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Immediate Containment”

Norimasa Hayashi
Kyushu University/JSPS
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1. Introduction: Labeling Theory

This study aims to discuss how labels restrict
possible interface interpretations. The proposals
are: i) the interfaces interpret the structure
according to the containment relation between
the set and the syntactic objects (SOs) and ii) if
an SO is located in the position where it can
provide the label, the SO is

contained by the set and must be interpreted

immediately

according to the set.
In Chomsky (2013, 2015), Merge is defined

as the set-forming operation from two SOs.

(1) Merge(X,Y)={X,Y}

Merge does not specify the identity of the set.
Then, the set must be assigned the label to be

interpreted at the interfaces, as suggested in (2).

(2) For a syntactic object SO to be interpreted,
some information is necessary about it:
what kind of object is it? Labeling is the
process of providing that information.

(Chomsky (2013: 43))

The following schemata show how labels are

assigned to each set.

(3) a. {«X,YP}
b. {, XP, ¥P}
c. {y {« X[uF], WP}, {3 Y[F], ZP}}
(a=X, B=Y, y=<F, F>)

(a=X)
(a=X)

(3a) shows a set from a head and a phrase, where
Minimal Search (MS) locates the head to
determine 0=X. The sets in (3b, ¢) are formed by
two phrases. In (3b), the moved SO YP becomes
invisible to MS, and the remaining head X
serves as the label. In (3c), both heads X and Y
are located by MS. Then, the agreement features
shared by X and Y provide the unique label.
Following the labeling theory, this study will
show that the interpretive mechanism based on
labels works both at the C-I and SM interfaces.
The next section introduces Epstein, Kitahara
and Seely (EKS) (2017), on which my proposal
is based. Then,

interpretive rule at the interfaces. In sections 4

section 3 proposes an

and 5, I will discuss how the proposal works at
each interface, focusing on wh interrogatives and

Case manifestation. Section 6 is the conclusion.

2. Epstein, Kitahara and Seely (2017)

EKS (2017) argue that probe-goal Agree
should be replaced by MS and
feature-assignment in the morpho-phonological
component. Their empirical basis concerns the

following wh phrase.

(4) {y {p which[uQ], dog} {. C[int], ...}}
(0=C, B=which, y=<int, int>)

determine their

If [uQ]

interpretations  via

on wh operators
probe-goal Agree, the
feature-valuation of which in (4) would fail since
it only c-commands dog. (5) shows EKS’s

proposals.



(5) a. Agree does not take place in syntax.
b. MS replaces probe-goal Search (Agree).
c. The morpho-phonological component
interprets [uF] based on the label <F, F>,

According to EKS, the label <int, int> only has
the interpretation of the information of valued
[int] on C since [uF] on a wh operator is empty.
If so, the information of the label <F, F> suffices
to determine the interpretation of [uF]. Note that
EKS’s proposal is not a mere replacement but
also has a theoretical advantage. (6) shows the
steps in each framework, where fewer steps are

required in EKS’s system.

(6) a. The framework with (syntactic) Agree
i.valuation of [uF] by Agree—ii. MS

(labeling)—iii.  morpho-phonological
realization of valued [uF] at the SM
interface.

b. EKS (2017)
i.MS (labeling)—ii. feature-assignment

at the morpho-phonological component.

Extending EKS’s (2017) framework, 1 will
propose the totally representational model for
the C-I/SM interfaces.

3. Proposal

I start with rule (7), which is not a new
proposal but deducible from (2). The proposal is
different from EKS (2017) in two points: i) EKS
suggest that feature-assignment takes place at
the morpho-phonological component, but I
assume both of the C-I/SM interfaces interpret
[#Q] according to the label, and ii) Although MS

serves in EKS’s proposal, 1 argue that the

containment relation suffices to hold the relation.

Then, the proposal allows long-distance

feature-assignment in (8). Since Y is contained
in set B labeled <F, F>, [uF] on Y is also
assigned the value from [F] on Z. Note that the
problem of [uF] is illegibility at the interfaces.
Then, if the

according to the labels, it is natural to assume

interfaces interpret the sets
that the interfaces interpret [uF] according to the

label of the set which contains [uF].

(7) Interpretation by Contain (to be revised)
The interpretation of an SO X is defined by
the identification label of the set containing
X.

(8) {pZ[F] {o« X[uF] {..Y[uF]...}}

(0=X, B=<F, F>)

Further, I propose a new relation (9) and an

interpretive rule (10).!

(9) Immediately Contain
A set A with label L immediately contains
an SO X iff X provides (part of) L.

(10) Given the following structure and some
operation that can assign [F’]
{p Z[F] {a X[uF] {...Y[uF]...}}

(a=X, p=<F, F>)

then, the interpretation of [uF] on Y may be
[F] or [F’], whereas [uF] on X has to

receive the interpretation of [F].

(10) is based on the following reasoning: X in
(10) (partly) assigns the label <F, F> and the
label <F, F> identifies the set. Then, [uF] on X
must receive the value from [F] on Z since it is
inconsistent that label B is defined by X whereas
X is interpreted independently of the label. In
contrast, Y is just contained in the set labeled <F,
F>. [uF] on Y can be interpreted by the label <F,
F>, but it is an option. If another mechanism can

assign a different value [F'], [uF] on Y can be



interpreted as [F’]. Extending the relation

beyond [uF], I summarize (7) — (10) as follows:

(11) Interpretation by Contain

Given the structure

{p Z[F] {« X[uF] {...Y...}} (0=X, p=<F, F>)

1. Y, contained in the set labeled <F, F>,
may be given the relevant interpretation
according to the label at the interfaces.

ii. X, immediately contained in the set
labeled <F, F>, must be given the
relevant interpretation according to the

label at the interfaces.

The next two sections discuss how the proposed

relation works at the C-1/SM interfaces.

4. Rigid/Optional C-I Interpretation
4.1. Multiple Wh Construction
The first issue concerns the following

multiple wh interrogative clause.
(12) Who knows where we bought what?

The puzzle is two-fold: i) how [uQ] on in-situ
what is assigned and ii) why in-situ what can
take either matrix/embedded scope whereas
who/where must take the surface scopes. They
are particularly relevant to the (standard)
Agree-based framework with covert movement.
First, since what does not c-command its goal,
some additional assumption is necessary for
[#Q] on what. Second, The scope optionality of
shown by the

what is following two

interpretations (cf. Baker (1970)).

a. : for which <x, y>, x knows where
13 1: for which y kn h
we bought y
Al: John knows where we bought pizza,

Tom knows where we bought books...

b. Q2: for which x, x knows where we
bought what
A2: John and Tom (knows where we
bought what).

If covert movement is assumed to explain the
matrix scope, the analysis must clarify why the
wh island effect is not observed in covert
movement. The proposed framework naturally
solves the puzzles. Consider the following

structure:?

(14) {s who[uQ] {, T[int] ... {p where[uQ] {.
C[int]...what[uQ]} }
(a=C, B=<int, int>, y=T, 6=<int, int>)
I assume that [uQ] on wh operators are
interpreted based on the label <int, int>. Since
who and where provide the labels <int, int>, they
are immediately contained by the sets o/,
respectively. Then, they receive the rigid surface
scopes by rule (10). On the contrary, although
what requires the label <int, int> to assign the
interpretation to its [uQ], any <int, int> label
does not require what in labeling. In such a case,
what can take either of the matrix or embedded
scope by the Choice Function proposed by
Reinhart (1998).
This section has discussed how the proposal
naturally accommodates the multiple wh
construction. The next section concerns wh

island phenomena.

4.2. Wh Island
(15) shows a typical example with a wh

island with the structure.

(15) a. *What did you ask where she ate?
b. {: what[uQ] {s did[int] you ask {,
whatf#Q] {p where[uQ] {. C[int] she ate



whattQ]} | |
(a=C, p=y=<int, int>, §=C[int], e=<int,

int>)

Since a copy of an SO is invisible to MS, what is
not the source of label y=<int, int>; the set
inherits the label from set . Then, derivationally,
what is not immediately contained by set 7y.
However, 1 assume that the C-I interface cannot
have access to the derivational history and that
the C-I

following schemata:

interface cannot distinguish the

(16) a. {, what[uQ] {s where[uQ] {. C[int], ...} }
(a=C, p=y=<int, int>)

b. {, whatfuQ} {3 where[uQ] {, C[int], ...} }
(0=C, p=y=<int, int>)

In (16a), label y=<int, int> is provided by what,
where, and C[int] as a structure with multiple
specs. In (16b), what is a copy and invisible to
MS, and label y inherits label B. Since the
interfaces cannot see the derivational history,
what is assumed to be immediately contained in
(16b) as well as (16a).>*

The discussion so far has deduced wh island
effects from Immediately Contain. The literature
reports that wh island effects disappear in

subject wh interrogative clauses.

(17) a. What do you wonder who saw?
(George (1980), Chomsky (1986: 48))
b. {, what[phi][uQ] do[int] you wonder
{s whattphitfeQ] {. who[phi][uQ]
T[uphi][int] saw whatfphiffaQ}}}

(0=P=<phi, phi>/<int, int>, y=<int, int>)

C deletion is applied to (17) and T has both
[uphi] and [int]. Unlike (15), the copy of what in
(17b) is not immediately contained by set . To

see this, let us consider the following structure:

(18) {; DP2[phi] {3 DP1[phi] {« T[uphi], ...} }}
(a=T, B=<phi, phi>, y=?7)

When MS is applied to (18), the three SOs
DP2[phi], DP1[phi], and T[uphi] are located.
Note that the unique label is assigned in labeling
when MS locates one element. In the XP-YP
configuration, the agreement features provide
the label <F, F> because [uF] is empty so that
MS only locates the valued [F]. In contrast, there
are two visible SOs in (16): DP1 and DP2. Then,
the unique label cannot be assigned. Turning
back to (17), if what is immediately contained in
set B, what must provide the label. If so,
however, label B cannot be defined for the same
reason as (18). Therefore, it follows that what
must not provide label P, which means the
occurrence of what must be a copy and must not
be immediately contained by set . If the
argument is on the right track, what is exempted
from the wh island effect and is assigned the
unique matrix scope by label y.

This section has demonstrated how the
proposed framework deduces the wh island
effects. Since the island effect is mysterious in
the free Merge hypothesis, I have deduced the
effect from an interpretive constraint. The next

section concerns the SM effect of my proposal.

5. Rigid/Optional SM Interpretation
5.1. Rigid Case
In the following rudimentary sentence, Cases

must be rigid.

(19) a. Ilike him.
b. {s C {c I[phi] {c T[uphi] {5 Hphi} {;, R-v*

{p him[phi] { Rfupht}, himfphi}}} )}
(0=R, P=<phi, phi>, y=6=R-v*, &=T,



C=<phi, phi>, n=C)

Following EKS (2012), I assume the following

assignment rules:

(20) a. The label <phi, phi> from a nominal and
T assigns nominative Case to the
nominal contained.

b. The label <phi, phi> from a nominal and
R assigns accusative Case to the

nominal contained.

Nominative Case on [ is straightforward; since /
is immediately contained in set { labeled <phi,
phi> and no other set labeled <phi, phi> contains
1. Him, on the other hand, is contained in the two
sets labeled <phi, phi>:  and {. However, Aim is
also immediately contained in set P, and the
interpretation according to B is forced. Then, the
nominal providing the label <phi, phi> receives

the rigid Case.

5.2. Optional Case
If nominals do not provide the label <phi,

phi>, the Case is optional.

(21) a. It was I whom public opinion eventually
(Smits (1989: 300))
b. It is me who(m) John is after.

(Akmajian (1970: 152))

c. {pit[phi] {a T[uphi] {preapr I/me ...} }}
(0=T, B=<phi, phi>)
(Schiitze (1997: 136))
(Schiitze (1997: 136))
c. {s C {, there[person] {p is[uphi] {a

therefpersont, I[phil}}}}

(a=I, B=T, y=<person, person>, 6=C)

condemned.

(22) a. ?There am 1.

b. There’s me.

(21) and (22) involve nominals after copular be.

In (21a), the focus / is nominative according to

label P=<phi, phi> in the structure (21c).
However, the focus is not immediately contained,
and therefore, there is another default option of
(21b). Similar examples are shown as (22a, b),
where there is inter-speaker variation.’ In the
there construction, there and the logical subject
merge in (22c), where there copies [phi] from
the logical subject. This copying is executed
either by feature inheritance or feature sharing
by MS. Since there does not have full [phi], the
label <phi, phi> cannot be provided. The
inter-speaker variation lies in whether this deficit
label (here, <person, person>) can assign the
nominative Case.® The same optionality is found
in other languages. (25) shows the structure of
(23) and (24).
(23) ErlaBt  ihn {einen guten Mann/ein
he let-3sG him {a good man-ACC/ a
guter Mann} sein.
good man-NOM} COP-3SG (German)
‘He lets him be a good man.’
(Schiitze (1997: 87))
(24) Eg taldi {hana/*htn} vera
I Dbelieved {her-ACC/*she-NOM} to.be
kennara/*kennari.
teacher-ACC/*NOM (Icelandic)
‘I believed her to be a teacher.’
(Maling and Sprouse (1995: 170))
(25) {c Rv* { DP[phi] {s Rfuphi} {, NPphi}-{y
T {. be, Pred NP[phi]}...} }}}}
(a=be, p=y=T, &=R, e=<phi, phi>, (=R-v*)

In the German example (23), a predicate
nominal appears in the ECM construction. Since
the default Case in German is nominative, the
predicate nominal is optional between the
accusative Case according to label e=<phi, phi>
and the default nominative Case.

The Icelandic example (24) complicates the



discussion. The first contrast is expected; since
the matrix object provides label e=<phi, phi>, it
has to be accusative. However, unlike German,
the optionality of the predicate nominal is not
found here. I do not have any answer to the
question of why the default nominative is
precluded in this case. Nevertheless, I do not
assume that Icelandic has a different Case
assignment system from other languages.
Instead, Icelandic does not depend on an option
which other languages use. This speculation is
with  Chomsky’s (1995: 192)

suggestion that linguistic variation is an issue for

consistent

externalization.
In sum, this section has proposed the Case
labels. The

c-command-based framework needs

assignment system based on
some

stipulations to make a distinction between rigid

Cases in (19) and optional Cases in (21) and (22).

In both cases, T c-commands the (logical)
subjects in the base-positions. Traditionally,
spec-head agreement explains the difference, but
the speculative notion spec is no longer useful in
the minimalist program. One may assume
[uCase] on nominals following Boskovi¢ (2007),
but such an analysis does not capture nominative
Case in (21) and (22). Thus,
spec-head/probe-goal

integrating
agreement under the
notion of (Immediately) Contain is the best way

to explain the phenomena.

6. Conclusion
This study has proposed a new relation
Immediately Contain and an interpretive

mechanism at the interfaces to capture
optionality at the C-I/SM interfaces. Chomsky’s
(2013) view (2) provides the conceptual basis
for this proposal since all of my proposals (7) —
(11) are based on (2). (11) is also theoretically
since it can

desirable generalize

probe-goal/spec-head agreement in a principled
way. Finally, sections 4 and 5 demonstrate the

descriptive power in the proposed framework.

* ] am greatly indebted to Nobuaki Nishioka for
providing me with valuable comments. I would
like to express my gratitude for fruitful
comments to the audiences of the 38th annual
ELSJ conference for their comments, including
Takahiro Honda, Jun
Omune. This research was supported by JSPS
KAKENHI Grant Number 20J11905.
NOTES

' The name is the same as Immediately Contain
in Chomsky (2000, 2001), but the natures are

different. Chomsky defines the notion by Merge

Hisatsugu Kitahara,

in syntax, while 1 define the relation at the
interfaces according to labels.

2 Following Chomsky (2015), I apply C deletion
to subject wh interrogative clauses.

3 The copy status of what in (16b) does not mean
that it does not provide the label since an SO can
move after it assigns the label (for example, an
object wh operator can move after labeling in the
v¥*P phase).

4 The C-I interface interprets an SO when the SO
is located in the position where it can provide
the label <F, F>. I do not assume an operation
like Neglect in Sportiche (2016) to ignore a
I would like to thank
Hisatsugu Kitahara for bringing up this issue.

5 For example, Huddleston (1984: 69) excludes

there sentences with a nominative subject.

problematic copy.

6 Which feature(s) there has is controversial.
Although I assume [person] following Chomsky
(2000, 2001), Hazout (2004) and Richards
(2008) argue that there has [3-person] and
[unumber]. Any proposal is consistent with my
analysis as long as there provides the deficit
label.
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(A Consideration of the Historical
Development of Gerunds with Accusative
Subjects)
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om0 — 1 kP LA, BB A
WEIEIR, B4 TP C O

1. IXT®IZ

FEIR (2000)1%. (la)Dimks LiE % f£F 5 8
AF, B EOAb)DOxE ORA T FFEE D
A FNIL, HICHRFETIEIM CTH o203, i
REEFEICA D RFBITHEIZ oo tim U T
W5, KFETIE, (layk by Xk 5 2% 4
O Txits LB L S LITT 5,

(1) a. I was dismayed at the editor rejecting my
(Declerck (1991: 495))
b. I wouldn’t like the idea of you travelling

article.

to some exotic country on your own.
(Declerck (1991: 495))

LU 6, FEIRQ2000) T, kS35
B4 TN BB T o o BRI IR RS
NTELT, HEOELE T BRKR7R T —
2 E 2 5Ty, Iz T, s EiE
L FDBENZ e S T2 BRI DN T H F &D
AAYR SNAS R iR av = I SIANE Sy o 0
AFANHBINZ R ST OB RHAREE TH
5

TG 2 HEESEZ T OATRO BEYIL. The

Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Early Modern
English (PPCEME) & The Penn Parsed Corpus
of Modern British English, Second edition
(PPCMBE2)) 3 b e 7 — X I HS & %f
B EFREA T OMEE O EHEE A2 6
T5HZ L BIOZEOHED LA OERK ZH
HINZTHZETH D, BARRITIE, AR
T — N2 % WA XY | & EREEN4
Sl 1670 FARITHHEE DS R LI, £ D%
XZE LTBHEE MR- TNDZ L E2RT, £
7. TOBED AT BhEEREIA R OIS
S FP 2D TP ~EJRIR L2 L2 &Y @)
AFNERT T 2 BB O EFE~ OS5
AR 72 o 1o 2 EITEIRT 5 & TET 5,
AREORERITLL T DB Y Th 2,2 #i T,
PPCEME & PPCMBE2 b 5640727 —#
ZiE L, I ROGEE I BT 2 3t 3584
S OB 1670 FARUC BH L. ZD%ITE
ELIBEZ RS> TN Z & &RT, 2O
FED EAREIE, EREA 0 O Bhaa A Eh 4
B L OSCREIF & L9~ 2 Bh A p Eh 4 5 o )
DRLND LIl LBk L% —
LTS Z Ens | BhaagBh4s an o P
18 DLAL DR AR B4 G OB O L7
WG T2 TET D, £ & IEE
£ 5 & BRI EN A G O < O DR FERIEE
PSRBT 5, ZOBEMEN S | BhErYE)
405 D REIE D2V 73 )b A& T2 5EEh 4 5l 1
EHZTETHEROZYMENIFFEND,
3MITIE. ZOMEDO LR ORI, B
B4 G O NFBEEIE DS FP 225 TP ~ LBk L
LoD L ERT 5. 4HITMFETH D,

2. T—X
PPCEME & PPCMBE2 % A\ N7~ A0 HE 5
X, R1LIRTHED THD,

£ 1. IARIEEEW O % #% - REh AL B D AL B
BLON50 HiEdH =0 OHEE



1500-1569 | 1570-1639 | 1640-1700
A 5 3 20
BEE 4.4 2.4 19.2

1700-1769 | 1770-1839 | 1840-1914
sy il 34 65 51
BEE 20.3 35.1 245
HEHT & S, 1639 AELLATIE S 58

B4 5 OBEE D3 RO TR > 72203, 1640 4F
235 1700 2B W TCEOMENKE S LF-
L. ZEDO®RITZDOHEREILH 2 b ODLEEL
HER R->TWLZ L Th D, 12770, M
FED EFD 1640 FRUICA > TT IR Z -
TeHOFTlEnZ &3, Blgsiiz 20 filo
TIANDFEREFE DR 2 LOPH LM
L5,

#2: 1640-1700 FEDERL B DT 7 A ks DFAR

AR 1640s | 1650s | 1660s
S 1 1 1
T A & 1 1 1
AR 1670s | 1680s | 1690s
A 6 7 4
T I AN 5 3 3
Bl 220 B0 5 B 3 FlE, 1640 4%

D 1660 FFERD 3 SDRIR DT 7 A Mk
DHLDOTHD, ¥%5 17 FIZEE L TiE. 1670
FERD 5 ODOT 7 AR5 6 i, 1680 F1%
D3 ODT I ARG TH], % LT 1690 4
RO3ZODT 7 ARND 46lE725 TN D,
BRI 20 BlON, 17 123 1670 (LA
DT 7 A NIBWTBEINLD VWD 2
LMD R IRV T OBE O 131670
FRITEEE o T EfamfTT b b,

BUBRTRN Z & 1T, bR EREEN 4L 5 O B EE D
EHEEEIX, Visser (1966)38152 L T\ 5,
Q)D& O IR EERE % 1 O BhEi A E) 4 5 O H B
Rl BB LE—H LTS

10

(2) Epicurus and his scholars of old... make this
an argument of there being no God.
(1657-83 John Evelyn, Hist, Religion, 1, 79/
Visser 1966: 1185)

L T OFF> BPP #MEA 72372024
Aéhé&vw M EFIZB T D — k72
FEIZHEZIE, QD & 5 A B fEh 4 5l 1
—%@Wéﬁ%_u¢%bik%TP%aiMﬂ\9
Z &b,

Mz T, B)TrT L HIZ, certainly D K 9
72 SCRIG 2 £F S B Eh A b | s E5E
A w OBEE D | F-REH &R IE RAR O REHIC
BRI ND L oiThhot=, Q)OBNIL, 1
ITREFEW DO 2 — /"2 TH % Early English
Books Online (EEBO))>HDHIHITH %,
A SCRIGIE TP AIZAINT 5 EARE S TE
D Z ORORIGE S EEREN4 R & RS
VO G | BEERENA F OS2I R
CEHLTPHFETDHI EZRLTND,

.

(3) that is, in certainly discovering the meaning
of the Holy Ghost ~ (EEBO/A41608 1685)

JEEED there X2 certainly @ X 9 72 SCEI G %
£ 5 BhEAI A B4 Gl DS BLEE S AL D IR 28 | e d
EEBATOHEED FEN AT DR E B
BLZEHLTWD L) FHEL, BiEfE)
4 ) O PN A 1 D ZE AV D3 6t b F-REEN 4 5 O
BED FRICEELEZ T2 2R LT
HEEZLND,

T AU, g RSN 4 A & B A R4 ) 0D
ﬁuuéﬁiﬂtﬁ LD L XFFEND, DD
(6) TRT L DT, & FFEEIAA N L T
X HIEAERINLE T, FREALE ., A A,
Z L CHFEMAH TH D, 2D OB XA
AT D EENLE & I TR CTH D | 6
FREENA L, E AL T D RERERINLE LS
DWW T4 FARFHEZ R, (7)) 5(9)TH
BN X DT, ARk Z & B E4 5L



HHRTITE D,

(4) To this I answered, That if Appetites being
Natural, was an Argument for the indulging
them [...] (BURNETROC-E3-P1,39.57)

(5) [...] I must entirely declare against such
Children losing their Time about that

(WEBSTER-1718-1,15.51)

(6) and, after some Contest, sent Messengers to

Language;

know his Pleasure, who returning, positively
forbad him going to Mexico,
(COOKEI1-1712-1,1,418.27)
(7) Slitting the bark is an excellent additional
help to most of the foresaid evils [...]
(LANGF-E3-H,114.174)
(8) she took occasion upon considering her own
Case here in England, in France, and in her
own Country [...]
(THOWARD?2-E2-P2,104.339)
(9) and left off making any further inquirie;
(COVERTE-E2-H,14.53)

KEA% 3= FEEN 44wl & B A Y B 44 F 0O Bl HY
Ktk 1 o1k, BWREZ BHEID Z & Th D
(e.g. 5o B2 HEFARFIES LT, &
EfEnot EDILENAETHD Z &, BIFEIC
X AHEMFNFRETH H Z & having Hf L5y
PR TRETHERT ZENARTHD
T EMET b D, s EEEE4 FE O A A
(10)7>5(12), BEhEaryEh 4 5l O H B 2 (13)20 6
(IS ENERFET,

(10) Which word by way of terror sometime
used, by them not having the Spirit, extend
it to their Non plus ultra, [...]

(1647 E. Douglas Mystery Gen. Redemption
13 / OED Online)
(11)and [...] I am driven by him falsely
reporting my words, [...]
(EEBO/A02635, 1567)
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(12) And by him having foiled the Devil; in his Power,

all the Saints overcome the Devil [...]
(EEBO/A49801, 1659)
(13) I hope they will pardon me in not writing,
[...] (EHATTON2-E3-P2,2,153.15)
(14) Besides these, they would have every day
some practice of writing English headily
(BRINSLEY-E2-P1,23.216)
(15) Yet this Caput mortuum was so far from
having lost its Electrical Faculty]...]
(BOYLE-E3-H,25E.82)

FRRICR LT 4 D ORRERINEATIEIT, RS 3
FEENA FA & B A Eh A S FREL L TS A
FFoZ LZRLTWHEEZLND, B LD
NRIELWE T 2 & BhEryEhi4 G ORI
BACINE UT2 612, & DOZALD b 58
AR N A Il = g s
HVED, Lieho T, bk EaBEE4 3 D4
FED EFIZIE, Bhaal s G o E 2 k) B
HLTWDEWIRIRDE 2 1TZ Y47 d D
ThoHrEWNWz D,

WHEIClE, BhEARYEN4 F A TP A 1S & FF2
Xtz iz, BAFNHTOT
D ERE~OREA 5 AIREIC 72 5 72 2 &8,
ZOBED EROERNTH D LET D,

3. /B
FT ARBORRBIZE > TEHELRDH 4O
DIRE % (16)I2Z1TF 5,

(16) a. T IFMFFRA IR 72 BB ME 2 FFO,
b. ERANFTREZR BN D 2 FFHO R ER

BT b —BIZ KD AEO G AETH D

MNRRETH 5,

c. HERF-ing IIMEINFTHE 2 @ B & MR
RNATRETR KGR ME A D,

d. vP SESIIEEL OERE E B B AR K
ENTEY., ZhDOEERIIBHEEN
REFND DG ENDHLAET D,



Jep -

F—IZ, Arano (2014)IZ7EVY, (16a)D K 9
2 T & RN ATRE AR BB ME 2 D L
ET D, Arano lX, (17a)l - L Hi2, Tix
THMB CRIRA TR RSB LR >—F
T, (TR T L DI, R FTRE 22 ATR
FHEL C B3R D, T2 CIGBIREND A
IZDFH C D T ~EffRSILD EHRELT
W5, RO B LT Tld, AMEMEE
P, Wl M2 T, BEEMA N LKL 2,
F 7o, RO RENIF MK AR L, BYH
LRI, MR S 7=BMED C 1Tk -> TV
WZ EERLTWND,

(17)a. C [P, T] ...T [N]
b.C[P-T]...T[P, T, N]
L& (cf Arano (2014: 25))

Arano [X(16a)% 3FFT DML E LT, (18)D
VP El& %27 T 5,

(18) The printer works, but the copier doesn’t
seem to. (Wurmbrand (2012: 4))
Lobeck (1990)i3, & 2% B¥ARE T 2EH AN Z O
DEMEZRFT 5B, T OIEEICH
% HFE & AR E R EE O — AR
WCADRERSH D & ERL TS, Zha
Fx25L. (I)ITBWTREEIMED VP
WA TEDL LWV FEHEIT, TEELTHD
to & FiH the copier 2345 i€ - EEHE D — 3
FRICAS TS Z &b, (18)TlE, FiE
ET EEMO—HBARTH S0, LU
DoHFEMET e FMETHD EEZ LI, FFE
T EERN I o RMAFFO L WD) Z LT
%o ZZT, (I)DOREFHITMEY LIFikGE
seem (TIBINSINTWD RUTTHEET D H4EN
o5, —MRITHRED BITRFEAR D AN E F i
C ZfEDRNTP THD ERESILTVD,
L7223 > T, (18)Ti&, T iX C b D FMEfk
TROFER AT B INDOFMEZ RO DT TR,

KoT, TIEFENMA CHREELFFOZ LT
0. (18)DFEFEIT(16a)% LFFT DAL E 72 D,
I ELTIUL, C ZRAEEITBWT,
T IZEEMEOREZRFOL V) JHTRERT
HDHENZD, AT, BEEOLEFFO
T ZR5E827 T LMY, MR L O ARRE
MEFFOT L XAT 5,

BT, ZHICEE LT AERRT H—
HICE VA ERFRETH D EIRET D, R
SER T IIFRR AT RE R B2 FF o7
WA LR  EETHRETFLE—ET D
VENSH D, Lo T, TGN B
FEMTHDLET D, M/AERDOE X (eg
Chomsky 2000)(Z7¢E 21X, AR T AT
HORHREMEZHTZ LTS Z LIl b, £
D= BBEMED I EFFORERTE T HASAT
HRAHRETH D LB 2 HDITARAKRTIH A
W, £OT D ERICHEE R D DIL, A5ER
RTNEDL D EENNGTHDINTHD,
BRI T DM ET 2013348 TH D08, Tk
DG SN D EREICBW T, T MR
MATAHREELRFOZ L 2BEZD LA
SERTR T M ETHHITTHETH D L1EE
2B, DT AFTIE, REak
T DM 53 21T TH D LIRET 5,

S 512, Sugiura (2014)IZHEV, (16c)D X 9
\ZHERE-ing | ZFRIR AT HE R @ M & MR AN Al HE
IS T FFO LIRET D, Z DARE T
FEEEI4 & B EA R EN 4L A O A EALE D D
XFFEND, pnko X oz, b 04
OARNLE X, EFEALE, ATEAGE., T L
TEFMES CH D, 2 OALEIIAEA 50T
ETHY, —KIZZNDDOAEIZITAF R E
DFFRA FTRE 72 B A R DB N AR T
5o BTN —BORIENDTHLET DL,
ZONLEICAER T L ERIL, IRFTREZR o
FMEFFOZ LI D, ZThEBETLH L,
KR EREEN4 A & B N EN A SRl O AR AL {E
PHNLE TH D LW I FRIL, Zh b 0E4
FNVIARRR FTREZR @ HME & RN ATRE okt



PERF oL VWS Z &I, WwxIZ, (16¢)
DIREIFZETH D EBbh b,

12, Harwood (2018)IZHEVY, (16d)D X
INARET D, BARMIZIX, vP FIIE, (19)
DOREEE RO L ET D, 2

(19) [FP [F lng] [vaerfP [vperf have] [PerfP [Perf ‘en] [VP
EA [ve v [ve VIA]]]I]]
(cf. Harwood (2018: 442))

VPperp L T DI | X EEARYIZ Harwood (2018)
WZHE> TN D, v ITMIEIZ VP 28R L, 4+
IHZE AT 5, PerfP FEMICIT5E TIHESR
-en N EEEAERL S D, PerfP I Vpers (RIS
U, EOFEEITITTE T O have MEEEARL
Eb, AT, vP fEEO &K FAL O G
& LTFP ZGE L, FEEF 1% EPP #ME%
b, ZOFEMICHRE-ing P EEEAR S L
LERET DH, EEEH F 1T OHEIZ
VPIVPpe DWT NN EBRT 5, Z OE4RES
fRIX. 26 O O EFEEA FEE F 12
JEA R S 3D HERE-ing OmY) /2R A N &L
THRET 2 Z L bENND, £2. (191
BT, HEFED not & EIFAIT VP/VP IZAHN
ENDERET D,

7=, Harwood 1%, VP [Z/MEZE AT D
T2 WIAFAET H— T, TS ORERE
FHEZE O FBEENRBERN TH 255D R
FIETHELTWD, iz, 58T D have
DIFTET DB DI, VPep MR LD
ELTWD, KfFETH, (19D vP LA DO
BEREH X, 2 O FEEHNBEN TH HGEIC
DIHIFIET D ERET 5,

(16O)DIEZ I E 2 7= LT, QD & 5 720k
BEaPE O B, B X OGO SCREIFRE S 6o H
BRIl & U BhEanEh4 5a o R Y 1670
HFERIZQOYDIEEND TP & Te(21) DI
ERFOXIIC o ERRET 5, MIBOH S
b LUTF T BT 2 A 0B m R
7
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(20) [rp EA; [ig, ucase] [F -INE [i¢, ucase] feeey] [ve &i[v
[vVi+v] [ve ...5...]1]]

(21) [re BAi fig, acc) [1 [T teep, wnum] [ep 4 [F -ing
lig, uCase] fEpRY] [ve £ [v [v Vitv] [ve...4... ]]]1]]

Z OREEDOILRIZ LV | B A TN RS
70 T 23 HEL U B4 G PN C OR AT 5-25 7]
BRI/ o722 &L B X ORI CA - BhEanEh
A5 & OFERIED D ) T FEEIA D 1670
FERICQYOEEEFF> X It/ oloZ &
TR D,

(22) [...] I must entirely declare [against such
Children losing their Time about that

(WEBSTER-1718-1,15.51)

(23) a. [rp such children; fip, acc) [T [T (Eppunumi]

Language;]

[rp i [F ~INg fig, ucase geppy] [vp #i [ [v Vit+v]
[ve...4i... 11111

b. [pp against [se] [p such children; fie, acc
[ [T (epp-anem] [Fp % [F -INg rip.AcC) fepri]
[vp tifig, ucase] [v [v Vi+v] [ve...4... 1111111

QUDOEEIZHEZ X, (22) DA FEINE > DIR
EITQR)D X D7D, (23a)DEFEIZIB W T,
FRIRAS FTRE 7R BB ME 2 FFD T BMEE T & 72
V. FPIEEMD EPP A= T 72012
@) L 7= 3:5E such children # HIE & L CTHO
. MEDOMT—ENAELD, ZO—FITE
0. T OfEIRAFTREZR B FE X TR L v A
B ZOHIBRZ IS, FIKHZ EFE O RN
3R EEAHT BIVD, E2. T O EPP #E
i 7= 97212, FEFE such children % TP &
E~E BB T 5, Z OB TIIEE-ing O
R BPEITEA T 72008, (23b)DBPE T
A TSN o D RIE SR 7 & L THEHE
L., TOBEET L L THfE-ing 2 /o), 2
NOOBERMBTHENRIDZLICED, 8
ff-ing OIS A RE 72 86 38 MR I TR & B AT
Fonb, bbb, A EREEA T O ERE
SO GITE A FINEEO AR R T IC X



0 | #EEE-ing ~OAT BT BNV GRS O AT 5
FAZEVAITOIN D B2 AHR Tl Embick
and Noyer (2001) CIER SN /- PF#{ETH 5
Lowering Z M7 %, ZHITL V| Bft-ing
TEHRHMICEBNTZORMIBTHD v ~&
BEITHZ L2k, w72 host (ZIRINT
%o Flo. (12)D X5 BRFETEOFIOLEIZ
I% FP OIS DS VPpertp Td> V) HEEE-Ing D3 Vpers
\Z& % have ICUSII L, Perf FEH O HEEF-en
23 v T H HAREFNZIRIMNT 5 1A BRITIE,
(23) & FERICIRAE S D,

WIZ, 1670 FEARLLRT O % - FEEIA 5 D

B DR ST DWW TR 237 5, AFR Tl

Z DBAREOAR S 1F, kP EFEENAL 5 O EFEA~
DA G-NE A FINE D T & O—F TR
VT 7 ANV M E WD FREERAAIC LY
ITONTWEZ LICEKT 5 & FikT 5,
Schiitze (2001: 206) Tix, 7 7 4 /v Mg, B
W, MERMEE R e WA GAIREL, F 1365
HZEFFOLODOMFEICB W T EZ 5 S
RN FARBUIK LT B SN D8 & EF
SNb, MiE Spell-out 212, HFEICEIT D
ZD XD IR FARBIII KN T 7 4L b
e LT BESND LIRELTEY AT
H AU,

(24) a. [rp DP; [ig) [ -Ing fig, ucase] erpy] [vp & [v [v
Vj +V] [vp LG ]]]]
b. [FP DP1 [ip, uCase] [F 'ing [ip, uCase] fEPH] [VP li

[v [v Vi+v] [ve -..4...111]

(25) a. [xp X [ug) [Fp DPi (ig) [F -INg [ig,ucase] peppy][vp fi

[v [vVi+v] [ve -..4... 11111

b. [xp X [ug] [FP DP; [ig, ucase] [F -ING [ig, uCaselferry]

[ve i [v [v Vi +v] [ve -..8... 11111

AR DT 7 4V MEDEREBET D &,
1670 FARLLAT O s 3R EI44 Tl OIS 1L,
(24a, YO NT NN DOREENFRETH 72 &
EZOND, INLOHEIL, Q1) EITRR
DT ZF272\\FP THDH7=0HIZ, B FIN
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HTORAT G &0 D BRI 220, AR L L
T, RS GRENA, F 0O 32 5R & BERE-ing 1336(1C
AT O BRI G SNDLERH
5o KFETIEZ. 1 DOBA5F25 1 D45
TNCDIIES 5HITH LT DB ZITEDXE,
(25a, b) T/ g~ K 5 12 B4 AN O TSR TR
-ing \ZHAT T 5 EIRET D, LIehi> T,
KRS EEEENA O L EE T HERE TR TR AT
B3NNz &2 0 ZOF F TIRIRAEN
BHFELTLE D, TDED, BT H5SH T
RN EI AN I E R~ & PR S e iR,
FITFIMRE LTOMBENEGESNS, L
UG ZOxHEA G — Bl S <
M EPITONRWNGEICIRY B TR 72 A
FE7 R AT H DT, F UKL L TIRAE
SALTUNTZ 1670 FELLRT O % = REE4 i
B THD EVZ D, ZOFERD 2
(2. 1670 AELARTITSAEE DMK o 72 LR &
b, —H. 1670 FRUBEILT 7 4 /v MM&
& LTORKA G T < —Buc 3<%
BT G- 28 ATREIC 722 T2 72 8D | B EREEN 4 7l
DFEREMILZR < 720 FERE LTHED LA
DL Z o7z LR S5,

4. FEFE

AFR IR, A& FREEN A A OBHEE DS RS- L
TR, B L O ZFOBERZH ST H &
il rTe, E. k& EFEENA S OB A
1670 FARLIRRIC A L7 Z & %, PPCEME
& PPCMBE2 # H\WfiAIZ L W SEREL 7=,
Flo. ZOBED LRI, BhERYEIA
TP % THLik L7 fE R, QD) DOHEEDFI FH AT HE
(2720 | YA FINER T O FE~OREAT 523 A]
BRICR ST Z EICERT S EFELE, —H,
1670 AEARLARNIZ, s LB G T 7 +
v Mg L LT oA G & S B AR
FITHEPL L TN Te | BRI o 72 L7
BHL7=,

* ARRRILEE 38 MR (2020 4511 H 7 H A



F T A BN BT D R R E RN
i ELEENMZ LD TH D, AiFFEEED
HIZEE L, RERIFEEAE, HPREZEAEND
BEREZTHW ., £72, R ERRICE
AT NDREA® 7 ZHEMECHE Z2HND
oo ZOWaMED T, M OBREZERT D, 72
BARICBIT D MERR D T2 TEETOE
R L2bD0THD,
e

"EEBO 22O LN ABNCRE L Tk, A7
vV a URRIC, 77 A N OEEERE S, 7
7 A N OFERONATHEREZTLT,

2Harwood (2018) ClZ, PerfectP & vP DHIZ
VPprog & ProgP £\ 9H 2 DO % VP & VP
DT VoiceP &) Bebt &2 2 EHURE L
TWD, Lol 24U H OFESHIATR O
VIR IR T DB = Lz, 2 b oSt
{2 DU T X Harwood (2018) &2 SR S 417200,

BE 3R
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1. Introduction

English binominal NPs (BNPs) (e.g., an idiot
of a man) have long inspired empirical and
theoretical interest from linguists due to their
unique syntactic and semantic properties. BNPs,
in general, have the following syntactic form: N;
of a(n) N2, where the two nominal elements are
the
linguistics literature, BNPs have been studied to

separated by preposition-like of. In
reveal (i) the syntactic and semantic nature of
the first noun (i.e., N1) and (ii) the role of the
preposition-like of. As for (i), scholars have
argued that the first noun behaves like a gradable
predicate and modifies the second noun
(Ike-uchi (1997); see also Aarts (1998)); hence,
the first noun carries degree-related readings. As
for (ii), scholars have pointed out that the
obligatory occurrence of the preposition-like of
yields figurative readings in BNPs (e.g., Den
Dikken (2006)). With this background in mind,
the

characterization of BNPs presented in previous

present study reviews the empirical
work and identifies several empirical problems
that they encounter. In the spirit of Bolinger

(1972), this study analyzes binominal NPs by
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considering the syntactic and semantic nature of
the first noun in terms of nominal gradability (cf.
Morzycki (2012b)) and “extremeness” in the
sense of Morzycki (2012a). Empirically, the
study demonstrates that the first noun slot is
compatible only with nouns that allow extreme
modification (e.g., absolute idiot). For example,

in the case of an (absolute) idiot of a man, the
first noun with extremeness functions as a
metaphor for the second noun. Theoretically, the
study argues that predicate inversion in the
nominal domain enables such an extreme
figurative interpretation.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows.
Section 2 reviews previous studies on BNPs and
identifies several empirical problems. Modifying
the predicate inversion approach to BNPs (e.g.,
Den Dikken (2006)), section 3 proposes an
analysis based on extremeness. Section 4
provides evidence for the proposed analysis.
Section 5 states a theoretical consequence of the

proposal and offers concluding remarks.

2. Previous Studies

This section reviews previous studies on the
following two main aspects of BNPs: the role of
the preposition-like of and the categorial status
of the first noun.

2.1. The Role of the Preposition-like Of

It has been observed in linguistics literature
that BNPs carry figurative meanings (e.g.,
Austin (1980), Den Dikken (2006); see also
Aarts (1998: 151)). More specifically, Den
Dikken (2006) observes that the occurrence of
the preposition-like of signals that a BNP must
receive a figurative interpretation.! For example,
the BNP in (1a) can be paraphrased by the DP
with the figurative marker like in (1b). In
contrast, the DP without the preposition-like of



in (2) cannot carry such a figurative meaning;
however, it remains acceptable as a root
compound that denotes “a village with lots of

jewels” or “a village where jewels are made.”

1) a
b. a village like a jewel

a jewel of a village

(2) ) a jewel village

Because the occurrence of the preposition-like of
triggers figurative readings, as Den Dikken
(2006: 170) observes, the following statement
results in inconsistency:

3 # That idiot of a man is not an idiot.
Following Den Dikken (2006), this paper
that  the of the

preposition-like of enables figurative readings in
BNPs.

assumes occurrence

2.2. The Categorial Status of the First Noun

Previous studies observe that the first noun
behaves like an adjective (e.g., Ike-uchi (1997),
Aarts (1998)). For example, an angel of a girl
carries a meaning similar to an angel-like girl.
Presenting the examples in (4) and (5), Ike-uchi
(1997: 534-535) argues that the first noun
behaves as if it is a gradable adjective and
modifies the second noun.

(4) a. * Mary is the most angel that | have
ever met.
b. * Mary is a more angel than Jane.
c. * Sheisavery angel.
B) a. Mary is the most angel of a girl that |
have ever met.
b. ” Mary is a more angel of a girl than

Jane.

D

?

c. 7 Sheisavery angel of a girl.
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The examples in (4) suggest that angel is not a
gradable adjectival predicate because it does not
occur in comparative sentences nor allow
modification by very. If the same noun with the
superlative form occupies the first noun slot in
BNPs, then the unacceptable status greatly
improves (although it remains imperfect for
some native speakers, as lke-uchi admits), as
shown in (5a); likewise, the unacceptable status
of (4b) and (4c) also slightly improves, as
illustrated in (5b) and (5c¢), respectively.
Ike-uchi’s (1997) observation encourages a
theoretical treatment of the first noun as a
gradable adjective (see Asaka (2002) for a
related but different approach). This approach is
of theoretical interest, but as discussed below,
in (5) must be

the examples carefully

reconsidered.

2.3. The Degree-relatedness of the First Noun

Bolinger (1972: 75-76, fn.14) explores the
syntactic and semantic status of the first noun in
BNPs in terms of what he calls “degree nouns.”
Presenting contrasts like (6) and (7), Bolinger
argues that the first noun slot of BNPs must be

occupied by nouns with degree-related
meanings.?
(6) a. * Johnisalawyer of a man.

John is a shyster of a man.
. * Billis alad of a man.

(7)

(8)

a
b
a
b. Bill is a brat of a man.
a. # lawyer — lawyer
b

shyster — shyster

According to Bolinger, a noun like shyster
carries a negative meaning (e.g., dishonest
lawyer), and the relevant negative connotation
can be emphasized by prosodic intensification
(8b); meanwhile, a noun like lawyer does not



carry such a negative meaning nor does it
tolerate prosodic intensification (8a). The same
contrast holds for brat and lad.

Although we must clarify the notion of
degree nouns, we can safely say that any
analysis of binominal NPs must account for
Bolinger’s (1972) observation.

2.4. Empirical Problems

Having reviewed existing observations and
arguments, let us now point out the empirical
problems with which they may be confronted.

First, Den Dikken’s (2006) argument that the
occurrence of the preposition-like of is basically
appropriate; however, considering it with
Bolinger’s (1972) observation (cf. (6) and (7))
compels a recognition that figurative readings of
BNPs must be “degree-related.” For example,
nothing, in principle, from

prevents  us

comparing man to lawyer; a figurative statement

such as “That man is like a lawyer” is acceptable.

However, the unacceptable status of *a lawyer
of a man suggests that BNPs do not simply carry
but
“degree-related” figurative meanings. Of further

figurative  meanings rather  express
empirical and theoretical interest is the exact
nature of the “degree-relatedness” involved in
the first noun slot of binominal NPs.

Second, Ike-uchi’s (1997) argument that the
first noun in a BNP behaves like a gradable
adjective must be carefully reconsidered for at
least two reasons. First, given the marginal
acceptability of (5b) and (5c), they fail to
effectively prove his argument. Although my
four informants agreed that (5a) is the most
acceptable, it remains far from acceptable.
Second, comparative forms like (5a) and (5b)
can be considered as instances of metalinguistic
comparatives as per Morzycki (2012b), rather

than ordinary ones. For these reasons, we cannot
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definitively conclude that the first noun can be
theoretically treated as a gradable adjective or its

equivalent.
In order to solve the empirical (and
theoretical)  problems identified in this

subsection, the next section takes up the
“degree-related” nature of the first noun in terms
of its gradability and extremeness.

