying that this does not nlean that 

subject cannot be simultaneously topic in some cases. Because 
the notions on the level of the functional structure are 
overlaid on the basic gralnmatical structure, such an overlap 

is naturallV Possible. What I mean here is that I will not 
incorporate topic properties into the definition of subject, 

and that I will set up the category subject as a category 
definable with reference to S and A on the grammatical level. 
Only if it is nece~sarv, mav we make a closer analysis of the 

internal properties of the subject in question. 
1 2 For instance, Comrie argues that there seenls to be no 

Internal evldence in English for the establishement of a 

- 10 -



di st inct gr ammat i c al relation of indirect object ( 1981 , 60-6 1 ). 
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言語類型論における文法範ちゅうに関する考察

山本秀樹

　本稿では，言語類型論ないしは言語闇の普遍性と多様性を扱う研究において種々の言

語事象を文法的レベル，機能的レベル，認知的レベルの相互作用としてとらえていく場

合に，文法的レベルに属する文法範ちゅうをどのように定義づけるのが望ましいかを考

察する也特にS，A，Oは近年の言語類型論において頻繁に使われるようになってきた

範ちゅうだが，これまで一般に考えられているほど統一的な定義づけはなされてきてお

らず，いくつかの異なった理解の下に使われてきた。そこで，本稿では言語類型論にお

けるこれらの範ちゅうに対する従来の定義を比較し，それぞれの利点，欠点を考察した

上で、Sを自動詞の単一項，AとOをそれぞれ原型的他動詞構文（prOtotypiCal

traΩSitiVe　COnSいuCtiOnS）における行為者（age竈t）と被行為者（patient）とし，それ

ぞれの言語において形態的，統語的に同様な項に鉱大していく，半ぱ形態・統語的及び

半ば意昧的範ちゅうとする方法が最も望ましいことを論じる。さらに．S，A，Oをこ

のように定義した上で，主語（S㈹jeCt）をSとAの集合と定義し，目的語をOとしてい

くことが，多書語間にわたって言語事象における文法的レベルの作用を扱う際に妥当な

方法であることを論じる何
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