3. Proposal

This section has two purposes. First, it
explores the possibility of characterizing the
“degree-related” nature of the first noun in terms
of (cf. Morzycki (2012a)).
Second, modifying Den Dikken’s (2006)
syntactic analysis of BNPs, it proposes their

“extremeness”

syntactic derivation.

3.1. Extremeness

Brdar-Szab6 and Brdar’s (2010) observation
that BNPs function as a means of hyperbole
offers a key insight into the nature of the first
noun. According to them (Brdar-Szab6 and
Brdar’s (2010: 400), “[p]robably one of the most
prominent  functions of  hyperbole s
intensification, i.e. to express the assertion that
an entity possesses some property to a very high
degree, that the circumstances and/or effects of
an event are extreme, etc.” For example, in a
BNP like an angel of a girl, the girl is compared
to an angel’s beauty (or nice personality);
notably, this figurative relationship is associated
with “extreme” intensification (see Carston and
Wearing (2015) for a related argument). This
holds for other examples like a fool of a man.

The present study approaches this hyperbolic
property with recourse to Morzycki’s (2012a)
concept of extremeness, which identifies
hyperbole as a primary function of an extreme

adjective. Helpful to note here is that extreme



adjectives, such as huge, differ from neutral
adjectives, such as big, in that, unlike the latter,
the
extremeness, signaling that a degree exists

former are lexically endowed with
outside of a particular range unique to a
particular context. This difference is indicated
by their capacity to be modified by extreme
adverbs (e.g., absolutely, downright, outright)
and to raise objection. Regarding the former, an
extreme adjective like huge can be modified by
meanwhile, a neutral

absolutely; adjective

cannot.

(9) a. John’s shoes are (very/”absolutely) big.
b. John’s shoes are (“very/absolutely)
huge.

Regarding the latter, extreme adjectives are
especially useful for objecting to a statement in a
preceding discourse. According to Morzycki
(2012a: 572), when a speaker has uttered (10)
and her interlocutor wishes to object to her
characterization, (11a) is preferred to (11b).

(10) Clyde isn’t particularly wealthy.
(12) a. No, he’s (outright) destitute.
b. ” Yes, he’s (outright) destitute.

This pattern clearly contrasts with the way the
neutral adjective poor behaves, as shown below:

(12) a. ” No, he’s very poor.
b. Yes, he’s very poor.
(Morzycki (2012a: 572))

Furthermore, Morzycki (2012a) argues that
extreme modification (cf. (9)) can be observed
across syntactic categories. For example, an
extreme modification pattern like absolutely
idiotic has an adnominal counterpart (e.g.,
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absolute idiot). This parallelism implies that
extremeness exists in both adjectives and nouns.
Additionally, this parallelism also implies that
gradability exists in both the adjectival and
nominal domains (see also Morzycki (2012b)).
Such a parallel view on gradability allows us to
ascribe the hyperbolic property of BNPs to the
linguistic concept of extremeness, with the
semantic property expressed as a part of the
system of nominal gradability.

Based on the above discussion, the present
study proposes that the first noun of a BNP
carries extremeness and can therefore have a
hyperbolic function. Accordingly, following
Morzycki (2012a) and putting aside the formal
semantic approach to analyzing extremeness,
this study assumes that any predicate that
encodes extremeness is endowed with the lexical
[+E(xtreme)], the
adjective to be modified by extreme adverbs (cf.

(9)) and to raise objection (cf. (10)).

feature which enables

3.2. Syntactic Derivation of Binominal NPs
The present study proposes an analysis of
BNPs on the basis of Den Dikken’s (2006)
analysis, according to which predicate inversion
derives BNPs. Due to space limitations, a
simplified version of Den Dikken’s analysis is
introduced below (see also Den Dikken (1998)).
Based on Moro’s (1997) observation that the
presence of the copula (to be) indicates predicate
inversion (cf. (13b)), Den Dikken (2006) argues
that the preposition-like of speaks to predicate
inversion in the nominal domain (cf. (14b)). In
Den Dikken’s approach, the BNP in (14b) is
derived from the underlying structure like the
one in (14a) by applying predicate inversion to
the noun jewel. The predicate inversion
operation is triggered to license the figurative

interpretation.



(13) a. Imogen considers Brian (to be) the best
(Den Dikken (2006: 177))
b. Imogen considers the best candidate *(to

be) Brian.  (Den Dikken (2006: 177))

a village like a jewel

candidate.

(14) a.
b. a jewel *(of a) village

More precisely, Den Dikken assumes that the
BNP in (14b) has the underlying structure in
(15a), in which village is generated as the
subject of the small clause (SC) and jewel as the
predicate of the SC. The predicate noun also
involves the null figurative morpheme denoted
as SIMILAR, which enables a figurative
meaning on the semantic side. Next, the head X
moves to the upper head Y, which allows the
predicate inversion to apply to the predicate
noun with the null morpheme SIMILAR. In the
resulting structure in (15b), the Y head is
phonologically  realized as  of, and
phonologically marks the inverted predicate
noun occupying [Spec, YP] and licensing the
null predicate SIMILAR. As a result, the BNP
carries the figurative meaning in (15b).
(15) a. [xp=sc) [swj a village] [x X [pred
SIMILAR jewel] 1]
b. [ve [rrea SIMILAR jewel]j [y Y(= of) +

Xi [xp(=sc) [sunj a village] [x- ti tj]]1]

Furthermore, the present study deepens Den
Dikken’s (2006) analysis of predicate inversion
by assuming that any noun that occurs as a
predicate in an underlying SC structure must
have the [+E(xtreme)] feature, which yields an
extreme interpretation on the semantic side. This
modified analysis proposes that BNPs are
derived by applying predicate inversion to a
noun with [+E] generated as the predicate of the
underlying SC structure. This derivation process
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enables BNPs to carry hyperbolic (i.e., extreme)
figurative meanings.

In sum, this section has proposed an approach
to analyzing BNPs based on extremeness and
predicate inversion. The next section presents
supportive evidence for the proposed analysis.

4. Supportive Evidence

The analysis of BNPs proposed in the
previous section makes the following two
predictions: first, the first noun only allows
modification by extreme adnominal modifiers;
second, BNPs behave like extreme adjectives in
contexts in which they are used to raise
objections. This section provides the results of
my informant survey and then takes them up to
prove the two predictions stated above.

4.1. Degree Modification

The first piece of evidence for the argument
that the first noun must carry extremeness is
based on the fact that the contrasts in (6) and (7)
presented by Bolinger (1972) correlate with their
(in-)compatibility with extreme adnominal
modifiers, as shown below:

(16) a. * an absolute lawyer (cf. (6a))
b. an absolute shyster (cf. (6b))
(17)a. * an absolute lad (cf. (7a))
b. an absolute brat (cf. (7b))

Adnominal modification patterns involving idiot
offer further supporting evidence. Morzycki
(2012b) points out that idiot can be modified by
three types of adnominal modifiers: slight, big
and absolute. These three adnominal modifiers
yield different degree-related interpretations:
adds
degree-intensification (although big is weaker

absolute denotes extremeness, big

than absolute), and slight points to a minimum



value. Of these three adnominal modifiers,

absolute is the best when it occurs with the first

noun in BNPs, as shown below:

(18) a. ain ){ * slight /

absolute  }idiot of a man

b. althe { ” bigger /7 biggest } idiot
of aman

0 big |/

It should be noted that other nouns, such as
angel and Rolls-Royce, only allow modification
by absolute, which can occur in the first slot; in
this case, it functions to intensify the figurative
meaning of BNPs in (19).2

(19) a. a(n) {* slight / * big / absolute }
angel of a girl

b. a(n) {* slight / * big / absolute }

Rolls-Royce of a hotel

Ultimately, this subsection has provided
supportive evidence for the present approach in
terms of degree modification.

4.2. Raising Objection

The second prediction of the present analysis
is that BNPs behave like extreme adjectives in
contexts in which they are involved with raising
an objection (cf. (11)). According to my
informants, this prediction is also correct, as
confirmed by the following contrasts:

(20) John isn’t particularly a smart person.
(21) a. No, he is an (absolute) idiot of a man.
b. ? Yes, he is an (absolute) idiot of a
man.
(22) This isn’t particularly an ugly village.
(23) a. No, it’s a jewel of a village.

b. ? Yes, it’s a jewel of a village.
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My informants all agreed that in this context in
which a speaker has uttered (20) and her
interlocutor wants to object to the characterization,
(21a) is much more appropriate a response than
(21b). The same is true of the next example.

This subsection has shown that BNPs and
extreme adjectives behave similarly in the
context of an objection; this strongly evidences
the present proposal that binominal NPs carry
extreme figurative meanings.

5. Concluding Remarks

The present study has shown that BNPs
carry hyperbolic (extreme) figurative meanings
and identified the first noun as the source of
Based this
observation, the study has proposed a syntactic

extremeness. on empirical
analysis of BNPs, according to which predicate
inversion is applied to the first noun, which
corresponds to the predicate noun in the
underlying SC structure.

If this study’s proposal is indeed on the right
track, then it will provide independent support
for Beltrama and Trotzke’s (2019) claim that
extremeness (or, as they put it, “emphasis for
intensity”) may trigger syntactic operations

across languages (see also Honda (2018))
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I am also grateful to Rachel Puckett, Alana Poole,

Emi Tsuyuki, and Breanna Conner for kindly
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NOTES

! Den Dikken (2006: 172-175) refer to examples
of this kind as comparative BNPs (e.g., a horror
of a story, a beauty of a parlor).

2 The simplified examples here were created
based on the ones in Bolinger’s (1972: 75-76,
fn.14) work. My four informants confirmed that
the
Bolinger’s original argument.

relevant examples correctly reflect
3 One may wonder whether absolute can be an
adjective here, rather than an adnominal degree
This

consideration,

modifier. problem demands careful
but if it is an adjective, a
statement like “That angel is absolute” or “That
should be fine.

Rolls-Royce is absolute”

However, contrary to the expectation, my
informants observed that these statements do not
make sense. To the extent that this observation is
correct, we can say that absolute in (19) is an

instance of an adnominal degree modifier.
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1. Extraction from the Focus Position in
English Cleft Sentences
cited

The examples strongly

in (1)-(4)
suggest that English cleft sentences (ir-clefts)

involve syntactic movement.

(1) ?*[Which drink]; was it Boris who bought #?

(2) *How; was it Boris [who bought the drink
t]? (Reeve 2012: 27)

(3) *It is [John’s book]; that Bill met a woman
[who had not read #]. (Rizzi 2013: 171)

(4) a. ??It was every boy;’s mother that he; saw

first.
b. It was his; mother that every boy; saw
first. (Percus 1997: 344)

(1) shows that the extraction of focus phrase
obeys the wh-island condition.
maticality of (2) and (3) indicates that the

The ungram-

formation of it-clefts conforms to the adjunct
The

difference in grammaticality of (4a, b) reveals

condition and the complex NP constraint.

that weak crossover effects (WCO effects) exist
in English it-clefts.

However, a further extraction from the
focused position is allowed if a DP is focalized

in English it-clefts, as exemplified in (5a—d).
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(5) a. 7Who; was it [a picture of #]; that he
decorated his door with #,?
b. ?What; was it [a review of #]; that they had
that argument about #?
c. ?Which books; is it [the covers of #]; that
we’ve got to paste these labels on #?
(Pinkham and Hankamer 1975: 440)
d. 7What; was it [an increase in #]; that the
parliament discussed #;?
(Hartmann 2018: 199)

Given that the focus phrase in English it-clefts
undergoes syntactic movement, the extraction of
the wh-phrase in (5a—d) would interfere with the
Freezing Principle (Wexler and Culicover 1980,
As
stated in (6), the Freezing Principle dictates that

etc.). However, (5a—d) are grammatical.
additional extractions from moved elements are
unconditionally banned. Frozenness, a basic
consideration of the principle, is defined in (7).
Rizzi (2006, 2010) recaptures this principle in
the current theoretical model as Criterial

Freezing, stated in (8).

(6) Freezing Principle (FP)

If a node A4 of a phrase-marker is frozen, no
node dominated by 4 may be analyzed by a
transformation.

(Wexler and Culicover 1980: 119)
(7) The definition of frozenness

If the immediate structure of a node in a

phrase-marker is nonbase, that node is frozen.
(op. cit., p. 119)

(8) Criterial Freezing
A phrase meeting a criterion is frozen in
place. (Rizzi 2006: 112)
In (5a—d), the wh-phrase is moved from the
focus phrase that has undergone syntactic

movement. This additional movement seems



to violate the Freezing Principle/Criterial
Freezing. However, (5a—d) are grammatical.
The examples cited in (9) indicate that this
principle is tenable. Subextraction (topicaliz-
ation) is applied to a topicalized phrase in (9a),

and wh-movement is implemented from an

element that has undergone topicalization in (9b).

Both subextractions result in ungrammaticality.

(9) a. ??[Vowel harmony];, I think that [rp [pp
articles about £];, [tp you should read #
carefully]].

b. 7?Who; do you think that [pp pictures of
t)i, John wanted ¢,?
(Lasnik and Saito 1992: 101)

Interestingly, in English it-clefts subextrac-
tion from a PP focus element is not allowed, as
in (10a—c). This shows that English it-clefts
conform to the Freezing Principle if the focused

element is categorized as PP.

(10) a. *Who; was it [with a picture of #]; that he
decorated his door #,?
b. *What; was it [about a review of #]; that
they had that argument #,?
c. ¥*Which books; is it [on the covers of #];
that we’ve got to paste these labels #,?
(Pinkham and Hankamer 1975: 440)

If both DP clefts and PP clefts are derived in
the same way, subextaction from the focused
phrase should have the same outcome with
respect to grammaticality. The examples cited
in (11) show that “Freezing effects” arise in the
situation where a wh-phrase is subextracted from

This reveals that sub-
the

a dislocated wh-phrase.

extraction in wh-interrogatives obeys

Freezing Principle.

24

(11) a. */??[Whose book]; do you wonder [[pp
how many reviews of #]; John read #,]?

b. */??[Whose mouth]; do you wonder [[pp

how far into #]; the dentist stuck his

finger #]? (Corver 2017: 1720)

Thus, the dissimilarity in availability of

subextraction from dislocated elements between

DP clefts and PP clefts is a mystery that needs

explanation. In this paper, 1 argue that the

dissimilarity is rooted in the difference in

derivational structures between DP clefts and PP

clefts.

2. Substitution vs. Adjunction in English
it-Clefts

2.1 Substitution Structure for DP Clefts

that DP clefts the

“substitution” structure, which derives English

I propose create
restrictive relative clauses. According to Kayne
(1994), etc., English restrictive relatives involve
overt phrasal movement of the relative head to
Spec-CP and the D head takes this relative
clause CP as its complement. This derivation

is represented in (12).!

(12) [pp [p the] [cp place; [c that Tim visited #]]]

Thus, it is
head-raising makes a substitution structure: The

to Spec-CP of the
I claim that English DP

clefts also form the substitution structure, and

shown that the promotion/

raised head moves

complement of DP.

they involve the promotion of the focus phrase
to Spec-CP of the presuppositional clause. In
this vein, [ argue that English DP clefts are
regarded as a sort of “relative clause.” In this
model, (13) is derived as in (14), which involves

raising of the DP/NP focus to Spec-CP.



(13) It was a [picture]; that he decorated his door
with 7.

(14) [tp it wasy [ve tv [pp @ [cp [picture]; that [1p
he decorated his door with #]]]]]

With this substitution structure in mind, let us
consider (5a), reproduced here as (15), which
involves the subextraction of the wh-phrase from
the focused DP.

(15) ?Who; was it [a picture of #]; that he

decorated his door with #?

(16) [cp C <+wh> [rp it wasy [ve tv [pp D (@) [cp
Inp_picture of who]; that [tp he decorated his
door with #]]]]]]?

(17) [cp Who; wasy [tp it ¢y [ve tv [pp D (@) [cp [np
picture of #]; that [rp he decorated his door
with #]]1]11?

As represented in (16), the wh-feature on the
matrix C needs to be checked. The NP focus
picture of who is dislocated to the left-edge of
the CP phase in the presuppositional clause by
promotion/head-raising. The promotion of the
focus phrase creates the substitution structure,
and the focus phrase is on the edge of the CP
phase. Thus, the NP focus directly moves to
Spec-CP, namely the phase-edge, by promotion;
and hence, who can be extracted from the NP
focus without violation of Phase Impenetrability
Condition (Chomsky 2000).

Yet wh-movement from the NP focus does not
result in violation of the Freezing Principle.
The that the
substitution structure for DP/NP clefts enables

solution suggested here is

this subextraction of who. There is a chain
between the raised element, namely the NP
focus, and its 6-position. However, under this
subextraction structure, no feature sharing takes

place in the raised position of this focused NP.
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Therefore, the NP focus does not get frozen.
Consequently, a wh-phrase in the NP focus,
which is on the phase edge, can be extracted.
The validity of the substitution structure for
DP/NP clefts and my suggestion regarding the
focus NP in the raised position being unfrozen

will be discussed in detail in Section 3.

2.2 Adjunction Structure for PP Clefts

Next, let us consider the structure of PP clefts.
I claim that unlike DP/NP clefts, PP clefts
This
proposal is supported by the fact that PPs cannot

cannot have the substitution structure.

be the head of restrictive relative clauses.
(18a—d) indicate that only nominals can be the
The
underlined part is supposed to be the head of the

head of English restrictive relatives.

relative clause.

(18) a. Peter put it under the table where I had

put it earlier.?

b. *Bill was drunk which was disgusting.

c. *John answered the question politely
which I thought was how he should
have answered it.

d. *The cheese was bought by John which
(Fabb 1990: 60)

was fortunate.

The

restrictive

derive
the

substitution  structure can

relative  clauses. Hence,
unavailability of PP relative heads provides
plausible support for the argument that PP clefts
cannot have the substitution structure.

Further, I suggest that PP clefts create the
“adjunction” structure for their focalization. Let
us examine (19), which involves PP in the focus
position. This PP cleft is derived as in (20).
(19) It was [with a picture]; that he decorated

his door .



(20) [rp it wasy [vp tv [Focr [pp_With a picture] [cp

[pp_with a

picture]; C <roc>
MATCHING <+voc>
that [tp he decorated his door #]]]]]

The <+Foc> feature on the C head in the
presuppositional clause attracts the PP with a
picture to the Spec-CP. The focused element
adjoined, namely base-

top of the

with a picture is

generated, in the FocP on

presuppositional CP.
element and the raised PP in the left-edge of the

The adjoined focus

presuppositional
The adjoined focus PP is identified
with the raised PP in the embedded Spec-CP by
this Matching operation.?

On the basis of this Matching model, let us

clause form the Matching

relation.

examine (10a), reproduced here as (21), which
involves wh-movement from the focus PP in the

it-cleft.

(21) *Who; was it [with a picture of #]; that he
decorated his door #?
(22) [cp C <+wh> [r1p it wasy [vp ty [Focp [pp_With

a picture of who] [cr [pp_with a picture of

WhOI,' C <roc>
MATCHING <ivoc- = Frozen
that [tp he decorated his door #]]]]]]

As discussed in (20), the adjoined focus PP in
FocP and the raised PP in the embedded
Spec-CP enter into the Matching relation.
These PPs are identified under the Matching
relation and share the feature <+FOC>. [ argue
that this feature sharing via Matching makes the
raised PP frozen, and the wh-phrase cannot be
If who

extracted from the PP in Spec-CP, this extraction

extracted from the raised PP. is
yields violation of the Freezing Principle/

Criterial Freezing. Should the wh-phrase be
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extracted from this raised PP, it would involve
dislocation from the adjunct and interfere with
violation of the adjunct condition.

Let us suppose that there is another derivation
for the extraction of the wh-phrase. Since the
PP focus in the phase-edge of the presuppo-
sitional clause is frozen, let us assume that who
in the adjoined PP in FocP is subextracted.

This extraction is represented in (23).

(23) [CP C <4+wh> [TP it wasy [VP ty [FocP IPP with

a picture of;whol [cp [pp_with a picture of

WhOIi C <+FOC> I I
MATCHING <yroc>- = Frozen

that [tp he decorated his door #]]]]]]

Given this wh-extraction, it would not cause a
Freezing violation. However, this extraction
from the adjoined PP would result in the lack of
identity with the matched PP in Spec-CP.
Hence, this alternative derivation is not allowed

either.

3. Similarity between English DP/NP Clefts
and English Restrictive Relatives

In Section 2, I argued that English DP clefts
create the substitution structure. This means
that English DP clefts show the same syntactic
behavior as restrictive relatives.
I shed

effects and investigate the similarity between

In this section,

light on reconstruction/connectivity

these two constructions.

English restrictive relatives show reconstruc-
tion/connectivity effects regarding Condition A
of binding theory and idiom chunks. Consider

the following:

(24) a. The portrait of himself; that John; painted

is extremely flattering.



b. The interest in each other; that John
and Mary; showed was fleeting.
(Schachter 1973: 32-33)
(25) a. The headway that we made was
(Brame 1968)
b. The careful track that she’s keeping of

satisfactory.

her expenses pleases me.
(Schachter 1973: 32)

The promotion/head-raising of the relative
head creates a movement chain between the
relative head and its gap, enabling reconstruction
of the head.
relative head directly moves to Spec-CP that

In this substitution structure, the

appears as the complement of D. That is, the
relative head in the 6-position is “promoted” to
the external head position. This syntactic chain
enables the reconstruction of the relative head.
However, English restrictive relatives do not
effects

show reconstruction/connectivity

regarding Condition C of binding theory.
Consider the examples in (26).
(26) a. the picture of Bill; that he; likes
(Munn 1994: 402)
b. The accident of John;’s that he; will
never forget is the one that affected him,

first. (Cecchetto 2005: 26)

The Matching structure is proposed for those
relative clauses that do not show reconstruction/
connectivity effects. In this structure, the
relative head is not directly moved to the
external head position. The Matching relation
between the external relative head and the raised
element in the left-edge of the relative clause
guarantees the identification of these two
elements. Since the external head and its
0-position are not linked by a syntactic chain,

reconstruction in the relative clause is not
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possible in Matching relative clauses (Sauerland
2000, Aoun and Li 2003, Cecchetto 2003, etc.).*

Let us now examine reconstruction effects
for DP/NP clefts.
that DP/NP

connectivity effects.

The examples in (27) reveal

clefts show reconstruction/

27) a.
b.

It is herself; that Mary; trusts the most.
It was a picture of herself; that Mary;
(Kiss 1998: 259)
c. It’s careful track that she’s keeping of
(Reeve 2012: 47)

gave to John.

her expenses.

The presence of reconstruction/connectivity
effects for DP/NP clefts supports the analysis
presented here: They create the substitution

structure.’

4. Conclusion

I have argued that the presence or absence of
Freezing effects between DP/NP clefts and PP
clefts depends on the differences in their syntac-
DP/NP clefts are derived by the

substitution structure: The NP focus directly

tic structures.

moves to Spec-CP that is the complement of D
by promotion/head-raising. In this respect, DP
The

substitution structure enables subextraction from

clefts are a sort of ‘“relative clause.”

the focus NP, since no feature sharing takes
place in the edge position of the CP phase.

On the other hand, PP clefts cannot make a
substitution structure but instead create the
“adjunction” structure. PP is attracted by the
<+FOC> feature in C in the presuppositional
clause, and the PP focus is independently
adjoined on top of the embedded CP. These
two PPs enter into Matching relation, and this
Matching operation gets the raised PP frozen.
Consequently, additional extraction from the

raised PP is not allowed by Freezing Principle/



Criterial Freezing. The wvalidity of the

substitution structure for DP/NP clefts is
demonstrated by the presence of reconstruction/

connectivity effects of the focused DP/NP.6

* This is the revised version of a paper presented
at the 38th Conference of the English Linguistic
Society of Japan. I wish to express my gratitude
to the audience at the conference who gave me
invaluable comments, especially Toru Ishii,
Hisatsugu Kitahara, Hiroki Maezawa, Masao
Ochi, Hidekazu Tanaka, and Saeko Urushibara.
All remaining errors are my own. This study is
supported by JSPS Grants-in-Aid for Scientific
Research, Grant Number 18K00553.
NOTES
! The promotion/head-raising analysis of English
restrictive relatives is also suggested by Brame
(1968), Schachter (1973), Vernaud (1974),
Bianchi (1999), Cecchetto (2005), etc.
2 This is deemed grammatical, but the relative
clause takes NP table, not PP under the table, as
its head.
3 The rudiments of this “adjunction” structure
for it-clefts were presented by Chomsky (1977).
Sauerland (2000), Fox (2002), Aoun and Li
(2003), Cecchetto (2005), and others elaborated
this model and suggested this adjunction model
for the structure of relative clauses that show no
reconstruction effects of the relative head. This
elaborated adjunction model is often referred to
as the Matching Analysis.
4 Aoun and Li (2003:110) argue that wh-relatives
also do not show reconstruction/connectivity
effects as in (i a-b). They also propose the
Matching structure for wh-relatives.
(i) a. ??The headway which Mel made was
impressive.
b. ??The careful track which she’s keeping

of her expenses pleases me.
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5 Masao Ochi pointed out the necessity of
showing the lack of reconstruction/connectivity
effects for PP clefts.
clefts is constrained more severely than DP
clefts (Delahunty 1982).

prepared convincing data for the unavailability

The occurrence of PP

Hence, 1 have not

of reconstruction for PP clefts. I leave thorough
analysis of this issue for future research.
¢ Space does not permit me to explain the

possibility of analyzing PP clefts by the

substitution structure. Given that P is a
functional  category for nominals and
[PP-DP-NP] is an Extended Projection

(Grimshaw 2000), PP can be regarded as a phase
(Citko 2014, etc.).
the phase-edge, and then can undergo further

DP can move to Spec-PP,

movement and make a substitution structure.
However, P is stranded in the base position;
hence, PP cannot occur in the focus position in
its derivation.  Thus, PP clefts cannot be

derived by the substitution structure.
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51 AT DRFHIEIZE 5 — B8
(A Consideration of the Diachronic Change in

Quotative Constructions)

/IREEER (Ryoya Kobayashi)
SRR RFRE (Nagoya University)
X—U— N gl HMA, BhFEE B8R, ar—
PEm, fEIE

1. IXC®IZ

U A 22 £ 5 (OISR 30351 A4 3
(Quotative Construction: LLF QC) & MR,
LT, FEEEBFOBENELC TS
(1b) ® & 95 72 31X 51 A A 8] & (Quotative
Inversion) EREZI D, (D)ITBIT DXL IR
TR, QCITHIT HEEIIFEERICAET
Do !

(1) a. “We haven’t had that spirit here since
1969,” the captain said.

b. “We haven’t had that spirit here since

1969,” said the captain.

(Gyoda (1999: 276))

Qciﬁ%;%ﬁgﬁf Bl S, Bl
FED QC LIAIERIZ, SIHANC EGE & BhE A3 #4
f}uj‘é BN 2 g, AFRiC j—éj‘_‘/\xnﬁ
EIZED &L QCITHIERED b BURIEEE
HET, iﬂbﬂ%%%bfwéﬂ\
BT AEEOMEMIIBRIETEICB N T
BZEICADNDMHEATH Y, FIHFGEICB
T VS FBIES R 2% b, QC D
Fi%% IZDWTHL - TV B TR ITIER
7 < ﬁmE%mﬁﬁ#WT T A f

QC
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LTWbbD &5 FOMBLIRY TIXF
TEL 72\, 2R Tl QC DI s Ay ¥ 2 & JiE
Wa—R_2AnbGohizTr —ZICES&H
ST L, FAUTH L TR N EFR O A4 %
AW CHERMBHEZ 5252 L2 HET
%o HARMIZIX, QC Tix., CEAD B AN
T O BEROA L Z 5| & 2 Lo R. B
FBEIE Lic & &vd 18 R LIRRIC R
Wb B O JR TR~ DB & MR FF S
TWbETRET D, b2, BUREGEICRB W
TR ICBIE SN D BIEORMENMEIL, R Ext
RERDAE—DNEDENGENND
EEERT S,

2. a— AT
AEiCIE, 22—/ 2 YCOE, PPCME2,
PPCEME, PPCMBE % IV T L7z =2 —X
ZHEDORERZ TR L, QC OFFHEWMMRITD
WTHBLT %, 3 :~/<X§H§m§ﬂlﬁﬁu\ e
£V SV GEIAD VS FEIENZ /3 TIT > 72,
FI. HREEH S P GRS £ T QC
DA SOV THE 5, £7-. Kemenade
(1997)X?1ﬁscher et al. (2000)23 5 LT\ 5
- ETEREEHIN B W1 TR £ T

%57/735 & R4 AR iéta‘éu%ﬁ:
B DEINTWDH T2, FiEOFEEE % 445
A ERAFTN T TT — & 245 Lic, R
Xy T L OFEFERITFR L LR 2ITRENT
WD, (IEEHTEREI G of], )
BRI S OB TH B,

# 1: OE-#J#H ME @ QC D/E#EH (4 74))

O1/2 | 03 | 04 | Ml | M2
SV| 0 0 0 0 0
VS 1 3 1 16 5
7 2: OE-#J# ME @ QC D/ (fk445)
012 | 03 | 04 | Ml | M2
SV | 2 2 3 10 | 0
VS| 0 4 1 6 0




(2) a. Tacob, cwad he.

Jacob, said he.

¢ “Jacob,” said he.’
(cootest,Gen:32.27.1336)

b. Ongitap, mine pa leofestan bearn,

Consider, my the dearest children
cwad Sanctus Isodorus,
said  Saint Isidore

‘ “Consider, my dearest children,” said Saint

Isidore.’
(coverhom,HomU 7 [ScraggVerc 22]:20.2824)
(3) a. Ther he

hear me daughter he

¢ “Listen to me, daughter,” he said.’
(CMHALL127.9)
b.“Where is he?’ said the kyng.

Where is he, said the king

¢ “Where is he,” said the king.’
(CMMALORY,3.64)

me dohter seio.

said

F1ER2PRT LT, FFFITDRNET
I$H D5, QC I HFEM N HREIZAFAEL T
u\f::é:ﬁx/\ﬁ 5, Flo, X<@mbntTng
T i SEE S B W R SEEE ) O BRI
@Jﬂ%gfﬁ%(Verb Second: LT V2)H3 8]
LHINDH, TSN, VS FEIEAZ <
RohdeExbhbd, & 0bi), ZEEN4
A TCH HGAEITIE. VS FRIEO L3 BIEE S
ﬂé’kﬁ@ﬁkbf%%ﬁ%é ZzD—J
ENRAFICTh DAL, VS FEIA
ti?@<\ VBRSNS Z LNy
Mo
I, BT RFEHI LI D QC DA A
3 LR AITTT, @IXBRMPIEEHS
DB, GPEHVHLERIEFE- S OB, (6)i%
BHLERIGES NS OBITH D,

7 3: % ME LD QC oA E (4 504)

M3 M4 El

E2
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SV 0 1 1 0
VS 16 205 46 98

E3 L1 L2 L3
SV 0 0 0 8
VS 18 12 71 44
& 4: %W ME LD QC D AR E (R4 5)

M3 M4 El E2
SV 1 5 1 6
VS 48 7 91 90

E3 L1 L2 L3
SV 11 24
VS 58 18
(4) “Per haue I ben,” seyd pe preste,

There have Ibeen said the priest
 “I have been there,” said the priest.’

(CMKEMPE,58.1300)
(5) a. But only he would be mayster of his
horsses, the Scripture sayeth,
(LATIMER-E1-H,32L.240)
b. Are you my uncle? sayes Will.
(ARMIN-E2-H,43.304)
(6) a. ‘Jump in,” Fleetwood said to his man.
(MEREDITH-1895,19,162.648)
b. “He must be a first-rater,” said Sam.
(DICKENS-1837,546.56)

F3ERADRTLILOIC, QCITHBWTIL,
B GEEHILIRE & VS § llﬁﬁx{ﬁ%f&;é z
& 235312 % . Haeberli and Thsane (2016)(Z

&L BEADEITEEA~OBEIL 15 ﬁma# B
MOFIR UMD, 18 il ficiik Lz, L
ML, 2200RNPLH BN K T, B
FECHEICBIZE SIS SV ERIEN QC IZdk 0
THIMLARD 5 D13, BT AESEEHIZ A -
ThHThHDH, ZOFEEL HIrEE~OH)
FRBEIER L & &vd 18 HALLIRRIC R
WTH, QCIZBWTIEZENAREF ST
HTEEREELTWVD,



3. QC BT HBFDOEKDO AL L B
BE)

AHEITIE, QC TR EFEE & 5 A
DEIRIZHONWTELRET 5, A TlL. Gyoda
(199912, QC (28T % Bl ix Bh#h

have <° be 72 & & [RIFRIZERAIZERN 29D 12

TICBERRECTH D ERET 5. NH (1979)
W2 XL, QC IZHIN S EE X [say o] & W
I EREHEZ D, 1 G5 Clsay o] D E KA
FTEF L, [sayta]D D HO a DFRYOE
RO A% Fe B O 2 FEIC TSNS, 2
ZCIEANE (1979256, R % Rl #%H
ZR2 EFEKFT H, ZS5IIRI & RICHEES
NHEGEOBAEKGFZ R LI D TH D,

5. HARITEFED QC ([ZHLN 2 5

R1 | answer, declare, demand, explain, insist,
promise, recommend, suggest, whisper,

etc.

burp, giggle, groan, growl, laugh, shriek,

sigh, sing, sob, weep, etc.

R2 (2SN D EhEL, FEETAZTDOH D
ENTEHERNTE O 72 W BENF] T D A3, 5
RIS B REE OEENERER T Z &
DAFETH D, AR TIL, Gyoda (199921
VY, QC TIHCEHD B AN X - T say D
BRAMRESND LIREL, ZORERE LT,
B O BRA AL X, 2 O&RBNLEEE O
BEMBRZMET 5 & ) ERer&Elc
L TWD EEET S, 28 TOa—/32
FAAEN R LTV D K DI, i EEED BB
FEICE D E T, QC XA U TIFEIE Lt
TWHZ L, BEWsay CFOMFEN B DA
BIZQCIZBWTHWLNTE I L 2% E
T2 ZOREFERZ LD THDL LE X
5. £l ZOHTEXT) E@)ITRE D B
2L > TRERIC S R s L,

(7) a.
b. *He giggled, “Cochon.”
(NH (1979: 24))
(8) a. “He worked hard,” Madame Volet said
and giggled.
b. “He worked hard,” Madame Volet giggled.
(NH (1979: 24))

He giggled and said, “Cochon.”

(Ta, B)DRFELATET & 510, BIEAIASHTTE &
NTWRWGA . B giggle (X HM T HA)
EREICE D 2 ENTET, say BNEHMIIC
WMHETHDHZ ENDND, —J7, (8a, b)Dxt
HART LI, I HAIRRTE STV DY
alE. giggle 7217 THRBATRETH Y | say D
ARIZFBRI TRV, a— AR ENGH
DN T —H E R THD L HIGEN G F
FREH £ T, QC IZHLN S EhEI T A b B
M 72BN T 5 say O DHFED A TH
o7z, L L, #IHEARSSEE2 5 R I25
SN DB 2 12 QC I LIRS, 1
HEEREGEICII R IS 28 A 5
B, AL T 5 BEE OFEN KISIZEE N 5,
F 6Tz — APENLE LN QCITAK
TOEF AR LI LIZBDT
H5H, DL —"ZPFENLE LN BER
BlTh D,

7% 6: QC |28 2 i o ) 284k

OE cwebpan (say), secgan (say)

ME seien (say), quethen (quote), crien
(cry)

EModE | say, quoth, cry, answer, tell, reply

LModE | say, cry, answer, tell, reply, inquire,
interpose, add, ask, sigh, exclaim,
explain, murmur, repeat, resume,

observe, rejoin, venture, whisper ...

etc.
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(9) a. “You see how these fellows drink, and
smoke, and roar,” replied Mr Pickwick.
(DICKENS-1837,547.72)




b. “I only wish she could help looking like a
girl of seventeen,” sighed Mrs. Curtis.

(YONGE-1865,172.348)

c. “This comes of being the youngest of the
family,” observed Colin meditatively.

(YONGE-1865,177.485)

L7eRoT, ZThHOHFEFEL, SCHHICAET
55| HANZ & > THION D say D EBROIRE
D, BN REGEM S ST 2 & R
LTWbEEZD, UEoiEmaslsEx, A
FECI%, QCIZHIT HEE O HTHIE~D
s 18 AR b B SN D Dl 5IHA)
DHTE I X 2 BRI O Bk o 7 b 23 % 3T
RIEGEINCE Z 722 LN T D & TE
T2,

4. QC DR

ATl i CoEmr s E 27~ LT,

QC DYRAEITHKT L TR/ N EFRO M A &
THERMA A 52 5, £ HRENNS
FIHI R BEES £ TO QC DOIRAEZE0)NIRT,

(10) “Quote” + Verb + Subject
a. [v+p Subjjie; v* [ve V Quote ]
b. [cp C [rpSubjip] Trueiere; [y+p Quote [yxp foubj V
[vp tv tQuote 1111
c. [cp Quote V [rp Subjiie] tviue]
tsbj v [vp v tQuote 11111

[EPP] [v*P fQuote [v*p

F9°. (10a)lZRTv¥P 7 = A XIZBWT, i
REDS VP FREENC 5 A A EY R DO A IS

nENFE NS, S AT v*@?ﬁﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁ
(Edge Feature: UL | EF)(Chomsky (2008))(Z &
S TEF S, vP ORIGIZBEITH, 2D
BENc LV, sl AATissE A mlEd 5 2 LI
20, ROCP 7 =24 RZBNWTHT 7k A
AREL 725, WIZ. (10b)WIAR T CP 7 = A R
IZBWT T OFF ORI FTRE7R @ FE([ue])
DEFEOFFOMEIRFIEE e o FME(lip]) & 2L
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BAEO T CRMEREZITO, ZORE. TD
FEO[ue Il & 1 5- X, EERFCHIBR S
5o D%, TEEN. T OFF-> EPP EME &l
o372l TP feESICBET 5, £ LT,
(10c) IR T K 912, v¥P DERIGIINLET D 5l
HAL C OFF> EF ICk > THEF S, CP
REMSICBET 5, 2 BicEkLIZL DI,
AR & W EE £ TUE V2 3B
SNbHld, BiEXEETEREICEY C F
TBET 5, RRROIREBELZZRT, [5H
) - BhEE - R OFIEFEIENIRE SN D,
% 2 TRIEFBHIRATOLGEICBIT S
FEIEE VS GRIED /N =—3 3 2D
“Cii Kemenade (1997)IZ9EV>, X4 Gl E)
PN 2 85ETH D ERE L, Z ORI
u% Ko THENEDBENAAT D & FET
%o bbb, (IDCRTE I ﬁ%ﬂz
FENENE O LN AT AR SV FENE(CS.
(1) AN AT I3 4UE VS FEIE(CS. (11b))
DIRESND Z L2725,

(11) a. [cp Quote Pro-V [tp fsubjlig) tViuel[EPP]
[P fQuote [v*P fsubj 2v [vp v fQuote 1]11]
b. [cp Quote V-Pro [rp 1subj [ip] {V[ue][EPP]

[V*P tQuote [V*P tsubj tv [VP tv tQuote ]]]]]

AT B WP SeaE )~ B WL AAOEEE T £
TO QC DIRAE%E(12)I27~r7, Fischer, et al.
(2000), Haeberli and Thsane (2016)(Z LAUIX, %
WP SRR V2 BIRITHAR LT, LTeds-
T, ENLEOBEE OBENEIT C TIEAR< T
Th o,

(12) “Quote” + Verb + Subject
a. [w+p Subjjie) V [ve tv Quote ]
b. [cp C [1p Viueierr] [v+» Quote [v+xp Subj ty
[ve tv fQuote ]]]11]
c. [cp Quote C [1p Viue]
tv [ve tv tquote 11111

[EPP] [V*P tQuote [v*P Sub]



(10) & [AERIZ, v¥P 7 = A RIZEBIT HIRAEIT
(12a)D X 912725, Z Z TlX, Alexiadou and
Anagnostopoulou (1998)<° Tanaka (2002){Z7€
VN, BEAR T O REREIL. VO T ~DE
TERRBENC L - T T OFfF> EPP #HME Al
T ENTELEWIREERRAT S, &
DIREHED &, (12)TiX, T DFF> EPP #
PER V O T ~OBERIBENC X - Tz &
o7, FENEEARMEBEBICEEDLZ &
WAREL 70D, ZD7=H, (12b)IITBW T, v*
IALET D VIE T ~EBEEMICEEIT 5 —
AR E LTORFES SV EFRIL vP OFR
EFOMNBEIIRE T D, L7eh->T, V2 3
LHVHEK LT 15 HACLABRIL, BhEAA C £ C
BEIL72< &b, RS RN EIZERE
THIEIZE ST VSBIENIRAES LD,
BRI BT REGEEHILARE D QC DIRA
IZOWTELET D, (13)1% SV FEIHDIRA.
(14)IX VS ZBEDOIRAETH D, *

(13)  [cr Quote C [1p(Subjio) Viseyepp) [+
tQuote [v*r-S8Biip) v [vP v tQuote |]]1]
[cp Quote C [rp Subjiig) ViuelEre) [1+p

tquote [v+# Subjlig) tv [ve tv tquote 11111

(14

Fischer et al. (2000)<° Nawata (20009)D #1%%
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D o FMHITEBIT L —BEMEOK, EFEN
TP {EEEH~BEN T 5 Z L BLET D,
BT AR TEFEI D> & A E O BN 23 81 52
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- 3IBE LICER LR OREKRA ML
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LIS V8 T & CREMICREIT5 Z L2
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D= —zHIER L., TTALE TH 5 v¥P FEEHD
IZALE T 2 ERED 2 E— N EF RIS W
TREMFLE L THRIIND Z LI > TR
AEEND, TO—J7 T VP IRERICALE
D EFEO A B —=2HIERSh, TP FEEEICHE
B L7cFFEO a B — N EHREM TR E SR
ELTEIINDGAITIE, SV GBIESIRAE S
s, °

I BURSGEE IR W TRRBE 3 B T
Ko, A5 bn o4 EEEED QC
IZBIT D VS FBIEICOWCH#mT 5, AFET
Id. Diesing (1992)? Mapping Hypothesis % £
ML EEARNEIIRE S 2 EEICEZR D
DR _EDRENN D | RFE O T 23535 A
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(15) a. ?2”’Don’t snore,” pleaded they.
b. ??7“I’ve lost my key,” said he.
(Collins and Branigan (1997: 7))
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baS
VIR Z A D ST, IS B OISR L D
REA TR DD, ZHOIIERD TS
[ZEENR,
(1) a. “In those days”, Sue admitted, “we were
heavily in debt.”
(Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 1027))
b. Asked Harry: “When on earth will the
fishing begin again?”

(Collins and Branigan (1998: 10))
2QC DJELIFEZEIZ DOV TH > TV D HAT
FSEIZ-DU N Tl Cichosz (2019) % 2 FE,
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50-1920).
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1. Introduction

This paper aims to provide a new theoretical
account of the following three characteristics of
the English cognate object (CO) construction in
the framework of Generative Lexicon proposed
by Pustejovsky (1995).

(1) a. Only unergative verbs can appear in the
CO construction.
b. In the CO construction, the object must
be a cognate of the verb.
c. In the CO construction, the object needs
a modifier.

We will argue that these characteristics can be
explained in terms of the well-formedness
conditions for deriving this construction via
co-composition between verbs and their COs.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2
summarizes the three characteristics of the CO
construction in (1). After reviewing the semantic
transformation operation called co-composition
in section 3, we apply it to the derivation of the
CO construction in section 4. Section 5 gives an
elucidation of the three characteristics in (1).
Section 6 is the conclusion.
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2. Characteristics of the CO Construction

We begin by defining the CO construction
discussed in this paper. In particular, we first
need to differentiate the following three similar
constructions.

(2) True CO Construction
a. Mary laughed a hearty laugh.
b. John slept a sound sleep.
(3) Transitivising Object (TO) Construction
a. Sue sang a charming song.
b. Sam danced a merry dance.
(4) Adverbial CO Construction
a. The tree grew a century’s growth within
only ten years.
b. The stock market dropped its largest
drop in three years today.

Massam (1990) argues that the true instance of
CO construction is (2), where unergative verbs
take their COs in object position, as distinct
from the construction in (3), where transitive
verbs happen to co-occur with their COs (see
also Macfarland (1995)). In (4), unaccusative
verbs appear to take their COs, but according to
Nakajima (2006), they occupy adjunct position
rather than object position.!

As we will see below, only the construction
in (2) exhibits all the characteristics in (1). First,
as shown in (5) and (6), only unergative verbs,
not unaccusative verbs, can appear in the CO
construction.?

(5) a. Bill sighed a weary sigh.
(Jones (1988: 89))
b. John screamed a terrifying scream.
(Moltmann (1989: 300))
c. Dorothea smiled a wicked smile.
(Massam (1990: 161))



d. Bob grinned a sideways grin.
(Kuno and Takami (2004: 105))
(6) a. *The glass broke a crooked break.
b. *The actress fainted a feigned faint.
c. *She arrived a glamorous arrival.
d. *The apple fell a smooth fall.

(Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995: 40, 148))

From contrasting these examples, Massam
(1990), Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995), and
Macfarland (1995), among others, have argued
that the CO construction serves as a diagnostic
for the unergative-unaccusative distinction.

Second, the object in the CO construction
must be a noun phrase that is cognate with the
verb. As shown in (7), noun phrases of different
etymology from the verb cannot be an object in
this construction.

(7) a. *He laughed a cynical grin.
b. *The dog howled fierce barks.
c. *Ellen sneezed a dry cough.
(Kuno and Takami (2004: 117))

The TO and adverbial CO constructions are
different from the true CO construction in that
they allow objects that are not cognate to the
verb, as shown in (8) and (9).

(8) a. Sue sang {a lullaby/the part of Carmen}.
b. Sam danced {a jig/a piece from Swan
Lake/something involving lots of

(b. from Jones (1988: 89))
trunk grew a century’s

pirouettes}.

(9) a. The
expansion within only ten years.

b. The stock market dropped 250 points

today. (Nakajima (2006: 676))

tree

Third, the object in the CO construction
needs a modifying phrase, such as an adjective.
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As shown in (10), COs without modifiers are
basically unacceptable.

(10) a. *Willy sneezed a sneeze.
b. *Neil laughed a laugh.
c. *The actress smiled a smile.
(Rice (1988: 209))

Again, the TO construction differs from the true
CO construction in that it does not require a
modifying phrase for the object (e.g. Sue sang a
song./Sam danced a dance.).

In summary, it can be seen that only the true
CO construction has all the characteristics in (1),
so this paper will focus on this construction and
discuss its derivation.

3. Co-composition

Co-composition is a generative device for
lexical creativity postulated in Pustejovsky’s
(1995) Generative Lexicon framework. It is at
work through the derivation of syntactic phrases,
where multiple elements within a phrase behave
as functors, generating non-lexicalized sense for
the words in composition.

For example, the verb bake, which is
originally a change of state verb as in (11a), can
be co-composed with the object cake in (11b) to
generate a creation sense.

(11) a. John baked the potato.
b. John baked a cake.

According to Pustejovsky (1995), in order for
co-composition to take place, the relation called
cospecification must be established between the
words to be composed. Suppose that the qualia
structures of bake and cake are (12) and (13),
respectively.



(12) bake
QUALIA = state_change_Icp
FORMAL = bake_result (€2, y)
AGENTIVE = bake_act (el, X, y)
(13) cake
QUALIA=CONST =y
FORMAL = x
TELIC =eat (2, z, X)
AGENTIVE = bake_act (e1, w, y)

Here, bake and cake can be co-specified in the
agentive role of each qualia structure. In this
situation, the function application with qualia
unification in (14) may be applied instead of the
usual one (Pustejovsky (1995: 124)).

(14) For two expressions a, of type <a,b>, and 3,
of type a, with qualia structures QS. and
QS;g, respectively, if there is a qualia value
shared by o and B, then we can define the
qualia unification of QS, and QSg, QS, II
QS;g, as the unique greatest lower bound of
these two qualia structures.

The
semantic representation at the VP level that is

result of co-composition involves a
identical in structure to the lexical form for a

creation verb as in (15).

(15) bake a cake
EVENSTSTR = E1=el: process
E2 = e2: state
RESTR = <«
ARGSTR = ARG = x: animate_ind
ARG2 =y: artifact
D-ARG1 = w: material
QUALIA = create_lcp
FORMAL = exist (€2, y)
AGENTIVE = bake_act (el, x, w)
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What this analysis suggests is that the conflated
sense for the verb bake exists only phrasally, and
only co-compositional operations can consist of
the underlying sense of the verb to give rise to
the new interpretation.

4. Derivation of the CO Construction

Now we apply this generative operation to
the derivation of the CO construction.

To begin with, it should be noted that the CO
construction has similarities in meaning with the
light verb construction (see Quirk et al. (1985),
Macfarland (1995), and Huddleston and Pullum
(2002)). In fact, many CO constructions can be
paraphrased into light verb constructions without
changing their cognitive meaning.

(16) a. Marcy had a wonderful dream.
(cf. Mary dreamt a wonderful dream.)
b. Charlie gave his son a wry smile.
(cf. Charlie smiled his son a wry smile.)
c. | take a deep breath and try to relax.
(cf. I breathe a deep breath and try to
relax.)  (Hoche (2009: 231, 244, 248))
What this means is that the object in the CO
construction is an event nominal that describes
the process of an event. By definition, the event
expressed by an event nominal occurs when the
action represented by the verb from which it is
derived is performed, so the same agentive role
is necessarily defined for both the verb and the
noun derived from it. For example, the lexical
semantic representations of the verb laugh and
the noun laugh can be described as follows.

(17) laugh (verb)
EVENTSTR = E1 = el: process
ARGSTR = ARG1 = x: human
QUALIA = AGENTIVE = laugh_act (e, x)



(18) laugh (noun)
QUALIA = FORMAL =Yy: event
AGENTIVE = laugh_act (e, X)

In short, the verb and the object in the CO
construction are always in such a semantic
relationship that allows for co-composition.
When co-composition applies, the verb phrase
forms a structure that contains the same lexical
conceptual paradigm as a creation verb, as in
(29).

(19) laugh a laugh
EVENSTSTR = E1=el: process
E2 = e2: state
RESTR = <o«
ARGSTR = ARGL1 = x: human
ARG2 =y: event
QUALIA = create_lcp
FORMAL = exist (e2, y)
AGENTIVE = laugh_act (e1, x)

A direct consequence of this analysis is that CO
is schematically a resultant object that results
from the action denoted by the verb (Quirk et al.
(1985), Macfarland (1995), Kuno and Takami
(2004), Nakajima (2006)). In fact, as shown in
(20) and (21), COs cannot be pronominalized in
the same way as ordinary resultant objects, on
the grounds that the same event never happens
twice, nor can they be modified by definite
articles, since resultant objects must not be
definite.

(20) *John smiled a smile then Mary smiled it.
(cf. *John baked a cake and then | baked it.)
(Massam (1990: 181))
(21) *John screamed {this scream/every scream

we heard today}. (Moltmann (1989: 301))
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Thus, by considering that the CO construction is
derived via co-composition between verbs and
their COs, the semantics of this construction can
be well captured.

5. Elucidation of the three characteristics

Given the derivation described in section 4,
we can now understand the three characteristics
of the CO construction listed in (1).

First, in order for co-composition between
verbs and their COs to take place, object
position must be syntactically vacant for the
verb’s non-lexicalized object: hence (1a). In the
CO construction, the verb and its CO constitute
a regular VP that is subject to though-attraction,
as in (22a), and VVP-preposing, as in (22b).

(22) a. Smile a happy smile though Chris did,

(everyone could see that her happiness
(Macfarland (1995: 103))
b. 1 wanted Chris to smile a happy smile

was forced).

that day, and smile a happy smile she did
that way. (Macfarland (1995: 104))
In addition, as shown in (23), the verb and its
CO must be adjacent to each other to allow for
the function application given in (14).

(23) a. Let Ben run (*quickly) a little run.
b. Ben sneezed (*that way) a glorious
sneeze. (Massam (1990: 166))
Second, in order for co-composition to apply,
there must be cospecification between verbs and
their COs. Therefore, they must be cognate so
that they share the same agentive role in their
qualia structure: hence (1b). A piece of evidence
that semantic composition between verbs and
objects has accomplished in the CO construction
is the constraint that the personal pronoun of the



object, if any, must be the same as the subject.

(24) Gabriel sneezed {a/his/*her} hefty sneeze.
(Massam (1990: 173))

In our analysis, COs that specify the content
of the action denoted by the verb (see Omuro
(2000)), such as in (25), are no exception, as the
events expressed by these objects can be thought
of as a proper subset of those expressed by the
main verb (i.e. cackle = laugh in a high-pitched

voice, grin = smile showing one’s teeth).

(25) a. Van Aldin laughed a quiet cackle of
amusement.

(Agatha Christie, The Mystery of the Blue

Train, cited in Omuro (1990: 76))

b. “Let’s wipe our brows and smile a

graduation grin,” said Ms. Ator of
Reisterstown.

(T. W. Waldron, The Baltimore Sun,

cited in Macfarland (1995: 90))

Thus, even in these examples, the agentive roles
of the verb and the object are the same, and we
can assume that the specific manners of action
defined the
constitutive role of each object noun.

(underlined above) are in

Finally, in order for co-composition to occur,
there must be a linguistic reason (i.e. motivation)
for it to occur. As we can see from (19), the
event type of the verb phrase laugh a laugh is
exhaustive ordered overlap (<o) of “process”
and “state.” This is essentially the same as
“process” alone expressed by the verb laugh in
(17); laughing for ten minutes is semantically
equivalent to making a laugh for ten minutes.
Therefore, if there is no modifier on the CO, the
CO construction is worthless in terms of the

principle of economy: hence (1c).
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Importantly, as shown in (26), modifiers of a
CO do not have to be adjectives, as long as the
principle is respected.

(26) a. She smiled a smile without humor.
(Horita (1996: 235))
b. Amy smiled a smile to examine closely
(Massam (1990: 179))
¢. He smiled what | thought was a cynical
(Kuno and Takami (2004: 118))

in the mirror.

smile.

Also, if the absence of modification has special
significance, the CO without a modifying phrase
seems still acceptable.

(27) As he knew it must be another bibliophil he
said nothing but smiled a smile.
(Omuro (2004: 146))

In (27), by contrasting with he said nothing in
the preceding context, it is interpreted that the
smile he gave was totally unremarkable. Our
analysis can also provide a plausible explanation
for the acceptability of these examples.

What our analysis implies is that the CO
construction is an expression that focuses on the
situation rather than the occurrence of an event.
Then, it follows that in the CO construction, the
content of the event cannot be asked in what,
(28a), negation does not scope over the action,
(28b), no manner adverbs can be added, (28c),
and speaker-oriented adjectives cannot be
modifiers of the CO, (28d).

(28) a. *What did Miss Marple smile?
(cf. How did Miss Marple smile?)
(Omuro (1990: 75))
b. #The old man did not smile a happy
smile, that is, he did not smile.
(based on Iwakura (1976))



c. *Tom slept a sound sleep happily.
(Iwakura (1976: 60))
d. *Hans smiled an evident smile.
(cf. Evidently, Hans smiled.)
(Massam (1990: 174))

There is also evidence to suggest that the CO

construction serves as a complement to
adverbial modification of verbs. For example,
(29) shows that manner adverbs cannot be

layered, but modifying phrases on a CO can.

(29) a. *She smiled warmly happily.
(Omuro (1991: 68))
b. She smiled a warm happy smile.

Furthermore, there are examples, such as (30),
where a CO is used to express a situation that
cannot be expressed with an adverb.

(30) a. *He sneezed (most) tremendously.
(Dixon (1991: 125))
b. He sneezed a tremendous sneeze.

In light of these observations, it seems safe to
conclude that COs are richer in modification
function than adverbs to modify unergative
verbs. More specifically, we can even speculate
that the CO construction may have developed
historically to cover those complex modals that
cannot be expressed by adverbs in unergative
sentences.

6. Conclusion

In this paper we have argued that the CO
construction is derived via co-composition
between verbs and their COs. We have shown
that the three characteristics given in (1) can be
accounted for in terms of the well-formedness

conditions for this operation.
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To conclude this paper, let us review the

functional constraints imposed on the CO
construction, as discribed in Kuno and Takami

(2004: 129-130) as follows.

(31) A. In the CO construction,
i. the intransitive verb must represent
an activity or event involving a
temporal process, and
ii. the object NP must represent a
specific state or event that belongs to
the set of the possible states or events
resulting from the activity or event.
B. The CO construction
construction,

is a marked

and its use must be

justifiable;

iii. the speaker’s specific reference to the
state or event represented by the CO
must be either conventionally or
contextually justifiable;

iv. in active sentences, if a CO does not
have a modifier, as in laugh laughs, it
is tautological and therefore, there is

no justification for its use.

Although these constraints accurately describe
the semantic properties of the CO construction,
it has never been explained why such constraints
exist. If the claims in this paper are correct, all
the constraints in (31) can be rationalized, which
means that we now have a better understanding
of the CO construction in English.

* | am grateful to Toshio Hidaka, Kentaro
Nakatani, Yoko Yumoto, and other members of
Kansai Lexicon Project for their valuable
suggestions on earlier versions of this paper. |
also thank the audience at ELSJ 38, especially
Takane Ito and Takeshi Omuro for their helpful

comments. All errors are mine.



NOTES

1 According to Nakajima (2006), adverbial CO
constructions are also possible with unergative
verbs, but in such cases, the modifiers attached
to the CO express adverbial meanings such as
duration, frequency, and extent of the action.

2 The verb die is excluded from the discussion,
since the phrase die a ... death has a different
historical derivation process from other CO
constructions (see Kuno and Takami (2004) for
details).
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(46)a.
b. Mary was given a red bike yesterday.

John gave Mary a red bike yesterday.

c. * The red bike was given Mary yesterday.
(Platzack (2005: 1))
Ich habe den Ménnern den Wagen gegeben.

[American English]
(47)a.
I have the men.DAT the car.ACC given

b. * Die Méanner

the men.NOM is

sind den Wagen gegeben.

the car.ACC given

c. Der Wagen ist den Ménnern gegeben.
the car.NOM is the men.DAT given

(Sprouse (2011: 330))

mannen boken.

[German]
(48)a. Jeghar gitt
I have given man.DEF book.DEF
ble gitt boken.
man.DEF/he.NOM was given book.DEF
ble gitt
book.DEF was given man.DEF/him.ACC
(ibid.: 329)

Mannen/Han
c. Boken mannen/ham.
[Norwegian]
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EREILH LA Z(tucking in)B1EIZ L - T
NEZAfEFF L7 £ £ FinfREHIC BB 5 & &
2D,
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1. Issue and Goal
This of

phenomena involving the plurality of bound

study focuses on two kinds
pronouns. One is dependent plural phenomena
as in (la), where the morphologically plural
bound pronoun they appears to be interpreted as
a singular bound variable, at least in one reading
(1b). The other is partial or split binding as in
(2), in which the pronoun they seems to be
bound by more than one antecedent. Both
examples are taken from Rullmann (2003:
243-244). The indices are shown below simply
to express the intended readings. I do not

presuppose their syntactic representation.

(1) a. All men, think they, are smart.
b. Vx [man(x). x thinks that x is smart]
(2) Every woman; told [her; husband], that

theyi+2 should invest in the stock market.

These examples represent issues that date
back to at least the 1980s. Fruitful discussions
on examples like (1) and (2) can be found in the
literature, such as Higginbotham (1985) and
Partee (1989). However, the past two decades
have in interest for these

seén a surge

phenomena (e.g. Heim (2008), Kratzer (2009),
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Sudo (2014)) largely due to the clarification of
the problem by Rullmann (2003, 2004).

The issue may be summarized as follows. The
most common view for dependent plural facts
like (1) assumes that the bound plural pronoun is
a minimal pronoun. It is born with no ¢-features
such as person, number and gender, and remains
so even at LF. Its ¢-features are transmitted from
its binder by a purely syntactic operation, not
affecting its semantic interpretation (Heim (2008),
Kratzer (1998, 2009)).

Such an assumption seems to correctly
predict the contrast between (3a, b).

(3) a. All men, think they; are the smartest
person in the world.

b. #They are the smartest person in the
world. (Rullmann (2003: 243))

(3b) is infelicitous based on the world
knowledge that there could not be more than one
smartest person in the world. However, when the
same clause is embedded under think as in (3a),
it becomes felicitous. This fact appears to follow
naturally from the minimal pronoun approach:
they in (3a) originates without a number feature
and may be read as a singular variable regardless
of its formally transmitted plural feature.

However, as pointed out by Rullmann (2003),
this approach cannot be extended to split binding
facts like (2). If they in (2) were to be generated
¢-featureless, where would it get its plural
number feature from? Both binders are singular.

It appears that not all variable pronouns are
born as a minimal pronoun; some seem to enter
the derivation with certain features. If so, we
need to consider what kind of features variable
pronouns may start their lives with. Various
studies have proposed alternative or revised

views, but we have yet to reach a consensus.



The goal of this study is to propose a
systematic morphosyntactic account for these
phenomena. The novelty of the analysis lies in
its focus on the indexicality of the bound

pronouns occurring under attitude verbs.

2. Bound We as Multiple-Author We

To begin with, this paper focuses on the
bound we, as seen in (4a), and then extends the
analysis to include they. The conclusion will be
that the bound plural they enters the derivation
with an internal structure that looks like the
structure of certain instances of we.

The first-person plural we normally involves
associative plurality. The plurality of we is
construed differently from that of additive
plurals such as dogs. We usually refers to the
author of the utterance context and some
non-authors. Dogs, in contrast, normally
designates multiple dogs. In fact, the question of
whether we could ever refer to multiple authors
remains controversial to date.

Some linguists argue that the notion of
multiple /s, or multiple-author we, is at least
conceptually plausible (e.g. Cysouw (2003),
Harbour (2016)). They take the choric use of we
(e.g. football fans shouting we are the champions
in synch) as an instance of multiple-author we.
However, the classical view exemplified by Boas
(1911: 39) holds that “A true first person plural
[1+1] is impossible because there can never be
more than one self.” Harley and Ritter (2002)
suggest a similar view that the multiple-author we
is semantically impossible.

I mostly side with the latter classical view
and do not consider the choric we as an instance
of multiple-author we. This is because, for each
person shouting we in chorus, there is only one
author / and others joining in the shouting. Each

person makes only one utterance, e.g., we re the
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champions, in which we refers to the utterer and
others; no single utterance has we designating
multiple authors.

However, there are certain
environments—which, to my knowledge, have
not been covered in the literature—where the
multiple-author we seems both semantically and
syntactically feasible. This occurs in certain
structural positions, including inside clauses
embedded under attitude or communication
such as think, hope, and tell,

verbs as

demonstrated in (4a).

(4) a. We each/all think we’re the smartest

person in the world.

b. # We’re the smartest person in the
world. (Rullmann (2004: 161))

I assume that the embedded we in (4a) is an
instance of multiple-author we, but the matrix we
in (4a, b) is an associative-plural we. The contrast
in the felicitousness between (4a) and (b) arises
from the different kind of we appearing in each
example. Roughly, the multiple-author we
represents a plurality of authors in a plurality of
attitude contexts, while the associative we
designates the author and others in a single
context. I follow Schlenker (2003) in assuming
attitude verbs as quantifiers over contexts, where
each context determines an author, a time, and a
world (and sometimes an addressee) of thought,
belief or utterance. The multiple-author we may
occur felicitously only in attitude complements
that describe the attitudes of multiple attitude
holders in multiple contexts. Root clauses do not
allow multiple-author we because they describe
an attitude of the author of the actual utterance, in
which there could not be more than one author.
Thus, we in (4b) could only be an associative

plural.



(4b) is infelicitous because it denotes a set of
propositions which contradict one another. The
we in (4b) is an associative we, as diagramed in
(5a) with a denotation (5b). (4b) describes a
situation where person a, who is a member of we,
is the smartest; person b, another member of we,
is the smartest; person ¢, yet another member of
we, is the smartest; and so on. This brings about
a contradiction because if person @, who may be
the author, is the smartest, another person cannot
be the smartest person in a single context (¢’

stands for the actual utterance context).

(5) a. Associative we

-

context a=c”

(T a (author)

b. [Associative we]"
= a plurality of individuals inclusive of

the author of ¢* in c*.

In contrast, (4a) with a multiple-author we
describes a situation where each member of we
is thinking /’m the smartest person. The minimal
pronoun approach appears to account for this
fact, but the present multiple-author view,

illustrated in (6a, b), also predicts the same fact.

(6) a. Multiple-author (additive) we

-

T author |context a=c*

T author context b
Rauthor | context ¢ il

\

AR
[ENON
1y

b. [Multiple-author we]©
= the authors of Cin C.
The multiple-author we quantifies over

multiple authors of distinct contexts, such as
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contexts a, b, and c. It designates a cumulation
of authors in multiple contexts. Crucially, this
does not give rise to a contradictory reading
since there is only one person who is the
smartest in each self-ascriptive thought context.
Nevertheless, it involves a semantic plurality in
that of

author-context pairs; the plural feature of the

it quantifies over pluralities
bound we in (4a) is not semantically null, nor is
it just formally transmitted from its antecedent.

I must mention that the view represented in
(6a, b) directly builds on LaTerza, Chacon,
Johnson, Kramer, and Rood (2014), who present
the denotation of the Amharic plural shifted
indexical in a sentence like (7) as “the authors of

C” (p. 267).

@) it u-wotft-u
candidate-PL-DEF
inn-aln f-all-dn al-u
1PL-win.IMPF-AUX-1PL say.PF-3PL
‘[ The candidates]; said that WE; will win.’
(LaTerza et al. (2014: 259))

The multiple-author view partially solves the
question of why (8) may not denote the same
meaning as (4a). In addition, sentences like (9)
pose a puzzle for the minimal pronoun approach
since there is no plural antecedent; but it is
unproblematic in the present framework because
we in (9) is taken to be a plural in its own right,

for being a multiple-author we.

(8) We all think I’m the smartest.
(9) Al and I both believed we were going to be
elected president. (Rullmann (2004: 161))

3. Extension to They
This section extends the multiple-author

view of we to the third-person plural they. Since



the early works on such as

Higginbotham (1985) and Heim, Lasnik, and

May (1991), we have known that some instances

binding,

of bound third-person plurals, such as they in our
first example (la), involve indexicality—the
first-personness or the second-personness. For
(10)

you-reading, and we-reading of they.

example, allows for an I-reading,

(10) John and Mary told each other that they
should leave. (Heim et al. (1991: 64))

I take the intended reading of (1a)/(3a) to be
analogous to the I-reading of (10), which in turn
that it the

multiple-author reading of the embedded we in

implies is analogous to
(4a). The minimal semantic contrast between we
in (4a) and they in (3a) is that while the former
designates the authors of a plurality of contexts
inclusive of the author of the actual utterance
context, the latter denotes the authors of multiple
contexts exclusive of the author of the actual

context as shown in (11a, b).

(11) a. [Multiple-author we]©
= the authors of C inclusive of the
author of ¢” in C.
b. [Multiple-author they]“
= the authors of C exclusive of the

author of ¢ in C.

4. Indexical Structures of Bound Plurals
Where do the

associative plural readings illustrated in (5a, b)

The next question is:

and the multiple-author readings in (6a, b)/(11a,
b) derive from? My proposal is that they arise
from the internal structure of the pronouns.

First, building on the research of Vassilieva
(2005), I propose (12) as a structure that gives

rise to associative plural readings.
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(12) Associative plural we/they
DP

yd
NumP
DO

AUTHOR
(SG)
Num® NP
PL \
NO

+human group

According to Vassilieva, associative plurals
internally represent at least two nominals: one is
an NP with a non-descriptive [+human] group
reference, ranging over sets of individuals
including both singletons and non-singletons.
The other nominal is a Spec DP nominal, which
specifies the group’s most salient member,
contributing to narrowing down the range of sets
of individuals. More precisely, (12) exemplifies
the structure of the exclusive associative we (i.e.
we excluding the addressee) with the author at
Spec DP as the most salient member of the
group. The Spec DP nominal semantically
behaves like a prenominal possessive; as a result,
the entire associative DP is interpreted as an
author’s group. This properly captures the
meaning of exclusive associative we and they
which refer to the author and some others of a
relevant context.

Extending these notions, I propose that the
multiple-author readings (6a, b) and (11a, b),
available for the embedded we in (4a) and for

they in (1a) and (3a) arise from structure (13).

(13) Multiple-author we/they
DP

e
NumP
DO

AUTHOR
(PL)
Num® NP
SG [

NO
+human group
In contrast to (12), this structure has a plurality of
authors at Spec DP and a singleton NP, which is
reflected in the singular feature on Num. While it

may not make sense to have a plurality of salient



members for a singleton, this captures the notion
shown in (6a, b). The entire DP picks out a single
individual from each context, yet a cumulation of
contexts amounts to designating a plurality of
individuals. In a sense, the notion is analogous to
the meaning of the reflexive ourself in sentences
like “...we just have to do what’s best for
ourself,” mentioned in Wallenberg (2005: 322).

The core idea is that the plurality and the
indexicality of they are semantically interpreted
due to its internal structure. A variety of
indexical readings associated with the pronoun
they are captured as structural ambiguities.

In this framework, the split bound reading of
(2), repeated here as (14), is assumed to arise
from the internal structure of they as in (15),
which looks like that of the inclusive associative

we, 1.e. we designating I, you and optional others.

(14) Every woman; told [her; husband], that
they+2 should invest in the stock market.

(15) Inclusive associative plural we/they

DP

AUTHOR .~
ADDRESSEE
DO
Num® NP
PL \
NO

+human group

NumP

This study suggests a different view from
some well-known morphosyntactic analyses on
personal pronouns,

Wiltschko (2002), that assume a smaller structure

including Déchaine and

for variable pronouns. However, some pronouns
seem to allow bound readings due to their
indexical structure. Traditionally, indexicals may
be viewed as nonvariables, but since their values
are context-dependent, they covary with the
context when the context behaves like a variable,
typically in the complements of attitude verbs.

This, in effect, creates indexical variables.
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5. Implementation: Why Third-Person?

Then, why is the bound they with an author
feature realized in third person? A crucial notion
here is that the author feature is not equivalent to
the first-person feature. I assume Late Insertion
as in Halle and Marantz (1993); thus what is to
be pronounced as they in the target sentences
enter the derivation with one of the structures in
(12), (13), and (15), though their person (first,
second, or third) is not yet specified.

As in Schlenker (2003),
English-type languages, the author feature is

suggested in
defined as first person, only when it is identified
as the author of the actual utterance context. This
implies that, in elsewhere cases where it is
identified as the author of a shifted nonactual
context, it falls under third person (in contrast to
languages  like =~ Ambharic
(Schlenker (2003)). (16a, b) exemplify the pattern
for English.

context-shifting

(16) a. author+actual context: 1st person

b. author+nonactual context: 3rd person

I assume that a C(omplementizer) head in
the lower CP domain hosts a context parameter
responsible for this person identification process.
I posit two types of context parameters:
Contextﬂzctual (Cx+actual) and Context—actual (Cx-actual)
In canonical root clauses, the C head hosts
Cx+actual

context with coordinates

which defines the actual utterance
such as authore,
addressee.+, time.x, and world+. In embedded

~actual

attitude clauses, C hosts Cx with coordinates

such as author., addressee., time., and world,

(as suggested in Bianchi (2003)). These
coordinates do not necessarily shift in one fell
swoop, requiring additional varieties of

parameters for a more precise picture; however,

for simplicity, I focus only on these varieties here.



I propose (17) as a first approximation. It

derives the multiple-author reading of (1a).

(17) All men, think they, are smart.

———————————————————————————

...think agree — |

[cp Op CO(Cxaetl [1 [ AUTH(PL) DO
[Nump NUm®(SG) [p N]1] are smart]]

The C head with a nonactual context parameter
Cx™ agrees with the Spec node (author) of the
embedded subject DP, determining its person.
Simply put, DPs with an author Spec node are
morphologically realized in third person when

-actual ,

they agree with C hosting Cx™™“; they are
realized in first person when they agree with C
that hosts Cx " (see Matsuda (2019) for related
discussions). (18) represents the derivation of (2)
with a split bound reading. Again, the Spec DP

~actual

node agrees with C with Cx making the

subject appear in the third-person form.

(18) Every woman; told [her; husband], that
theyi» should invest in the stock market.

___________

——— agree |
CO(Cx-aetaly [1p [pp AUTH ADDR DO
[nump Num®(PL) [xp N°]]] should...

___________________

v
[CPOP

The null operator is presupposed for de
selte readings which seem obligatory for the
relevant interpretations. Previous works on de se
attitudes including Chierchia (1990) suggest that
A-abstraction over the subject creates a
property-denoting CP, giving rise to a de se
construal. Slightly revising this approach, I
assume that the de se/te abstraction only targets

the Spec DP node (see Matsuda (2019)).

6. Advantages and Remaining Issues
This study proposed that certain bound

plurals have a structure similar to first-person
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plurals. One advantage of the proposed system is
that it disallows crossed-readings without relying
on multiple indices. In the system, the matrix
argument(s) and the embedded subject are not
bound to each other via the same index/indices.
Their values covary by the matrix subject being
the experiencer of an attitude and the embedded
subject being the author of that attitude; or by the
matrix subject and object being the source and
goal of the reported speech and the embedded
subject being the author and addressee of that
speech. Another advantage is that person and
number features of the bound pronouns can be
determined without the computation of multiple
features transmitted from the antecedents.
However, we evidently need more precise
and generalizable accounts of C-level agreement.
Presently, bound plurals at nonsubject positions
are left unaccounted for. Furthermore, we lack
hard evidence as to whether the intended readings
of (1a) and (2) necessitate de se/te readings, even
though this empirical question is crucial for the
development of the proposed framework. These

1ssues will be addressed in future research.

* A major part of this study was presented at the
38th conference of the ELSJ held online on
November 7, 2020. I thank the audience there
for their fruitful discussion. I am also grateful to
Tohru Noguchi for his insightful comments.
This project is funded by JSPS KAKENHI
(Grant-in-Aid  for
20K13062).
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As N as #3XD N
(N in as N as Constructions)

M TR (Yuji Matsuda)
SEAEE R (Ritsumeikan University)

F—U— R:asNas 3¢, #inffh, X 58H
& 4 50 O @t - M

1.1. X C®IZ
AREDOBAIL, as N as #CICB T A EA
A5 N Oz LT, JEEMER R E A4
g N 2N, BEBEME A RO RFIN RIS, F
D XD 7R R CHIRIT 2 O E B 5T
HZEThD,
ARROWEBITILL O Y Th 5, 2#i T,
AFOHTOHFLTHS as N as #ESTE E
#7 5, 3HITIL, AT ZBIBLL . 15
PNCT R E R A LD TR T 5 4 Hi T,
FTATHFZE TR SN TW D LSO as N as 1
LERY BF 5, 5EIE. AR R0 b
At « e BRI S 2 FH A 56T 5. 6 £
Tl FEERFERIRBEA 4G N 23, 72 EERS
P& FFOTE A FIR 72 55 (ZHR 3 5 D A B
LT D, THIIHETH D,

2.asNas X

FAM (2019) 1X as ... as LD ... DAL
B2, EMCEAAT N CARMRLE
) NAERTHIEEFERELERML TS,

(1) |If the first part of Trump's video sounds
nothing like his usual style, then the last
part is as Trump as it gets.

(NBC News, 2016/10/8) (f~H (2019: 218))
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(2) Flavors like rhubarb-vanilla sorbetto and
kaffir lime, pink peppercorn are about as
San Francisco as it gets; [...]
(The New York Times, 2014/6/3) (ibid.: 218)
Pirates of the Caribbean is as Disney as it
gets, and it never gets old! (ibid.: 218)
John’s haircut is as 2019 as they come.
(ibid.: 219)
This right here is me. 100% me. As me as it
gets.! (ibid.: 219)

3)

(4)

()

WL H, as ...asitgets (2D < L)
X as...asthey come (ZD L7 < ) D...
I N 2NEh AR LTWS, 2 #4H (2019:
219) (%, as N as it gets / as N as they come
O NAZIE, #Rid BB . AR =24
FHi, 770 R4 HokE B, FRER
FTHEALFNEET D LHEMT 5, 20 kD
\Z as ... as XD ... TN PHEMTERET
LI % | dam OEE - as N as 30 & FES,

3. FEATHIFRDOHAEL

FAH (2019: 220) L., as ... as it gets <° as
.. as they come ([Z N MEffiZh b Z &IT X
>, asNas #3XD N BNERFIN TR S
NTWDHEEHLTNS, 2E0 NZ B
A7 b o) & LTHE L T\ 5 & b
%o

Z 2T, AHITIE, AR DI~ DR
A U 56 2 250 TV 5 e T 2 4
Bl 2,

3.1.very N(WANNZH N/&ETH N)
LR il a JL b7z,

(6) a. They’re very Oxbridge.
(Quirk et al. 1985: 248)

b. His accent is very Mayfair (very

Harvard). (ibid.: 1562)




Quirk et al. (1985) (%, (6a,b) (ZBIT S
Oxbridge. Mayfair, Harvard % . 475 7E
AEAHRHL L7-FECH D EHETHRRE L T
WD,

[A#kIZ, Huddleston and Pullum (2002) %,
(7) 12815 Oxbridge % 445 7h> & AR~
HRfa L7-5E LRk LTV 5,

(7) He has a very Oxbridge accent or His

accent is very Oxbridge.
(Huddleston and Pullum. 2002: 1643)

L72>L. Quirketal. (1985) & Huddleston and
Pullum (2002) 1%, LICHFELZBICHET D
WZEEFV, (6) & (7) IXED LD A
D F T, FEBEREHRFETH D ER TN, B
BERY R TE R~ SRS LD D &V D GE
HZRIIHT 37200,

3.2. k& &5 (coercion by override)

3LEICHIZ L-FHNL, 98l (coercion)
EWVOHER - FRIIHETE D LB D,
gl (coercion) IX. Z#UFE TIZ Pustejovsky
(1995), Jackendoff (1997). Taylor (1998, 2002).
Audring and Booji (2016) 72 X2 X - T
SN TWHEERGMA TH D, Taylor (2002
287) (2 LB &, Hidlill (coercion) L TH 5

(558 BB (558 BALLa L
X BEET 22 DORIO BB LY KIF L,
fike LTENO (BEWRFEICEAT ) fRE
Zlbzpl R ZTBG) 2T GRIE
1%, TR (F®) (2018: 233) ICitE~72), ET-.
Taylor (1998: 194) 1%, (& 25EM & HHLD
MR EFR & L THW OIS OO
ERDEOMREROBEWRICEEL 52 €
DL EEDOERICFELR2NE HITED
MEREL R DOFE RS (FREIIC) BEZZT D
ZEThDH EERMLTHD GREIE, R
(%) (2018: 233) (it~ 72), B

Audring and Booji (2016) 1. & & (25|
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B R
selection), #Iz 7554 (coercion by enrichment).,
_E X 5| (coercion by override) @ 3 O D
S AL TN D (BODHIEEDFR I,
FE& - 8K - AT (2019:10) (2t~ T2), 2
T, AEwm e BHET D EE X
(coercion by override) DOFH| A RS 5, 4

(coercion) % | (coercion by

(8) Thisisso 2013.
(Audring and Booji (2016: 625, 632))

Audring and Booji (2016: 633) (12X % &
kIE, 2013 2% so EfEAEINDHZ LITL o
T, A E LTH#EET D LR L T\ 5,
T2, BHEYIZIE, so 2013 % ‘typical of
2013° THDHEHHTLTVD (T L 2013
BIZEZ 272 Z 2R T EEFEL 20,

(8) 1. Quirk et al. (1985) & Huddleston
and Pullum (2002) O Hf L FAY | 2013 &
W) ERDIERG & L ClisH S FH4 T
b5 Z L MBEEEEY, L2xL. Audring and
Booji (2016) (2T, Quirk et al. (1985)
<> Huddleston and Pullum (2002) & & [AIBEIZ.
7R EE A A F D DB ~DOEENE Z 5
DIE VIR 2R GHTIT R S TR0,

3.3. KR D#HR

Quirk et al. (1985), Huddleston and Pullum
(2002), Audring and Booji (2016: 632) %, E*
P 2 F5 72 2 O B A 4G G SRR DY L very 9
so THFHINIFICL- T, ERAE LT
AT 2 FEZRERM L CWD, S Lo, Al
WL EOIZ, ZNODEITHERITH D5
FEEEOBEICEEED, EEAELAT N
MIERFAR LGRS~ IN D DN E N D
WA RFBHNKIT TS, 22T, AT
T DR L 5T %,

4. fxH (2019) BIFtD asNas #3X
3.3 M CRIBEIRE L 7= & 2 DR,



FAH (2019) THafE S Tu7Zevy as N as
LEWL DDIRT,

4.1. as N as possible / as N as (...) can be

FREME 295 &) Tl as ... as it
gets/as ... as they come &irH: L 7B A Ff
“D as ... as possible (TX H751F...) X as ...
as NP can be (NP 23720 9 57217 D...) H[F
B, ... Off@EICN Z#HETx 5, REIT
E. APRRAFID R 2 F0 2 BE T 5,
(9) Ithought in the moment, you know, better
to be as myself as possible, [...]

(COCA, Spoken 2019, PBS NewsHour)
(10) Michelle Obama: What | vowed is that |

want to be as me as | can be.
(CNN, 2017/1/13, Live Event/Special)

ZTNENTHRTOREIX, 9) TR
HETWS I, (10) TEL2S72 0 5 B 721F OFL|
T % (as much me/myselfas... DL HIT,
EATC much 2R SELA T4 —~v
FHWND),

4.2. as N as ever / John is as John as ever.
as...asever (fAZDLT..) O ... DAE
WZH, N335,

(11) She was as prosperous-looking as ever, as
blond as ever, and as California as ever.
(B. Paul, Good King Sauerkraut)
(12) John is late again! He never changes!

John is as John as ever.
(74—~ MEH)

FNENTFHREBOEIT, (11) HEDLLTH
U7+ NV=TH], (12) HHEDLLT V3
EYa 72 T, [EF4E California &
as ...as O John 73, FERFANZRH D &
LCEHEINTVND, ©
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4.3. Johnisas N as N. (N (&[@—)
LT O Ff] % B 5 4720 (MEERR OBRIC
T, WY T Tunin),

(13) Johnisas Trump as Trump.
(PaZ b7 U TREEEFILLS B
WhZ T
(A 7+ —~ Mfk)

(12) & HBIEST L5, (13) IZBIT S as...as
DD Trump 1L, M7 7 RKEEE VD A
MEDOLOERRLTNDDOTERL, T
TRMEE NI NGRS DA 72
M- BEERL TS EEDbND, LR
ST, I THREAFMR LD L LTHEAS
7 Trump 28 EEE 4, John [ h 7 772
N THD LRSS,

5. AFRR4 T O BRAL - & Ef&kIL

EHEOMBIRY , ZNFETHRESL TV
WH DD, AFMUATT Gibkg) SRR 4
3, HHSHRAE U720 | e B b E20 35
FHND D,

(14) “I'm more me than I've been for ages.”
(COCA, Web 2012)
(15) In fact, over the weeks, Diane seemed to
become more herself.
(COCA, Fiction 2006)
(16) And it’s the most me I’ve ever felt in my
whole life.
(Grey's Anatomy, Season 15, Episode 12)
(17) He said he felt the most himself when he

was under the sky. (COCA, Fiction 2006)

RO X5 e ARRRATA CREE) SRR 4
FE, BRI AN 7058 & L C ek

It ERELIZbDOTHD, ThoT, =
Ao EE X0 (coercion by override)



D—H & BT D,

Fio. BEAE4T G EAFRRGE & LT
WibINDZ &b D (DBEFEROBRITIL,
Y EFcuniawy), BUF, 2020 FEED T A
U B KETER A 5 720121, b7 v 7Kk
IV L, L b T (L EELBE
KR A L D KD R) i A N T &g
TR W& W) UIROEHITH D,

(18) There will be forces in the party arguing
that the only path to victory is to be even
more Trump than Trump, [...]

(The Washington Post & -hii, 2019
/11/13, Paul Waldman K #%)

ZZTo more Trump @ Trump &. [EA4
RN D IERGA IR GE~ LA L 7= CTh
%

6. EA AT LA ~DEHO

A TIX, EA 4D -
B WHIBLEND, BEAELE N HHE
FARYREE A~ LR e S DT B S
MZT 5,

6.1. EALFPFFOHRRMHE - BiE

S (2020: 217) 1E, AT O 1 2397R$ X
N EFAFNIERFALZ WS SDERTHE
F# LR ERWVIEE DL DM - BiEE N
BLTWD LR 2, £z, B — T
5= [E A 4 G ONA TR MO D KT D
— N, EEROEITEATHENS, B

T2 38 44 7 & H 45
[ 73 [oNn—"7] (<=1 —]
@ L g @
FERFEA() HrfH(0) FeEkAb(+)
—ODFE  ZEOBRME KB DR
REBOREE  ZHEOMEK ME— D &
M1 EEFA-EELF-EE4AF
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(L)l (2020: 217)) (cf. :E 2020: 61-62)

il 21X, Oxbridge & WO EHA4F L% L -
THTH, TO LB HBO® 5., 5H
DD, KEED ] 72 & Ofkx 7@tk - Y
MDAVIAALTWND, L7 -> T, Oxbridge
WROZEOME - BEICRE (E723—
) DRI SN D KD AR SUIRANEE 21X FiRE
FEAFNKRD LN LHAEIZ S, Oxbridge
WERTELEZE2 D, 2FEV ., HA4A
R DEF O RZRMEE - BIEZ DO H O, EHA
K D TER TR R GE~ LRI 5 R &
XATWDHDTHD, 2B, AT, EAH
AFNTINZ T, ABMUA T Gibkg) OFRR
25 b I T IR EE A~ L AT 5 FH & f
L C&=n, 2b2H, AMRAFIES
b DI, ARIFEFELFTHL720H, AFM
AR AT S . B4 & R, B
Kl W< DERTHER LRI R0V E
E BRI EBEZDLZONARTHA D,
P ONE =< 4= Y S AR N =R 2 )
AU, Z DAFTANERF 7255~ LI T &
% & U TIW RV RIZIER S iz, Bl
IE. success/problem @ X 9 7p @4 A b By
FEAHT 23 ATRECd 5 (AL Huddleston and
Pullum (2002: 532) #ZM 7)), Ll
IO OEEATL, ENENITKIST DT
25577 successful <2 problematic 2AFET 5,
L7z T, Z OB T 2 ERF 156
DHT, ZOWE - BHEEZTEIRT 5 Z &1+
SINCHRE T H D72 A4 TN E DZED
ME - BEER-> TS EIEE AR, Lz
Mo T, BRI A FF success/problem T,
AT DT~ OEHRME Z 57200,

(19) a. Itwas as {*success/*problem} as it

gets.
b. It was as {successful/problematictl as

it gets.




T, EAAFOEETAENIFEL TV D
AR THED,

(20) a. John is as America as it gets.

b. John is as American as it gets.
(f2H (2019: 220)

B A 451 America (21X, ZAUTKHET D IE
ZAFE American 23FETE L TV 225, (199)
IR (200 IIFRBIND, I H
(2019: 220) %, JEZEA American |, [7 A
UBANIZR) EWORIBEOEE, [T AU D
(B2RE) 1972 <‘:b\5l§®%%ﬁﬁ°ﬂiﬁ0
7o, BEOELY L VRABIORT OIS, 4
7 America 23N X5 AlH bﬁz’ﬂa%é BN
(200) MWARINHEEEH LTV 5,
UL, AT, fAE (2019) & Bo#E
RIPD  ZORBZRTT 5, 28 % H . (19)
D4, T success/problem & 721 | (20a)
VXE A 45 America 23 LTV D AV E
HThb, BBk L0, BEAEAFIL, BE
FAENWS LEATHR LR AWIZED
P - @A RO, Lo T, REEICHE
SN TWD KD RGN American D4
B BEOHEY b, EA4E America O

J7IE % NHEE - BEOE A B> T g,
ZDOXIITEZNIE, (20a) PEBINDIE

UERDH D E B D,

LUFOHEH S, [AEOH T T D,
(21) a. This watermelon neck pillow is about
as summer as it gets. [headline]

(fAH (2019: 218)
b. This watermelon neck pillow is about

as summery as it gets.

season @O FNFEToH 5D summer (L. BB 4
FlE Y DOAFTHD, LIchi-> T, (21a) 1%
KiIhs,

WEITTIE. (19)-(21) (B9 L, as Nas ##
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LDN DOEIZHEL TE RN Z T 5,
6.2.as N as HICIEETEX RV N

KA (2019: 221) X, BET TBZ56<,
N BTG ERE L m < & oM
THURIGF LR O & & A TE 220 N, )
Z ¥ temperature (IEFE). version (... ).
weather (K&). time () 72 Eid4Ek LIC
KWEllbhd &t LTngd, ZhHo
A, WIS EEAF TH D | [EAA4E
X0 HWE - BIEOENE B0 (K1),
asNas #3CD N2 Tx 7220,

TIE FAH (2019:221) Z#FEIZ L T.asNas

HESCICIE TE 720 N &2, K0 EEIC AT
L&,

(22) a. Thisis as {*world/*weather/*season/
*something /*temperature/*time}as it
gets.

b. This is as {*cm/*version/*edition}as it
gets.

F9. (22a) THELTWDS LS AR NIL, Hh
GENE LI EGWEEBELFITH S, KRIZ,
(22b) D L 5 oA FEE, BERNAERRED 72 )
UL, EOFEL T TIIMHERRME L 212 <
VW, L7 - T, (22a, b) “C“/?ézhf:cl:ﬁfoi
2 A T O4FNT A & OIEil R A AT
TRV, asNas XX N I3 T
N, bbA A, EFEEE (coercion by
override) 72 ZAL72\N,

7. fHeE
PLEDiEiwm o, LEX M (coercion by
override) (2 X @ #Ex[ﬁ L 7RFEChH D ERH

%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂ%&%&&%@fé@&%&%
T XS ITHEERfTT D,

[1] [EA 4w AR R, TR 2 <
LEATHLE LN RWDIEE DK



M - BEE RO, Lo T, asN
as XD LE ST, HDH—EDORET N
DWFENZ & HMHHE - JBIED R SN D &
D IR ONRDNEE 21T, BRSNS
IR 7REE & L CHnffa L, b3 X 5R
(coercion by override) 2372 X415,

[1] O EROMEIEILE LT, BRI 1
FECEOMWE - BEN IR TE D
success/problem @ X 5 7o @4 5L, as
N as 3L N OALEICILET S5 Z & 1T
T&E7p\W, £70, EFEEZ I (coercion by
override) &7 41720,

[2]

IR, A% OBGET XEEO —H 2~

[3] 16, FwtE s H HREOMHE -
BMEERFOZ ENEA D, DA T F
—~ ME, BIZE, family (FR) 3%
BAFTHDLHOD, &5 IHFEENTH
L7 TFHE OMEE - HE - B
BEnE, as N as fExXicEkRTcx 2
EW) RfiEERL TS, Ko T, 5%
XA D BB IS AT 0 A AL B
ICANDER DD,

AR TIE N DBEAFL L TWDNE D
MNOT A Nae—H LTy, KoT,
NZxEd Dt 727 A R &R T 240
ENHA9,

[4]

* ARRIL. BARRGEFAE 38 HIKE
(2020 11 H 7 H., Zoom FA|HIZ L 54 F
A BEE) ITTHIER R LIZNAEIC, BEEL
MiL7ebDTh D, BEIGEDRRIZ, BER
THRRE L QW D P e IR L R
F5, 72, ALHPO TR - KFIE, 7T
EHIZLDLDOTHD,

b
VOEEREORRIZIE, (B) TixZe<, BIFO
RO TN L0 GFE &R L 22 LR 2 TR
AU, WEhb TZobER<FL (HE) T
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HDH] EWVWIETHLS,

(i) The book itself is as me as it gets. Who
chose the words? Who lived the life?
(J. Carswell, Talk of Treasure)

2 fAH (2019) (. NPbeas N as it gets / NP be
as N as they come #3C%, DL RO X 5 IZEHR
LTWb,

NP is a very typical type of someone or
something found in N. / NP embodies the
essence of N. (FAH (2019: 221))
)UK (1987:49) &, [5&ffil] LW HFEZED
HOITHNTNRNA, [F UBRE OFLR 2R &
% (cf. 7aAF (#) (2018: 233)),

SRR - 8RR - A (2019:10) 1. bEER
il (coercion by override) %, [FEDOERIF
R H OGN L TEDOENE Y TER
SNDHDOT, IR FFENAOHGRIZ S - &
HIMHKFET H2HA T ThHD ] LA TS,
>very N X° soN E[AFRIZ, too N D%
IFIzRLTHL,

(ii) This city disappoints me. It's too New
York: big buildings and taxicabs.
(COCA, Fiction 2002, Literary Review)

6 /=72 L. Bl John is as John as ever. [&fii
HALIZKL, 12 &L H7%, HDH—EDX
NRBBETH D, ¥, T 2 TIEEF R
L7, LFO L REp L H D,

(iii) Nothing changed Tuesday. Washington is
as Washington as ever.
(The Washington Post & -hit, 2017/6/13,
Jerry Brewer i)

=

T =72 L. more - Imost- (2 X B Hlsstl & B



FRACIZER S 4, -er [ -est (2 X DA LITTE
AN

8 7)1 (2020:217) 1X, A R— o+ A = AR
@ [3CEOEE] (The Philosophy of
Grammar) FIZ LT, K1 ZfFpkL TV 2%,

B 3R

Audring, Jenny and Greert Booij (2016)
“Cooperation and Coercion,” Linguistics 54,
617-637.

Huddleston, R. and G. K. Pullum (2002) The

of the

Cambridge,

Cambridge Grammar English

Language, Cambridge
University Press.

Jackendoff, Ray (1997) The Architecture of the
Language Faculty, Cambridge, MIT Press.

PRS2 (F) (2018)[ >V — XFRAZFEFA
M <3 4 B>RRansliEim 1) ROREEEE,
HOAL

AEARTR (2019) TN o> #1505 8 % 79
as N as it gets / as N as they come #% 3C—as

L asHESCD .. OALEICA TR L

5 D B— ] [HFEFEIESCIENIIE] 26,
216-222.

Pustejovsky, James (1995) The Generative
Lexicon. Cambridge, MIT Press.

Quirk, R., S. Greenbaum, G. Leech and J.
Svartvik.  (1985)
Grammar of the English Language, London,

A Comprehensive

Longman.

VEE D 72 (2020) (4RI FREMEZ i & &
N X B304 LCJ 5 160 M H AR S
TP RETRE.

5w - AR - TaAT R (2019) TMEHER
B BRIMEBIT E ) BRI TE
7] TMEARE - ZRIEH NS W2 D
JEFEOLR] (5 - $5AKF - VaFT A
() HOL, BHARL.

SN (2020) [SREDOEMEDT-DIC v
Va— I A 2V AAL T FRAUKRT]
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B, AmAAL.

Taylor, John Robert (1998)
Constructions as Prototype Categories,”
The
Cognitive and Functional Approaches to

“Syntactic

New Psychology of Language:
Language Structure. Ed. M. Tomasello.
Hillsdale NJ: Laurence Erlbaum, 177-202.

Taylor, John Robert (2002) Cognitive Grammar.
Oxford, Oxford University Press.

INARZFER (1987) [HRREERHBL L it ] Cir
JIEIEE BT8R O, KEHEHEE.

a—INA&
Corpus of Contemporary American English
(COCA)



JEFED There ZEIIBTRT D
FENR S — BT 2 BRI E L
FER B O FTEEE
(The Diachronic Change in the Word Order
Patterns of the Expletive Passives and the
Applicability of the Subject Movement)

= F f# (Suguru Mikami)

HAL AR~ (Tohoku University)
¥ —U— R :There S #)3, @IFHIZE, 58
B, wEnmEA, EiEAE

W

1. XTI

BRFLEEICE T There Z &) 01T, (la)ic
N LT BB RN Z AT D TR
- be - DP - & ®)J55 - PP GEIA L | (1b)IToR

FREE D IORIZ Etﬂ“é [ - be
@Jév i - PP - DPJ FEIEZFFAT 5,
(1) a. There were several large packages
placed on the table.
b. There were placed on the table several
large packages.
c.* There were placed several large
packages on the table.
(P85 (2009: 209))

I OREEIREZE O o T, EFEERIZ
EAFMEENEA SIS Z L TIRET D
& LT, Z L OEITIFFET RN B LT
L% DOFENE N2 — x5t LT, Bl DFENE
IRE = AZODWTIE, ZIVE THA 225542
REINTEZ TS (cf. Chomsky (2001), P
J5 (2009), &% (2015), etc.),

Flo, YA BRI R THR L & Bl
RIEFE TR SIND ZODENEANZ — 12
Mz T, LFO@IZET BN TWS, [EEE
- be - % &%y - DP - PP RENEZ AT L 74
bBIEINDZ LT D,

(2) a. (...) pere coude be founde no
(...) there could
defaute in hem (...)

default in him (...)
(CMCAPCHR, 51.586/ A% (2015: 278))
b. Andthere was made agrete halein

be found no

and there was made agreat hall in
the palysse,
the palace

(CMGREGOR, 96.22/ &% (2015: 285))

(3) There ZE AT 2 =DDFEIA/ N Z —
Y OERBEE (50 HREHTZ0):

FENE R H— M3 | M4 | E1

DP - 5 #)4y5 - PP | 6.48 | 25.89 | 46.67

&) yai - PP - DP | 3.89 |23.07 | 17.61

= ®)y5i - DP - PP | 3.89 | 26.91 | 7.04

(A% (2015: 281)IZ & B XD b —H ki F)

ZDOFEFEERDZE I LT DB
A — > DL 2B LT\ K% (2015)i
BDORIZELHLN TS L O, BT
BEEEHIC 1T, M DFENE R & — o & [FRIREL _%Eéa
INTWeb DD, HIWHTARRFE 2 5l
LB EEZE LTS,

AFETlX, Z OFFED There ZE) LI BT
DR AHE/REEIE S ¥ — o DI EE A |

TEB B O A FTREEOBLEN DI D 2
EERB D, BARMICIT, Y% T177E)
Z 2T ARENE BE OMfER & LT HRE AR
MBI SN TS E A L, ZOHINT
FrEBEAEH SIS LT HIREEZRET
% (cf. 7riR (2000, 2001)), = LT, #id
PeRE W E CIER R ENG & 1 O e BETIC B W



TEHRBHOEMALEEN TH 72T 5
HH (2010) D43 #TIc 8 B L, %W o oegh!
(28T D There ZZ B L OFENE/ S % — L ZBH9
% Ak & HIHRE AR EE W LA D 2 D 2k
23, MEEENC 35 1T 2 AR B O H AT RE M
DOFEICEITLIND & FET 5,

2. WERIZB T 2 EFHBBOBBHIBEN L £
DEE

BURIGEEICRB W T, EFEER TEm D Z A
TR T DA% EPP HVEDERE %
74720l TP fEEH~THHI FER
Bl L sid, —FH, BmRERIZH %<
DG AT FFBER D EE G AT, &
Y O EhEE SCTIEIHAREGE LR X DI,
FEEERN TP EM~FBHFHIBE T 5 &
ZEZHNTWS, LML G, Kemenade
(1997)%°> Ohkado (1998)IZ L % & | f¥esE & th
PEREIZ BN T, BB G 2 & Lo IS A &
PE O TERET Tl ERBER N E B e
TLHRIANZ— b AR Th o7& SN D,

(4) in aworshipful town wher I:l was
in aworshipful town where was

oparyschchurch & tweynchapelys

aparish church and two chapels

annexid

united

‘in a worshipful town where a parish church

and two chapels were united’
(KEMPE I. 58.265/ HH (2010: 91))

(4) TIRAEATR 2 £ 5 BIRETIZ W\ Tar B
FINHWBILTWD A, FEREEHREDS be Byl
IZZKEL TV D DPERTE D, 2D L
5. WHEEE & RHERETIE, < & LIRS
B & F O BB BV T, EREBE O
MEHETIE Do ToEE XD,
COFEEERZ DD, HE (2010)1%,

FEFEIZBWNT EPP #MEDOEFE Oz LT
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HRFICEEB LT T 0 e RET 5, B
K12 1. Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou
(1998) 17V, —BIBRER N BN ERETIL,
T OFT 5 EPP FHEDOEFEN V-to-T BEh %
ML THZT N TE D LNET D, ik
IZBWT—BIBRER L, T 5E ] & ogh K
WX TN TOFGEZIZR N TN S DO (FF
(2 E RS T —BUBRE SR & R TERE SR 7
S U CTHEBLL TV o), I RSEEEIIC
AD L  ABHEEHTEE, BLOT AR
BHIEE L ER 2R, T X CTOEBFEIFIC
BWTHE L E D, HFIEZ OBhGlH
Priefr o2 bicE B L, — BB RRE N
HOHREENTH - R PIGE F T,
FEXTE BN SN T T OF T 5 EPP #14
D EEEN R R O EFALE ~DHFE I
AT, B o EEHBE) 2 LTz 2
EMARETH -T2 FERL TS, T ZE LT,
T REFEINZAY | —BUBRBHRENHAT
% &L V-to-T BEIOE AR ATREIC I o 72 2
&ET.TOHET S EPP FMEDOEFEN FEHEFR
(ET2ITERE) DIRETBNE~OHEITL -
T SNRT TR 6 < Ie oo &
LTW5D, 29 bh, S5k TR
FEWILARE, EPP FMEOEFE AT - T 720D F
EEN—ARlbani-Z &<, EEBEhmEH 0%
BAEBNECTZEWS Z Licr b,

3. There ZENLOHEEE ST & EFEBE)
D3 A VT REE

KRR TIE. There 8D BAR 72 R4 %
BETHITHIZD . PR (2000, 2001)i12 L %
HAGED [ 7 V5ET 30 DM 2 8 L 7=\,
IFoGalcplirsing [TAET I8
UANGNE: i I B R R R - i [ R i A G o R
V=7 IZ&# L. & TH « #RAHOMRR
ZHELIEDLT AT MMEBhENGT & LT
RET 5 & S D, MiRE, & 0BG E8)E
A3 % 2 & T, thBhEE O S ED N S 4.
FREA SR BRINEND Z &b Y



LA SRR, —FEOZ IS E LTI X
bILD E LTS, E-EHMICIEL, EBhE
DETEEIZL > TH &R Z I b THERM
Wit (AspP) DIFTE] #F LT3 & L, (5b)
IR b SN STEE R IRE L T D,

(5) a. BFHEGIZENIEDTHD (2 &)
b. [t HEDi [w[ase PRO [asp:
4 LB
[ve BEHHIZ i[i »-7 ]
Aspl]l] 7V 1T]

Z O G IR T, EREE RIS
FERAR Lo, EHiO TP fEEH~ iR
AEEZdZ LD,

AT, 20 [TAET X OE
Aﬁ%ﬁmL_%;@Tmmx%i LT,
UITFo@almEnTnbd ko7, I{5E] &
FJARENE BE B2 OAE L LT SRR
Bl 2B TV DB SUEE 22T D,

6) a. TP

there/>\
T vP
[EPP] /\
v VP

V AspP

BE
b. AspP

Asp VP
[EPP]
L—“—-DP vV PP

LFERE)

| T EH B E)

Z LT, TOMILATIE, Gh)lcK bEhn
TW5D X9, FFEEFED Asp ODF T % EPP
FMEOEE 7= 972012, AspP FREFR~
FEBE R T L TET S,

Z ORISCN T O EFEBE) & 5 BSOS
IINTIZ . JelChERR L 7= ERER Eh o3 w] REME:
(2B 5 E R AN E | L/Db\Tf@)E1¢1(2010)
DFN R & I aA T & | B REEIIC BT 5

There Z @) L DFENE 7 — | E%ﬁ"%)%ﬁ%
&@%ﬁﬁ%;%uh®%®ﬁ%ile®
MIZELDHBNTND LT, Yo
FEFEREY O FTRENE O FHE Eﬁéhé
T s,
(7) ~LME | EModE~
FEREIOWH | BEER T
DP-%2 )4 l-PP v v
= @)y 7i-DP-PP v *

Tebb, EEBEOEANREN L o7
BT ARG AR 1 f;%$@Aww
HA~DOFBOBE Z I/ LT, SR E
TNz E Sy EN AT Lis TEEE - be - DP -
Z @y - PPIGEIEO LB AR SN D Z LI
2%, AU LT, FaEBE o HAEE
1) Cd o 7= 18 Wi 5eGE FAER ) o H
AU THAERSNDREIE N Z — 12 T,
ﬁ@@ﬁ%méhﬁwﬁA&i:£u£%
BTN AT D THEEE - be - B4y F
4P—WJmm#$méné_k_&éo4

4. THEEE - be - XBh%>F - DP - PP ZBIED
AL EF @@@%“Mﬁmww%
AER Clk, % B EEEHIC There 28 308
RLTW=E %A5~/@§%$ﬂz¥*#
Mk T 5 EEBEOREE R 70 AT aE
NGREE N _%m%‘é LB BLMNT LT, 2|-<
i ClX, FFEEEDZE 3%k L7-58IE
DOBINELER ST = 5 3 P FE5E I o SOk
PIRE L. KoOoWrOR4 %2 [k T 5,
$%ﬁﬁ%%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%&bf@@hﬁ
DT, A% (2015)IC L % a— RAPET
F@ﬁ be - ZE/y5d - DP - PP RENADH
NERINDIXME L TET LTV



[John Capgrave’s Abbreuiacion of Cronicles.]
& [The Historical Collections of a Citizen of
London in the Fifteenth Centuryl] ® —>T& %,
Z LT, ZliiﬁOD/%ﬁﬁ%%iﬁl SN D IR E)
sl & PE O EBR IS 1T 2 FEER B O E Y
7 A ATRENE & V-to-T BEhoE H Al HerE,
S HIZIX There ZEVCFFA T HEEIE N2 —
» DEAFMEIT DN THERR 1”!5%'%%:170 7‘:0

F L FER RS ENEA 75:14: IEBEIC BT D
FRERSE O ] FTREMEL wf%ﬁbtw
Zliifﬁf“ I%(6b)iZ lﬁﬂ: (O R NN B

SRV FINCERE LT TREEE - be - S 8h4)

—W—WJmmi\%infmgﬁw

AspP FETEER~O LEEBEINEH S i

SIS ET LTz, Licio T, Y
E%%llﬁ@{ﬂﬂ%ﬁ”éﬁ%éiﬁﬂif X, EFEBE)
OREERNE N RR S, T OBEEH S
NTWRNZ & Z2RET 5 FHFNFET D

ETHEINDZ LITRD,

(8) a. .. was aparlement at Norhampton,
was a parliament at Northampton,
where was reysid a grievous taske
where was raised a grievous task
‘... was a parliament at Northampton,
where a grievous task was levied’
(Capgrave 184.27-28)
pe Lord Spencer tok pe town
the Lord Spencer took the town
of Crotey, where were Kkilled IlII.
of Crecy, where were Kkilled four
hundred armed men
hundred armed men
‘the Lord Spencer took the town of
Crecy, where four hundred armed men
were killed’ (Capgrave 165.13-14)
FHE, B)DOBITITIIZHER L= (@) DB & (7
%KW%WM’KVT§@@ﬁﬁﬁw%MT
WD S, ERREB DB &S L TV DH DN
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R CX | FEBEINEA ST\ &
DRBEIND,

WRIZ, V-to-T BB O H rTREMEIC B ¥ 2 3%
RIS v, 1R (2010) 12 k5 & TR
T % EPP BMEDOEFE AW FBL LT,
A O FEHBE N ATRE Th 5 5H 1T, il
BEOMBEMNEHANSTREIND Z & @66
L7=R > T, ErBBE DA S nigaic
%&éhbfﬁﬁ—m = ®@)4535 - DP - PP

FENEDFIABIEE S D ST, V-to-T B E)
@L%%rﬁﬁé$m@ﬁ (X5 LT
SND, ZOFEMBEOWEM fJRerElL, 8
7 & I EFEOFE R B E BIFR D HAED D 6
D Z LT D0, FEEICBIT DB ELDORE
%%‘ (2B LT, 2Rk (2002)1%, %P
FEHICIE, (90)ITIR S AL TV 2 B S5 E B
qﬁﬁuﬁ“éiﬂi DH, QUIZRINTNDE
EFEZIATT DB O S MEER T2 - 7= L Fafl

L Cw% (cf. Roberts (2007)),

(9) a. Isaynot : 14c R-EModE
b. Inotsay (£41) :15c-EModE
c. |donotsay - 16¢-17¢ | ZHEST

(Z7% (2002: 112))

Z LT, Pollock (1989)IZ%EVy, &HEREIT TP
& VP OICEEIEARKRT D E WD 2 & 2EE
T 5oL TOEFEIT YR, B G ER &
AT T EFTHEEHBEZEZ L TWZER
BB Z LIS D, T OB & A EREOR %
%ﬁ%%ﬁ’owfiﬁ%%?bfﬁék\
QNI REINTWD L DT, BERANGEFREC
%ﬁbfwéﬁmﬁﬁéMé_kLﬁéo
(10)a. ... he asked why sche came to
he asked why she came not to
soper
supper
‘... he asked why she did not come to

supper’ (Capgrave 49.33)



b. for he sparyd hyr malysse, nor
for he spared not her malice, nor
hyr falssenysse, nor gyle, ...
her falseness, nor gile,

‘for he did not spare her malice, nor

her falseness, nor wile, ...’

(Gregory 224. 28-29)

ZOZ END, FFRERNZE SENIE T
DEBNE/ NS — o OB DBIEE S 41D SR T,
FEEZ V-to-T BEIDEHIN TR, 58
&) oo B R 1 23R S LD SR F A3 72
SNTWzEWH Z kichkd,

%2, There SZ B SUNFFRT B RBIE/ &
— VU DERRIEICONTEE LIV, AFaD sy
Hricko< & TIERE - be - 52®)53Fi - DP -
PPJ FEIEIX, ED(M)DERTHIZ LI,
FEEREOMENEHANTAE SN HGE
RSN D LIt d, LizioT, MikiElE
OEIDBIEL 45 Sk ClE, EiEB B O H
AL THERSIND [EEE - be - DP - &)
53w - PP GBNEOF] & [FIRFIZB1IZ2 S 4L, GBIA
WNE—=VDEEER RO & TRIESND,

+
T
%5

{

(11) a.  There was he robbed of mech good
there was he robbed of much money
whichhe had gadered
whichhe had gathered
(Capgrave 243.7-8)
b. and there were cartayne personys
and there were quartan persons
done untodethe,
done to death (Gregory 176.16-17)
Z LT, FEBRICERE R TA D & (L)ITR
SNTWD X DIT, EFREFE N ZE 575k
T DFENE 2 — 2 O b BIEE S FL, Hi%F
N ZODFENE Y — U B HFE L TV o
DR TE 5,
U EOBIENG . TEEE - be - 85350 -
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DP - PP FENED AL & FEEBENO MR 72
W AT REME O BN SR WDHEAYE RN EE T S &
WO ARFROERIX, BBRIIC RS D 2
LT D,

5. TP HEEHD [EFE/EME] L LTOMES
i} DWESL & Z DI

Z 2 ETAR T, 555D There 2 E) 373
R T HEENA S Z — BT B S EEE D
P, B S EE D O FIHIT R IEGE~DOBAT
oAU EESE oMY 5 #51L
WL VAL EFELE,

Szt~ 72 Koz, BURIEEE CIEEE o #
A FIZBIRZe <. FREEED TP FEET~F
BB A 2§, LeRo T, YUk
MEITFICEBREZICL-ThHEbOND Z
EMB, Whwb TEGELE] & L ToRE
EHESILTWNDEBLLND, LLENL,
B I TPSEE £ T, IS BN ST B T
FrEBHSOEANMEN TH LR E, TP 5
EFALT L FRERICEI-THO LR
TWaholzlt W) Z L a2EETLE ZOD
WHHIFFEME L L TOMEEZERICA L
TN DTV EEZZbND,

(12) ~LME EModE~
V-to-T B8 N
EEERE): >
5 N

TPIRER - vt | _=damfiE
DONLE ST

_ ‘4>

=2 B Bh fl 0 %51t

Z LT, AROOHTICIEES < & MR
FEHACARE, V-to-T BEhSHAR L, EfEEIO
WHANEHL SN2 & T, TP FREERINH
ICEFBRHERBIC L THOOLND X HITRD
BEOTEMEE L TOMESITEERIZ
L S ETDOTIEE RN EBZ X B, AHi
T, ZOHFEITEIT D TP RERD EFEAL
& L& LU CONESIT OMENLAS, 28 D



MHREZ Y 2 b 5 ATRetE 2 fer
L. KOO E 57252 MAREL T2V,
BURIGEIC I\ T H H WGBS ST, AR
DA DI AT L > TREINTWND L 91T,
M4 B FED B ZENMEAIRE CTH D & S
%, ZZ Tim U DB L L 1L, £ OMEE
HBUREIC B b2 i S - x f5 7,

(13) a.
b. * Abirthday present was given her.

She was given a birthday present.

(14) But me was toold, certeyn, nat longe
agoone is, That ...
(Lit.)‘But me was told, certainly, not long
ago, that ...
(Chaucer, Wife of Bath’s Prologue 9-10/ %2
% (2002: 104))

FATRFZEIC L B &L 14 i S Blg S
DL o T M siE, 15 ikl
ETIHZDOMEHANR =B TIER N7 S
5 (cf. Denison (1993), Z2j##% (2002), etc.),
Elo. FRLENCIE, IR EIN TS L
iz, MEEMEEN G CRBlIENT-F £,
FEOFINMIEZ HO T\ &b,

Z DS B SC 0 BERE R 72 SRR =12 B
LT, Ao RGFICHSL &, HiEBEhE A
DFEBACITEEN, TP f5EH S BN E & L
TONE ST & B2 RICHESL ST REE L
TAD ZENAMREICR D, T72b b, Rl
PERGEHICAD & BATIFE THRfi ST
% L9 DKL & ZITHE S NTER D
RIBANZ L | BIFOFINLE & &5 D 5 4 5]
MEMEZFRONCEFERE L TUHRINLK
N0 | MBI S NIAD D T &
2725, L L7226, ZOBRETIX, 5k
BEho@H 23 IExt 3 L CRER Th D
728, TP FEEMILEFENE & L TOMED
T EFERITHENL L TE LT, Ykt X oM
HIEET DITITE SR> T, ZD%, I
ITREGFE~BATT DB, FiEBE OB 237

N
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BAbZd, TP N EFEALE & L TONE
S EFERITHNLT D & FORETE %
HD L MEBRIRIZONWT S EFBEFL LT
DFHEEZF L TR LR0nE N )
BRVEEREI N E LD 2 LT D, T O
B, TP f8EH % 5D 5 M HMREIZ S\ T
b (58 k) DA, MEEZE Lo HR—
Ao o ERS NS Z LT D, 8

6. TL¥

AFETIL. TLFED There ZEN A T174E ]
Ze 22 RED R BE OMfFED & LT HRG RADIRDL
DR SN IEEZ R/ L, 2 OHiCNT
FREBBNEAIND LT HIREEZIREL
7oo & LC, EiEBEI O A 2 0T EGE
MEBRICEBIL SN LT 2 R FEFICH
H L. There @) U555 IR LT
RENE S & — o DBk & RN AR FE 1 DA
D E DR, YRN8 2 FRERE)
O A A REMEOMEN D BRICE X HE 5
ZEEHLMNI L,

* AR A ARSEE T 38 [BIRe THERJE
FLFEBEICNE - EEEZMAT-bDTH 5,
HEICHZY ., 2 OHFA2 N LERRIIE
KA A MWW, T O% R
D CRGE R B L B, £ ARIIET
BT GREE S 18K12409) DR} ED
—E#TH D, M, AREIZBT D MEILT T
EXOETICLDLDOTHD,
b2

VI E O &L WY (2010)i% EPP FEMED
PHON &1 & PRED #ME~DONHIZ R L,
WHEEE & PR I R ENC L v AT
DEFEDHNB T ENGEDH & EELTWD,
2 Roberts (1993)% 12 L AuE, HEEHRIZIHNT
V-to-T Biihid, —BIRREROERIZ . 16
fifd iR Liz & s b,

8 fRIX (2014)1%. HFRED beon ZTEHAEIZRI L
T, [BE-EmF 28 [~/ REETH



fELTz) EW)H EHAR L, BE BiFn {7
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&[RRI, B FAEER O FH & 1 9 IRAE %

HE LTV 528, 2 OREMZ2 #iI o T,

MAEWDHT EE LT,

S B RURED TEEFE) o, XX R
N A U7 & there @ F5E{LIC E@W‘é&&ﬁ‘]
HENO B IFFEIND, £ DikamDFEAMIZD
WL, =k (2019) =& I,
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In-situ focus SCDIERE"

(The structure of in-situ focus constructions)

#IL Rk (Kazushige Moriyama)
PR RFRFEE /1 B AR R BT
B (Kobe University / JSPS)

FEE, Al FE LA
7T 74—

F—U—F: CP,
%, h—

1. IXC®IZ

AAGEIL., BBEICREESND L O
CP DOFEIKEBMRDSIT N L ER L EEICH
THEMEChHDH, BRI, FEHEITHD
SRER DT, FEIEZ FH 0 ISR B
AT, CPIZHIN D EEH 2R ETX 5,

Ll HDEFRNCP LR ERFONY
D INERRGET B IIEEEIE A FL 5 720 TR
+CTHsH, ZTDZ LiE, In-situ focus X &
PN DRESCEND (D) Lav o FI1CH
THEENOREIND, [O+ab 27
#%ﬁéﬁijmﬁm’ﬁﬂéﬁiwﬁit

BRERH, kT oBENH L b
AR % . In-situ focus 3 & M T4 % (Hiraiwa and
Ishihara (2012)) , (In-situ & FEIEANLD OIX
Z ORI DOIRAE A-BENDEE L2
ThD, ) BlziE, MEBILANIE-72D {72/
Thdy Vo 3UE. MENLEANTE ST
EVWIOIT To+a=T ) P Z&T,
TIINTRWIGE L LT, SCONEN KD
B ESND Z LT D,

(D) EavaZid, FEIEZLLRY .,
L 0 AANCHA TN D, £, CP OE
FRITRFEICBIRT DR D2 L b D
NTWVBHDOT (Rizzi (1997) . 2D S0k

72

HEIZHADWNWT, T b OFED CP ORI
BT B EBEZT-L 72D Lz, LavL,
CP DEELEZBET HITIL, LWL T—
X OBEREREAERTERT HLERND D,
A TlE, ZOWLITEND (D) Lav
;?ﬁCPwig%&@#momfﬁb<@
AL T, RHEIIZIX, T 1Z CP (FinP)
DOEFIEN, 282 71X CP OEEHTIX
72<, VP OFEEHTH D LfsamoT 5,
KDL, L TFTO X o ictEd b, H2
HiCIE, AT D ot 2 8l %, 5 3 Hi
T, In-situ focus XD =2 B = T % CP D FHE
T <, VP EEHTHDH Z L 2T,
FAFITIE, OO (0] [ XCP DX
HTHY,. I— T T 7 4 —DOHFADE &
TIX FinP OEFEIHLEEZ HND Z L E2RT,

#5 EiTI. REMEERETDH LT,
In-situ focus LOHEREMGIEZ I & M2 T 5,
%6 HilIkEE ThH D,

2. FEEFORERREZ D> T

A RSUE O FER A C In-situ focus 3L & -
72 CHkIZ 1L, Hiraiwa and Ishihara (2012) &
Terada (1993)23% %, (la)iZzmnL T2 L9
|2, Hiraiwa and Ishihara 12 & > Tlx, [TdD]
1% TP Z 0B D Fin EZE, 177 13 Foc
\Egﬁfﬁ’f‘a{bé (721 23 Foc Z i T\ 5D

I, ZOWIPEAICEET A B2 b
’CI/\%T)ZPE»’CX?)%)O —J7. (Ib)iZ "3 L 9T,
Terada (1993)IZ & - CTiL, D] 1Z N FEH
Thy., 172 X VEEHTHS,

T] D Fin] 713 Foc]
T] ®n] 72V T]

(1) a. [FocP [FinP [TP ..

b. [rp [ve [np [1p ..

Al s Zoo

1. In-situ focus 3CIZ

TS DT DRI
WA LT 5, FH—
BiFsav271% CP OEEHZRDON, VP
DEEMRONEHLNNITHLEND 5,
[72) VERERIEE LD S AMNCE IS DT CP



BN EEZHZ L TEHL, BEO2
l::L7&77L7itLTVP BNDEEZD &
HTE D, H I, ZOWMIXD To] 75 NP
DEZE D, CP OEEH A ikim T D2
Wb, O ITBRAFT EFHIND 2, &
R OSCE DML T E SR DX ENITE L
TU&, B L2 AR d 5 ol Tidzeuvy, Ik
HiLARE Cld, 245 ORI

3. a2 T OEENE

AREITIX, W ERHIEE & BB O A - R
MazRT (2972 ~OHDIARETEHT
— &5, In-situ focus KIZHN D2 2T
o 72 & IThsn) 1%, HoFAGSIZEN
% BT/ <, VP IZHND EEHTH
HZEERT, MAT, IRED EDBERIZE
WTH CP EBRZ BTN & E2RT,

F9, EERFRIO [72) 1%, CP IZHEEA
Al S AL D BRI, 2D Z LIk, BE
SIREE SCIZBAN D TEGED [T LR
HOBERAFS RN LD LHERTE 5,
OUIRT Lo, TEFEL, BFhRzE s
KGR EESCTIERE IR O LEBRCR T L B
SRR SCCIEREHIRE L 0 ARNCR T 5,

(2) a. KEB j:zlg% L%"i L/f\—o
b. 5 HIZRN L%,
e, TIPS (TTHT LI

TEA TR EESC D [T ZIIRFIRED 72
DIEZeuvy GERF(1967)) o 2. A
Lmi@FT#J#TP;D%LM@&%
AR L TCNWD Z Ik D, BiflREo 721
Lﬁnfﬁ%iﬁéﬁé”%@*@*ﬁ WD Z EiET

o (2a, b)DENFREE S & 44 FRFE LD T
jwmiﬁfmﬁﬁﬁw&ﬁTiLu@m%

IZEEND DT, WMERER DTS5, L
2L, Qo)DIEAFNREE LTI [T 25 CP
IZHNL D, T EEEIL CP Z M H S 2wy
DTHILERD, 20X HIT, wEFH O

TR L TREwT %o
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i, EEE CPICHEEAE SN NE D
NEFEDD DI DOHHeT A N LTH
HThH D,

BrlEEo (7= 1. In-situ focus XDz E°
FIZH R AT, Ba) T, WEDR;
HEEA 28 2 7 OEBRZENA TS, a2
FNH O CP IZAEET LD THIUT.
) EFIC LI D Z ENTHIS
5o BaMIENTHL EVD Z LT, Zh
SO 2 7L, (2a, bIZHITWD TEGE
LRI BFER RN T 20 OFITHEST
WHEEHIZENTED,

(3)a. KESDE-D {2/ Tdhy~T=,
b. KERIIfT &SIl EBix 1E¥EE
BT DD/ THY T,

H 72212, Hiraiwa and Ishihara (2012)/%
ER BN W EDOREHRIFEERfF < 7 —
X%, CP EEH ) ﬁ & THT L BRTE
ERBRNE LTS, Ba)D X 9 72 UhvF
S LD D] \%LiﬁTk%ﬁ%tJ:&
ERE LS AICROND DT, ZOEH
ﬂ&ﬁ%%%bfwébffi&w DT
L /25 . Hiraiwa and Ishihara (2012: 155,
footnote 16)IX. Z DT TS 727
% modal particle & FFOY, 7] (X TP OFE
EHTIEZRW E LTV D, E3ERRIZ I, In-situ
focus LTH-TH, WEERTHIENGE
T % (H ARFERLIR STEMZE 2 (FR) (2003: 202))
GBIV T, HOIALIOREIX I E T
HOHM, EHO 2 2 ZITmERSIDF< Z
& T AR E L TTIEEDHIRA ATRE & 72
D, DFEY, ZOXTIE, FEHIO (72 23KF
Hl DR 2 R E DT D2 &KENZH->TnDH &
WHZEThD,

Wi, BIBIEOFEA LR O 12 572] ~
DIDIAFH DT —H )5 | In-situ focus LD
a2 71E, LF OBV T HEEAN
W ESTEFITRD T & &R, B



D 7= OGO A 7> B BEATERIRE REmIZ 35
FhHava T OERMELZHENODND D
EDH SN2 5 T2 8 LF O BT CP ~¢&
BEh$ 2 ATe M3 HRER T & 72V, Miyagawa
(1987)=° Kishimoto (2013a)i%, BEhiaikzE L=
A FAREE ST D T BRI, RIEHEE T
TP XV FNIZAERET L8, LF BENICEk->T
CP ~BEIT 5 LB L TW\5D, TEGEEN CP
~O LFB# &%) 5 Z L%, BIBIEI oA
DT —ZMNOLRGETE 5, MITrRIND L
DN, TEGRICRIBEZ N5 Z LiFTE
Uy (EARFBREA, BME) o — KIS, BB
SFE I OB Z &M T&E 5, T8
FEO [EL) & TTL) bEMOEEZR->T
WD OT, JERERICIZRIBIEI AN TH L &
FEOTEMN, FEELTUIEL LM SN,

4) a. *RERIZEDOARZHiAE LS 2 (L),
b *REBIIEHF LI 2 (L),

A AGE O & EFESE 21T - 7= Kishimoto
(2013b)i%., EIBLGEA 2N EEE S E) & BHIE T 2
ZlEFwmL TS, BARGETIE, BEFOE
IR TP & TR D Z &b BEFED 2
VM X FinP (CP) ~O EEBEN 21T 5
ELTWD, BERED [7200] 1%, TERERIIC
WA E R CIERZ T 50T, [HET72R0
bW X xH b DX D RIERFRGES & [H
CE O BIBEMHEATETHRNE DI
BAz. LnL, Merinthz i~
SZXBDHIDEIBRINIELTHLZ LD
SIND XD, BEFEC S 2] 72 EOFIB)
FARET D Z EIXTE RV, 2O &I, Fl
BIFANEERE [720 ) D CP ~0 EE B E)
ZIHIET 22 EZ2RBLTND, DT 5
FEh. MIERED T EREIT XK S92 CP A~
BEIT 5 LB 2L BEFEICET 7 —4
CHEEOBHANEZ OND Z LIl D, OF
D, T2 PATETHZ LT, TEEOE
EBEI L S, AR INRNLERD
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DT 5,

(5)i%. In-situ focus XD [THD | ~DH
BIFOFARARE THDL I LA R LTS,
(5a)TlL, [T) & THDH) O, (5Sb)Tix

(ChHD) OERKIZ T2 PFHFASLTH
%o ODOFEFRIT, oo [Tho) 2
LF BEYO@EH 2% e\ 2R LTWD,

(5) {a. MDD DOTEZHAUT /b M
B0 THY ST HEIFE
5 THUY,

— T, at =70 [72) O%EIE. @)

FINFRATE R, B2, T*mnBhind
DIES>SZTHUE, HEIFEI THNW] &
WO BT, a2 70EHABO 1725 )
WZRIBIEAD TS 21 2T 5 2 LIETE 220,
Z OLORFYETIL, TERE S SRR 72 BRI 3 BY
o TW%, BIBFEREEMIC <GS, @
w. EERITE TRV, 8o 915 ) 13k
HlEED 7o) AiEEAf < & EREEFEkIC L -
T Worz) L7220, BB O TS 2] 2
L& EEx Liz) E7ab, [*)
SIZLTz) ElEnin, BT 5T, /)
ST & X IFFEMEENEZ 5w, (7]
OERFICIE, oy & [T B3V, A
FIIMEF LN Z > TWD DO TRIBYE D
MIMZEZFR LR, 7o) 1ZiE, Zhiuaskt
5% (1720 X5 7%) BEFEELARWY
SREDEAE L2V T, BIBFEDN A SN D
&R D,

[72] 2NLF TEEHBEL TWDH0E D
DNTHED D BV DS, T72 11, LIZ LI,
(cHs) OMMIETHDLEIND
(Nishiyama (1999)72 &) . AT, [72]
 IThd) OMKNELEEZDZ LITT 5,
In-situ focus IZHBITHa=T7D [77]
L THD) DCP EEBRERTZRRNEND
BEE, mEO (2972 12T FEND
HHERICSFF SN, (OISR T LI,



BED 1% 572) X, BELZETe FinP £
THEMERICERY . 2 XV Lo CP EHRITH
S HL 72\, FinP X 0 BN BHAGED CP
FEEHICIT (7255 R [FW0] 0oLk
CP E—# /L, ¥, TEEREND D,
INHOEHET, (DX ST, FinP &
IZEDEEHD TS ITHDIADR,

(6) KERZNKA2InoTo% D12,
(7) a. *KERAVK D125 9 % 5 12,
b. *KEEA KSR 572,

c. *REFAKELTZZ 5 TY,

(TO)DIESCIEMEIL, TEFEO L H I, TP O
TFALIZAERE L721212 . CP ~® LF B #) i H
EZIIHERTH-TH, mEHRT (£
721 ~OWEDIABL PR THDH &V H T &
ERLTWD, sl [Z 9572 1% FinP %
THEBIZEL S O C FinP X 0 AT O£ 5f & BItR
DT OND TEGEICBEIELREE LR,
D=, IELE WD,

B, 112591 ONbITE—F L
WEED vy L) o 129572
WZHDIAT Z L ITA[RETH D, [ REBHAK D
2H LNRWZE ST O XD IR SN
Ho T, ThH L A CPE—H
ITIERRNWZ STk D, ERHIO [72) %
o T IRESD KD 00b LinZzro7o] DX
INRXEEDLZENTEHDT, b Li
20 X TP WENIZEBN D E— XL Th D
(Kishimoto (2013a)) ., ( [ZARIL%EE
STEHBNNH R IDE LNRWES S | DX
I, BE—HNOLELFRETH D, )

@R END X 92, In-situ focus L% [Z
T IZHDIAT Z L ITF[EETH D, T D
L, av a7, A< Ed FinP LLF
uff?”‘é;&bxmuﬁéfa‘éo IHIZ, I
FCRTEIEHET A MEBBICAND &,
a2 7%, CP k& BREF- WV EF
I ENTED,

—
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(8) FIHENKH LD (I Th 5257,

ARHC R T & oL i ERFIEE & @B O
AN BEERT 2972 ~OHOIAIZE
THT—X%BET HE, In-situ focus LIE
LLFD XD oG x oL 5 25, Bhailnlsy
ZDAEL (split VP hypothesis) (22T,
A2 TIE VP NOEFETH D EBET D,

CTHs] ix. IT) & [HD) ORI
Al Z AR AT E 20T, WiF 2L LB % D
BChDHERT, T % Cop FEHE A
e LT D, FEEI e [ve [ve [copp [[TP -]
noldel]V]arl| Tk 72 %, (£7-, 721 1& T
b5 ORI E L TRBbEIN S, )

AREITIL, = DD | In-situ focus
DAL 2T H CP FEHTIE A< BiFh)
DEEHTHHI L ER LT, 22 ETOH
T2 e a7 ORIENEILFE S D3,
In-situ focus XD D] OFEFEFIKEIZ DU T
FhME OGRS L TH D, H 4 HiTIE,

(D] BNCPOEEHTH D Z & A2RT,

4. To| OWEEERE

AEITIE I— b7 T 7 4 —OFHE H
W C, In-situ focus XIZH1F5 Td] 1%, FinP

DEEHTHDLZ LR,

552 HiCHEBL L7= X 51T, Terada (1993)i%
In-situ focus LD (D] % NP OFEH & LT
% ¥ | Hiraiwa and Ishihara (2012){% CP O %
HELTWD, Ho &b, Terada (1993) Tl

(D] 73N FEHTH D Z & AR R
ARSI TWVD DT TIERWA, (D] 13E
AAFEMHINDDT, ZOZEND (D]
Z N FEH & AT 2 L b ARAEETILAR VY,

Ll D] ZNP THD ERE LY
. WSO OMENEL D, £7. In-situ
focus LIZHBWTiE,  T/D] RENAATEE
Ths (= (1953: 234-235); B [H(1997);
Hiraiwa and Ishihara (2012)) . (9a, b)D %} Ebi%

AN



(XD | AR Z OARESCTITFF S 720 D3,
(K] OX O RAFEE S DRELFHD
(D] OEARITHEINDZEE/R LTS,

9) a. KER{IDNFDYRIZD{EITdh D1,
b. BADDYVHRATEDEFAMIE LT,

WIZ, (10)iZ, In-situ focus SCIZH1T 5 (D]
Hi7» b O OB E DNE A 44 5 A AT E
LARNWZ EERLTND, — RIS, HAE4E
AN N DL ODEZORTHLIFTE 20
(Saito (1985)) ., (10)Tlx, =#&HED AL
) N To)] GiodnsbikEHEsnTe,
EHLLLEMTHD, ZDZ LT In-situ
focus XD (D] BATAREZZK LW EHE
AT TE 5,

(10) a. J&IIZ i KERA[[AEF2Y 6 T-72]D]
7ZEESTNA,
b. [[WERESDS & To 721D EEL S
NTWDOIER» BT 72,

(9) & (10) D FHZE (X, In-situ focus LD HEZ %
Y To) 1%, MisE#E L TR0, 4Fl s
LTOMEEZT TICR>TWVDHZ &L
TWo, ez &b, KimTld, o]
IR CP DEEHTH D E VI NLGEID,

Hiraiwa and Ishihara (2012)(%, In-situ focus
XIZBND (D] 1% FinP OFERTH D &
LTW%, Rizzi (1997)D%3%% CP R Tl
CP FEIH I L [Forcep [Topp* [Focp [Topp* [Finp [P -..]]111]
OYERE % 729, FinP O EE#IL, CP Db
RS IENLEIC B, TP ZMIcHi S, L
7> L . Hiraiwa and Ishihara CiZ Fin FE3EER4y
Hr DFEHLAS R STV,

ZITIE. Ry IO NI OTFT =205
In-situ focus XD D] 7% TopP LV HKW
FinP OAEIZHIND 2 & ZRd, Z O
I, ey 7 Z2ARESELZENTE D, 3
B, TRESIZZEORZFATZD{IZ/THD Y}
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DX D RSUIHENTH D, HARFEITEEL
BATR DO FFEIR O T, XOLHZEI D A]D
RSN EERET D Z N L, 2D,
Loz, ey 7o Ly 28 To)
HIONERIZ 8 D DI B D>, K
PREEDOEYI NG 72 T I BT E
720 (cf. BFH(1997: 35, 62-63))

My 73 To] BIOWNEBIZINE b2
LiE. T OEIEERi A AW D Z & TRRGE
T& % (Saito (2015)H &) , (11)TlE, CopP
0 Th) ko TEMER SN TS,
(11a, b)DxFELIZ, A& FFEIL CopP DINERIC
IWE DM, FE Y7L CopP ONIEIZINE &
RN EEIRLTVWD, —JF, [KEBEHE=Z
R TOTH, AIEHLIEOTH R
W] D EHIT, FEAEERE S LD CopP DFMI
B D &ESUEMIZ/2 D, ZZ2TlE, ZoO b
v 7 1T EHID TopP fEEMMRICEEI L TV 5
EEZEZTEL,

(11) a. [copp REEAE R 2 F AT 72D Tl H
[copp KEBA T I ZH L7ZDTIH 2R,
b. *[copp REBIEHREZ AT 72D T
[copp REBILT I ZH LD TIH 220N,

()NS5 s 9 —2DZ LiX, FEY
0 TD) EHONEIZBENRNEWNWS Z LT
Hb, CopP OWNEBIZIX TD] HinGEh b
DT, FEY IR [D] HHINEDDEET
AVXAI)IHEMIZ R DT T TH D, 2D
7=, In-situ focus 3D (D] (X TopP LV %
BUVMIEICH L2 BZFOEEHLTHD LD
Z LT/ D, Rizzi (1997)DHEFLATIiL, Fin
FHLSME— DRl & 725, FocP <° ForceP
WL RE Y 7 BIE 5728, TP A AEBICELS
Fin lZIZ FE Y 7 RINE SR LTH D,

(o> @ Fin FEEREIL. £ OMFEIC B
vy 7 PSSO CP FEE G AR TE RN &
ETHIT 5, ZOTFHIFELS,  #KREEA
KDHIEAH I DI *REEPRKETDTT ],



[+ RESDSR DD D X 512, FNEi,

CP E—4 /L, THEGE, KBEZ2 oA
LIFFEXTH S (BFHE (1997) . —FH. K
BRIk 72272072 O X H T, WEFHIER
HTE5, T, SEMOBEIEE RS
FinP O FZEHALE ( (D) O Z D00E) 2
s a7 Th 5,

PLE. ARHEITIE, In-situ focus XD [D]

IXCP EEHTHY, I— K T T 7 4 —DF
FLATIX FinP O FFETHDH Z & AR LT,

5. LA

AHiTIE, In-situ focus STITI 1T 5 FFENL
EICOW TR L, 2 ORFSCORGERE % 7R
o IEOHIFETIEL, HEIEEZ & O D
FUZIE, TR EFENEHiO TP fEME T L
ATHHLORHLZ ERMEINTND

(Kishimoto (2012)) ., Z#LIZ%} LT, Terada
(1993)i%. In-situ focus XD EFHIF, FACETE
TREES, HOIARF O TP FEERICHE &
HE LTS, KEITIE, Z2ORBRIVFEIL
%2617 C. Terada (1993)D I b FAE /T %
XFFT %,

Terada (1993) TIEH Y EiF b T
0, I EFARE ST E ST 5 S B 72 DL
& LT, In-situ focus 3L CiX, EHOBF D
FREEHGH LR ATRE CTh 5 (BhE T 5 i
IZOWW TR, TR 20162 &) . (12)i%
6O IA B OB FI X EAGE L A2 1T D 2 &
ATE D05, EEIOBE TIEZ RTS8
WZ EERL TS,

(12) a. RAENBEV IZRS>T-D{E/TH DL,
b. *ENESTZDOTNEHH LD,

Kishimoto (2012)(Z K AL, FaEaGE L D
HZ—7ry N LR DAL ABEIOERIZ vP

FEEHZREH L T LELRH DH, In-situ
focus L& FH EFAELIZ LB 2D L (120)7

HEXTHDHDOIL, ERIOFFID vP f5EHS %
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RH LT A-BEBTLHERENRR20NETHD
EEZD, (THRAEFEATOLLES LD
D XD BRSUIERAIR O T, 2 =T & Bl
b TERNE NS DT TIERY, )

—J7, G A L, ERAESTE SD
[TW5 ] WX DSGG . B IAZE OB)E
FHI OB G EPGELN AR TH D, FEEE,
(EAENBEDIZ/R-> TS &b ThAERN
EOTWVBHEoLRb | EHEIZENTED,
ZHUE, B ORISR E D N T4 2
URAE DR CTHLDIAZE & FHID vP Ol
T HZ LTk D,

WIZ, 4 HiCR U2 DT — & D>
E% T EFEN EFHICBE L2 &30

o (INTHRZE ST, THEFEIT b

’C&‘fﬁféﬂé CopP O E 5, FHiD
TP FREHBIE CopP DIMANZ & 5 DT, (11)D
T X, TRETREN RO TP FREH~D
A-BEOBEAZZ TN EE2RLTND,
HLHh A (13a)R L TWD K DI, S
fot ST A O & B B a4 BEARGE(L T
HZLIETES, LML, (BRSNS
o, EHOBEIIEPEE L TE 0,

(13) a. [copp AR EZ B DT
DTZD TS [copp MIHASEENTI A2
HULIZZR 572D TIh 20,

b. *[copp HIHIGAEDNIHEZ 1T 720
TlS[copp MHLENTIZHLIZD
TIHWVH o L bR,

INBDOFEENS, In-situ focus ITHI
LA EBIIFEMICEBEH LN E NS,
Terada (1993)D i X Fr &b, Fiz, Z
NETICATEFHELIEZ S &, In-situ
focus X DOMEMEEIX, 14D X I 7 b,
(1721 TThsd) o s LTEBRT
%, ) BIfIE T L= L 2IC, ZofXT
%X, [?®J X FinP (CP) OFEEHTH Y |
A2 TE VP AR T OEERTHD, S



P> B FT kS TR T D IA S Hi

. ARHEI O
EMMCEED EEZBND,

W@Tph
(14) [1p [vp [vp [copp [Finp [Tp SBJ...]nolde] V]ar] T]
$mfj:ﬁ%£;@%Lu 2OV T
oL EBIT, RimlZBiF D In-situ focus
jC@‘f‘tﬁ A 2 Lf_o

6. fhag

HAGER atam 235 1T 5 CP OHFSE
@%fﬁ&@%L¢_gomf\CP@££
HNBEINDZENDD, L, KD
R DIRIBEIND L DI, 2O HODRME
A5 720 TIX CP D EEH E 9 v B
L2 EIXTER,

A Tl BIIFD (0]
L CPOFEHTHY, at=2TF VP DE
B THLZ ExmM LT, 2OZ & ERTT
DHIZ, WEREH], B S CRIOFA, BEO
[Z572) | BEAFAHIK, S L
Wb T —Z R Lz, S 6IT, BlGE
b & BRI BT 2 F I 6. Z OIIH
FEEAMHEITHDL L Ewm U,

=h
AT

. In-situ focus 3IZ

* RAFFEIL JISPS B £ JP19J20008 D Bh% %
ZFTND
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Fits B HOFEHE SC(ROC) DHEFEHRY - BRAIRE
(ZDUVNT*
(A Syntactic and Semantic Analysis of
Reaction Object Constructions)

PEJU2H (Toshiaki Nishihara)
R K% (Nagasaki University)
)15 (Takeshi Furukawa)
& T2 K% (Fukuoka Institute of
Technology)

F—U— N ROs HBEERESC, AR B AJRES
3, M, RRRACRAL

1. IXC® t:

WEEIZIE. (DI ART KIS B #YEE#E S
(reaction object construction), @ %V MIENER
BifESC (gesture-expression construction) & Ff

ITNDHESLARETH 5,
(1) She smiled her thanks.

ARG T (DR RO B BIRERE ST (LUT,
ROC)DHEFER] « EERAVFFEIZ DWW T &2
(2 L. [A & B BY 5 % 3C (cognate object
construction)(LL ., COONZHAL U 7= IRAE A

= ALEMET H Z & T ROC DFEFER « B
BRHVRFE AR X B D 2 & 2 60 %‘g—éo
F72. ROC NOEhGEIZERET D 4w AIEHE
HEAH L, &y MEFGLXTHFEORINIC
LT ZOoDRRDFEENFIRETH D Z &
HEHNZT D,
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2. ROC DFEFEHT - BIRHIRREK

Z ZTlE, ROC DOFEFEN, EHRIFH S %
BBl 5., ROC 1%, b)23RT L 912, AK
S VR QR ORAY: Y il (e A KV V/AY S T REAP 7=
% & %, Reaction Object (LL T, RO)Z. (2)
2B 5 PP RIHALE(ENGDE)(2b). PP
BHINEQNCHAEL D, %k 523, ROC
DOIEAFENEIX, 2b)TH Y . Qo)TITEAF
ﬁ%@%ﬁkﬁuﬁﬁ%%ﬁzkmﬁﬁﬁ
VETH D,

(2) a. She smiled to him.
b. She smiled her thanks to me.
c. She smiled to me the heartfelt thanks I had
been hoping for.

Wiz, BEhE & ITAE T D RO OFERERIFF
e LB o BRIGED X 5 RN A R
TIEERFDHENTE D, EAFHMTH
L3b) DY E A bRE | BE & 4R ORI El
FNIMATE R, £72, (4a)(db)D3Rd &
N, FIEAEZE 2 D ZH>DA], 372D
% across-f], at-A]DFENEZE FE X R[EETH D 03,
AdEHNPHH B2 K912 RO L Ziub D
WD OFEA] & DFEIREEIZ R FIRETH
%, DFEV ., BATMOLGAEZERE, ROD
G EZE 2 b 5L A OAE
WAL Z EIETERY, 2O OFEEL
RO 7ML ENEA D HHIEE & [F U X 5 IZHEAE T
HHEEMNEZHOTWDHILEERLT
W5,

(3) a.*She smiled warmly her thanks /
appreciation.
b. She smiled warmly the thanks we felt we
deserved.
(4) a. She smiled across the table at her husband.
b. She smiled at her husband across the
table.
c. She smiled her thanks at her husband.



d.*She smiled at her husband her thanks.

e. She smiled her thanks across the table.

f. She smiled across the table *her thanks /
the thanks he felt he deserved.

F 7o AENEE ST B BEE 20 H FTRE 7o A E
To % Wh-B#), ZH#){k, though BE< do so
EHLDOBEH N ROICHEHFIEETH H, ZD
FEEEG) (DB RLTND, !

(5) a. What did he nod his agreement of?
b. What did he woof his agreement at?

(6) a. After a delay, her reluctant approval was
finally smiled in our direction, and we
began the work immediately.

b. A heartfelt thanks was smiled by Mary.

(7) a. Smile her thanks though she did, I didn’t
recognize it.

b. She smiled her thanks to me, and I did so,

too.

ELOFEFEIL, RO MBEHEE O B AEEIZE
HbOTHY HEZRLAEDE WL &%
ALTWND, TOFEREEILICKFTLHH0
&£ LT, COCA HDRBIR)VEZET D Z &
NTX 5, (8)IF. RO A return D HHYFEE L
THESNTWALEZLETRTHEDOTH D,

(8) Buddy spotted John and smiled a hello,
which John returned A.

R)~®)DHFIF L FIZ Nz T, ROC 124
L 2 EEN AL SN A ., BiEo BEY
FEICARY T D AFAMIN of DRICAETDZ &
NAEETH H, F72. Levin & Rappaport
(1986) TiL. fhEha &+ o B IFEDORRICH
L8 BN B sl L C 44w & e
THIENARETHD Z LRI T
Ho ZIUDHDHEEN, ROC [ZAKET 5 B)F]
4L S =5A. RO EOMICH R b
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HZExE OUOBRLTWNDS, ZRHDHE
2% ROC (TR CTENGAC i d 2 4wl A s
HAURERER, HEEZ AT 52 &2 L TND
LEEZD,

(9) anod/smile/ murmur of thanks / approval
(10) a half-smiled thanks / a warmly smiled
thanks

KIZ, ROC, K TXRO O EBRAEHEKIZ OV
THRTWE 72y, Jespersen (1928). Levin
(1993)IC LD &, EBRPFH% L LT ROC 1%
(ADHOEMREZRSEEZ LN TS,

(11) “express (a reaction) by V-ing,” where “V”
is the basic sense of the verb.
(Levin (1993: 98))

Levin(1993)IC JLAuiX, FESF FERIRBLENFHA,
wink BiEAE, FEEEARREENEIE) ROC 124U
%o 2 ZNHOEEIZMAZ T, 1)DEKE
FroZ LR AIEEZ2 BRI ENG tut-tut, woof,
voice, hum, eco. bark 72 &% ROC (T4 LU 5
TENRTED, (1IN ZDFEELEERLTND,

(12) a. Seed tut-tuts his thanks.
b. Atlas woofed his agreement.  (COCA)

c. They barked our good mornings.

DFE V., ROC L, FEEORIFEROE R E &
L CHBEORBRESRER, KFbR L4625
WXL E 25, ROC NRFOERARHY &
LCANEMETHENS DM, HFIEL
S D NFIZEN G R TIT 212 K - THIFR
MMz BIDEZZBILD,  BF nod XA
P [FETDNE., HfE, W, B, b
FLR AR EEEBRAD T ENARET
H 5D, EhEA laugh, shrug (%, IHIFRN
nod LV HEELWE W) FENFLET D,
COCA B DHITH HA3)M/RT L D2, B



7l laugh 13, &8 & = A > b @5 shrug 13,
NS O, BFRRELNETZ LN
TERVWE OIS, o, B oOEK
k>, O 2D TAICL T 2D 2
EEHFIEADLZELAETH D, (14)
Tl BILEZ T ANDOERIN 9 723X L
STRABNTWD, 2 TREHRIE, 8
FINIEET DA4FAMDOERZELLE L THD
FEDIREN /2SN TWDH EEZBILD,

(13) laugh: approval, comment
shrug: apologies, helplessness, indifference,
uncertainty
(14) ...nodded his thanks and acceptance of her
present.

(https://www.cs.cmu.edu/~spok/heidi/heidi.html)

S 51T, ROC D ERIIFFHE L TROF
EEFTHZ LN TH D, #Efl, ROIE
ROC (/B3 2 BhRa D17 2 Dt R 2R3 H
EETH Y . ROC DFRITARTH D LF5
AOND, LLRns, EEanRy Eik,
J O d 5 45RO EMIC K- TIEIER
ROMBRMPAREIC /2D Z & 2157 LT
Do
(15) a. She smiled her appreciation / *her thanks
again and again.

b. He came into the room just as she was
smiling her appreciation.

c. She smiled her appreciation repeatedly /
for several minutes (until he finally
noticed).

d. The bookman smiled his thanks while he
followed the craftsman’s scrutiny of the
pages.

(Cable (2012), The Flower of the
Chapdelaines)

BILDOBEARZ D LW REIT AT, —E
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MIZT D EZDITHITIKRTTIHEEZLN
B3 T ORI E T HERBURERE TEX
HTEMARRTE B A DND, LIZR- T,
appreciation D513, #EF & LT, again and
again L L TEX 52 LT/ b, 7. ROC
IZHEITFHRARETH D L) 2 & (15b), IEA
P& 39 for-H)=° while- f) & HEFTRETH
% & FEAE IR (15¢)(15d) 1L, ROC D
RICBE L CIEAROMBRDB I TH D Z &
ZRLTVWS,

TV ATy —@EICN TR E
VW, (16a)DY = AF v —#hE s — 75 &
ROC (ZAT H2EEICEBI L TS LD IT
25, Vo AF¥—IZLD, SFEHDOEZR
RFFLEIRZDZENARETH D, L L
NH, (16BN X 512, (1)DEB
IZEE LRI MG ROC EHT 2 LT
TXenEBbha,

(16) a. He gestured his agreement.

b. Barkinflas gestured his agreement by

clenching a large fleshy fist.
(COCA(T#rIZ., %E#))

A C RO 1%, MEEMICEMEZFFSZ L 248
5 L7225, @hii & RO OFH272 B & BilGH
RO S D b TBE 720, (17)D LT
EENDRIFNL, 57T T2 L o THEX 72
LRIELEZEZTRTHDOTHD, (17D
X, (18D AR L, (1)DOERIZEEL
T3,

(17) a. He reluctantly nodded agreement.
b. He grudgingly nodded agreement.
(18) He expressed reluctant agreement by nod-

ding.

%2, RO OFEMRARFME L THRIT
HHENIEENDD, 2c)Bb)NHH B
72 X912, RO ICIIAFASCERFIH 72 & D



(EffisEA D& RO IIFERTHD, 22
THEHET XX, ROC DFE, COC LITHE
720 . V-Adj-DP(EhGA - JEA A « 44 50) 088
TIXBE G AR T 2 4w h) 2 BT 5 iR

-
—

WROLNAREL 72D EWVW) HIZH D, DFE D,

WEITTEY 5 cOC WNIZARET B A
MEFOZODOIROM 5 %2 H L TTNRW,
s34 25 &, ROIZIHFRRMRITAGE S
nipnwz Lz s,

(19) a. He nodded enthusiastic agreement.
b. He gently nodded enthusiastic agree-

ment.

(19)IZ BN TR N 4 Fi ) 2 (& fifi L | B
ZAERT L TR Z E1E(190) 0 B ST
H5D,

3. COC & DIERLA

Z OFEITIE, AR HRRERESC (LT, COC)
LOFPREELET D, £7. COC LG
HRORH LIS X 912, (2b)(2c) & [A]
CREIEDSFRETH 5, F£7-. COC DIGHE .,
HA T EN DN EH S N2 QI1b)DO%A R
x| @5 & [FE B AORE CO & ORIIZEIFNIZ
TETE 720,

(20) a. She smiled at him the most beautiful
smile he had ever seen.
b. She smiled her most radiant smile at him.
(Flesler and Wanner (2001:7))
(21) a.*She lived happily a life.
b. She lived happily a life that most people

might consider boring.

IHIZ, O THIE L-F5E, Wh-BE),

Z#El. though BEIX do so EH#i7e & DHEAE
DN COICHIEAFHRETH D Z & M(22)~(24)H
BOND, T OEENEMRETH D &
WO HEL, CO & RO & OFERELIME %
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SR THDTH D,

(22) ?What kind of smile did Chris wonder
whether Lee smiled? (KJEE (2013:62))
(23) Smiles were smiled, goodbyes were waved,
and a good time was had by all.
(Wanner (2009: 72))
(24) a. Smile a happy smile though Chris did, no
one questioned her energy.
b. Chris smiled a happy smile, and Mary
did so, too.
c. Chris smiled a happy life, and Mary did
50, t00. (KEE (2013:62))
wIZ, COC DFRAIFFEIZSVWT RO &
WATHICIR A DN D FERELHERTDHZ LI
1%, KEE (2013)IZ LAuE, COC 128\ T
b A IEE R OB FTRE Td 5, KREEIT,
Tenny (199435 L TV 5(25% b L 1Z,
COC IZBWTHAR « AR ORI I HE
ThHDHZ EEIBRITND, for-f) & I AT HE
T EMB COC NETHORFITIEA R
(atelic)TH A & L, F7z, in-f) & I A EEZR
MO HPRFIAROMIRNAIRETH D
ELTWo,

(25) a. Mary laughed a mirthless laugh for hours
/ in an hour.
b. Josie danced a silly for hours / in one
hour. (Tenny (1994: 39))
F72. KEE (2013)i%, CO (ZIFEAEFR of-
H)7e & OEMRERIA O £ COONEILLY
HARIQIZ 720 | FERIIC2 D LR T 5,
ZHE, 1HITROWCE L CTREFRLEFELT
ThHD, LU, ZTZTRO & COD
EWIZOW T TR E 721, CO IE RO &
FER2Y IR TH LG0T S D &
WS R, KEE (2013)I2 L2 & (26a)
DORIZHTT 5ZE 2 Th H(26b) TlL, CO X



TR T < TERFTNTERREDREIFI O X 9 12
RN CTEX %, ZoOAE, BIZRZ19MRT
HELITERD ZLICHER LY, i),
(272)DE KT 2 IE Th H(27b)i%, CO
IXHREYIC/2 D, RO & CO BT 5 Z i
VWL 3 HIZERWT ROC DYRAEE BT D
BRICEWE LTRSS E D Z L1225,

(26) a. How did Catherine smile?
b. She smiled a {sudden / *thin-lipped}
smile.
(27) a. What sort of smile did Catherine smile?
b. She smiled a {*sudden / thin-lipped}
smile. (Horita (1996: 238-239))
4. ROC DIRAE
I TR IE RO 2HE TR L FEL D
L2, COC ZMT LTZKREE (2013)D 04T %
—HEMA L, ROC DIR-EEHZ 2D, KiE
(2013) TiEX. COC D & L TR)MMRE &
NTWD, 72, 28)iF. 29D EMAEE %
KT 260E L THRLZOLNLTWD,
(28)(29)% b L 12 ROC D, K OVYRAE T,
BOBNTHD EEX D,

(28) [v» v [aspp CO [asp’ [Asp] [ve [CO] [V]III]
(29) a. [x CAUSE [y BECOME EXPRESSED]]
BY [x verb]
b. [x CAUSE [yi BECOME EXIST]]
BY [x verb];
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€2))

[VP v [AspP RO [Asp’ [Asp] [VP [RO]

[V’IVI[PP ]]1]

KEEQOII)IZ LAUIE, Q8)DHEIEIZI T D%
HE®IIEE small v & AspP (X, Travis (2012)D %y
FroEATHY | ENZEIQ29)DEHHEED
CAUSE & BECOME (Zxtiis LTV 5, F7z,
Large V (% EXIST / EXPRESSED %% 7 & />
Frantung, ZoOREZ, AKRBEFFTH
% & D7 EXIST / EXPRESSED DR 5|2 5%
BICREBALT D Z LIk~ CHINGEEZ L D
B 72 D & D Massam (1990)D 4341 %
RVANTESDTH D, £, CO HHERAY
Th D5 EIITTDAEN S AspP OFREHL
EA~BE L, £ 2 TH R RS ORFER 2
EzondEnfranTnsg, 5T, KE
(2013)(% Marantz(2005){Z L 7223\, small v
\ZEFEA O root & EEERIZOFE L, Z OIEN
FEEMEBILDONREEZ LD, [FB OMRN
REND EGHTEN TV D, ROC DIRAEIC
B L T8 REEQOI)DBEH L TV % Massam
(1990), Marantz (2005)D 541 &M+ 25 Z &
295, £z, 1 HiCREMENFEE b &
2. ROC DIAREEITIBO)TH D EET D,
X 51T, AspP i, [Etelic] &V ) FMEE AR
E L., RO L AspP DIFEFE~BEIT5 &5
25, ZOBENEZEEIT D OX small v IZfF
HENb[+telic] &\ 9 FEE EIRET D, ¢
Z OBENC LY V-DP-PP OREIERSNC 72 5,
F7o. BEADS[Ltelic]FEMED E D b A2 3R
LINTH R, FFE RO NFT DR B E
I ERET 5,

Z 2 CRIEIZ /2 2 D3, 2c)(3b)EHIzI LT
LREIETH D, URITE T D4 AT EA
A% E) (Heavy NP Shift)3i f S 7= & X8
LlOFs 8 ER~T, DF VY, BEAFTRNE
V-PP-DP DFEIEZ D Z L IIFRB I 720,
ZAVE TOMFZED & A FIANIIA I O AL



BEIZHDZ ERERINTND, ZOHREL
ALV EBEICY T TE R D &L IRE
D& b BERETL T 2 T AT HIRED
BREN D D EEZHND, (2020 B0 D
kolz, ZoF 7T 9 1% COC I b IFEET
HEEZBND, SURONLE % 5 D B4
Ak, THEEE B, EanEIND, Z0HE
END, XTI L DIRES TV 3 U3,
HEEDURERDOFEHICLIZN ) ATV 3
VELTHFEELTNDLEEZDZ ENTE
%
ZOHITIE, 29D FIZR Lo, KO
(30)(31) Tk L7 RO DFE®E 5 & RO A3 B IZ
EE% T DREIED CIRE S VD & 0T
L7z, F7z, B4R E ORGELT RS
O Z 5, RO DNAJOSCRONE % 5
D HEENEE F T SINIRESILD & aHT LTz,

5. f&aE

ARG TIE, ROC DOFEREN, ERIFHS %
L L. COC & DAL fiiiL, ROC D
& L IR DWW TR ZAT o 1o, Mt SCDE

ACH T DA FANITEENBRIR S, B
%E’J B ER N RATRE ;Haﬁﬁ@ﬁjﬁ:j&
TZENARETH D Z & Aimnt vy M
B SNDIRAE & T A S D IREDFIE
THIEEHLMI L, 512, CO £ RO
DRI OE Y, ROILHE IR TH 5
&9 FHEII RO D ASspP DI EFE~DOBE)
W25 &gt LT,

*AFE OWNARIZE] L C. Thomas Wasow X,
s RICERE R ZEREZ W W, 22

WG O %mabtw

*

V@b T 5008 5 niE, Z#Eheo
TENIE Y7 L L THRETE A2 E 9
OFETH Y, SCEMEIXEWRA - FBEHGR 7
BN ELEZZITDHEEZOND, Fredf)
X, (OWZZE T T-RHBIOREIE & TR 20 R
W CTHD ERIRINTWBHHITH 5,

/J\
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(i)*Her assent was smiled.
(Huddleston and Pullum (2002:305))
(i1)*A cheerful welcome was beamed by Sandra.
(Levin (1993: 98))

? IESEERMORBIENGA L L CIE, frown, sigh,
chuckle 72 ENZEIF 515,
PROC (ZRILEGIZH N TV LTHH
ﬁﬁaﬁf“iﬁf‘% L4 FANE VAR S D
BRHDH, £z, A ORNIERAD A
L%@Lb\%é}& ) ThRWEERH DL, 2
D OFHEIE, REBEBRENEFETHY | FEM
WZOWTIE, BAH%OIFZEOFMBE E Lz,
* AspP DIREFE~OBEN T small v NDOFME
DIERENT 5 &S TR, KEED T & 135
25,
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1. Introduction

The goal of this study is to argue that the
of presuppositions is subject
Interpretive Economy, an economy principle

amount to

is
of

proposed by Kennedy (2007). Evidence

obtained from (un)available readings
compared to comparison in English.

There are at least two types of phrasal
comparison constructions in English. One is the
standard more than comparison as shown in (1),
and the other is compared to comparison as
shown in (2). They appear to have similar

interpretations.

(1) John is older than Mary.
(2) Compared to Mary, John is older.!

However, careful observation reveals that the
two types of comparison behave differently. For
example, (3) is nonsensical, while (4) is sensible
and intuitively makes a comparison between
John’s grade and Mary’s.

(3) #John’s grade is better than Mary.!
(4) Compared to Mary, John’s grade is better.

In other words, Mary in (4) intuitively refers to
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Mary’s grade. Of course the same interpretation
can be obtained with Mary s, but the point of (4)
is that the comparison with Mary’s grade is still
possible with Mary. Compared to comparison
allows such flexible interpretations. However, it
comes with restrictions. The example in (5)
intuitively makes a comparison between John’s
brother’s age and Mary’s age, and it never draws

a comparison with Mary’s brother’s age.

(5) Compared to Mary, John’s brother is older.

The lack of comparison with Mary’s brother
is puzzling. We have observed in (4) that Mary
In (5),
however, Mary never refers to Mary’s brother.

intuitively refers to Mary’s grade.

The case of (5) suggests that syntactic
analysis is not a good option. One may analyze
the case of (4) with a deletion, as in Mary-s
grade. However, ~s—grade iS not even a
constituent to begin with. Even if we assume
such deletion of non-constituents, it is difficult
to explain why similar deletion of Mary-s
brether is not possible for (5).

We should
analysis that is flexible enough to provide a

instead pursue a semantic

comparison with Mary’s grade in (4) while being
constrained so as not to allow a comparison with
Mary’s brother in (5). How is this possible?

In this study, | will argue that the key to
solving this puzzle is Interpretive Economy
(Kennedy 2007), which requires truth conditions
to be made with minimal contextual information.
I will adopt the semantics of compared to
comparison in the manner of Hohaus (2015),
which relies heavily on context. I will then show
that in the case of (5), the comparison between
John’s brother and Mary’s brother requires more
contextual information than that between John’s
brother and Mary. Thus, Interpretive Economy



bans the former and allows only the latter.

The organization of this paper is as follows.
Section 2 reviews the frameworks of more than
comparison and compared to comparison, and
observes how the contrast between (3) and (4)
arises. Section 3 analyzes the (un)available
interpretations of the compared to comparison in
(5). I will argue that the possible readings are
governed by Interpretive Economy. Section 4
attempts to discuss what is considered
economical by Interpretive Economy and clarify
issues for further research. Section 5 provides

concluding remarks.

2. Semantics of Two Types of Comparison

This section reviews the basic frameworks of
more than comparison and compared to
comparison and shows how the contrast between
(3) and (4) arises.

I will first review Heim’s (1985) semantics
of phrasal more than comparison for the purpose
of our discussion. The LF structure of (3) is
given in (6). The antecedent John's grade and
DegP undergo movement,
predicate of <d,<e,t>>. The semantics of the

comparative morpheme for phrasal comparatives

which leaves a

by Heim is shown in (7). | assume that gradable
predicates are type <d,<e,t>>, as exemplified in
(8) (Cresswell 1976, von Stechow 1984). The
truth conditions give in (9) end up being a
nonsensical comparison between John's grade
and Mary herself.

(6) [[neJohn's grade][[oegr —€r than Mary][2[1
[t is tz-good]]]]]

(7) [-er] =Ayees APeg, et AXcer. MAX(Ad. p(d)(X))
> MAX(Ad. p(d)(y))

(8) [good] =Ad<g>.AX<e> X is d-good

(9) MAX(Ad. good(d)(John’s grade)) > MAX(Ad.

good(d)(Mary))
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A sensible comparison of John’s grade and
Mary’s grade is not possible in (3). Such
interpretation requires the LF structure given in
(10). John needs to move out of the NP, which is
ruled out by the left branch condition (Ross
1967).

(10) [ John [[pegr —€r than Mary][2[1
[[neti- s grade] is t-good]]]]]

I now explore the semantics of compared to
comparison.? Unlike more than comparison,
there are not many proposed frameworks for
compared to comparison. Hohaus (2015) is the
only option to my knowledge that is explicit
enough to adopt. According to her framework,
the LF structure of (2) will be as in (11).

(12) [[rramer FRAME Compared to Mary] [3[[pegp
—er d7][1[John is t;-old s3]]1]]

The compared to-phrase is part of FrameP on top
of the structure. Crucially, it is not an argument
of the comparative morpheme. The argument of
the comparative morpheme is d7, a free variable
of degree.

The meaning of the main clause John is
older is calculated normally. The comparative
morpheme given in (12) makes a comparison
with a free variable of degree, the value of
which is determined by the context.

(12) [-er] =Ad<g>AD<qp>. MAX(D)>dc

What, then, is the contribution of Compared
to Mary? Hohaus argues that it contributes
presupposition that a comparison in the main
clause must be made with a grade related to
Mary. Put differently, it narrows down situations
so that no other comparison takes place. A



similar idea has been proposed by Beck et al.
(2004) for the role of yorimo ‘than’-phrases in
Japanese. However, Hohaus crucially assumes
that compared to-phrases are part of the LF
structure and contribute presuppositions, while
neither of these is assumed by Beck et al.

The compositional semantics of FrameP is
shown in (13) through (16). Compared to Mary
refers to some kind of degree comparison with
Mary as shown in (13). FRAME operator, defined
as in (14), takes a frame setting phrase such as a
compared to phrase and adds its meaning as a
presupposition in a minimal situation. The
minimality operator is defined as in (15). Given
these ingredients, the FrameP in (11) contributes
that a degree
comparison with Mary takes place in a minimal

a presupposition relevant

situation as in (16).

(13) [Compared to Mary] =AS<ss.IX<es,
Fps<eds>[1(S)(X)= p(s)(Mary)]
(14) [FRAME] =Ap<st-AG<s>-AS:MIN(P)(s).q(s)
(Hohaus (2015:68))
(15) IMIN] =Ap<s.As.p(s) & —3s’[s'<s &
p(s)] (Hohaus (2015:68))
(16) [FrameP] =AQ<st.AS: SEMIN(AS*. IX<e>,

T pics,<ea>>[U(S*)(X)= p(s*)(Mary)])

The truth conditions of (2) are given in (17),
which roughly means that the sentence is
defined if a situation is small enough to only
have a degree comparison with Mary. When
defined, the sentence is true if and only if John’s
age is greater than a contextually given degree.
The contextually given degree is naturally
understood as the age of Mary, as shown in (18),
due to the presupposition. Put more formally, p
in the presupposition serves as a function that
takes an individual and maps to the age of the
individual.
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(17) AS:Se M|N(7\,S*.E|X<e>3].i<s,<e,d>>
[u(s*)(X)=p(s*)(Mary)]).
MAX(Ad. John is d-old in s)>g(7)

(18) [d;] 9= g(7)~the age of Mary in s

We can now explore how the sensible
reading of (4) is obtained. The LF structure of
(4) is given in (19).

(19) [[Framer FRAME Compared to Mary] [3[[pegr
—er d7][1[John’s grade is ti-good ss]]]]]

The semantics of FrameP is the same as in (16).
The truth conditions of the sentence are given in
(20). When defined, the sentence is true if and
only if John’s grade is better than a contextually
given degree. The contextually given degree is
naturally understood as the grade of Mary, as
shown in (21), because of the presupposition. In
this case, p in the presupposition serves as a
function that takes an individual and maps to the
grade of the individual. This flexibility of p is
the secret behind the sensible reading of (4).

(20) As:se MIN(AS*.IX<e>, s <e d>>
[1(s*)(X)zp(s*)(Mary)]).

MAX(Ad. John’s grade is d-old in s)>g(7)
(21) [d] 9= g(7)~the grade of Mary in s

This section reviewed the semantics of the
two types of comparison and how the contrast
between (3) and (4) arises. The semantics of
compared to construction relies on contextual
information, namely presuppositions and free
variables of degree. This contextual dependency
gives compared to comparison some flexibility
in its interpretation.

3. Compared to Comparison and Interpretive
Economy



We have seen that compared to comparison
enjoys flexibility that is not available for more
than comparison. Nevertheless, compared to
comparison is not a magic bullet—it comes with
some restrictions. We have already seen that (5)
makes a comparison with Mary herself, and it
never makes a comparison with Mary’s brother.
Why is that the case?

| propose that there is an economy principle
that governs (un)available interpretations of
compared to comparison, namely Interpretive
Economy by Kennedy (2007) as cited in (22).
(22) Interpretive Economy
the of
conventional meanings of the elements of

Maximize contribution
a sentence to the computation of its truth
conditions.  (Kennedy (2007: 36))

This means that this principle allows “contextual
dependent truth conditions only as a last resort”
(Kennedy (2007:4)). Presuppositions are a type
of  contextual information. Therefore,
Interpretive Economy is expected to choose an
interpretation with less presuppositions among
multiple candidates. This is why compared to
comparisons have unavailable interpretations
despite their flexible mechanism.

Let us now return to the case of (5), where a
comparison is made between John’s brother’s
age and Mary’s age, not between John’s
brother’s age and Mary’s brother’s age. This is
because the truth conditions of the former
involve less presupposition than those of the
latter.

First, consider the LF structure and the truth
conditions of the available interpretation given
(23) (24), The
presupposition requires that a relevant degree

in and respectively.

comparison involves Mary. The free variable of
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degree is understood as the age of Mary, as

shown in (25), which satisfies the

presupposition.

(23) [[Framer FRAME Compared to Mary] [3[[pege
—er d7][1[John s brother is t1-old s3]]]]]
AS:S€ MIN(AS* . FX<e>, T s <e,d>>
[n(s*)(X)zp(s*)(Mary)]).

MAX(Ad. John’s brother is d-old in s)>g(7)
(25) [d7] 9= g(7)~ the age of Mary in s

(24)

This means that p in the presupposition serves as
a function that takes an individual and maps to
the age of the individual. This is more formally
presented as in (26)

(26) p=AX<e>.AS<s>. the age of x in s

Second, consider the interpretation of the
unavailable reading, namely a comparison of
John’s brother’s age and Mary’s brother’s age.
The LF structure is the same as in (23). As for
the relevant truth conditions given in (27), the
assertion part is the same as that of (24). The
difference appears in the presupposition. For the
sake of comparison, let us retain the meaning of
u as in (26). In that case, the presupposition in
(27) requires an additional function B, i.e., a
function that takes an individual and maps to the
brother of the individual. With this extra
function, the free variable of degree is
understood as the age of Mary’s brother, as
shown in (28).

(27) AS:Se M|N(7\,S*.E|X<e>£|].l<s,<e,d>>
[n(s*)()zp(s*)(B(Mary))]).
MAX(Ad. John’s brother is d-old in s)>g(7)
(28) [ds] 9= g(7)~ the age of Mary’s brother
ins



This means that the truth conditions in (27)
require two functions in their presupposition as
listed in (29).

(29) p=AX<e>.AS<s>. the age of X in s
B=AX<e>.AS<s>. the brother of x in's

When we compare (29) with (26), (29) comes
with an extra function, namely . Because of
this extra function, a comparison with Mary’s
brother requires more contextual information
than a comparison with Mary herself. Thus, the
truth conditions given in (27) is banned by
Interpretive Economy.

In summary, the combination of Hohaus
(2015) and Kennedy (2007) captures the
of
comparison. The semantics of compared to
comparison proposed by Hohaus (2015) enjoys
flexible interpretations that are not allowed for

(un)available  readings compared to

more than  comparison due to its

context-dependent semantics. Nevertheless, it
comes with a restriction, namely Interpretive
Economy as proposed by Kennedy (2007),
which requires truth conditions to involve
minimum context-dependent information.
Considered Economical

4. What is

Interpretive Economy

by

This section discusses what is considered

by
in

economical Interpretive Economy. The
this quite

underdeveloped at this time partly because of the

discussion section remains
lack of research on Interpretive Economy. To my
knowledge, Interpretive Economy has very little
supportive phenomena thus far, and its nature is
yet to be explored. | hope that this section will
be the first step toward a better understanding of
Interpretive Economy.

One state that is considered economical by
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Interpretive Economy is that an interpretation
does not require context-dependent semantics.
Kennedy discusses a difference between relative
gradable adjectives and absolute gradable
adjectives in proposing Interpretive Economy.
Let us see an example. Short is a relative
gradable adjective, and bent is an absolute
gradable adjective. The semantics of short in its
Thus,

whether or not (30) is true depends on its

positive form is context dependent.
utterance context. Even a person with a height of
180cm can be considered short in a basketball
team. On the other hand, the semantics of bent in
its positive form is not context-dependent. Bent
comes with a lower closed scale (Kennedy and
McNally 2005)—any non-zero degree of being
bent counts as bent. Kennedy argues that relative
interpretation of bent in its positive form is
possible in principle, but it is blocked by
because  of its

Interpretive  Economy

context-dependent semantics.

(30) X is short.
(31) X is bent.

Another state that is considered economical
by Interpretive Economy is that an interpretation
requires less contextual information than others.
This is what | have proposed in this paper. When
we have no option but to choose from
context-dependent interpretations, one with the
by
Interpretive Economy. Thus, (5) allows only a

least context dependence is chosen

comparison between the age of John’s brother
and the age of Mary.

The
reasonably clear.

above-mentioned two cases are

However, identifying and
measuring contextual information can be a
challenging task. In the case of (5), for instance,

the amount of contextual information that |



discussed is limited to that in a minimal situation.

However, contextual information can be added
outside such minimal situations overtly or
The identifying and
measuring relevant context information that is

covertly.3# issue of
subject to Interpretive Economy is left for future
research.

5. Conclusion

I have argued that (un)available readings of
compared to comparison are governed by
Interpretive Economy, which requires minimal
involvement of context in truth conditions.
When multiple interpretations are possible for a
compared to comparison, one with the least
by
Economy. To my knowledge, this is the first case

presupposition is chosen Interpretive
in which an economy constraint is proposed for
Additionally, it

for Interpretive

compared to comparison.

provides further support

Economy, which has very little empirical
support this the

challenging task of identifying and measuring

at time. Nevertheless,
contextual information is left for future research.

It is worth noting here that the analysis in
this paper does not exclude the possibility of
syntactic deletion. In the case of (32), for
instance, the syntactic deletion of grade is very
likely. It’s truth conditions will be calculated by

Hohaus’s framework.

(32) Compared to Mary’s fne-grade}, John’s
grade is better.

The contrast between more than comparison
and compared to comparison discussed in this
paper has an implication for cross-linguistic
that like
compared to comparison are very likely not to

research.  Comparisons behave

be equivalents of more than comparison. For
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instance, at least some phrasal bi-comparatives
in Mandarin behave more like compared to
comparison rather than more than comparison
(Oda 2020). More cross-linguistic research is to
be conducted.
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scheduled to be presented at a workshop on
comparative constructions at Konkuk University,
Seoul, in March 2020. Although the workshop
was canceled due to the COVID-19 pandemic, |
am grateful to those who planned the conference.
All errors present in this manuscript are my own.
This work was supported by the Japan Society
for the Promotion on Science KAKENHI Grant
Number 20K00582.

NOTES
! The judgment can be *’ as it is semantically
ill-formed.
2 It is important to note that all examples of
compared to comparison discussed in this paper
involve adjectives in  main clauses in
comparative forms rather than positive forms.
The corresponding sentences with positive forms
exemplified in (i) have “vague” semantics, and
they have very different semantics from the data
in this paper. See Sawada (2009) for details.
(i) Compared to Mary, John is old.
(p.c. 2020)

interesting issue of how the interpretation of

% Takeo Kurabuji raised an
relevant free variables of degree can be affected.
For instance, | have argued that 3, the brother
function in (24), is blocked by Interpretive



Economy. However, the same information can
be overtly added as in (i), for instance.
(1) If Mary has a brother, John’s brother is older
compared to Mary.
Whether or not a comparison with Mary’s
brother can be enforced is an interesting issue.
However, relevant judgements are not available
yet, and | leave the issue for further research.
4 An important question was raised by Yusuke
Kubota (p.c. 2020). Though I do not have a clear
answer yet, it will be useful to state the question
here for further research: How do semantics and
pragmatics interact in determining possible
readings? For instance, (i) out of the blue
compared the degree of Peter’s advisor and that
of Mary.
(i) Compared to Mary, Peter’s advisor is more
competent.
However, native speakers may have different
intuition when good context is provided. For
instance, imagine a situation in which people are
talking about advisors of graduate students, and
Peter and Mary both have their own advisor. In
that situation, the pragmatically normal reading,
that is, a comparison of two academic advisors,
could be enforced, and a relevant free variable
degree can be understood as the degree of
competence of Mary’s advisor. Similar data in
(ii) was suggested by Takeo Kurafuji (p.c. 2020).
(if) Compared to Germany, the capital city of
Tokyo has more population.
Unfortunately, the facts have not yet been
confirmed, and I will leave this issue for further
research.
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1. Introduction

Recent theoretical research in Minimalist
Program has examined set-Merge that results in
a set of two arbitrary items (Chomsky et al.
(2019)). However, another merger operation
called pair-Merge has been less investigated.
This research seeks to demonstrate usefulness of
pair-Merge by assuming that it is applicable not
only to adjuncts but also arguments (Otsuka
(2017)) from the “Experiencer” perspective,
which is underlined in (1).
(1)  John seems to Mary to be honest.
2. Theoretical Background
2.1. Free Merger

Recent theoretical research concluded that
merge operations were not triggered, but it could
be freely applied under Merger”
framework (see Chomsky (2015)) to both

external merge and internal merge, which used

“Free

to be known as Move. Namely, the two

operations are interwoven when forming
syntactic structures.

However, under this framework, the syntax
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is basically capable of producing any type of
One

factor to limit this type of over generation is the

structures, including undesirable ones.

Labeling Algorithm in the next section.

2.2. Labeling Algorithm

Chomsky (2013) introduces the minimal
search-based operation called the Labeling
Algorithm (henceforth “LA”). The LA requires
that any syntactic constituent be labeled to allow
for interface interpretation, with unlabeled
constituents being regarded as “uninterpretable.”

In the process of the LA, minimal search
explores a structure, detects the nearest head in
each relevant set, and then determines the head
as its label. When a set involves one head and
one set, the process is simple, as in (2a), as the
LA uniformly determines the label based on the
nearest head, X. However, the procedure
becomes more complicated when a set contains
two sets, as shown in (2b), in which the two
involved heads are equidistant, which means that
the LA is unable to determine the label.
2 a X {Y}}

b {o (X}, {Y )

Chomsky (2013) proposes two solutions for
this situation. The first one is via sharing some
prominent features between the two equidistant
heads, as shown in (3a), with the LA uniquely
determining the label for the relevant set from
the shared features of the two heads. The second
solution is to internally merge either of the two
heads, as shown in (3b), which is based on the
assumption that a part of a chain is invisible to
the LA, with the head that remains in its position
not undergoing any internal merge becoming the
label for the set.



3) a. {«e {X[f]...}, {Y[]...}}

b, {xe (X...}, £
t

However, there is another way to circumvent
the “XP-YP” situation in (2): pair-Merge shown

in the next subsection.

2. 3. Pair-Merge

Chomsky (2004) introduces an operation
called pair-Merge, which is defined as a merger
operation subclass. The motivation for the
introduction of pair-Merge is to explain the
unique status of adjuncts. Pair-Merge creates an
ordered pair and ensures that either of the items
in the pair can remain visible in the syntactic
component, with the other rendered invisible.
Therefore, syntactic operations, such as
extraction, are not applicable to the invisible
item in the pair, which explains the asymmetric
status of adjuncts including adjunct islands.

However, if a pair-Merged item remains
invisible until the interfaces, it is unperceivable
and violates the Full Interpretation condition.
This leads to a proposal for an operation called
SIMPL(ification) to “reveal” the invisible item
at the interfaces. Therefore, pair-Merge ensures
that either of the pair-Merged items is invisible
only within the syntactic component. This
resolves the “XP-YP” problem exemplified in
(2b), as either of the merged items can become
invisible to the LA.

Chomsky (2004) proves that pair-Merge can
accommodate examples such as (4). Given that
pair-Merge renders an item invisible only within
the syntax, the pair-Merged relative clause in (4)
is invisible in its base-generated position
(represented as #). Nevertheless, it comes back
into sight when SIMPL is applied at the end of

the derivation after internal merge of the relative

93

clause. Therefore, John within the relative clause
does not violate condition C in its base-
generated position, but it does at the final
landing position. This is why He in the matrix
clause cannot co-refer to John and he in the
embedded clause can.
(4) He; asked which picture of Bill [that
John;«; liked] he; bought 7.
(Chomsky (2004: 117-118)
(Indexes added by TO)

3. A Brief Consideration on “Superiority”
“Superiority” basically stipulates that an
item cannot be displaced over another item from
the same category. As the examples for the
double object construction in English in (5)
exemplify, while the indirect object can be the
subject of the sentence in passives, the direct
object cannot. This “Superiority” effect is based
on the premise that the higher item c-commands

the lower one, as shown in (6).

(5) a. John was sent ¢ the book.
b.*The book was sent John ¢.

(6) a. Ishowed Mary herself (in the mirror).
b.*I showed herself Mary (in the mirror).
c. I gave every worker; his; paycheck.
d.*I gave its; owner every paychecki.

(Barss and Lasnik (1986: 347-50))
However, how can “Superiority” be

formalized under the Free Merger framework, in
which both a displacement operation, namely,
internal merge, and external merge are freely
applicable? More specifically, Attract Closest
(Richards (2001)) and Relativized Minimality
(Rizzi (1990)) are no longer tenable under the
framework that has no triggers for merger

operations.



Unfortunately, while this paper cannot offer
a full proposal to reformulate “Superiority,” it
does suggest a possible direction to proceed, as
there is a possibility to embed the chain-
formation process into the LA. Assume that it is
not that the LA cannot see a part of a chain, as
claimed by Chomsky (2013), but that the LA can
see one category only once, with all other items
from the same category being treated as copies
of the first detected item in the same chain.
Moreover, the head the LA searches out in an
NP-label determination is not N but #n as
Chomsky (2007) argues. Hence, the LA cannot

refer to lexical information on N and cannot

distinguish two different NPs within one domain.

Therefore, there is a possibility that the LA
could incorrectly treat multiple NPs within the
single LA domain as one chain and produce a
“gibberish” chain that includes different NPs.
The results in such a “gibberish” chain could
then lead to a reformulation of “Superiority”
within the syntactic component under Free
Merger.

This assumption is preliminary and needs
further elaboration. However, what should be
emphasized is that Superiority” can have an
effect even under Free Merger. Hence the
discussion is based this

subsequent on

presumption.

4. Problem
4.1. Phenomenon
It is standardly assumed that the subject in
the raising construction undergoes the raising
from within the complement clause. In English,
this raising process takes place beyond the
Experiencer. Nevertheless, given that the
Experiencer is an argument like the subject, this
raising process needs to be regarded as a
“Superiority”  violation. Of

course, as
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“Superiority”  presupposes a c-command
relationship between the relevant items, if there
were no c-command relationship between the
subject and the Experiencer, there would be no
problem. Empirical facts, however, guarantee
the c-command relationship, as exemplified in
(7) by virtue of conditions A, B, and C. (7)
indicates that the subject c-commands the
Experiencer, and the Experiencer c-commands
the complement clause, from which the subject

launches.

(7) a. John; seems to himself; ¢ to like cheese.

b.*It seems to him; that John; likes cheese.
(Lebeaux (2009: 32))

Therefore, a contradiction arises; although
the Experiencer c-commands the subject in (7)
in its base position, the subject can be dislocated
to a higher position than the Experiencer,
without causing a “Superiority” violation. This
contradiction has attracted the interest of several
studies, which are briefly presented in the next

subsection.

4. 2. Previous Studies

Due to space limitations, this subsection
roughly sketches two positions without going
into the detailed mechanisms. The first position
is represented by Kitahara (1997) and Epstein et
(1998) and Dbasically claims that the

Experiencer in English does not c-command the

al.

subject in its original position but ends up c-
commanding the complement clause only after
the subject is raised. The other position from
Boeckx (1999, 2008) argues that although the
Experiencer in English c-commands the subject
in the base-generated position, subject raising is
permitted. This paper basically takes the former

position in the later discussion. For other



previous studies, readers can consult Arano
(2017), who succinctly reviews relevant issues.
What is notable here, however, is that most
previous studies are not compatible with the
recent Free Merger framework, in which the
subject raising is not triggered by anything but is
applied freely as one instance of free merger
operations. As no other arguments in any other
constructions other than the Experiencer ignore
“Superiority” and because it is confined to
English (as shown in 5.2.), the phenomenon
investigated here could be seen to be an

“exceptional” case. Therefore, it is ideal to

accommodate this “Experiencer paradox”
without the need to introduce special
apparatuses.
5. Analysis

5.1. Solving the Paradox

As was touched on in the introduction, this
research assumes that pair-Merge is also
applicable to arguments. Therefore, under this
assumption, any argument can in principle
undergo both set-Merge and pair-Merge. Note,
that this lead

factors

however, does not to

overgeneration because other limit
possible derivations. For instance, if the subject
is pair-Merged in a standard tensed sentence, it
becomes syntactically invisible and therefore
cannot deal with the u-Phi features on T, which
also means the u-case feature on the subject
remains unvalued as well. Similarly, if the object
participates in a derivation vie pair-Merge, the
u-Phi features on R and the u-case feature on the
object remain unvalued; therefore, in the
derivations for normal sentences, the pair-Merge
invisibility always causes u-Phi and u-case
feature problems.

(®)

a. <Subjucase], { Trupni'**}>
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b. <Objucasel, {Rpuphi...}>

(The shading represents an invisible status)

If an argument does not relate to u-Phi or
u-case feature valuing, it is compatible with
which the the
Experiencer in English. Note that as the

pair-Merge, is case for
infinitival T in English is standardly assumed to
lack u-Phi features, no problem with the u-Phi
if the

Experiencer in English has its u-case feature

features is expected. Moreover,
valued by the preposition to (or the u-case
feature somehow receives a default value), there
is also no problem with the u-case feature.
Rather, if the Experiencer in English set-Merges,
the “XP-YP” situation shown in 2.2. emerges
and the labeling always fails. Therefore, in
summary, the Experiencer in English may in
principle set-Merge or pair-Merge, but labeling
This

indicates that in a convergent derivation, the

succeeds only when it pair-Merges.
Experiencer is always invisible within the syntax,
which that

violation arises.

then means no “Superiority”

(9) a. <p to Experiencer, {to...}>
b. {» to Experiencer, {to...}}

(Shading represents an invisible status)

(10) John seems to Mary ¢ to be honest.
ok |

After SIMPL, the Experiencer returns to a
visible status and the desirable c-command
relationship holds in the C-I Interface. This
sufficiently explains (7).

More

accounts for the “exceptional” status of the

importantly, the approach here

Experiencer without having to introduce

additional apparatuses: the Experiencer in



English is exceptional because it pair-Merges
even though it is an argument, and pair-Merge is
an independently motivated operation to explain
the unique status of adjuncts rather than being ad
hoc device.

The next subsection expands the approach

here to different languages.

5. 2. Expansion of the Analysis
The

expectation of the following three logical

discussion so far has led to an

possibilities.

(11) The Experiencer:
a. always set-Merges.
b. always pair-Merges (=English).

¢. may set-Merge or pair-Merge.

As shown, (11b) is the case for English.
However, as shown later, the other possibilities
accommodate cross-linguistic facts, with (11a)
corresponding to some Romance languages
(including Catalan, Galician and Romanian),
which here is represented by Spanish, and (11c)
being the status for Italian. Following the
classification in Arano (2017), this research
surmises that (11a) may also include Insular
Scandinavian languages and (11b) may involve
Mainland Scandinavian languages. Due to

space limitations, however, the discussion in this

subsection is confined to Spanish and Italian.

5.2. 1. Spanish
Spanish has a unique phenomenon called
Clitic in (12), the

Experiencer appears with a clitic.

Doubling, as where

(12) Les parecio  (a mis amigos)
tothem seemed (to my friends)
que Maria estaba cansada.
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that Maria  was tired.
‘Maria seemed to my friends to be tired.’

(Treggo (1996: 106))

Interestingly, even when the experiencer is not
overt, the clitic is observed. Therefore, the
existence of a clitic implies the presence of an
overt or covert Experiencer. Therefore, the clitic
here is not actually a type of pronoun but a type
of marker to indicate the existence of the

Experiencer. Then, consider (13).

(13) a. Me parece que este taxista
tome seems that this taxi driver
esta  cansado.
is tired

‘It seems to me that this taxi driver is

tired.’
b.*Este taxista me parece
this taxidriver tome seems

estar cansado.
to be tired
“This taxi driver seems to me to be
tired.’

c. Este taxista
this

parece estar
taxi driver seems to be
cansado.

tired

“This tax driver seems to be tired.’

(Treggo (1996: 105))

(13a) is a case with a covert Experiencer but
without subject raising, which is grammatical.
(13b) indicates that the subject cannot move to
the sentential “subject” position when the covert
Experiencer exists. In (13c), the Clitic Doubling
is not observed, which means that an
Experiencer is not present, and the sentence is
grammatical with the subject raised to the

“subject” position. Therefore, as can be seen,



subject raising is always banned when an (overt
or covert) Experiencer exists in Spanish.

Intriguingly, Toreggo (1996) argues that
Clitic Doubling occurs to license the case of the
Experiencer. If this intuition is correct, this can
be reanalyzed in the present framework as
follows: the Experiencer in Spanish should
always be syntactically visible; otherwise the
u-case valuation would fail. It could be further
assumed that the clitic in the Clitic Doubling
supports the labeling process for the “XP-YP”
situation created by the Experiencer and its
merged set (TP, RP or whatever).

In summary, the Experiencer in Spanish
needs to be syntactically visible so that labeling
and the u-case valuation succeed. Hence, if it
pair-Merges, the derivation does not converge
and therefore, it must always set-Merge. As the
Experiencer in Spanish is necessarily visible, the
“Superiority” effect is observable in Spanish,

and the fact is fully captured.

5. 2. 2. Italian
The in (14)

Experiencer behaviors in Italian. When the

examples show typical
Experiencer appears as a full noun phrase,
subject raising is not permittable; however,
when it is a clitic, the subject successfully moves

to the “subject” position.

(14) a.*Gianni sembra a Maria essere stanco.
Gianni seems to Maria to be ill
‘Gianni seems to Maria to be ill.
(Boskovi¢ (2011: 4))
sembra essere stanco.
ill

. Gianni gli
Gianni to her seems to be
‘Gianni seems to her to be ill.’

(Boeckx (2008: 150))

The explanation is quite straightforward, as
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follows. When the Experiencer is a full NP, it
set-Merges, and when it is a clitic, it pair-Merges.
Thus, only when the Experiencer is a full NP is a
“Superiority” effect produced. The reasoning
here presupposes that the labeling does not fail
because of the “XP-YP” situation formed by the
Experiencer and the infinitival TP. This is
presumably because the Italian infinitival T has
u-Phi features, and thus, if the Experiencer exists
to the left of the infinitival clause, the labeling
succeeds via the prominent Phi feature sharing.
Further, as Chomsky (2015) argues, as the
Italian T itself is strong enough to be a label,
labeling is still possible even if the Experiencer

moves out from the left of the infinitival TP to

some higher position. Therefore, in the
following grammatical examples, no labeling
problems arise, and, even though the

Experiencer is an NP, it does not intervene
between the base and moved subject positions,

that is, there is no “Superiority” violation.

(15) a. AMaria;, Gianni; sembra f
to Maria Gianni seems
[t essere  stanco].
to.be ill
‘To Maria, Gianni seems to be ill.’
b. Achij sembra Gianni; [t essere
to whom seems Gianni to.be

stanco]?

ill

‘To whom does Gianni seem to be ill?’
(Boskovi¢ (2011: 4))

6. Conclusion

This research revealed that the assumption to
permit pair-Merge of arguments can account for
the idiosyncratic behaviors of the Experiencer in
English. Furthermore, this approach can be

extended to cross-linguistic explanations of



Experiencer behaviors, which was exemplified

for Spanish and Italian.

* 1 would like to express my sincere gratitude to
the floors and the chairpersons at Fukuoka Riron
Gengogaku Kenkyukai (Fukuoka Theoretical
Linguistics Workshop) held at Seinangakuin
University and the 38" general meeting of the
ELS]J. I thank Enago for stylistic improvement.
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FBLBWRD “IR<yF” EZD
BHSTEN ORIV & D3
(Revisiting the Syntax-Semantics “Mismatch”
in Japanese V-sugiru:

A Cognitive Grammar Perspective)

V5 72 (Rana Sato)
HHIRF R (the University of Tokyo)

F—U— N BELE, -TED, IATYT

1. IXIC®IZ

AAGED TEEOEHE+T 5] L)
BT, T hoiEfEEEZ R ITHESC (BLF,
V3 ELH) 12, B EEROBIZWD
PEIIAV T IRHDLEZZLNTETL,

(1) a. £LT &5 (too beautiful)
b. 1 9E 2D (too quiet)
) a. x5 X% (work too long)

c

R EARTED (eat too early)

(la) FEEF [ELV] OFLTWHHEE
MIBEITHDHZ L ERL, (1b) TIHEES
ail [0y MEL TV DAMHEOEE EZFR LT
WD LRI, TR Ay T Fhne s
b, —HT, VIELHLTHD (2a) 1T
ME<) ZEENAKRENS LD H [E
MoOEX) 20, @2b) FEEO THL
NFTBIRNREITE LIRSS, 2D XD
IZV TR (382 BEEMIC
FEETH2OIFRIHEHOEE (V1) THhaHIZH
D 59 BRI O ERITRE RO

TWVD & SN TE T, JEATHIIE TIFIEEARIC,

@R OFEFEFE (TOO) 28 V1 DIEDHHST
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DO EAEENITHFET D TBEED & 2 3
RIEZEMRIERHOZ —57 > h & LTGRRT S
EEZHLNTWD (HA 1997, 2005,
Nakamura 2003, Kikuchi 2013, H=F 2018 fil1) ,
ARITRESUEOBLRND V T 5
EEMRETT DI LI VIELECE
WT, I &2 ) I TERAIC OB &G L
TWHZEERL, INETEESNTER
TERERIIZIZ V1 EHEG LTV D23, BLaHE
ETIEHZE ) TlE2WnEWnI I A<y F (H
A 2005:265) | &, BEEEIZZ T AT
XLEREBHRARCE DD THD Z %
B o»zT 5,

2. SEATHISE

A (1997,2005) X, 2L (1993) OHEE
i OFIHEN, [T 5 IIHEENES
hE (VI E D) ogEEFETHD T 5,
FIX, AARGEOEGEIL, ¥ 2T
B S5 [FEEEGENR] &, HaaE
IZBW TR SN D THREIEA B ) 12X
BENDEFERLTEY VI E DI
ISR L HREEEAEE L ST D,
Z LT, piffichin-my ., VX254
XOEWT -7&5) RETRROERSR
TOO W HEMDEF LFEVDL Z LTk
DIRED L SIND, HIAR (2005:246) 1T 2
® TOO IXZDEMMNS LT, BfEELHT
HBEFREFEOSDPRIT R0, L, B
X, X% BREEE AT 50
7275, TOO I3fE &3 5 8EiEal > LCS O Hi)x
O,BBEEPROONIEREZR L L TE
Nex2—ry e UTRIRL, £DERITX
LCHBRE OB®EMINTHEEZLND]
EBRV FTELHECETD [ ED)
DEEZROLHITHEL T 5D,

Lo
Ra

M X% ITFEEENICBNT
MEET HEFZDOHF ) B [+gradable]
FHEEHEL, ThEz&—F v hE L

)



TERT 5, | (FHZK 2005: 264)
Bl ZI1E 4) OEFE. (5 OFE#EEERD,

WAEAE &N C [+gradable] ZFRFOEFE L L
T ITR&EWTr—%] BN@ERans, £L T,
AR BV L E D4 7] D RED Br
MO & D F M [+gradable] & RO MHEHE I
TOO MMfth- &b &2 D ((6) B .

(4) EFVPRENT—F 2RI RE
77 (H A% 2005: 265)
(5)
nnmm IP
— e
NP4, L
EF@)
VP, I
NP \v '
3 V2
tiv S
. VP, Vs
NP/ \/" *kév'i@g'(zd)k
2
[l /\\
[+gradable] NP, Vi
R ty
KEWr—F(%)
L [+gradable]
(6)
BEah s
HANAKO CAUSE[BECOME [ CAKE BE[AT[EXISTENT]]]
|TOO [propertyBIG]
{ [+gradable]

ZDO LRIV T E DL OHEER IR HLE
Z LT TOO ZAfF59 2% &9 st LT
(7= & 2 BB R > Tz LT
%)iﬁ%ﬂszé%ﬁﬁﬁiﬁét
R, AT TR E R D ok FEI, T-
#%5J#ﬁm%LL®&@&f@F§if
DEFHERIRNTEXDINE VST ETHD,
L LBNG, LEDOSGHT CIELL IO RTHE
FAWEUNTHIAT D2 LN TER,

2.1. ZITHFEORBIERD
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WD (7)(8) 73, HEL ZDif#E£ LT
DEGEL, HRDGHTICHEY &, EBH B
B0 & 585 T#HEL V) 28 TOO D # —
Ty MY BEEREIE — L e D & Tl
SNnb, LrLZok iz, (b
LLEHLINETTIE) () T IbXt) 24
WHZEIFMOTARARTHD L) FHE

EMATERRNWE WS R H D,
(7) T (b Z &) HLWEEE
LT &7 (Nakamura 2003: 489)
) BIRIT (bIe) LT EHMEE
L7z (Nakamura 2003: 489)

2.2. HERO

) DX B E RO RIFI N EE S
A6, HL<IE (10) @ X5 ICEFEINHR S

TV &b mEITh D EROEH & 72
5H OBNEBFEL TV DHIITEE SN D,
ZLTCEDOERETNEBRIGEEITHY . =
NNRIR CHERIZ 22D LR+ 5 2 &
IIAFTBE TIE 2RV (B 2 X E SRR 2 B v
& BE LMY OBNIZ N EITWANLT
%) o ZDOXIITHEBOBBENED B D EHEMN
WRINZAR D Z LI3HVELIN, EDGEHEED
Xl F ="y BB IREND DONABT
»Hb,

BT EARBRTE,
WX 2 E T X C, BRI -
77

©)
(10)

3. RACEIZ L R

LI ClE, sBASUEOBSE NS V 785
ST L, LRt & TRE I D
ZEERT,

3.1V T E WL DOKE
FOASCHE T, R, 2 DD R E
(component structures) 23FHAE O I TH



A% E (composite structure) 23T B

— 07 DREIE M TT OREIEIZ K - THRUE S
5 FEMDNEE-D1T B4 %) schematic 72358
IR DHEBEZHNTWD, DX ISy
D Z & % elaboration site (LA T e-V1 ) &
5 (Langacker 2008: 198) .

9 &5 OHWICADHIT, Rz E
WZHW B 5 HEED DO (e.g. 1 DO have that!)
DN EFEIT D, Z O DO ITEMRANED 9
BIZE NV EDTDN e A FEleoTWD
(X 1 £ THEENT) &5 2645 (Langacker
1991: 137) , DO @ e- A MIAEF (e.g. |
DO love you THiLT love) DERIZE - T
b SN 5720, BGOSR
FHMADOEBIZA LNV, TN THE
FEICHGHRERITR>TndeBExbhn
Zap

(v) DO- PROC

o

i /‘
T

kool
Do

SO

AN

FROC

X 1 DO DEBRE T (Lagnacker 1991: 137)

X5 OMEIZTZ D DO ST
HbH, HA (2005:222f) 1% [-+& 5] 13X
RS ZBEZIE, AR VI L BEATDIZE
APEMERE L, EO L9 REFEICHREL TH
BRI DRR O 5] T—ALTWS &
FRL WD, 2 I-9F%) 2 DO ®
£ 91 TR OfT 5] LIS CIERBLOBEEN
FICEHBRL TR0 & ) EK A SOk L 7=
LoLEZLND, LOLENL, HENE
WCEHBRL TN T 3 fENTEE LT, &
AT T DR oA 5] DAMIERZ R
RWEETEHSARWESY, &3] &
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AN D DO D K 9 7@ IR 7R B A
FFoBiFR L A4 2 & ¢, HIC HRE) oF
A5 25 7200 TidZe < o DO & [H
CXolc, #aicko THEEBIbLan S
schematic 72EREZFFOLEBEZXDHZ LN TX
%o RASUEDOBENOIX, [-37E %) 1TH
725 BRI O 5 Tldle < HhBENE L
HRERICEL > THBILSN D LER D D
BWAROBERLLMATLENTED
DTH D,

&S] OFWIIK 2 DX HITHKRT
x5, METIE e-Y A b ol XRE OHER
AT, VA O T D RKWEENIATS « IREEIC
EENLDMO O IEE & 7o TN D
ZEERLTVWD (RWERHIOENHEL 7
S TWDERTIE A — )b &R 72 5
RETHRERT BRSNS —2 L LTHEAET
52 EEEIELTELTND), 'XiT—FE
DA =N O (HFFINDE) TH
V. ZHHIMOBEFEIZ > THEbENn %,
V X508 5 -35E %) 3@l
FoTHUbans Z L CTHET IO TH
Do

-gED
X2 &3] OBE®
2.1 FiCHRRM L@ SATHFRICHE VY,
[3X% ) 12 [TOO Off ) OHEITI2-
TWBHLEEZ LT T, (7)) =T
HbI&) HELWHEZH LT E) & )
(Bizix (b3 e) LT ETo2MEZH L
7ol OEFEWEBBTE 720, TOO 23Mt5-3
NHOIFXELLOLTY T#ELW THDY,
BESAEEIXF 122> CLEIITTTH D,
[ & %] OFEWILTOO DN E5DHRTH D



LEZDBIX, ZORMBEERRT 5 Z &%
RAMETH D, HV D DIEEL LT, [-F&
L0k FEEMY bW o #EME (2L 2
[-intention] & THE/RIND K 9 REHR)
LEENTEY  ZRbBREOEKSE &I
EAA 5 INTND EFEXH T L TeA
EDO G R LIAE RS &b ZOMELY

R TED EWVWIBZNTHEND, LNl

M ICHBTFH HLFED) Tl THT)
EWVIOITRBERIE TEMBY) IZThhTWng
DTHY BT T IZIFRRMEZ A5
T 5 LWV R Z D DTN D720
Eoliclbhns, THY ) Z&TEHRS TH
LT &) ZENPFEENNTHL Z L ERT
A ILEZ R D,

Ak L 51z, I-F& %) O schematic 72
BEREZRD, VI LOBEERN (<0
BE) To&k| LR UERVOELEEZD
L TIoOMBEIIMESND, 2 [-TES)
DERITTREDO G IR E DD TR,

F o AT CIE, BEREE D & 2 FHRIZ,
TOO B EENTERNBIRED EBZ DT

Dy () ®) ITEMMICHE—TH D LIHE S
AUTWE, BRASUE CIFEA N e REBLN &

D LD ITHHAF D IHD D) (compositional
path: LA T CP) & &&= RIK A EAEHI K
BHOBWEEZ D20, (1) @B) ITARLN
LEWROENE CP OER L L THRICHE
2D EMTED, A—DRPELRLTNT
3, CP BNEp>TWiuE, EAMREHO
BRIZBW T HENAEL S Z LT AR
TR,

3.2 run too much [II A<=y F?
ZHLELEDL IR TIREINDLE
HRIZ/ZE D ELS ONMBEEINTEGEICE -
T (1 DODOFEONETH) £ 55, #
ZIX, LT (11a) 1 too 23FIFAOHTZE D>
N5 ZEIZE - T BFEDRE OmF 2 &k
T 5, W TR 2RI RIEITH 5 too 1T
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BERAYIZHE OV < BRI A FA O RIS HLL
HZENEELTEY, (11b) O X 9 IZH)
FCEERE OO Z 2T TE vy, —F AR
FETIZFE CRIZ (122) THETZENTE
BN, —HT (120) DEHIC [-F&S] N
BN EREREET D 2 L IXTE R, RICHE
AFEICBIT AIREBEAREDE LW (2L 21E
BHIEALMOICEMS) L LTh, CP IXF—
TIERVWDOTH D, 3

(11)  a.you’ve arrived too early
b. *you’ve too-arrived early
(12)  a RIESTEL

b *RFELHE N

i & NDIT 4 IREENBREITH D Z & AR
ICHESRIRI-EN & 5 b Tk 2wy, EBE, B
KEETIE, £DHZ L OBRIZET -0 T
VT ED) OoXHIcEFEICERE 755
NEETHARBFEH NS Z LN TE S, —F
THFETIEFEROBER Z £ T 72912 run too
much D X 9T too MMl 5 D EE & A5
bEah-REZHWRTUER BN,
X, BRENOANUE TR A~y F) ThHD
ZEICRoTLESEAY, oFED VI E
HEESLTHRY EFohTEl (R A<y T
X I-3F2%) OBFWIT (B35 < IFEHED
too DEMREELNEEZEZLNTNDHTH
% 9) BF#RFTOO (ITREHD) THY, &
BRAIZAE OV < DI ARG O3 72,
OF Y HEE L BAEXRRICEH T TS L
WO RITRIZN 2722 LI Lo THELT=DE
LEZD, !

>~
—

33 BIFZMED VX X DOEH

BESLEDO NG H1E, BIFNZ TOO M3t
HBEINbEBE2 LN TEHUZHONTEH, 2
Ay FIERL L LAABARRE TOEDL L
LTIADZENTED, K3ITRT XD,
BIEX. (IS0 0R 28TV =7 2 —



O o T O RAN: K5 = iy g ) s B
L Zi#u5 (Langacker 2008: 116) . (Ehiwl, &
A, AiEme LIk TREND) FTY
= X — L7 HBRIE O ERIC L - TR
#ibsisd e-h A4 N TH D, T70bbH, @l
ZERTT 2 RIENEENE & NO 2 & T e
ﬁ4hﬂﬁﬁméﬂ5 ZL T, VI EDLHE

L (RIFNC X D EMiA o 7o) BhFi AR
#7utx@%5@ﬁﬂﬂ%&@01mé
ZEEERLTND

Yt

X 3 &l

X4 XFEIFEES V XS XOEKRE
FLTWD, BFR i ok S RANIEEEORM
RARL, AT —EBERERT, BEIX
RIEN D e-th A MaARERUL L. FRRC -9 &
%1 D et A MR L T\ D, BiFE s El
T L > TEMIESN TWDIGE, =0 [Eff
ZEATTEE) N -3 &E 5] Rk L T

W5, bLLIE IV IEDL) B’ERT et
AN K- TRIFID e- A MBI D
EE A D,

ZD XD RBRIZ L o TZ OERBDERK
SNHZEEEBETDE 9) O THLIEL
SABRTE, ] OXITEBEORFEDE
FAlZEAT L CWTCHRIEIZ RN E b
%o VI E DR THR A SN2 T O
1E& < £ THIEO B OEIERIZ L o TR
fEENTRERELCHEDOTHY , ZDRFNL
DO EIFA A B F A A LV b I e
WDOTh D,

34 7V—LAHNOEROERIL
CZETRTE X ICREDRIGM 72
BHRICOR [T XD OEEIFERDONT
W5 EEZH_NEEBEIRY, TIE, VTE
HREELOBREIOZTRITED X H I LTRE
HDIEA D D,
WHSEETEH, bbb [ RICSETE
Ho (BB LEZLOEET) BEWOT
(I RBEOF RN (TREE] ., TR
(a7 7 2 NN ) RBEROARTIER
<, BFFEIESND (TERFHA,
[FEHGMI, 277 2 MEFER) 7p) 3

ffE}j:ffﬁafﬁ .;E; -;F».;

33?%%%21m> ()C)C)anm“w””éx
'WE] . []EH] < ﬂ Z
B ) -$EB

M4 BIFZMAED VIEEIOER



KHRERICEE L TR, Wb b S5EM)
REWOZ 1%, EBRIZIE, SiEA R
BIHAEL L CIIUOTHRY.LY D) (FF
2007:654) £EZ D, ZNIEHLHAALVTE
HIESTR - 722 & TiE R,

Pakl (2007: 654) 1%, [FdE: W& EHRD
2=y FLIZBNTHERZIRY LT, LT
LI RTW B, B D EHOBEE O HIER
(R 72 BIR N B D 5 D% < 1E, ERF
AR RO E & E OV RIK, TR bL T L—
KT 7 /AL BT, 20825 /im0
BECE R E S DY DEENNEE LTS, fi
X TR EEM 25t OBfRIIE B B
B o7 L— AR 78 AL BT IEE
o) EWV OB OEEEAET 5 R A E
BRI OER]ICEREZGDE L T at ARE
FNTWVDHEBZ LN,

VI ELWLOEKRS ., BiE O35 7
L— AL EBE LR TTEN LRV DT
bb, BEMEOHDZBERIZOHR [-3E5)
DERNPFEDRDNTND EE X D& HH
1F7e <, Fio, MIRNEEITH D DO ERFED
FHEICRET 2 L 2 A TH-TH, 5
BRI SR AR i ik 2 S L7
b CHREE DORLARL & O BIR 2 AR L T
HbDEBEZLND, BIZIEX. (9 I
Wi Z BT EC, BRI oo, | HR
T HIOIIE, RIS D) BRIZRD X
DI TC ES] LW ) HENIBEITH -
72D LR 5 2 ENRETH D, AT
ZECBWTERESRTWD X )iz, HESKR
DEINBRTZS>T-OFEEMRTHZ LD
AEE T d 5 3 AR & F 0 IR AU
B 12 72 B ATREMEITIR W E A 5 L, i i
O B IEICEER D L9 It )i ¢, D
< EHHIREME - TEA TV T IR
2705 Z LT nie ), TmTERE A R &
WRIT 27T TEAT I THDL, Elom) o iE
S OE S IZE~0AME () bl
T 5LV HERIZE K LT, TREO
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R &) 2mFl7E & R o8 b 253 5
ZENTERY, ZOXUX i ZiE ST &
D— RGO 7 L — L E B L THD
THYNIRTE LD THY . ZD X H 7%
HHREENEL T, A DO
( [+gradable] £1E) D& 5 EFE~OIEFE DOFF
HLHBALTCHEETEDL LR ERETE A
WiEAS, ?

V T AT B Ol L L TIRRE
NHAr— I ko X sic7 L —anrh
THEANYTONLMETH-> T, HARD
o TBBEVED & 5 %57 T L&
2L DIEFREELLOTH D, HA (2005:
355) X e 20F, TEV &) R [ v
EED &) Lo Th, E-2KlH D
UM EEBECAE - 7230 D BN 28 2 THT
TWMETNDDONIERIL I N2V D)8
T, OHIWr o FEHET SR D it B 5T
WD, DNV, fhEEE e LT HEHE
ELTHRENTWDEOTHS | LTk
0. BRSO D DRIGINERO FERE | (2B
L CIEEFRF A FGRO ML EMEZ RO T
Do LML H V T EHMEUTBWTER
BRENDFREDO ED X ) 2l A E & e
STWEDOMNENS Z &Y R < s
A R LITIEEIRA R TH D, 7 L—»A
ERICT 7R AL BT XREBEAT D X
IR E R DNFICEREGDED L
25 L, TONEDENSITHIRIZZR U,

4. BPYIZ

AAGED V & 5303, Bk
T L= LD BE DD REE DT 2720 LR
R ONDORTHEITHL Z L E2RT T
DIZHNENHHELTH D, VI Z DD
BERITEZNEFORMEOHER 2 CiEk
LEDX IR I DL ETE THE
SN TWDDTEEE XD L BEORIFN
BN 2 SCOREIR S | BFRSA RIS A & B
DR LEOENSPMICEZ D Z LN T



x5,

X5 DEBRMICLEGEEEEG LT
WBHEEZZDZ I A LEIZR N, V
TELHELD (I A~y F) X, WEITER
FTOO ITL > TRRSND LV ) HIEGED
ZE R 2 AL U 7R LD 22 W AT DN B AE Uz
LI T E7R0,

* HARZEFESEEE 38 MRS DOREDREICIL
TaT OREFTNOHWRIER DB

W lZW e, Z2ICEET & E BTG AR L
EiF 720,

*E
VI S ORI ) OREEIZIEENE & A
W7 L— L BRI OMENRH DL Z LT
3.4 Hi Tk 5,
PYARREFIC L - T (& &) Nt Ts
H0E D DOHRTIE R D (eg. 9 BHOY
FEEEZHL ZDICHOIEARTED) | &
DEIREMET I L] LHETE RV
PINZOWTIE L W EEM e BN NETH 5,
PR EETEDL L ELSORRTED)
ITEREICEN DY £72, [HHEENER
Do ROANSCIETIL, B & WO —HIC
BHDHID, MEOBEWRIIRR D EF 25,
ZHUZHOWTEEL < IFBIFRICRE D,
* Kikuchi (2013) 13#iEAEIENIZ DegP & U
IREFINEREZWEL, [-TX5) InTz
NICHERT DD E LTW5 A TZ ORIE
S HELEDTND EE 2D,
SR VEEICD Y e biE, THES] LT
ZITHREGT5H 6P HMERICE T 5 T8
H7ZeiE] (PR 2011) 25 LA,
BRI EDEBELLS Z BT LV, L5l T-
TEDL] BEETDH N TZ580-o0 T
HIAEED Z LN F 25 ek 2019)

BE R
B ILKER (1993) [0k LREEER] Bt O
CERE.
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A Syntactic Analysis of Japanese Compounds
with the Labeling Algorithm
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1. Introduction

Kageyama (2001, 2009, 2013) groups
Japanese compounds into three types: lexical,
post-syntactic, and Word" compounds. The first
type is formed in the lexicon. The second type is
formed after syntax, namely in phonology. The
third type shows the intermediate behavior of the
two. The purpose of the paper is to develop
Kageyama’s analysis by proposing the syntactic
structures with the Labeling Algorithm in
Chomsky (2013, 2015).

The next section overviews Kageyama’s

observation. Section 3 proposes the structure of

the compounds based on the Labeling Algorithm.

Section 4 shows a new analysis of the
compounds. In section 5, I present further
consequences of the analysis. Section 6

concludes the paper.

2. Kageyama’s (2001, 2009, 2013)
Observation
This section shows the behavior of three
types of compounds.! First, post-syntactic
compounds have the corresponding clauses, but
lexical and Word" compounds do not (in their

intended meanings).
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Shinkon
newly.wed
. *Shinkon
newly.wed

Yakinikuten

1 ryoko

travel

o

de ryoko
as travel
(2) keieisha

barbecue-shop

. *Yakinikuten

owner
wo keieisha

barbecue-shop ACC owner

3) Sotsugyoshiki shuryo

g0

graduation-ceremony finish  after

ga
graduation-ceremony NOM finish
go  (ni)
after (at)

Sotsugyoshiki shuryo

The phrase (1b) corresponding to the lexical
compound (la) does not have the intended
meaning. You can say (la) without actually
traveling, but (1b) describes an actual event. In
addition, as the ungrammaticality of (2b) shows,

the Word™ compound (2a) has no counterpart in

the first place. On the other hand, the
post-syntactic ~ compound (3a) has the
corresponding phrase with the same meaning, as

shown in (3b).

Secondly, as shown in the bracketed parts in
(4), subject honorification does not occur in
lexical (4a) and Word" (4b) compounds, but it

does in postsyntactic compounds (4c¢).

(4) a. *Sensei wa [sinkon-go-ryokoo]
teacher TOP [newly.wed-HON-travel]
ni dekake rareta
to went.out
“The teacher went for his honeymoon.”
(Shibatani and Kageyama (1988: 474))

b. *?[tyoki
[long-term HON-stay-plan]

go-taizai-keikaku]

“the plan for a long-term stay”
(Kageyama (2001: 249))



c. sensei-ga
teacher-NOM
[Yooroppa go-taizai] no
[Europe HON-stay] GEN

ori

occasion

“while the teacher stayed in Europe”

(Kageyama (2001: 249))

As shown in the ungrammaticality of (4a) and
(4b), lexical and Word" compounds cannot
include polite words such as italicized go, while
as shown in (4c), post-syntactic compounds can
without problems.

Third, the three types of compounds show
differences in accent. While lexical compounds
have only one accent overall, Word"™ and

postsyntactic compounds can have two or more

accents overall. The “/” in (5) indicates a
phonetic boundary.
(5) a.yama | nobori

mountain | climbing

“mountain climbing”
(Shibatani and Kageyama (1988: 459))
b. zenkoku | nodoziman-taikai
all-Japan  singing-contest
“All-Japan amateur singing contest”
(Kageyama (2001: 247))
c. Amerika | hoomon (-tyuu)
America  visit
“(middle of) visiting America”
(Shibatani and Kageyama (1988: 459-460))

For example, the lexical compound (5a) has
only one accent as a whole, while the Word" (5b)
and post-syntactic compounds (5c) have an
accent on each of the elements separated by the
“l.” That is, (5b) has accents both on zenkoku

and nodoziman-taikai, while (5c¢) has accents

both on Amerika and hoomon.
Fourth, as shown in (6), lexical and Word"
compounds form “anaphoric islands,” while

postsyntactic compounds do not.

(6) a. *Teitoku ha

admiral TOP
kampo shageki no
naval bombardment  GEN
ori, sore ha jidaiokure
when it TOP obsolete

dato 1  tta.

COMP say PAST

“When they fired from the sea, the

admiral said that it is obsolete.”

b. *Teitoku ha
admiral TOP
hushin sen shageki

suspicious ship bombardment

junbi no  ori, sore ha
preparation GEN when it TOP
supai sen dato i @ tta.

spy ship COMP say PAST
“When they prepared to fire on a
suspicious ship, the admiral said it is a
spy ship.”

c. Teitoku ha
admiral TOP
hushin sen shageki no

suspicious ship bombardment GEN

ori, sore ha supai sen

when it TOP  spy ship

dato 1 tta.

COMP say PAST

“When they fire on a suspicious ship,

the admiral said it is a spy ship.”

(6a) shows that the constituent kampo of the
lexical compound kanpo shageki cannot be

referred to by the pronoun sore. Similarly, (6b)



shows that the constituent hushin sen of the
Word" compound hushin sen shageki junbi
cannot be referred to by the pronoun sore. On
the other hand, as shown in (6c¢), it is possible to
refer to the constituent hushin sen of the
postsyntactic compound hushin sen shageki by

the pronoun sore.

3. A Proposal Based on the Labeling
Algorithm
To explain the facts that we have seen thus
far, this section presents a new analysis using the
Labeling Algorithm in Chomsky (2013, 2015).
The labeling algorithm is the algorithm shown in
(7), which is used to determine labels for

syntactic elements.

(7) a. If XP and Y merge: Y becomes the
overall label.
b. If XP and YP merge:
(1) If XP is dislocated, Y is the overall
label.
(i) If XP and YP have a common
feature F, then F is the overall label.
c. The English T and root cannot participate

in label determination.

Furthermore, Saito (2016) argues that the Case
particle in Japanese is an anti-labeling feature A,
and elements with this feature do not participate
in label determination.

Now, in Distributed Morphology, a “word”
is considered to be formed from a root (R) and a
functional head (categorizer) which determine
the category. If a compound is formed by
merging a root and nominalizer (n), then the two

ways of formation in (8) are expected.

8 a.(R+R)+n
b.(R+n)+ (R +n)

There are two possibilities: first, the two roots
(Rs) are merged and then, the nominalizer n is
merged. The other possibility is that each root R
is first merged with the nominalizer n, and then
the complex is merged. Note that n is a
functional head that determines the category, so
n cannot be merged with each other.

In addition, since a Case particle is an
element that combines with a complete
word/phrase, a lambda feature can be added to
the internal structure of (8b), which forms a
noun at the part indicated by “( ).” Thus, two

more possibilities arise, shown in (9).

(9) a. The possibility of not adding a lambda
feature to the resulting syntactic object

(8b)
b. The possibility of adding a lambda
feature to the resulting syntactic object

(8b)

I argue that (8a), (9a), and (9b) correspond to
Word®,

respectively.

Japanese lexical, and postsyntactic
More

structures are shown in (10). In (10), the label a

compounds, specific

and subscripts are added for explanatory

purposes.
(10) a. nP
/\
o=n' n
N
R R>
b nP
/\
nP: — nt' nP2 — na’
/\ /\
Ri ni R> n2



nP>

/\
nP: nP-

/\/\

Ru n-A» Rz nz

In (10a), R; and R, are first merged to form a
complex a. Since R cannot participate in label
determination, the label of o is undetermined at
this point. a is further merged with n. Since only
n has label determination capability at this point,
the overall label is nP. Subsequently, a is
interpreted as n’. In (10b, ¢), R; and R, are
merged with n; and n», respectively, to form nP;
and nP,. Then these nP; and nP, are further
merged. In (10b), the feature that n(P); and n(P),

have in common at this point is nominal features.

Therefore, following (7b-ii), the entire label is
determined to be nP by sharing the nominal
nP1

interpreted as n;’ and ny’, respectively. On the

feature. Subsequently, and nP, are
other hand, in (10c), since n; has A, n; cannot
participate in label determination and n(P); is

chosen as the overall label.?

4. An Analysis
In this section, I show how the facts in
(1)-(6) can be explained based on the proposals
in the previous section.
First, the facts in (1)-(3) that post-syntactic
compounds have the corresponding clause but
lexical and Word"

explained by the presence or absence of A

compounds do not is
features. The structure of the (a) examples in

(1)-(3) are shown in (11).

(11) a. [wp [a=n" [r shinkon][r ryoko]] n]
b. [wp [wp — » [r yakinikuten] n] [wp - n [
keieisha] n]]
C. [wp [wp [r sotsugyosiki] n-[» ga]llw [r
shuryogo] n]]
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As shown in (11), lexical and Word" compounds
do not contain A features inside. Therefore, Case
particles are not realized. On the other hand,
post-syntactic compounds contain a A feature in
them. If it has a phonological feature, a phrase is
formed. If it does not, a postsyntactic compound
is formed.
Second, the fact in (4) that
honorification words do not occur in lexical and
Word" but

postsyntactic compounds is explained by the

subject

compounds, are allowed in
general property that such words can only occur
at word/phrase boundaries. As is evident from
(12), the number of nPs that exist within lexical
and Word" 0 while the

postsyntactic compound has two nPs.

compounds is

(12) a. [wp [a=n' [r shinkon][r ryoko]] n]
b. [wp [wp1 - nr [r choki] n] [ - nr [R
taizaikeikaku] n]]
C. €. [ap> [np1 [ Yooroppa] n-A][np, [r taizai]

n]]

Note that nP; and nP, in (12b) are eventually
interpreted as n;’ and ny’, respectively. Therefore,
in (12a, b), the number of nPs that exist inside is
0. Hence, the number of clause boundaries is
also 0. On the other hand, there can be multiple
nPs in a postsyntactic compound. (12¢) has two
nPs, nP; and nP,. Therefore, there is a single
clause boundary within this postsyntactic
compound and thus a subject honorification
word can occur.
Third, the fact

differences in the accents of the three types of

in (5) that there are

compound words is explained in terms of the
number of n. Following Marantz (2001), Arad
(2003), and Anagnostopoulou (2014), let us
assume that the

functional categories that

determine the categories form a phase. Then, n’s



complement forms a transfer domain. Since the
transfer domain is the domain that is transferred
to the phonological form, it is assumed that
accent assignment occurs in each of these
domains. Now, consider the internal structures
of (5) shown in (13).

(13) a.

yama nobori

nP
/\
nP:1 — n/’ nP2> — ny'’
T N
Ri o=n' n»
zenkoku N
B=mn' Ra
> taikai
R- Rs

nodo jiman

m

nP-

/\
nP: nP-

/\/\

Ru n-A» R
amerika hoomon

n2

In the lexical compound (13a), the number of n
is 1 and consequently, the transfer domain is also
1 (the shaded area). Therefore, only one accent
is assigned. On the other hand, Word" and
post-syntactic compounds can have more than 1
n in their structures. This means that they can
have more than 1 transfer domains where
accents are assigned. In the case of (13b, c),

there are two n’s in each case, and two transfer
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domains are formed accordingly (the shaded
areas). Therefore, these Word" and postsyntactic
compounds can have two accents.

Fourth, the fact in (6) that lexical and Word"
(but not post-syntactic) compounds form an
“anaphoric island” can be explained by
assuming that pronouns can refer to only nP.
Pronouns can basically refer to only a “word” or
“phrase,” not its internal elements. Therefore, it
is reasonable to assume that only a “word” nP
can be referred to. The (parts of the) structures

of (6) are given in (14).

(14) a. *[wp [a=n [r kampo]; [r shageki]] n] no
ori, sore; ha jidai okure da to i tta.

b. *[wp [ap — ' [r hushin sen] n]i [ — v [r
shageki junbi] n]] no ori, sore; ha supai
sen da to i tta.

C. [np [np [r hushin sen] n-A]; [np [r shageki]

n]] no ori, sore; ha supai sen da to i tta.

As is clear from the structures in (14), lexical
and Word" compounds do not contain an nP in
their structure. Note in particular that the nP in
(14b) is eventually interpreted as n’. Therefore,
these internal elements cannot be antecedents for
the On the hand, the

post-syntactic compound in (14¢) contains an nP,

pronouns. other
so that this nP can act as an antecedent for the

pronoun.

5. Further Consequences

This section shows further consequences of
the present analysis. First, based on the analysis,
we can explain the differences in interpretation.
Lexical compounds, unlike Word" compounds
and post-syntactic compounds, have
non-compositional interpretations. For example,
the  lexical shinkon

compound ryoko

“honeymoon” can be said without actually



traveling, but the Word" compound yakinikuten
keieisha “barbecue restaurant owner” and the
post-syntactic compound sotsugyosiki syuryogo
“after graduation ceremony” can only be used if
the person actually owned a barbecue restaurant
and the graduation ceremony was completed.
This fact is explained in terms of the
in the number of n’s and the
The

lexical, Word®, and postsyntactic compounds

difference

associated number of transfer domains.

have the structure in (15). The shaded area in

(15) indicates the transfer domain.

(15) a. [wp [a=n' [r shinkon][r ryoko]] n]
b. [nP [nP] —n' [R yakinikuten]] n] [nP2—>n' [R
keieisha]] n]]

C. [we [wp, [r sotsugyosiki] n-A][we, [r

shuryogo] n]]

As is clear from (15), there is only one transfer
domain for the lexical compound (15a) while the
Word" and postsyntactic compounds have two
transfer domains. Since transfer domains are the
area to be transferred to the logical form, I
assume that the interpretation is determined by
this area. Then, the structure is interpreted only
once in (15a) and twice each in (15b, c). In other
words, in (15b, c¢) the interpretation process
proceeds step by step. This explains why lexical
compounds have non-compositional
interpretations, whereas Word" and postsyntactic
compounds have compositional ones.

Second, the present analysis explains why
there are no postsyntactic compounds in English
as there are in Japanese. It is known that there is

an English counterpart (16) to Japanese (17),
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(16) a. He was the groundsman, handyman,
if-there’s-any-sort-of-difficulty-ask-
William-and-he’ll-fix-it-for-you
person about the place.
. We’ve got a
what-the-unions-will-allow-us-to-print
press.
The old
manage-somehow-on-a-shoestring
days were definitely gone.

(Bauer, Lieber, and Plag (2013: 489),

boldface in the original)

(17) a. iko

DAT let’s-go-on campaign

ryoko ni kyampen
trip
“the let’s-go-on-a-trip campaign”
. jitaku de

shigoto shiyo

home at work  let’s-do
gekkan
month-long-campaign
“the let’s-work-at-home
month-long-campaign”
However, there is no counterpart to the
postsyntactic compounds that we have seen thus
far. This fact itself has often been pointed out in
previous studies, but the reasons for this have
not been seriously considered.

If the present analysis is correct, then a A
feature is needed to form a postsyntactic
compound. This A feature originally corresponds
to Case markers. Since Japanese is a language
that uses Case markers to indicate Case, we can
use the implicit Case marker, the A feature. On
the other hand, English does not use Case
markers. Therefore, it cannot use the implicit
Case marker, A feature. Thus, English cannot
form post-syntactic compounds. This is shown
in (18), where (18a) and (18b) show Japanese

and English, respectively.



(18) a.

nP:

Ru m

In (18b), it would be possible to share nominal
features and determine the overall label as nP,
which would form a Word™ compound. However,
I will not go any further into English Word"
compounds in this paper, as their existence itself

needs to be examined in more detail.

6. Conclusion

The paper has given a new analysis of three
Japanese compounds using Chomsky’s (2013,
2015) Labeling Algorithm, and we have also
shown the consequences of the analysis. If the
present analysis is correct, it can provide a
the

between the three types of compounds.

principled explanation for differences

NOTES
' adapt for consistency the notations in the
example sentences cited in this paper.
% Note that the bar levels in (10) are different
from the traditional bar levels of the X-bar
theory. I treat as bar levels those that do not fall

into traditional heads or maximum projections.
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1. Introduction

The Present Perfect (PP) and the Present
Perfect Progressive (PPP) in English are said to
refer to “past involving the present” in the
previous studies (cf. Comrie (1976), Leech
(2004)); they are both associated with the notion
of current relevance and thus denote a past
situation related to the speech time. Put
differently, when a speaker uses these perfect
tenses, he/she is concerned with the relation
between the present and past situations.

Some previous studies have claimed that the
perfect tenses are divided into two major uses
(cf. Declerck (1991) and Depraetere and Reed
(2000)). One is the continuative use, which
describes a situation or a habit that started in the

past and continues up to the present, as in (1).

(1) a. T’ve lived in this neighborhood since I
was a kid. (Leech (2004: 36))
b. I have been working in the garden

since 8 o’clock. (Declerck (1991: 100))

The other use is the indefinite use, which
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describes a situation occurring at least once
before the speech time, as in (2). This use
includes the “experiential” and “resultative”

uses.

The taxi has arrived.

(Leech (2004: 39))
b. Be careful! John has been painting the
(Araki and Yasi (1992: 1126))

Q) a.

door.

It should be noted that the PPP in (2b) describes
the occurrence of John’s painting the door in the
past and may further imply, as a resultant state,
that the paint on the door has not dried yet at the
speech time.

Thus far, the PPP has generally been
analyzed in the same way as the PP and only a
few studies have directed attention to the PPP.
However, a certain use of the PPP has some
properties which cannot be found in the PP (cf.
Depraetere (1999), Depraetere and Reed (2000)).
For example, the indefinite use of the PPP can
be used to “explain” the present state by

referring to its cause in the past.

(3) A:You look tired.
B: Yes, I’ve been working too hard lately.
(Declerck (1991: 164))

In (3), by using the PPP, Speaker B “explains”
the state of his/her feeling tired now by referring
to his/her hard work as a cause. (2b) can also be
analyzed in the same way. Based on the term
proposed by Declerck (1991), I refer to this
phenomenon as

effects.”

“the explanatory-resultative

The effects cannot be analyzed in terms of
lexical aspects. Depraetere (1999) touches on
them in light of telicity, but there is no

correlation between the effects and telicity,



because both a telic predicate, as in (2b), and an
atelic predicate, as in (3), are used in the PPP
implying the explanatory-resultative effects.

The effects in question seem not to appear in
the indefinite use of the PP, as in (4), and the

continuative use of the PPP, as in (5).

(4) Ihave worked the whole day.
(Radden and Dirven (2007: 217))
(5) Ihave been shampooing this poodle for half
an hour [and I’'m still trying to rinse the
soap out of its fur]. (Declerck (2006: 236))

(4) indicates that the speaker finished working,
focusing on the resultant state deriving from the
completion of the event. (5) expresses the
situation of shampooing the poodle, which
continues into the speech time. It seems that
these perfect tenses do not “explain” the present
state in the same way as the indefinite use of the
PPPs in (2b) and (3).

A question, then, arises as to why the
indefinite use of the PPP denotes a situation with
the explanatory-resultative effects. As far as |
know, there is no systematic explanation about
this point. In order to explain it, I attempt to
analyze the PPP in the Cognitive Grammar
approach, based on which I will construct the
cognitive schemata of the continuative and
indefinite uses of the PPP, and claim that the
schema of the indefinite use can evoke the

explanatory-resultative effects.

2. Cognitive Schemata of the Progressive
Aspect and the Present Perfect
This

schemata of the progressive aspect and the

section overviews the cognitive
Present Perfect (PP) in the Cognitive Grammar
approaches adopted in Langacker (1991, 2001,

2008) and De Wit (2017). In this paper, the term
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defined the

schematization of each component’s properties

cognitive  schema s as
from the perspective of Cognitive Grammar.
Langacker (2001) proposes that, when a
conceptualizer (i.e., a speaker or hearer)
construes a situation, it is divided into two types
in terms of whether it includes the beginning and
end points (temporal boundaries) or not: a
perfective or imperfective situation. The former
is a situation whose temporal boundaries are
included in the range of the conceptualizer’s
consciousness. Therefore, when this situation is
described, he/she construes the beginning,
process and end of the situation involved. On the
other hand, the latter is a situation whose
temporal boundaries are not contained in the
range of the conceptualizer’s consciousness.
When this situation is denoted, he/she pays
attention only to the process of the situation.
These situations are described by the relation
between the concepts of scopes and profiling. As
for the former, Langacker claims that two types
of scope are necessary to interpret a situation.
One scope (MS), which

embraces an overall content relevant to the

is the maximal
situation (including the background knowledge).
The part within the MS corresponds to the
“background.” The other is the immediate scope
(IS), which subsumes the selected segment of
the MS that is directly involved with the
situation. Therefore, the part within the IS
corresponds to the “foreground.” Moreover, the
part within the IS that can attract more attention
and be more salient is the profile and such an
operation is called profiling. A situational type is
determined by the interaction among the two

scopes and profiling.

2.1. The Progressive Aspect

Let us now turn to the progressive aspect,



which constitutes the core meanings of the
Preset Perfect Progressives (PPPs). By using the
analytical tools introduced above, I will show
how the progressive aspect can be treated.

Langacker (2001) argues that the progressive

aspect serves as zooming in on a dynamic
situation. In other words, when expressing a
situation in the progressive aspect, the
conceptualizer construes it from the internal
viewpoint and is not conscious of its beginning
and end points.
(6) I’'m writing a letter. (Leech (2004: 24))
(6) describes the situation of the speaker’s
writing a letter, an ongoing situation at the
speech time. Because the progressive aspect
involves the role of taking an internal viewpoint,
the conceptualizer focuses his/her attention on
the process of the situation.

These observations are reflected in Figure 1;
the IS is put on the middle of a perfective
situation and excludes the temporal boundaries.
This is because the progressive aspect turns a

perfective situation into an imperfective one.

MS

IS-ing

Figure 1 Progressive Aspect
(cf. Langacker (2001: 259))

The property of the progressive aspect, i.e. the
function of zooming in, is represented by the IS,
and such a scope is referred to as the IS.i.
While the IS, covers the middle part of the
situation involved, the MS embraces the whole
content related to it. The conceptualizer pays

more attention to the process of the situation, i.e.
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the process is the target of this situation, so the
part within the IS.,, is profiled. In this figure
and elsewhere, the concept of profiling is
represented by a bold line; the timeline is

represented by an arrow with 7.

2.2. The Present Perfect

Along the same lines, De Wit (2017)
attempts to illustrate the cognitive schemata of
the Present Perfects (PPs). As we saw in the
introduction, the PP describes a prior situation
relevant to the present state (i.e. current
relevance). Therefore, when a conceptualizer
utilizes the PP, he/she is concerned with the
present state. This induces De Wit to suggest
that the PP imposes the IS on a portion of the
present state. Hereafter, the IS associated with
the property of the PP is referred to as the [Shave.
Based on these observations, she constructs the
schemata of the continuative and indefinite uses
of the PP.

Firstly, let us observe the continuative use, as
in (7), which expresses that the conceptualizers
became acquainted with each other several years
ago and their relationship still lasts at the

speech time.

(7) We’ve known each other for years.
(Leech (2004: 36))

The continuative use of the PP is schematized in
Figure 2. As with the progressive aspect, the MS
embraces the whole context relevant to the
situation involved. On the other hand, the IShaye
is imposed on the portion of the situation
holding at the speech time (represented by the
zigzag part). Because the conceptualizer focuses
on the state holding at the speech time, the [Shaye
occupies the same portion covered by the ISr,
which is profiled (i.e., [Shave =IST).



MS

IShave =T

t

Figure 2 The continuative use of
the PP (cf. De Wit (2017: 34))

Next, the indefinite use describes a prior
situation, which was completed before the
speech time. Moreover, it can imply an
“entailed” resultant state, which is derived from
the completion of the situation, or an
“implicated” resultant state, i.e. a state inferred

from or triggered by the prior situation involved.

(8) Someone has broken her doll.
(Leech (2004: 39))

In (8), the speaker represents the situation of
someone’s breaking her doll and focuses on the
entailed resultant state, which was caused
directly by this event, that is, her doll is still
broken at the speech time. The indefinite use is

schematized in Figure 3.

MS

Ishave: T

Figure 3 The indefinite use of

the PP (cf. De Wit (2017: 33))
As with the continuative use, the ISh.ye subsumes
a portion of the resultant state holding at the
speech time. Because of current relevance, the
indefinite use is concerned with the resultant
state holding at the speech time, so the area
covered by the IShave coincides with that covered

by the ISt. In addition, the conceptualizer pays
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attention to the state at the speech time, that is,

the state within the IShave-r, Which is profiled.
Based on the above cognitive schemata, in

the following section, I will schematize the two

uses of the Present Perfect Progressive (PPP).

3. The Cognitive Schemata of the PPP

In this section, in terms of the interaction
I will
construct the schemata of the two uses of the
PPP. I assume that the PPP has both the property

between the scopes and profiling,

of the progressive aspect and that of the PP, and
the two uses reflect them. Thus, the PPP has two
immediate scopes, [S.ing and [Spave. What type of
cognitive schema a PPP represents depends on
how the IS.ig operates interactively with the
IShave-

3.1. The Schema of the Continuative Use

Firstly, let us observe the continuative use of
the PPP. This use denotes a situation that
occurred in the past and leads up to the speech
time or beyond. However, this use of the PPP is
different from that of the PP in that the PPP can
use a non-stative predicate to express the
situation in question, while that of the PP
basically cannot.

The semantics of the continuative use of the
PPP can be analyzed in terms of the properties
of the progressive aspect and the PP. By taking
an internal viewpoint, the perfective situation is
re-interpreted as the imperfective one. In other
words, the conceptualizer is concerned only with
the process of the situation involved. By virtue
of the property of the PP (i.e. current relevance),
he/she focuses on the situation especially
holding at speech time.

The schematization of this use of the PPP is
illustrated in Figure 4, where the properties of

the progressive aspect and the PP are reflected in



the IS.ingand ISnave, respectively: the IS.ing covers
a middle portion (process) of the perfective
situation, while the ISpawe and ISt occupy the
same portion as the speech time. Note that in the
case of the continuative use the [Spav. covers the

portion within the IS, which is profiled.

MS

IS

-ing

Ishave =T

t

Figure 4 The continuative use of the PPP

The schema in Figure 4 expresses that the
PPP can use a non-stative predicate for the

continuative use.

3.2. The Schema of the Indefinite Use

Secondly, let us turn to the indefinite use of
the PPP. This use expresses a situation that
occurred before the speech time, as with the PP.
However, the difference between the two perfect
tenses is that the PPP focuses more on the prior
situation and can only express an implicated
resultant state, which can be inferred from the
prior event.

Consider (2b) again. The speaker focuses on
the prior situation (i.e. John's painting the door)
and can denote an implicated resultant state
triggered by the prior situation, i.e. the paint of
the door has not dried yet in this case. Based on
these observations, we can say that by virtue of
the property of the PP, the indefinite use of the
PPP is concerned with the present state, while by
virtue of the property of the progressive aspect,
we pay attention to the process of the prior
situation. Therefore, in this use, our attention is
paid to both situations.

These semantic properties of the indefinite
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use are schematized in Figure 5.

MS

IS R ——

-ing

t

Figure 5 The indefinite use of the PPP

The IS.ine and [Spave occupy different time ranges.
As with the continuative use, because of current
relevance, both the ISpave and the ISt occupy the
same range as the speech time, in which some
resultant state holds. In other words, the
resultant state holding at the speech time is
salient, so the conceptualizer is concerned with
it. On the other hand, the IS.i,; is imposed only
on the process of the prior situation and turns the
perfective situation into an imperfective one,
which reflects the property of the progressive
aspect. Thus, only the internal part of the
situation covered by the IS, is paid attention to
and emphasized. Therefore, this cognitive
schema guarantees only an occurrence of the
situation involved, so the resultant state within
the IShave is interpreted as an implicated resultant
state.

In addition, it should be noted that the
process (middle part) of the prior situation
receives more attention because it is profiled.
This is because this use of the PPP is intended to
represent what cannot be expressed by the
indefinite use of the PP, where the present state
is profiled.

In the next section, by utilizing these
cognitive schemata of the PPP, I will provide an
answer to the question of why the indefinite use
of the PPP, but not the indefinite use of the PP
and the continuative use of the PPP, denotes a

situation with the explanatory-resultative effects.



4. The Explanatory-Resultative Effects

I will claim that the differences between the
cognitive schemata of the three perfect tenses
play a crucial role. Let us first consider why the
indefinite use of the PPP can be accompanied by
the explanatory-resultative effects. The cognitive
schema in Figure 5 merely guarantees the
occurrence of the situation, not the completion
of'it, and the resultant state captured by the IShave
is an implicated resultant state, which is
triggered by the situation involved. Furthermore,
because of current relevance, a conceptualizer is
concerned with the relation between the present
state and the prior situation, both of which are
salient, while the process of the prior situation is
profiled and is the most prominent part. Thus,
the profiled portion of the past situation within
the IS.ing is described in reference to the present
resultant state within the ISpae, and one infers
from the implicated resultant state that the prior
situation is the cause of that resultant state. Since
the resultant state is not derived from the
completion of the prior situation but triggered by
its occurrence, one has to infer the relation of the
two situations and thus reasoning comes into
play. Hence comes the “explanation” function of
the indefinite use of the PPP. This is why the
indefinite use of the PPP can be accompanied by
the explanatory-resultative effects.

By contrast, the cognitive schema of the
indefinite use of the PP (cf. Figure 3) only has
the IShave, S0 the prior event is not covered by
any IS and thus it is not emphasized. Therefore,
although the indefinite use of the PP has current
relevance, it cannot evoke the effects in question.
With respect to the continuative use of the PPP,
there is no boundary between the present and
past situations (cf. Figure 4) and thus an
like the

indefinite use of the PPP is not in operation.

inferencing process the one for
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Thus, the explanatory-resultative effects do not
happen.

As a consequence of this analysis, it is
possible to account for why some instances of
what Declerck (2006) calls the “up-to-now” use
have the explanatory-resultative effects. This use
has both semantic properties of the continuative
use and the indefinite use and describes a
situation or a set of situations holding in a
certain period of time ranging from the past to
the present but excluding the speech time, as in
Your little boy has been jumping and shouting
for the whole morning (Chen (1982: 183)). In
this example, the speaker “explains” why he/she
is irritated now by describing the situation
involved as the cause of his/her present state.

In our cognitive approach, the IS,z and the
IShave of this use each ocuppy the distinct

portions, as in Figure 6.

MS

IS.,‘,,g IShave=T

[[HHHH

t

Fig. 6 The up-to-now use of the PPP

All the situations which occurred repetitively
before the speech time are regarded as a whole.
In the same way as the other uses of the PPP, the
up-to-now use imposes the [S.,; on the middle
portion of the situation (i.e. a set of situations),
and the part within the IS, is profiled. In
addition to this, the ISh.e subsumes a state at the
speech time, an implicated resultant state
triggered by the prior situation, since the
situation involved does not continue into the
speech time.

By assuming this schema, the conceptualizer

is concerned with the resultant state at the



speech time, but more with the process of the
prior situation; since the portions of the ISs of
the two situations occupy different time ranges,
he/she can reason that the occurrence of the
prior situation is a cause for the present state.
as with the the
the

Therefore, indefinite use,

up-to-now use can evoke

explanatory-resultative effects.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, I have analyzed the PPP under
the cognitive approaches developed by
Langacker (2001) and De Wit (2017), based on
which I constructed the cognitive schemata of
the continuative and indefinite uses of the PP
and the PPP. The reason why only the indefinite
of the PPP the

explanatory-resultative effects is due to its

use can  show
cognitive schema (Figure 5). Because of the
similarities of the cognitive schemata, the
up-to-now use of the PPP can also show the

same effects, which supports our analysis.

* 1 would like to express my gratitude to the
audience at the conference. I would also like to
thank Naoaki Wada for valuable comments on
this paper. Of course, any errors in this paper are

my own responsibilities.
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PORMAEMES 7 =g X7
(On Phases with Convergency)

HH FK (Shota Tanaka)
BAPE A8 E FE R 7R
(Kansai Gaidai University)

F—U—R:7xAX,QHM ECMI#X, %
B WH ZERI3C, BV LR S

1. iIC®IZ

AR BRI &SN T = A
REEEHIZHBVT, (1) & (2) T/ L7z ECM #3C
R%E WH IR ED X IciREENS
DnZl+T 52 L ThH D,

(1) Who did you expect your mother all to meet
at the party? (McCloskey (2000: 70))
(2) Who remembers where we bought which
book? (Baker (1970: 215))

2. DORMEZHE) 7= X
PEERIZBWT, (3a)D X 9 2D IA B i)
B OEY UL EiBE S (clause-boundary) % #8
AHTEZRDTID, HEXERD, Lavl,
(Bb)D X 1T, Yk el a] D EFED R4
FOLAETL, B HUBAREL 725,

(3) a. *The book is too dear for Jim to claim [cp
that Mary lent __ to Ann].
b. The book is too dear for Jim; to claim [cp
that he; lent _ to Ann].
(Grano & Lasnik (2018: 481))

Grano & Lasnik (2018)(LL F(G&L)) Tlik, Z
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DOIBI NI D B BIFENLE D D D E -
BEhnds EEL, O, LT X
) IR IREEIT T,

(4) a. Unvalued features on the head of the
complement to the phase head keep the
phase open.

b. The locality domain for the phenomena
that give rise to the bound pronoun effect
is the phase.

c. Bound pronouns optionally enter the
derivation with unvalued o-features.

(Grano & Lasnik (2018: 482))

(3a) ClL., CP WD EGE Mary & FFHIZE T O
o FMEO—HITX Y, TOMERT-/2\ o %
PEIAEN G- 2 D, TIXT = A XAEEE C
DD EHETH D728, (4a)l2htH & CP
Tz ANTERT D, TDOHE, CP T A X
MOEE PR HEns &, ) TRLE
Tz A ARAMREIOEKNZ 2 D729, (3a)
3L e D,

(5) Phase Impenetrability Condition
In phase o with head H, the domain of H is
not accessible to operations outside o, only H
and its edge are accessible to such operations.
(Chomsky (2001: 108))

—J5, (3b)?D CP N D EFEIF A4 5 he T
HY . @D &, o FMEFEEFRT-TIC
IRAEICEANSND, ZOHBE. he BEFD ¢
FHET T 3852 o BHEICEFT TE 20
D CP 7 = A ADV5ERK LR, LTIZR - T,
A IXCP Z B A TBENNFEETH Y . (3b)
D7 PRE SIS,

LU, G&L TITiiH CTERNFEFEDN 2
SFFEL, £ D 1O ECM BT BT D4l
B DY H UAREMEIZ SOV T Th %,



(6) I believe John to be the winner.
(Chomsky (1986: 189))

(7) John is believed to be the winner.

(O)ILECM L TH Y | (DITZFDOZELTH
%o BECM OHfi SCASE Rl i D M 3 — AR AT IS
TP CThHDLEBEZXLNTEZ, LLARRE,
McCloskey (2000)<> Boskovic (2007){ZIK D &
9 727> & (ECM A SR ERISIE CP & 43T
LTWb,

(8) What all do you think (all) that he’ll say (all)
that we should buy (all)?
(McCloskey (2000: 62))
(9)a. Who did you arrange [all for your
mother to meet at the party]?
b. *Who did you arrange [for your mother all
to meet at the party]?
(McCloskey (2000: 70))
(10) Who did you expect your mother [all to

meet at the party]? (McCloskey (2000: 70))

WA LT= L 91T, what Z1Effd 5 EilEsk
w5 all (X CPREFLEIZIRE T2, £z,
RNEFME L 2 Z0HEIEL. (9a)D L D12, all
AR E G E ORI SR & S5 for DEATIC
BNoZ &N TED, LaL, (9b)TiT all
DHLDIALHIND CP & TP ORIZALE LT
BOIEXLERHS>TND,

INHLDOZEEBELTU0)EZE X THh
%o all | Z(9b) & AR DALEIZH D L H IR X
LR, XL LB, ZOHEET all 234
LD CP FRESIZAFIE L your mother 25 E i
D VP IZBEILCWD LB XD LTl
MTX D,

UEDZ e, ERTP &EXHNTE
7ZECMliXiX CP TH D Z ENbdDd,

LU, G&LIZHED & (10)DSTIEMEN TR
BH-CX 72\, Chomsky (2001) i, ECM ##%
O SCREFTAH D TIE Tar TH Y L @ FE
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I L[person]H MDA 2 H L, ZNLIIDOFHEM
IIRITTWLZ ERRBINTND, LD
DEENE LW ET S & (10)D your mother
WZIXMEDSH D ¢ BUENGIET D720, Taert D
o FMIMHEEHE 2D L1272 D, LEEn- T,
G&L DIEFR@A)IINED &, CP 7 = A AR5
i L. ECM O3 EGE TH % your mother D
WO HUNBRRAREE 72D, ()D& D 7o i
FRERAZIH L SN TV EHAICBWLTHIAE
ROBHTIRYHLATERLL D &N
TFHISNDN, FFELES TR,
SHIZ2OoHORESELT. QD EL
THE)DLZE WH B HITF b, (12)
XA FFSZLE WH R SCOR A 7~ LTz
HDOTH Y | Pair-List SEANFIRETH D Z &
BOMND,

(11) Who remembers where we bought which

book? (Baker (1970: 215))
(12) John remembers where we bought the
book and Martha and Ted
remember where we bought The Wizard of
Oz. (Baker (1970: 215))

physics

Chomsky (2015) TlX, WH AJIZIXfEZ FF7- 72
WQHRMENGFET D ENREBINTED,
C & —H%BIREIED Z & T, CDOEST
PTHOID, (12)D Pair-List &7 AIHETdH
HZ EEFBETDHE, (11)TiX who & [RIEERIZ
which book 72N AVWMEREZ &V | Z OWiJT 8
FHiD C oD Q FIEDFEFHTZMEEL T
%, HLDIABEI D we D ¢ HMEIX T D ¢ HFE
E—HEMRENEY (T D ¢ BTN T AT
bbb, ZDHA, G&L OIRRE(Ea)hEH &
CP 7 =A AN5EMT D Z &IZ72 %, which
book IZE D 7 = A ANIZIFEL TV D72,
FHiD C 2% which book @ Q F I T &
T2 &7 2 A ARREKDER L 72D, L
72035 T, G&L DOoHr T, o THl%
THIELIZRD,



3. o

Chomsky (2008)LARE, fEZ £F72 72\ @ Mk
ILCRVHIZEENTEY, ZNENTRV
WZEEPREAKIND EZEZ DN TWVD,

(13) “... C and v* are the phase heads, and their
Agree-feature is inherited by the LI they
select.” (Chomsky (2008: 15))

AfTIHA)NZE L EIZ, 7oA R—FKO

BEMZIZ(14)ZRET D,

(14) Agreement Phase
PERERIME T OREHLHIGG V & DP DT o
FMEICET R —HBERPEL N
HEFTITT = A XADFER L., Phase
Head OHIE N ERE LD,
(I THWHN TV D, (5247 —EKBLR)
ElE. o FMEITE F 1D [person] FE ME &
[Number] AN H— D DP 230 ¢ k& —
HIH2&ThHDH, LT, [person] FE M &
[Number]|F 4D )52 ¢ FE 1% o-complete
Lied. P ZOMEEAMNNT, ML T
W2 ECM #ESCICBIZ S 5 FHESLLE WH
BERISCOD Pair-List Fi D Al ReME 2 5T 5,

3.1.ECM 3 & £ D8t

2 FiCB VT, G&L D43HriE ECM # 3L D
SO EFERE BRI T L5 2 N
TERWEHER Lo, AHiTiX, £3. ECM
BT DX EFEOZEDOIREE S
X TCHD,

(15) John is believed to be the winner.
a. [cp C [<¢,o> John [1p to be the winner]]]
b. [cp#phase C [<o.o> JOhn [1p to be the
winner]]]

[CP#Phase C [<q),q)> tJohn [TP to
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be the winner]]]]

FARL7Z1EY, ECMDO TIE Teer TH Y
[person] R LIS D FEMEN R IT TV 5, Lic
Mo T, ECM EFETH 5 John IL T & —EBd
BREED . T O o BEIMHEITEITH, L
L. ¢-complete D—E TiI72 72, (14)IC
HED & CPITT = A XTI B0, T DFER,
Z D% DOYREIZINT, John [ LFEHID TP 5
FEFICBENRRE CTH D72, (15)DZE LA
MR <IRESI D,

BEFIFRENEZ 5 ECM AT LT
[FEDTLANARE L 72 5,

(16) Who did you expect your mother all to meet

at the party?

a. [cp C [<¢,o> your mother [1p to [v+p tyour

mother [v+p meet who all]]]]]
b. [cp+phase C [<o.0> your mother [1p to [,+p
tyour mother [v+p meet who all]]]]]
c. [who all [cp C [<¢,e> your mother [1p to
[v*P tyour mother [v+p €€t twho an]]1]1]

d. [<g>who [...... [v+p V* [<g,¢> your mother

[ve expect [cp twho all [cp C [<g,¢> tyour mother

[TP to [V*P tyour mother [V*P meet twho

ar] 1111111111

(16)IZ38\ VT, ECM FFED your mother & T
DRI C—HBIRPMESL N DD, p-complete D
—E TR, Lo T, (1HEEBETD
b T A XNGERL L7228 your mother
TEHO VP ICBEIWREL 70D, £, £D
Bz L - T expect-your-mother-all-to & V9
FENEIC 22 2 & bR RTHE L 72 5,

3.2. 2E WH £/
2HIZBW T, G&L O Tl | WH
B 3L WH-in-situ [ZfEfHT N TE e d
fEfi L7, 22Tl 2ofMEEIT LT
%

S =

T2,



(17) Who remembers where we bought which
book? (Baker (1970: 215))

(18) John remembers where we bought the
physics book and Martha and Ted
remember where we bought The Wizard of
Oz. (Baker (1970: 215))

(17) TIZ I D IA ZHi PN @ which book I A1
WZRBEN L T2 W0, (I8)DIEE N AHETH
D2 EMB, who EHHITER SN D Z & &R
LTV D, i SN O EFERIFM SO T FEH &
SRR —BEREEo TWA D, (142X
DX CPIZ7 = A A& LTHERET B, LT
73> T which book 23 #) L 722 L izxt L
TITRBAD B A 6505, EXDCIZLD
EATT 2T T, Q FEMEDMEITIZEAL T
XRERN RS- ETH D, T T AT
IFLLTF D & 9 72 Q BHEOM L E R T 5,

(19) Qs-Feature & Qi-Feature
a. Qs-Feature |ZHEREHAN T Q FHEMED—
wHEET D,
b. Qi-Feature |X LF T Q D —F & 2
HT D,

(19b)D [QLIFEMEITHEET IV T, EA
HEZ26NnTIE-> Tz LT, 7=A R
DFERN L 2720 EB 2D,
ZOREEHANTANEHFETH, (17)T
1% who (21 [uQs]EMENTFAE L. which book
WX uQUEMEDFIET D EAET D, [uQs]
FVEIFEES TO - HEEHET L0,
i CPfEEMH E THEI 5, —J. which
book [T DIALDCP 7 = A RZHENTE
D BRSNS W TEIEZ A 2 Z &3 T
72\, La>L. which book [X[uQ &M%
fiH, LF COEMITZEF T L0 TH D
7o, 724 ANITEEN T T BN A
U7Za\, EHiD C 28 who & —EBIHRZIED |
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Z D% LF (ZHADE S 372 B CluQu]FE M C
E—HBMREMED (C N EFD Q M SN
Hzxbhbd, TOFREFR, EHO who 23AW
A a—7 %5 & [FKRFIZ, which book & JAVY
Aa—TxWHZLEMAREL R D,

F72. LFIZBW T, EHiD who & which
book HE A OFEITO Z LT, (18)D L D
72 Pair-List ge 235 2 LD, (17)DOIRAE
DIELATOILTWA Z Ll b,

4. SR
41. 7 =4 X

Chomsky (2000)LAFE, MEIFE L CTHW B
HVPIXT = A XEBZONTE, ZOH
B & LT, ENTNOEGEINFFORNE 0 &E|
DETHNENENDOHIZEZ biLd & | fd
BT EZEZONTEZNLTHD,

L2aL, ZEISCRIERE SCTHW LD
VP DA TH, FERIC, ZEhoBhE N
FFoRE 0 HEHOETHRENRENOIHAIZE
AHNTWNWAI END, 7oA XaRT L5
ZHhb,

Z DO Z &5 Chomsky (2000) Tid CP &
VAP IFBR Y = A X WP HH T = A REREL,
7 = A KT = A ARAREHIDOF B
ZFRNE W RREEAT R oTe, ZDFHT =
A R RWT=Z8SCOIREIZLLTFOEY T
Hb,

(20) John was hit.

[tp John was [P=weak phase hit tyonn 11

HBYRETdH 5 John DEFEDNLETH S TP
REHICBE LTS, H L WP BT = A
A THiUT John DELY H UIET = A ARF]
RBEKNOERIZ2 D20, MEE 2D, L
L. VWIEFH 7 =A XA THDH7=, John HHL
DHENZE LTHRIENET D Z Eiddke
W, L7ed o T, B SCOPRED 9 F <l
ZEBDPND,



L7L. Simplicity D#LENG, 2207
oA RAXRET DT EITIFEMNPEL D, £
T ARRTORELEHAND L, T oA X
N LU TRGE L7 < Th . T ORRZ HifE
FNCEEHEDL Z 2R,

Chomsky (2001)%° Gallego (2010) Tl %)
SCRFERHE L DA DBV B D v i
Vaet TH Y | [person]|FHIENRKIFTTND L)
TENRBENTND, ZNEBE LT R T,
L DPREE LTV,

(21) John was hit.
a. [vPiphase hlt JOhn]

b. [TP John was [VP#&phase hit tyohn ]]

QD TIZv b VITEMEDHEA S 41, John &
V O C—HBMREMMESND, Ll v
D VITHE& S 72 T o-complete TIE7R
W2, (IICHED & 7 = A RINFERL LRV,
L 727235, John (Z vP M58 B EER N 2
HZEMAREL 720 T BNIREICEA SN
EERE T, ZOREMICBE TS Z L A HEE
%,

B 7a A2, Richards (2004)Tld, 957 =1
A3 Spell-Out X° PIC & BEtR72WV D TH UL,
T oA XL THHEFRNEFREL TS,

(22) “If they are irrelevant for Spell-Out and the
PIC then they are not phases at all in any
useful, meaning sense. A weak phase is
simply a non-phases; all phases must be

(Richards (2004: 66))

9

‘strong’.

PboZ Enn, ZivE TRE) SO #
LCRE SN TN 7 = A &ML LT
WRELRLS T ARORELHND L 2D
NREFRERNOE S D 2 bbb,

4.2. BOHIFK & BIVIR UERRISC
Wiz, A% HWIUE, Ba2ETeCicBd
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LEEGUHANAREL 2D,

(23) a. *What did Ann go home [after Mary read
t]? (Grano & Lasnik (2018: 494))
b. *Who does Phineas know a girl [who is
(& (2016: 111))
c. *What did Mary believe the fact [that
John had stolen t 17 (YL.EH (2019: 42))

working with t]?

Q3T D 5. (23b,e) i TE AL TS
WH A3k & H SR8 CTH 5, FnEsix
HEITRDT — 7 AR—ZATHEREIND &
EZHNDN, TN & DS S5 R
(22U T ik Wurmbrand (2014) D% % £7
T 5,

(24) Merge at Transfer
“Two objects can undergo a ‘last minute’
Merge after the two structures have been
transferred (after syntactic structure
building is completed), but before they are
spelled-out.” (Wurmbrand (2014: 154))
QAITHERERT R 53k X721, Spell-Out
SNHRETDOEBETHE SN LBETH S,
ZOBMEEHAWD L (23D IER X EE
EWFBNDOT =7 AR—ATHERIN, TNE
AWNHEIE SN RICQODPEH S D, L
L. ZORE FHIHEBNICHAET D WH AJIZ
IXuQs]FEMENFIEL, T CllizE ST
LT BT CO—BOEFE A -9 2
EMNTERY, LEN->T, [uQs]HEMDE
MIFPITONRWNEFIREN KDY (A X
— 7 = A AZF\ T Full Interpretation {2 & ¥
e LT LE D720, Q)T L&D,
F 72 WH £33 WH AJ23 8 D NFEBIC
o T0D &9 BB BIHET .,

(25) a. Who likes books that criticize who?

b. Who got jealous because I speak to who?



(Fiengo, Huang, Lasnik & Reinhart
(1988: 81))

(25a) TS 4FAIHIK . QSO O &
OB TH D, TINDHDOILTIL, ENENDOFS
DRI WH AR EENTEY, Zbh
FFOuQIFEMEI T T 21T TR b
2N, ZOWE IO HRIZE 11D who
(X uQLIEMEZ Fi> S ARGET 5 LAt 2 vl BE
LR D AT IZFE & 1T O T — 7 ZAR—
A CHRL Z 4L, Merge at transfer O BLfE CTHF5
D, [uQLFEMILLF TO—H &2 EET 5
7o, HAERIZEHIO C L —HBREIED
ZET NI ET A WHANC S Q
FHEDMER T NIEL AT b, ZORER
Q5)MIELLIRAEESN D,

FIBBRRWZ L2, VR LEERISCTI
BOHRINTHED LW ZEnETF L5,

(26) a. U: Mary left [after John met
(mumble)].
EQ: Mary left [after John met whog]?
(Chernova (2015: 185))
b. U: Iwas surprised at the rumor [that he
bought the parachute].
EQ: You were surprised at the rumor [that
he bought whatg]?

(Inada and Imanishi (2003: 233-234))

(26)D U % Utterance, EQ I Echo Question
@%f%é BONEICE £45 WH A]OD
QI MEIZIHEST T 2 T2 id 7 573
wﬂ\%mCP714x%mLTkD\mm
TSSO TIL T = A AR ARG O iE
e 720 | BV IR U EERSCOIRA I ED &
Lo, LrL, 260 WH A2 1T [uQeo)]
e i?ﬁlﬁﬁ:?‘é EIRETDHEHATED, &
(AP CTH D70, EHi L IO U —27 X
N ATHR S, HRIEZIC Merge at
Transfer CEHi & OFA S5, 52501 D B
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TIX WH A DOuQLIE I IZE R DV T /e
WA, LF TH— ﬁ%%uﬁétb\%%ﬁ
IZEHDO CIPOENGZ6ND Z LI,
L7e3 > T, Q H#MEDMEST T 23R <ATd
nNHZ iz s,

F7o, VIR LEERISCIZIX, Q7TEQ)D X 9
’WHﬁﬂ%@L&m%ﬁkamew

IWHHRBENT L5608 5,

(27) U:  Mary had tea with Cleopatra?
EQ: Mary had tea with whog?
EQ’: Whog did Mary have tea with?
(Sobin (2010: 132))

(Q7EQ)D¥56 . WH A [uQrays|H MM FTE
THEWETD, ZDEHTEZDE, WH
ANIHEFEER P CHAIE BRI L, C D
EHCT—HBIREFE O, Q BEDMMNE 2 5
N5 LD, Lo T, BEEE I
VR LEERISCICBE L T b S iz Q
FHEEXHND Z L TN AREL 72 5,

5. &8
AT —HICELD 7 =4 X 2REL,
ECM H3CDYRAE, S HIZIEFH 7 = A AD%)
%ﬁ%%%mm1<5:&%ﬁﬁbkoé%
. Q FEMEOMbEITS Z LT, £H WH
SERISCRO B OFIF, RVVIR L BRSO IRAEL
* LT AT 57,

ARFRIL B ARTEGE R 38 MR T M
HRIZES DO TH D, FoF DO UEFELRE )
LEEZREEZ L W W REER L
AT RS Koaspide e, N EsE
BB ROBRICER RSO ZHERM A TE
WZRE AT Z DB A Y CRGEH L
BT, Ted. KRRIZBIT DAL TH
EHRIEDLDOTH D,

e
TI. [Gender] I X BN & O —E IS

1 %
SRR
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ERIFEFICB T 2 EAFBESFEOZFITON
T —persuade IZEREY TT—
(Remarks on Verbs Borrowed in Modern

English: With Special Reference to Persuade)

2 ffi—ER  (Shinichiro Tomine)
VR S BT IR (Kagoshima Prefectural
College)

3?‘—]7#]\ {ﬁ:ﬁﬁnn, *%ﬁ:, EE"]%%Z:/]\
*—/I/*ﬁi 77/uu, I ARIGE

AT I

ﬁﬁ%ﬁl
OEFCTHGEZ Y hr—/1D T4
to NER ] MXHRHND,

*I % order, encourage % 15 105 <
B 2+

(1) a. I ordered him to go.
b. I ordered him [PRO to go]

(1) TIXHMEE him 23‘to go’DFEFEE LTI
E SN DB L FC VR4 5] PRO OSEAT
FTHD (FHH (2000: %5 &),
HEJFE=» b —1® INP+to ANiE
WS, RSB DI RIS T B
% (Los (2005)) ., KIZ OE O &21F %, 3

(2) On hwilcum godum tihst Dpu
in  which gods urgest thou
us to gelyfenne?
usacc  to believero.nr

<ALS (George) 148>
‘Which gods do you urge us to believe in?’
(3) 0a ic bebeode
those things that I order

dincg de
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to gehealdenne

to hold <ZACHomlII, 21 181.47>
‘those things that I order you to hold’

((2), (3), Los (2005:53-54))

eow

YOupAr

(2) 1% TBEY 2Ty o@EhGE tihst 725 [NP+to
NIEF ] MXEMDHBITH D, NP ks &
2o TWVDZ EIZERE IRV, (3) © [y
5« {7 A O bebeode 23 TNP+to ANFEFi
ZEDHBITIEINP N EA&ETH D, TBED LT
OEER & T - FFAT) OEhEIAE ISR
Lf:%f%%i%*ﬁﬁfiﬁ B9 523, OF Tk
DE NP DIITIENDR DD, ZDENE
NP & to NEFNZ G2 DAL D B EIDE
L TWDH EFE X LD (Los (2009))
(4) Seocum  mannum, and cildum,
Sick
we ne bebeodad nan fasten.

no fast<HomM 7 23>

‘We do not order sick people and children to

manpar, and childrenpar,

we not order
fast.’

(5) Nu

Now 1 order

ic bebeode beacen cetywan,

portentacc  appearinr,
<And 727>
‘Now I order a portent to appear’

tihte  peet

urged the

(6) halige madenacc
holy  maiden
deofla offrungum
to thegen demonsgen sacrificepar
<ZALS (Lucy) 57>
‘urged the holy maiden to sacrifice to

((4)-(6), Los (2005:53-55))

to peera

demons’

(4) TiX s - 7700 ofhE E B AR
HICTEb T 5, B GRS =

OB E CHBIZRE S, G NP O
‘Seocum mannum and cildum’ |35 fHETH CTH
V. Xk NP D‘nan fasten’ | X EEEETH D &
Exbnd, 2F0 . T - FFel) OB



EL AT E WO FRORZ, T72bb
BEEAERTEELOND, [mF -7 O
B OZHEEEIL, (5) ICRD X ) IChEER
Tohbd, (6)TIE BEYSLT) OBhEENT-E
HRTEEBEZHNDKRHE NP IZHNZ T to-PP
ZED, 2D PP idto DEWNLERIETH
HEZEZBND,
PE THEEIOBEVWIBLEIND,

(7)a. John ordered Tom to leave immediately.
b. He commanded us patience.
c. John ordered the prisoner to be transferred
to the prison hospital.
((7a, c), Chiba (1985)*)
(8)a. John persuaded Tom to leave immediately.
b. *He persuaded the Town Hall to be
demolished.
c¢. He persuaded John { into going to see the
doctor / *to a doctor }.
((8b, ¢), Los (2005:251))

(7a, b) @524 5L. PED I - 71
OFFNEL OE D (3), (4) & AR INP+to R
TERA | ASCAE Y . AR SIS ATRETT
D ENTND, (Tc) 1% B WIEE D ‘the
prisoner’ N ERBYIZZMHE L IZB 2 HNT
OE @ (5) & [FERIC TNP+to AEF] A LAY
ERELTEEHTOHDLEZEZOND, (8) IX

B0 SZT) OBEIO INP+to AER] Aifi
SCS T« FFA ) OB O L TR D
WEEFFSZ %77, 8a) ITRD X DIT,

B0 S2C) oEhFE S [ds - 7l OB
& [RERIZ TNP+to AN E 7 ) #i 3L 2 B D A3 (8b)
IS E BB TRV L E2RT, £ L
T (8¢) b, B HEITER~BET L E
BTHDZ EngEbILD (Los (ibid)) . 7272
L.PE 2BV TIL, OF & 572V 35 58 to-PP
THIH LW,

PLEAS . OE & PE Ol 5T [BXY ST
OFEER & T - FFA) OENE DN HEO Z AR

EITEBISIH D2 ERHALMNI STz, Z
o OB OF & PE CRBEOME
T OTHIUL, D7 & b AKFETIZE
DORNCEALR 2o Te EFESILD, LvL,

(BROSLC OFFEID 1 D& LTHET LD
persuade |Z ModE DfEMFETH 5, EHIFET
D ENHBTAREL IR LIWE
R DA D D, Al persuade (2R %
BT, ZOBHYRFORAE - ohrx1To, B
{KHIIZIX. The Oxford English Dictionary (2nd
edition) (LA, OED2) ®5|HFINGEE %
WEL ERHTSETHL 77 58 (LLF L)
DRCFEDOVEE & Helg U7ein & | Bk 2 et
9%, = LT ModE |Z PE & 5721 | persuade
25 [ - 3Pl ) OFhEIE L CoMEE | B
DAL C) OB E L CORME IR 72 2
EEBHOMNIT D,

2. &8

AEITIX, £7°. LITBIT D persuade Dxf
JEFEOME B 5., £ D%, ModE 128
i} % persuade DMEE BT 5,

2.1. LIZBIT DREFEOME

Persuade @ L D X[ it persuadeo X Lewis
and Short (1879) (LL'F LS) IZ XAUXKDE
RzfrroL g,

(9)a. ‘to bring over by talking, to convince of
the truth of any thing, to persuade’
b. ‘to prompt, induce, prevail upon, persuade

to do any thing’ (ibid. s.v. persuadeo)

Z#UBIX PE persuade TH R OB 5, EEEIX
LB RESELTWRNES THhD, &
WX DB A BlEET 5,

(10) mihi  persuaderi  numquam
me be-persuaded never
potuit, animos ... vivere, etc.



can soul to-be-alive

‘I was persuaded that soul can never be alive’

(11) numquam tamen haec felicitas
never still ~ this  fortune
illi persuasit  neglegentiam
him  persuades negligence

‘This fortune still never persuades him of
negligence’
ei

(12) persuasit tyrannidis finem facere

he-persuaded him tyranny  to end
‘he persuaded him to end tyranny’

((10)-(12), LS)

(10), (11) X (9a) (xS T HHILTH %,
(10) 131548 mihi N5 TH Y . FHEN
vivere’ 3 RNERI & 3 ThH
%o (11) IXRFFNEA neglegentiam 3% T
PRGN 548 CHBL 2 T HAORERE
XTHD, (12) 1% (9b) (ZxeT 5, #aits
Feild (10) EREBRICHERKRTH D, BN
‘tyrannidis finem facere’ (X~ E7A ThH D, (12)
IT—RL7=& ZAPED INP+to REF] #li
KIS T D L DI X B P, (12) IStk
THXNRESMRT 5 &, PE LD L Tl
& B P (Karttunen (1971)) 2872\ (G %
(2020))

& ‘animos ...

2.2. ModE D¥&H}
AHilX ModE persuade DS % 7.5, °

(13) c1595 CAPT. WYATT R. Dudley’s Voy. W.
Ind. (Hakl. Soc.) 9 Wee had sight of a
saile..the which wee weare perswaded was
one of our consorts.

(14) 1553 KENNEDY Compend. Tract. in
Wodrow Soc. Misc. (1844) 105 The Jewis
perswaded circumcisioun to be necessare
with Baptime.

(15) al555 RIDLEY Lament. Churche (1566) B

viij, They are perswaded it to be truth.
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(13) 1% INP+that &i] #i320F1, (14), (15) 1%
NP+to REF]] #iXOBITHD, (13) H
5 (15) X0, FGNEIX that Hi<° NP+to
RiEsd) CHET D Z L0005, aifss
IX (13), (15) ICBWT NP THREIT %,

(16) 1675 WoobD Life (O.H.S.) II. 332, I
persuaded the society to set it above the
arches, but I was not then heard.

(17) 1593 SHAKES. 3 Hen. VI, 111. iii. 176 ... to

perswade me Patience?

(16) 1 INP+to RNiEF | fiXDOBITH D,

ZHUF—RL7EEZA PEICRBND NP
+to REF ML ER L THD EEDD M,
but L F &S MT 5 & PE &7 HEMENR
RN LN NS, (17) 13 E HAYFERESC
DEITEH %,

(18) al643 LbD. FALKLAND, etc. Infallibility
(1646) 97 The grossest errours, if they..be
but new, may be perswaded to the
multitude.

(19) 1588 PARKE tr. Mendoza's Hist. China 128
There that better

coulde..perswade with His Majestie the

was none
great importance of that ambassage.

(20) 1565 T. STAPLETON Fortr. Faith 59 S.
Augustin persuadeth with him to leaue ...

(21) 1553 T. WILSON Rhet. (1580) Pref.,
These..perswaded with them what was
good, what was bad, and was gainfull for
mankinde.

(22) 1656 RIDGLEY Pract. Physick. 44

Physicians perswade that..the Artery shall

be cut...

(18) 725 (21) TIIHHAFED to b LT
with AL AIE T 5, BB,



(18), (19) DX HIZNP THH-7=1 ., (20) D
ko to REFTH-720., 21) DX HIZ
MBI TH o720 35, (22) IIHHGE
MIRNZ LITHERE SNV,

(23) 1560 J. DAUS tr. Sleidane’s Comm. 408 b,
Ambassadours... might ...perswade them to
peace.

(24) 1865 DICKENS Mut. Fr. 1. vi, Be persuaded
into being respectable and happy.

(25) al657 R. LOVEDAY Lett. (1663) 22 The
neezing-powder [ take constantly, but have
much adoe to perswade it to make me

neeze.

(23), 24) ITAERHEZ G L TE 61T
»%,PE TliX (8c) IZHD X HITARATRE RS
SRR to-PP THIBLT 5 /3% — 1%, ModE T
1L (23) DL HITAEETH -7, (25) 1L NP
+to REF ] MSCOBITZN, NP AW T
b, WHREEITB LR,

3. BE
3.1. ModE persuade D&

AHiTlX L persuadeo & ModE persuade ™
SR Z — 2 D Il % %8 2 T ModE persuade
DOME ZETT %, £ L persuadeo 1%, (11),
(12) ICR D LB, YRURSEDREGHETHY
PG IIANE TR NP TH o7z, (16),
(17) 1272 ModE T Zau 6 OMEE AL
b, ZOFEEN S, ModE persuade (% L
persuadeo DMEZ G| EHFNTNDH EE XD
ZEMTE D, MAT, #afFE NG & 7
% D% ModE persuade 73 (3) IZR 4L 5 T
T FFA) OBEEOMWE AR o722 & AR
T 5,

LICHXT 5 L& X 5415 ModE persuade
OMWELELTELIZ28¥TFHZENTE
%, 1o, (18) 15 (21) ITR2 L 57,
CTHAREEHE L E XS T D 5L TH D,
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Gk 013 B RYRERE SC & S pvIc A B
%123 5 H (Colleman and De Clerck (2011)).
persuade (2T H LIZHNKT 5 & HAYE
L WA THEE IR A LND, I BIT,
(22) D XD IZHERENBN 2 WENIIEE S
72\, Landau (2000:157-160) (%, PE & B
KA &2 U TEEOHI 2 260F T, F-EHE CatsH)
LR | ZEAE (GASHE) [ ITHET
HERTIE RV FRf T 5,

(26) a. Mary forced *(John) [PRO to sing]
b. John convinced *(Mary) [PRO to
believe him].
(27) a. John said (to Mary) [PRO to listen to
him]
b. Mary helped (John) [PRO (to) do the
dishes]
(28) a. Lo psichiatra (gli) ha detto [di PRO
parlare di se stessi].
‘The psychiatrist said (to him) to speak
about himself.’
b. Il generale ha ordinato (ai soldati) di
partire.
‘The general ordered (to the soldiers) to
leave.’
((27)-(29), Landau (2000:158, 161))

(26), (27) 1L PE O Td %, Force, convince
D HBFEIIRHEHTH Y | BENEBETH
5. ZHUZXF LT, say, help i3 HRIFEDS 545
HTHhY, BENMEENTHS, (28) 138
KA 2V TEEOHITH D, G4 Z B2 B
detto, ordinato TIXHHSIHD HELAFEER) T
0%, GHEOMEMIIPE &4 %) 7ED
WTNTHRLNDHDTH Y | BEWREHIC
LXoTHEENDFBEBNREARTH D L&
265, #E-oT, (22) DX DI H5RKEIEMN
HILL 72 HiliX, ModE persuade 73 5-#%1H %
s e« §Fr) OB TH D Z & OFFE
ThoHERMTZENTE D,



H 9 1 OLICHRT 2 EE X HID ModE
persuade OYEE T, FAFHNE OIS A E w1+
XTI D 2L TH D, (10), (14), (15) %
ZRINTCV, NEFME S E D & F 9
HEH, 5) & (To) IR LT Tas -
TR OEENCR B D,

ModE persuade 7% 43 - %fFTJ DA &
L CEROGBELR L2 &%, SN EN
fEEEER] D (21) 753%%%%20%50 Huddleston
and Pullum (2002: 976) 1%, M5 R 2 M SCIC
Btz EE & LT tell, inform 72 & TELLING D &
WaR>bOEZE T 5, 2D &1 ModE
persuade 73 TELLING D E A FF> 4 « 7F
Al OEE & L ToMk

Z DX 512, ModE persuade X, L TOM:
Bag| k< Tam - 7Fr) oFhE]E LTo
PEE A AT Z EFRFIC LIZIE R o
VB E o7, (23), (24) IKEERA
to X°into CE/INLD PP IIERETHD &5
265, £72. (25 1%, (16) & [EERIZ INP
+to AEF ] ML AID 23, (16) LR |
NP 1AW TH Y NP 2% HE & g9 2
EIFEELV, DLEOSEMND, (23) 0B (25)
@ persuade (£, L OMEEIZHE L2V, FHA
H&ZDAERASBET 5 FEEZID B
NET ) OEGIOREZ R L TND EFE X BN
%, 20 TBRYSLT) o#hE o HiEIX OF L
KAHND TR T) ORY— 2 H KR L
THAL LT FREMED & D

AHiTlX ModE persuade 73 PE & 5720 |

(s - 57l oG E L COREE, THE
DN OEhE & L CORMEIE R -7 2
EERILMIT LT,

3.2. ModE %% PE TOZEAL
Persuade %, ModE (ZR.H417= Tand « #F
A OEFAORE A PE £ TIZRWY, TBRY
ST OENEE O HEDGR LTz, Persuade (23
WT Ty - #F ) ORI O FEN Kb,
(B0 N2 C ) OFhEEI O HENEK->T2 &) Z

BrafiolcZ L &mT,
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& 1X. persuade @ HHJFE NP 23 FEIHIZ 72 o
722 EHEEWT D, ZiUT persuade 7% (26)
\ZHIR L7z convince (ZiT3< AL L TWD
ZLEEWRT D,

725, (25) O X 91T persuade MY D
HRJGEZ B D 0%, a5 « #Faf) o@hEdT
= E S BB Lﬁb%ﬁ%ﬂﬁ% KIS DA
(5 22 SNV LICX D
b LIV ModE I3 DMIEH TH Y |

4 - FFrf) OFhE & TBRY 2T &)
DO THAEIZEENRD 7= & LTHAREHE
TIN5 9,

4. ¢

AFEFETIX ModE CTHGEICMEA S -8
7 persuade D52 ZFR % FRICHISCICIER L
THIZE L ZOREZH b2 L7z, ModE
persuade | X [45 « #F Al ) OENFRIO R K & THX
DALT) OEGFEORE AR o7 2 & 28
BT LTz,

Z ® X 92 ModE persuade |3 A FFo

e, T - FFnl) o@EhE & L Coflmmix

B0 S7C ) oEhER & L COMIEITHNE i
Too ZHUIHERHAGE DRI 2 D2 TH Y |
WD XD 2PN EDFERP RSN D,

(29) 1555 EDEN Decades 93 To persuade hym of

the..munificence..of owre men.

(29) THEHSE LB THDH Z LI
iz,

Kim DRI B OREL 4 FT 5, %
3. L persuadeo DE LA & MGt iRE D —
SDELLTEITLND, Ziié’*\‘f“ii ModE
persuade 7% L persuadeo OME DOME % 5| %
HENT Tapar - §F AT 03%%10)@’%{%/?1/7:
Ellc, TORMNEHETHDLRD,
persuadeo 7% L {28\ T [dy4 « §Frf) OE)
FOMWEZ R LTI ENTRIND, ZDR
% FERERC R T 2 R D D

RS



RIZ. ModE CTEHEMER -2 o7z
persuade 7 PE £ TIZED X9 I L TEEM
2R LICD A LN ZMEND D, £ DR
(2. PE T HHER THEMENRRNT LI
FEZILHOVEND D EBbivs,

(30) I persuaded him, but se wouldn t do it.
(Zx B -4 JUKKE (2012))

Z DHEFEL persuade DEHEMENFETIL AR L
AL~V TEBL TV D ATREME 2 RIE T 5,
I T« FFr] ) OEENIZ OV TG &
ROLVERH D, [ - FFal) OBhE X
YERE S 2@ L Tz B H o BB SRR T
Hol-, TOREENMET 5) X (7)) DX
FSCIZ AR TE FlfF & kP& A3 BLAL 5 B 721F Tz
<. HHEER 2 FEERKT to NEFD I
DRONDLHBITHBIEIND,

(31) 1745 P. Thomas Jrnl. Anson’s Voy. 294 He
ordered to nail up such of the Cannon as
could be fought.

ZDRZ — L PE TR
(1985:87), Jackendoff
(2003:530))

FEDMELY (Chiba

and Culicover

(32) *John { a) commanded b) ordered } to
(Chiba (ibid.))

(33) 77The authorities order/advise/encourage

leave immediately.

not to shoot oneself.
(Jackendoff and Culicover (ibid.))

ZONRE—RENTZERE LT TBRY ST
T OEFE OB THIFENRBEIIINZ o7z
AIREMEDNE . BV D DN, S BFEICHRETT 5
WEIN B D,

W IZ, persuade & [AIERIZ ModE TL 726
fEH 41, persuade & 13xIFMIBURICH D
dissuade IZDOWTELREL T HNENHH Z &

132

AR 5.

(34) al577 Sir T. SMITH Commw. ii. ii. (1584)
40 The speaker hath no voice in the house,
nor they will not suffer him to speake in
any bill to mooue or disswade it.

(35) 1605 CAMDEN Rem. (1637) 246 Some
disswaded him to hunt that day; but he
resolved to the contrary.

(36) 1555 EDEN Decades Sect. i., Peter Martyr’s
Dedication (Arb. 63) Ascanius..dissuaded
me from my purpose. But seeing that I was
fully resolued to departe..required me to
wryte vnto hym.

ModE @ dissuade 1%, (34) IZR.% LBV 5
W% % NP CTHuY . (35) ICR2 &%V PE &
B> OFEEMNTH D, 215 1T ModE D
persuade |2 DIV FHETH Y | persuade &
dissuade 7% PE & CTIZRRDOE(L &2 #T-Z &
DHERI SN D, £72 36) IZHDERY ., PE
IR 5315 INP+Hfrom+NP| DO/RF7— ¢
ROANDM, Zib PE &R EEMEN
WO IFBLERTR Y,

* KRS A ARDERE T 38 MR BIT
LHBBRICNELEEZBIRS72H0
Thbd, BRYAICEEREME AL M &
N2 B AT A IRIGERESE A RIRRAL
HERIE ARG 5, el Rl o—8lo
FRR VI TR TEETOEMTIZL 5,

b
" LLUFPE 9%, 450 £ 5 1100 45 F TD
HEE A HIEEE (OE), 1100 £ 5 1500 =0
BEEE A HPHGE, 1500 £ 5 1900 4 F TOHE
B ITRIEEE (ModE), 1900 4E LU D HEFE
PE &7 %,
2 LUFNP &T%,
P LT ofITEDILD T E D ACC, DAT,
GEN, TO-INF |ZZ 4 3k, [HH ),



NER o NiER &K,
# Chiba (ibid.:89-91) X (7c) D X 9 7252504
IRNH A T OFIN PE THBEDRENE A,
W5 EHEET S, ZORIZOWTO RS
DD DBLZIIASHEDOMEE LTz,
S UBEORFISCTHIL O RSN TV N D
IZ OED2 B D5 HTH 5,

BE IR
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WFBITIT 5 EMEB 1 BLREN DIBRFAO S 2
(DN T*
(On the Diachronic Development of Subject
Zero Relatives in English)

N & (Shuhei Uchida)
Al B R RFPE (Nagoya University)

X —U— N B o BfRE, pro, EPP

1. IXC®IZ
BURIEFEICR W T, O E BRI
(DIZRT & 9 ICBHER 22 BIREAIC & » Tl
DD MENSH Y | FHEE o BLREI(Subject
Zero Relatives, LA T SZR)IFil & #F S A7 00,
LU, #I5GEE Tl SZR N —EDHEE T
ﬁ%éhé ENHBNTWND, (Qa)DHsE
. @b)DHFIEFEDOHNZIBNT, TNENA
%%fméﬂé%%%iﬁ@%&%%ﬁ%
Bl SO ST R L2 AL TR B 1 B R i
THY ., POFENEFIE > TND,

(1) I metthe woman *(that/who) saw John.
(Douglas (2017: 1))
(2) a.& Dpes odres pone
and the other’s the

mastan  deel
most dale
hi geridon butan pam cynge
they reached againstthe king
Alfrede [little werede
Alfred

efterwudum for]

unyoelice
little observer uneasily
after woods  went

‘and they reached the other’s best valley
against King Alfred who went easily with

little observer behind woods.’

(cochronE,ChronE [Plummer]:878.1.1209)
b.ich knewe hyminpat trauail [is
I  knew him inthat hard work is
to-fore me]
prior me
‘I knew him engaging in that harder work
than me.’ (CMEARLPS,87.3828)
RO AL, QD & 5 RYIMTEEICE
7% SZR 73, ﬁﬁ%;fi@%éhﬁ<&
STEHBEZHOLNIT LI ETHD, THFED
TR & - T, WIHIEREE IR ZE D4 5 5k
pro N SNTWEZ ENHALMNI/R->TE
V. pro 7% SZR HREERICE LT\ &F
w1 D, £, TOFERITER a3 — 22X
LA EE D& JEEHIZBIT D pro Do3AR
& SZR DA RWATHI T D &y 5 FHE)»
bXFrsnsd Z Lzmrd, BRRIZiE, SZR
I1LZ2F5E pro DBAREIND T 23FFDEPP &
PEE IR A REZR @ SAMEAW - Z &IC X
DIRAE S TWay JEEEIZHB VT pro 23
AT SN I olzizh, SZR MHK Lz
& ERT D,

2. WEERIZEIT B pro & SZR

I HEEIZIB VT, pro NS4 TVW )
E 9 M E%Eﬁﬁ?ﬁ”#h“(%é?ﬁ‘i Gelderen
(2000)/ T HHFHIZI UV Tpro 23FB A STV
7= & FER L TV 5, Gelderen (Z(3)DAFNZF W
T, FRROZIDIIEITFFENZE & 22> T
B H3, EiF ongan OJEIT D 3 AFRBIEH
DT 7R T L CTER Y | pro 2
FEINTWZEFELTWD

(3) Forpa

therefore I now want

icnu wille geornlice to Gode
earnestly to God

cleopian pro Ongan ba giddien

speak began then sing
‘Therefore, I now want to speak to God

earnestly. Then he began to sing.’



(Alfred, Boethius 9.28-9/Gelderen (2000: 131))

Gelderen @ FE ik O %4 £ 1L, Walkden
(013)D 2 — XA % AW FEIZ L - THE
Fon<Tnsd, £/, A (2012)FH 5

BIZBIT 2 22— S AFRAE 21TV M1 EE
E;EJE’C pro DR A[ SN TV L 2B L
TU %, Gelderen, Walkden, iffHDFHAIZ
BUWT, G507 AP o GEm s BT 5
pro D3 ATIZOWNT, (da-c)DFFE R b
L2 ENHEINTWDS

(4) a. pro DAFEMILT 7 A M X > TH
2%,
b. pro IITEEHET LV & FHi
WBHEE CRIZE SN D,
. GEZEFEIZBI L T) pro OFFRIZEES
DN BEBLR DGO b D,
(cf. #BFH (2012: 102-103))

ZBWTEH

(Qa)lZii <7z X 912, pro DAEERTH 5>
LNET 7 A FHITER DD Z ERHbBI
TW5, £/, pro BHEBHIL Y & FEHiIICE
WTEWHEE CTBIZE I D &V ) (4b)D ks
BUX, I EEE E TRON DB TH 5,
(4o)Z8B1TF % pro DFFFRIZEET 2 ANFRITHE &
I 3 AFMAFOBEIZZ < Roh D DI
KL, 1 AMEIT 2 ARG TIDOMIL E
NThdILEEWRT S, ZhITEEIORIT
2 b FGEH O NFRANH T 6E 7o SERE IS L
ONDETH D, 2D X 972 SZR 2B
Th, @EFBROFENPR NS0 E D D
ZMRGET 272012, BEE 3 — % X (The
York-Toronto-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Old
English Prose (YCOE) ., The Penn-Helsinki
Parsed Corpus of Middle English, Second
edition (PPCME2), The Penn-Helsinki Parsed
Corpus of Early Modern English (PPCEME),

The Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Modern
British English (PPCMBE))% F\ T, #4%E
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REIIC BT 5 BB 4
BEITST,
ﬁﬁ%afii& SZR EFF SR,
FEDREIZBWTARINDS Z ENHL
NTW5, Gao)llrsind Loz, EiZH
FELZ I T there <° here THA F D IF1EAE LD
B TSR 3 L OUKENG have DRNIZ &
T HAE TIL SZR NERBIND, LIzno
T, G)D X o RBEEICAE T 2ERHE & =
AL D BAfRE 2 X L TR L7,

1 D I3 AT DT

(5) a. There was something broke in him.
b. Here’s the one’ll get it for you.
c. We had a client came in about two weeks
ago. (Erdmann (1980: 149))
F 7=, Lambrecht (1988)(Z L 4LIE. (5¢)PD X
9 72 have DIFFHIZ SZR MkfiT %A
ZOMFAFANIAETHDH—FHT.EDE
FEIIAAL FAI 72 DAE A 23 8 D o AR T (5¢)
D& D7 SZR Wkfed 2 AHE have O
A AL, there #3702 & OIFERESCIZES
T 5 B R R &[RRI, IE S RO
RTHDEWET D, £ LT, FriFWERT
m%ﬁ T B (Sac)D X D 7 SZR 1%
FICRON D05, FRGEFETH ARSI ND
&wiﬁ?\g¢m®i5@%%@sm{&
:icl:/”a'J‘J“f*‘é“ ThHoH LT DHIS% <‘: 5 zL
. BUREREETE T T < RIS S
ﬁu%ﬁ#6547&%ﬂu%@§47f
MR D Z & &N DRT,
FAAICHE LT, 22358 pro & BHIEM 7214
B EREOEE 2 FH 4L L7 Walkden (2013)X0##
H (2012)D HFIEICHE, HEFEBEOSGAITE
= LR & BITER R 45 R EIC K o TE
2 BARREI OFIG | PoEELIE TI3E v BIRHES
& wh BIERAA F &2 8 © BIFRET ORI G 2 5
H LT, HEZWATICT D720, HicGEs
DAREALTA pe 12X > TEM D BIFRHTISC.
HGSEE I LI O SCERR that (8 & - TE



N5 BRENITRA SR L TV D, ETz,
FIHI S5 TIRBEFR A R & Al STEE RS AN ekl
% ZHEHa O COMP OFFIAA[RE T - 7=
/AN (VSR Y KNS = ) R A

F 7o I EE IR RE A BR AL & L
THOWHITW o8, ML DI D FHin B
REiDEL B TH DO NE AW 5 D0
LWSEEDRH D, BAERMIZIE, (6)D L5 7%
BT, KT 72> T DR se MR
RAF L BRRATD EH B TH D DN,
TERBRIFENIICIEIR T 5, L7oh > T, A
B CITHRRFNT & o TE N D i d BIFR E
ThHHIZELZERIET HTOIT, (6)D XKD 7%
Bl Z R4 L EREIC W TS REEIE T &
ol EREENEHIORRBIZEC DH DO %
TlEICEO L & & LT,
(6) sodlicenu pu on innode geeacnast and
Truly now you in womb conceive and
sunu censt and his naman halend
son beget and his name savior
genemnest; Se byd mere and pees

name who/he is  great and of the
hehstan sunu  genemned.
Highest Son called

‘Truly, you will become pregnant and give

birth to a son, and you will name him Jesus.

He will be a great and will be called the
Son of the Highest.
(Gospel, Luke 1. 31-32/Hosaka (2010: 66))

F9. K 1 ITERERITER LRV, D
F 0 HMiFL7r SZR OAERRIEZ R L, (DICE
=25 5,02 BrHILSZR O,
3 B RIFFMEBIRET ORI 2 R, ZO%E
IZ1%, SZR EBATEMZefiRil £ 721X wh B
FRRRA TN KL » TE LD EREBERETN G
Fhb, 4 BRBITZFOREIZHT 5D SZR O
EETHD, (Ta,b) T, FHIMNOBHRE O
FRENZEHT & 7o TRV | BE 2 BEREIC
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EILTUNR W,
# 1 BRERITHKHE LRV SZR!?
EOE LOE |MlI M2
SZR |9 21 8 2
SR 277 267 29 48
#HE 3.2 7.9 27.6 4.2
M3 M4 El E2
SZR |3 9 8 9
SR 155 487 1135 1745
HE |19 1.8 0.7 0.5
E3 L1 L2 L3
SZR |8 1 0 1
SR 1655 1034 1352 | 944
#E 105 0.1 0 0.1
(7) a.& O&u  meaht pe uny0

and you may yourself uneasily

onberan bas [0e onbecymed]

on-bear that you accesses

‘and you may hold on that yourself

uneasily, which accesses you.’
(codicts,Prov_1 [Cox]:1.70.129)

b. Sodfeste men [heom kepten on
genuine men them care about on
nihtes;] saidon,
nights  said

‘genuine men who care about them at
night said that...’
(CMPETERB,50.245)

WIT, K2 IFEAERICTHEFT D SZR D
EERIAE R L, QIZEEBIZ 25T 5, (8a,
bIzE W T, AFEINT/REND SZR 1 there
WCOBHEER L EM L TV D



%2 BERERICHRBIT D SZR?
EOE LOE Ml M2
SZR 1 0
SR 6 7 6
#E | 167 0 0
M3 M4 El E2
SZR |6 23 28 44
SR 24 85 227 434
#E | 250 27.1 12.3 10.1
E3 L1 L2 L3
SZR | 430 7 10 5
SR 14.9 185 252 213
#E 05 3.8 4.0 2.3
(8) a. For ther is a versifiour [seith that ‘the

For there is apoet says that ‘the
ydel man excuseth hym in winter by
idle man excuses him in winter
of...]

because of...

cause

“for there is a poet who says that the idle
man excuses him in winter because of...’
CMCTMELI,233.C2.639)
b. There was another of my neighbours
[had his wife much troubled]
(GIFFORD-E2-H,B1V.96)

F 1L 21ZB1FD 2 FIHD SZR DA
:;cjt%it?%ﬁ%é FT, K2R EIND K
TT%&&&@%EE? (N3 A IR

SZR i&ﬁ;ﬁqﬂ%a IR OND L1272
BWHIREGEE CAENTH D Z RN g
%o ¥l Bk L7c K olz, BIREGEETH A&k
IZBWTEREIND, PRFEMLIEIZIEML
72X, there #5305 Z ORI E D L
LR SHTZ &iﬁﬁlf“%é EEZXD, T
D—FHT, £ 1ITBITHMFL7e SZR IZFIL
T, Walkden (2013)%%%&1 (2012)IZEVN, 2
NR—tr N2 DI ENEMEDILAET
bHbHETHE M2 HIETIESUEMNTZD, M3
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MUBRIZIESENC 2o T2 B2 biLd, T
AU 23 F5E 72 pro DIE KRR & —2 3
5, IHIZ, @) THRET 7 A M X D4
PEDZES RARICBIE SN, ()ITHEE DO
T Tpro NABNTT 7 A & KfgOR4#E
T SZR W INT=T 7 A N E#rRT 5,
pro & SZRW S %47 7 A & KRFTRL
W5,

(9) pro & SZR ZFWA[ 57 7 A k
a. pro: Ancrene Riwle, Hali Meidhad, St.
Juliana, St. Katherine, The Lambeth
Homilies, The Peterborough Chronicle,
Warde,
Kentish Sermons
b. SZR: Ancrene Riwle, St. Katherine,

Sawles Trinity Homilies,

The Lambeth Homilies, The
Peterborough Chronicle, The
Ormulum, Vices and Virtues, Trinity

Homilies, Ayenbite of Inwyt

F1IZEIT DML M2 SZR E 10D,
7 FIXOQ)DKFTRLIET 7 A b O
THY . WEZHFTT 7 A INBERELTND
ZEWIND, LLEOBIEICHE-SE | Wk
REICBWTER AT & LTz pro 23 BAFREITIN T
AR L, SZR MYRAE STV & 9 KE A
ST, IRETCHEE T & & D24 M A e
D

/\ﬁ

AEITIX, BAERICTHKFET D SZR &l
Frrg SZR 1TV T bR TidZe <, Ao
B E AR CW= 1R T 5, 7=,
FT HMEICLY  BIE TR LT — 27
SIS Z LB,

3.1. BRERICERET S SZR
there #% 372 E124E U5 SZR OEATAIE T
& 7% . Erdmann (1980), Lambrecht (1988),



H# (2006) H I X EEBERFEE TR, 0
IR &G 2o L EEL TV D, Hl X,
Lambrecht [3(10a)? 3T A3 EERE (10b) D43 %
FFOLBEEL TV D,

(10) a. There was a farmer had a dog.
b. [cp [t there was [np a farmer; (Focus)]]

[tp [np a farmer; (Topic)] had a dog]]

Lambrecht |3, there /5 3CHYE A9 2% BHHE 252
& Rl—HR D NP S BEEREINIC b AR 3 21
WERE L, 2O L9 il 2 RO ER
HIBEREIRE ST LA TV D, (10b)TIE, a
farmer 23 2 O DOEIZBW TS E L STV
5, Fi-. BEZOIT2 SO TP IO
RIZH Y. TNZFNO TP BMSL LI-fmET
172 XKL LTl oDmEEERT LW
IMTHDH, TLT, ZEIEINTND
NP O, FFDOHRPHE IND ERES
TV, Afacid, BAERICHFT 5 SZR
IZBAL TAb)YD X O efEEEIREL, ZD
R N BLCGE 21 Tl BEEE S 2@ U ¢
FRIR TV EEZ D,

3.2. #igrle SZR

WIZ, (la, b)D L 9 7o B REE IC K L7
W7 SZR L (10b) & JEIEL L 72 (11) DA
RO LIRET D, 20D TP BFFI ST
WA LW ETIE0b) L L ThH B, 2D
H® TP 2B T pro 2SN EFENLE % (5D TV
B EVD BIZBWTA0b) BT RS,

(I1) [cp C [1p Subjje) Treeeses ..] [tp projg) Tieee,
11

upl. .-

(IDIZBWT, 2 DHD TP NIZBIT S T 2
> EPP F#EM: & MR AIBEZR o FBPEIL pro
X o THRAESND, M3 HILIKE, pro 23R
&N 72D & LT O EPP # M & AR A Af
HEZR @ RMENIRE ST, (D) DO YRAE I TAHE
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5L, LizAR- T, Z ORI H
Frie SZR NIESLEMIT IR 572 L N
B ENS, 6, IDTIE 2 2O TP A
WERBRICH DO TIEARL HIZE/HE LT
WHENTWD, Les-> T, KEOSHIE
pro NEFHITBWTEVEHE CHIZEIND &
W) Qb)DEFEEE L HET D,

Flo, (IQTRSND L H i, HHEGEHT
IR RF BRI AT & LCHBEREL T
V. RT3 ARORA I TH D, 22T
DI CIX, FiFE/e SZR (XBIRHE 2 Rkt
. TP BIFI I NTETH DT, FEEE
IZEME STV D DOIXBERARA F TR <
BT CTh oD, LI > T, () TR
3AFRAFADBEITHAENE Z v o e
WOBIEL L G L7e, L7235 | (4ac)
D pro DI AIIZEET S K5 & SZR D oA
B3 2 FFSITATIICTH D 2 LR E Tz,

(12) buton ge me secgan pat [pet s00
Without you me said that that true
is be pisum,]
is by this

‘Without you said that, which is true about
this’ (coaelhom, Hom_22:378.3503)

BB, T2 TIREINT SZR OfED
F3 TP £ T LS S evn—7 T, SZR
LS O BIfREIIL CP &2 FFOZ & 2R T,
F 97, that BIfRET. B L ORIGT 5 i oesEs
D pe BHREIOIREIZ13)D L 91272 b,

(13) I met the woman [cp Op; that [tp 4 saw
John]]

BAGREIN D T H385> EPP 1 & R AR al BE
72 o BHERZEEE FICL>THRAIND, Z
NFE TR TE 7= SZR O & DiEVE, that
BRI LBALE A 22 4l SRR DAFTEIZ L o T
CP £ CTHRESND ZEMEIESNTVD A



ThD, —JH. (11)D SZR DIGA . BEIEM 7S
SRR NE < | E2HBE - OBEI 2T
. CPHEZEH = & 2R LA,

F 7o, BIEENZERT & 72 25 BRE O T
UTO#Y) Tho,

(14) a. I met the man g Mary saw
b. [cp C [tplig) T (£ee, ug) [p the man] [cp Opi
C [rp Mary Tigee, ue £i]]]]

BAMREIN D T 23> EPP 4% & R A Al e
2o FMEIXFFBICIVBAESND, £/, H
FREINICIZEFN S 0 A FBENC L - T
BAFREN S CP £ CTHRET S D Z L BRFES D,
Z DI, SZR DGH DI CP FEiE Z £k
W<, TP ETL ORIV, ZD
—J57C, SZR YIS D BIREIIZ DUV T, A
TRE), FIXBETER R SR L CP
&2 RO Z EMERES LD,

4. fE5E

AT, FEEICRBIT S SZR &S EH
IZHERBTHHDE LN DIZKBIL, 22—
PNAFENZFED T BRFAFEEDOEWE I 5
I LTz, HEESICIIT D SZR D43Af I pro
DA ENATH S B Z & 2R L, #iFe7e SZR
X pro ZESBIEEZFF o T EEE L,
2 FEEID SZR OB ICHOWTIE, W& L b
TP WA ENT-fEETHD LIRE LT, £
LT, BUREREE TIEFF S N0 liFE7Ze SZR
DIHR LT DIE, IG5 I8\ T pro 23
RS20 . BHREING EPP FE: L
RN ATREZR @ BMENBE SR ot
NHTHDEFELE,

SR AL A
C=Re =y

* AR H A 55 38 [AI R T MEA
HERIZH S DO TH D, FEROWEREME T
E, REMIESEA L BPEZEAENBZL D
BEQIEMOZIUE 2EW ., o, w5
FF OB, JHENE S Sk R e A,
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MARFR 2N | REA W2 ZHE#BC ZhE %
TNz, ZOEEE Y CRGHZ R L BT 720,
B ARICBIT A NEI R THERICLD
HLDTH D,

' YCOE. PPCME2, PPCEME., PPCMBE ®
RER X313 O1 (-850), 02 (850-950), O3
(950-1050), O4 (1050-1150), M1(1150-1250).
M2(120-1350), M3(1350-1420), M4
(1420-1500), E1 (1500-1569), E2 (1570-1639).
E3 (1640-1710), L1 (1710-1779), L2
(1780-1849), L3 (1850-1920)Cd 5, Af&T
X 01 & 02 %4 T EOE(WIH 5 955E).,
03 & 04 A bETLOE M T HEE) & LT
AN

2 R 1 TIE ML TV T SZR OEIE A
DI E R TEL 72> TWD M, T
PR CII e OB 4T E LTo
RENSFR L, INZ T wh BIRARATTH A%
EThoTolod, EBEERD DI Z &R
KThHdEBEZLND, PHEGEDT—/NAT
& % PPCME2 TIIFAfRHEI ZE < that [T~
THUE# E LTH 7R & Ty, Ml
H O EAEBIRETI D 29 11X, that LI DOFEHE
THA LT OB MR, B3 wh B
B4 5 A 1 O BIRETi O TH 5, M1 H]
BN ORI N TERITIIN R L TV
H o0, BEAOREITE RS L LT O that
D=L TN EEFEWNTINR2N Y
FHETHDH, 2D XD 72BN IT D that 234f
OIS Tl e < BARRRAF Th D AlEEME b
HDN AR TIE = RAD X THITFIZHE,
M1 LABED that Z i Sk & L CAHR72R T,

3 Breivik(1983)72 K CTREL < B I N TN D
F oI, HHEFESNCIT there # LIS DIFEAE
L H DM, T HITREN SRS LT
Do

B 3R
Breivik, Leiv E. (1983) Existential There: A
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s DOEE L =YV — T A LD
&) DRREEREIgE] 5 22 7, 71-91.

a Dog: Amalgams

i FE 4 2 (2012) [958 - PRERICR T D
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"EHNEEIORTEREE LA R4
FORROBEFRIZONT
(Ditransitive Event Structures and the

Reference of Possessive Determiners)

FEFH 1E#S (Masanobu Ueda)
LT THISZ KRS (University of Kitakyushu)

F—U— N CHEARGEMSC FRMEL, B
ka4, SRS, NIERIBIMR

1. IXC®IZ

ARG CIE, 2EEO H HWEEESCOEHEH

E’J% AT A TN E L D2 EF 2T &
T, ATE R4 T ORISERIZOW T U 5,

E%% XD K D 72 HFIHYE TLE D,

(1) Alice handed Beth her letter.

(DDFZ St RERERR A 12 e7s L, her OIS
Zamiasb &, her IZFEFED Alice & 57 i
L HEEEAEED Beth 25T 503 H 5 &
9. ZOEHFEIHVSNIZHDTHY
FRCIERT2IHMEL RN THA I, L 2AH
MRQYTrRTLIIC, —RLEEEZAD)EF
U & R0 H o FIITEFE Lo
WH D HOHWITHERREE L SERVD
DBPFIET D,

(2) a. Alice gave Beth her worried look. (her
=v Alice / *Beth)

Alice gave Beth her look at the
document. (her = *Alice /v Beth )
Alice envied Beth her success. (her =
*Alice /v Beth )
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(2a)® her [ FHFEZIET Z LN TERVDIC
% LT, (2b, ¢)® her IXBIHI HBURE Lk T
ZETER,

SCRIZ I 1T % AR 40 7 D RS B AR 1 A2 5l 3L
?ﬁ“(“ IIFFEREGEOME E L THRbT&E

v IR T EFI OREEREEICET RN &
%K DAL BIOERNZF A 3K 6D 5 LEED B
HLBEZLONRARTH D,

A Cl, #84013C1% (Langacker (1987, 1991
72E)) ORI TRISEIGR 2 (R B -
TV 2% Van Hoek (1997)(ZHEV N, Z O RREIZHL
V#HZe, Van Hoek |ZX 5 &, R&AFIEZD
FeATE DO REFR TS MRS E T /L (reference point
model) (Langacker (1993)72 &) (2 X » THE 2
HiLDH &9, Van Hoek 1%, 3)D 5| HE T
DRTE DI, ﬁ%%ﬁ@?ﬁﬁﬂ 13E O 3Btk

(dominion) PN CZHE s (reference point) &
L CHERET 213 EITRE AR R BRL B 23 <
RIFNFER SN E LTS,

(3) The antecedent for a pronoun must be

sufficiently salient (i.e., distinct and
prominent) within the context in which the
pronoun appears that it can plausibly be
construed as a reference point with the
pronoun in its dominion. (Van Hoek

(1997:57))

RHPRELBII S EFSERERICE -
TR FE D0, HINIZEB W T profiling <°
trajector/landmark DEAGRNEE D 5, (4)DX%f

bR HRBRNL BN ORI TE D &0 9,

(4) a.

b. *I gave him; Sam;’s book.

I gave Sam; his; book.

T H A9FEMESC O [ETHE B RYEE & EHE H RYEE
Z i % & Langacker |2 X 5530HT (e.g.,
Langacker (1991b:331-332)) T, M#HM
FEIZAE U 5 recipient |3 [ EIRRYICE D 22 5.



# (active participant) ] & R7Z2 341, E#H

FREL Y bR EWER LR D, T5H L.

(4a)lT~d K 91T, MHiHE HAEE Sam S EHEH
HIREN OFTA R4 F him OFEATEIC /2 D
ZEIRIEE RO, @b)D L DT, BN B O
fRVVEBE B AIFENICAE U TV D A & 4 il
Sam 75EFE HBYRE him O TRl b Z &
X TE70,

VL EOHEGRMERSL CE B2 2 AT,
QICMBRD &, ED XD R ICHBEE
FEIIITARARATOEATRHIC NS < BV
WZBESL > TV D EIRZ BN DN EVH
BEAPEPO BN D, AR TIE, Q)D& LA
FFOBEGHEEIC T DEZNH D Z L ERT,

2. BT ERMRATI+LTI L NERBRICO
WT

AT A A4 F A R D 4 EE AR E BY
(definite) 72 KBLTH v | Frats4acE L &
P4 5 O R O BR BRI R 7R ER T
FrABRUSNORREZRT Z LN TEDH
ERHBN TS (cf Heine (1997), Taylor
(1989)72 &), E£7-. FrAMAA T & FEE
£ 50 DO O BEFR AN AT 3 5 BRI £ Bh A A3
FBURTREE —FT 5 EIFRS 20, 72 & %
IXG)TIE, BREZANDHINOLT TIZZED
BRO AL BDkE-TND,

(5) ... she started cooking his tea in the kitchen.
(Tell it to the Bees, T #REEE)

0K DRI T E HAIGERE SC O B
HRGGEICITAERMRATFANEL A HETHY
TixED, SHICHEB LW OIIFTE#I4A
Fl & AT ORI OBRTH 5, #iA)72 —HEE
HIRERE ST A 2 b2 RS0, O L 2 IZFTA
A& Vo T EEITITE L O BIUR B b
%, Oehrle (1976)D&EZIZH &5 &, (6)T
IXIEHE A HIEED BRI X LC 2 RO
TR DL 5,
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(6) John gave Harry his bicycle for the day: but
the bicycle just sat there the whole day, |
guess Harry didn't it.  (Oechrle
(1976:24))

need

1 DY arEHEEORMER, 9 1203
V— L HEREORBRTH D, ¥ a VITHIRH
% U CARRIZRETAEE Th D DI LT,
N — X BERH 2 — RIS R C & 2 BR
L, T CHBEEWEEICAELTWAITE
HARAFNZHER T2 & Fra R4 T I Ak
M EECTHDHY a v aE L, —IEH7RF]
HETHLNY —ZHETZ 3w, Frad
DFLZHENTHEREBMAEDOLDOTH Y
T HBRES VIR D ZENTED, 2D
X oo, WERAT BRI B A T B T L
< AREHTRER Y SEOBIR 2 NAER) 72 BfR &
M5, B WEER SCOEE B HREIZA T S
R4 5 & B4 5 O BAAR 1T N TE ) 72 B4R
7Bl VW) 2N DBOFEm CEE L
25,

Iz

3. EROBREE L FTABRRLAFHORISIC
DUV T
3.1. FrERLICE £ 5 2 DORR

R DFEGHEE IOV Cim U DRI, D
AR ROTAZLE R T2 5, “HHEM
FEAB AN R T HTA A 4kiE Langacker D3 ATIC
XoeE, lDOESIT-ADBND,

1 SR 22 BT AL D F G IS

ZOHESREGEICIE 2 SOBBEBEEN T
HTENRTEND, 1 Difagent (AG) 73
theme (TH) % recipient (RCP) @ X[l (D)



BB ST 5B THY, HH 1 Dl RCP
N TH 2% T & 2R TH D, —REICH A
FI v I RBETHD AG M HOBENM
HHNCEAZE 2720 AG 75 OBEI OB
AT L S V23  RCP O OIEEE N & £
NBHENH LD Z LT, ORI e
BTCOHNDAREERSH DL EVNH ZETHD,
FDREFENNDZ ENTEDHDN offer D
FHITh D, WiEFEHEMHED 1 >Th D
LDOCE DEF%Z L5 & | offer IX(NIZdH D &
INCFOFOLDEMEFITAE LT Z & T,
HERENDLIICTDHEWVWIITRHEZRT
ZENTED,

(7) to hold something out to them so that they
can take it. (LDOCE, TF#piEfZEH)

ROFGIEPNZ L > THE D,

(8) He held out his hand and offered me a

sweet.

(8)I% AG 28 RCP IZF%Z LH L . RCP 7° TH
EZTBRND LT ENITAERT,
—RHT5L. . HVSNTERVELNERT X
INTHEDLILDE NS LRV, AG DMTo 72
ZEIETFOFDEDE RCP T 7 EZATX
5L 9T HETOWETH Y . RCP DI
I TH 280 iATe 2 & 13 RHEMIICIE RCP
IZZRbND, DED . AG 3F O EIEN
T 7 BATELLIICLIEV) HR T
ZTCOMmDE L 72D,

fEF (2018a, b)) L U Ueda (2019) Tl
Talmy (2000)® force dynamics D ZE1FLIZE &
SEEZEN AG OXEIRICT 7 = A FEE
IZT Bl DICREEEA B RS BT VA RS
LTCW% (K2), X 23)TlE, RCPIXTH IZ
T REATERWIRIEEZ R L, (i) ClIfEEE
DS BROUTZFER . RCP 23 TH 2 H H DX
BRI E D SA A TIRRE 2 34,
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[X] 2 RCP OIS TH Z521) & AHilake

TN 322 THRAZ ST AR DR
BRI i b 70 B

3.2 EEMER L MEERTIIRILSNDE
FR DB

a2t ZE S & & L THmIicitk L7
CHAMGEHSCOBERICEENH D, ZHEHH
HIRERE SO X1, MR D 2 LBV D
BfREzRT LN TED, TV EHE
itk WIBEEELR & D FHEEIL. MEE YRR
BB AEREDOROBRZ R T T-OICHW D,
HARIIZIX, Qa) D EEEZOH], (9b)23[H
B DF & 72 D

1 - >
— —

(9) a. She gave him a look.
b. The other man shook his head, held up
his paper, and shouted out, ‘Can
anybody read this?’

‘Give_me a look at it,” Cameron
shouted back. (BNC:AON 351-352, |
PR

(9a)TiE. [MEEBMRE him XA SN D EE L
L T alook ® BIJFED L 5 IZHFIR S, (9b)
TIE, M#EEBIEE me 135 FK & LT look
at it O TEFED L 5 ICAFIR S 41 %5, Shibatani and
Pardeshi (2002) 73
agentive causee |ZITWVH D EF X K 9D,
ZZTRabICVEHLRED &, EHEHBGED
PTA ARG RN LR LB 2 WSS TR
PR OFFNAEY L, M2 BRUEE L)EY
WG AT ERICHE ST 5 2 LickD
<o T REZDOX S RERNPEL LD
597 IEI CITESBE L WO BLENG Z

= 9 patient causee &



DEBIZOWTHAZRALD,

3.2.1. EHEHER
BT rAEZIZEENDS 2 DOl
BOHH Agent 72O OBENHIHAL S 41,
CAUSATION IS TRANSFER A % 7 7 —|Z > T
EROEREEICTHBINTZEEZELLND
(cf. Kovecses (2010)), (9a)DHGAEE TN 3
DEIBEETHDLEEZBND,

3 (9a) D HERAIE

ZOREETCIEMBEEEREEICA L DS him A
action chain OFKIRICNALE S IT S v, BARIE 72
BV 2 FHEBEICENDL D LD,
Langacker (1991:324-329)(Z%¢ 21X, B2 A MY
FEICAE L D2 BWREEIXERN2Eb 555
HThD, Ll EEEETII, MEEN
FEICEL DB H5EENDITZED L O 72 ERE
ICBD DR MITM A D B BND, TD R
X, 10)I2H D LI, TfE=ZIT A%
DHRBE EEMICHTAET 2T TiERnz
EMBIREND,

(10) *She gave him a look, and he still has it.

3ICRED L. ZOFESMEETIE, action
chain OMEE E| look £V & EiicdH 5 F5E
DESLHLDOE WD ERI2EIND, T5HE,
[FEROHEEZFF D LB X2 BN D Qa)DTA
AT A R4 FA O YA TRIE action chain @D _E it

WRD EFE LIRS RN &I D, S HIZ,

AT A kA4 7 2 1 O A3 AN I 1T D T A A&
KA T & E B4 O BFRIXNTER 72 B fR
MRV IEDZ &% 2 HiTRIZAN, (2a)D her
worried look I3 225\ 2§ HE 5 LRl 73R
BFEEWIERTHY RIFEOETH LA
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RAFNZHIET DD E R+ 2 LN TX
%o WIEHIZRBAMR B AL NEo TN D Z L 245
WML TRBEW,

3.2.2. [HEEER

WIZ. Ob)EHLY HiF 7=\, 9b)ynFTH
SETIE, F0FHERL &) BEGE
ThHHEMENORIBEERNGETHDLF ¥ A 1
YDLEZANBENT L EIFE XL B
ITFx¥ vy Au o nNEREY LD Z & A FREICT
HEVWIHIBBRARERD NI TND EEZDLD
NHIRTH S (cf. Cattell (1984)), Z DBEI%
ZFEM (2018a, b)F & Of Ueda (2019) Tl ¥
¥ A& WENEEE D &0 BRI,
Y ELBIFR DAL A PHE T 5 FRRE A B D BR <
L TRV DETNERE L, TOET
NERAILLIZbONRK 4 &b,

[X] 4 (9b) D FHGuHE

4(1)TIE, FD AN & EHOMICFERE SR
THIETERHIIT 7 BATE WK
HDHD, (TR T X DI, FEEZ Y BR<
L TEHHICT 7 AARERIREEIC R D, Z
OREEIL, FTAZIIZIETET 5 RCP 23521
L HiEfEE ¢ & & LT, CONTROL IS HOLDING
AR T 7=l Lo THEBINTZHLDTHD
Z &% Ueda (2019) CEE L7-, 72BMEIED
A, FEMIC OV T Ueda (2019) 2R &
720,

Xl 4(Gi) TlX, EH2 B RIFE look (XREIHEE MY
FEme DAL E —E L, me & it (=FFH)
DORFRELAFE L TRELL TV D, look &
me ORIT. ITALZORH5EHEDBEKRE L
THZDZENTE, look 1Z< R 5174 TR
SITIET D EEH 2 ENTE D,



UbZSEZTROICED &, Qb)DES
MG 4G)ICEE T2 b0 EBE2H 2 L
MNTED, T5 &, look DR d mEIEANIZIBU
TRAMNCESL OO IXMBEEGED I & 72
5o SHIZ2E TR X 9, a4
& EEE A O R O BfRITNTERN 2 b DT
HY . (2b)D her & look DEHRIZH Y TixE
Do LLEDG . Qb)DOPTA A4 XA
HIRE DB ZFETRRIC /2 5 LR S D,

4. BEZRTREA

T HBEMGEMECE LTI R B A R
> envy X° begrudge 72 EN B HHEL T T A
I L transfer 2 3 S 7202 ENEIH LTV D (cf.
Shibuya and Nozawa (2008). Tsuji (2017)7¢ &),
Z D7 T AR EEE B RIRE DN F 3 H #Y
FEOEMAERT, ?
(11) a.  He envied the prince his fortune.
(Goldberg (1995:132))
b. You surely don't begrudge him his

happiness. (OALD)

EERR O Z L& Z A, envy &
begrudge | FHLEEE 55 £ &2 78 L7, BNC
THTA AL G H#E B 09E 2 1935614
ERAELZE A, give DA, BAEAH
T 1 RO 5 B, T HWRERE SC O
B A215 BIR Do Teh ZFOFTEYT D
FHI73 142 (3.4%) Tho7-, ZHITK LT,
envy D6, H HIRER SLO2FHHELT
0% 49 {0 5 BEZYUEIS 34 (69.4%) Th
V. begrudge D55, 33 filH 15 61 (45.5%)
MY LT, ZOFEFE|L envy & begrudge D
FLEE LIRS EHDbO BB D EEZLND,

envy ZHlZE > TELITFELLL T —4 %
B3 L, (12a-b)Oxf 2RI K 92, EHEER
FIREILER TR 5720, (120) 3R T
£z, FrARMRATINAE U WIGEITIE,
ROV IZthe R ENRHVBND,

145

(12) a.

b.* Kate envied her mother ¢ good looks.

Kate envied her mother her good looks.

She envied them the sense of occasion
that they had.

C
and
(BNC:HJH 1265)

togetherness

DX D RRHIT<RF A > R T HRE
TIENKRO LD EBbid, F - WAL,
RATZD W ATE 0 T 2 LARTD A A DM &
MOJEMEEZE L TWAUELRD 5 (K 531))
ZOBRRITH LT, Rl - Ml HARDNLAIEE
fikzd25DTHD (X 5(i),

5 (122) D FH G A 1E

SOFV, BHEEENEY. WENTZV TS
DRI S ZOFH EICHNIENIZE L, T
XEMRbDOLERRIND, DL D%
P+ W I D GRS DR E BT A D
RIS TWD EEZBND, Fiz,
AFaOEBITH 5 FTA AL T O RISIC
DWTH XL, RH - B DFEZHEE TIT,
BEEIXE N & AT 5 M ARE O Al
BENDLBDOTHY | ZOHITIBW TR
BN 5 A3 O 82 B ROEE ST A R4 5 O
Me—DIATRI E IR DD TH 5,

JE M % 3 F BT envy <° begrudge (2[R 5
NHHLOTIEL  give THRITHZ LA
AIRECd D, [ELHE B RGBS P A A4 5 2 1
VN, WTER 72 BIFRIC H D554 BRI E R
FBURTREL D ENIHKRISZ L TWAD Z &2
ROFNGHIETE D, 7B, TOHRITDOD
TIXFTARBANA T & 2 o 4 5 O B4R
RRAL T D5 & EEF N LT R 374
LGN HH T L BNEZ I,



(13)a. It’s the thyme that gives the local
mutton its superb flavour. (BNC:HHA
2800)

It’s the thyme that gives the local

mutton a superb flavour.

13)DFNT E HITHITTDO~ b B BV
LWZ EZIRRTWD U ClrEd@m3 505,
DNIRFRIRDEND B 5, B4 HBRED T A 1
4G EHE>TWDH@@QDEE. envy -
begrudge DHITHBIE L= L HIc, MIEEHM
FE LB R AIRE O O NIER 72 BIFR AN B
PRYOSLHOZ &Il d, DFED B LT
O b BEIZIILTIA LT E DT
HHZ LIl D, —Ji. (b)TiE, HEHER
FE L EBE R AIRE O R O BIFR A M) D> B kAL
L TWD DT TEZRW, #ioeo~ b BB
HEDHEXA NIFEDILTNRND, XA A
EMAHEBNLLL D LEVWIERTH D,

Z U E T envy X begrudge 75 LA 70 =45
LT D T LB ST E 2, A
PREF E OBEMIC OV TSR SR
TEIEES 2otz AR TORERIL.
HIRE 22 HH & envy ZEOHEFINFT AL
R OREREC S MUIHIEIC b & O HR MBS
DR CHEBAICBEEN S D 2 & ZRIBIIC
RTHDOTH D,

5. lose

T HEHAYGEENG lose DEEEHAIFEIZETA
RAFNE L 256 AR G
HHJRE LRI Z L3 TE R0,

(14) the mistakes which lost him his kingdom
(LDOCE)

KAB (2004)1% = D lose DFHIEICHSNT,
EP2 B 5E 2 82 B BUGE O il 5 Ak
BEIXELIERTHLZ 2B L TWD,
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KEDOHREZSFE XD L, lose |21 envy *
begrudge & BT 25BN H D Z & A3 o0
%, lose DG, FEFEANE LRTRFED b
AN RIS B AR S B B AIEE 2 AT A3 2 B
RN L TRV | ZOBRIZHR L CRE %
Ry TFBEPEHEAGEICREEL KT T2 L
2725, LTedsi> T, FrARARA 0 AT
(XTI HE B RYEE O SRURIC B W TR E S LD
Z kit s,

6. BHLYIZ

Af I, ZH BRURERSC O ERE HRIEEIC
A CDETAERARA TN, FiE LEE RV
P2 B AIRE L2 iE R 2 WA 2 B D &
F. ZFDOHLH % force dynamics & 2 Sk
b O ELEE, BLUFT AL &
FEERAAFA OB O BRI BRI L7z,

AFe DifimlE Van Hoek DERLA % ffi5E 3
LD THY | BUSBRIFEM S FEFHIDOE
HATCIZ K o> TIRRMIICHR 2 5 Z & 2 4ifiTd
THHLDOTH D,

* KFEOY & Lo OEEREIL, Ueda
019D —HEEEL, BERIHELHDOTH
5o HEERFOBRICa A ME FE>72AH

BERIZEH 2 B LRz,
S

D EHEER I HEEOMEHAAEETH
B EWVIRTE W22 W20y AR TR
RORGEEEDEEMES> Z L &35,
¥, EHRKR LY EEEERIE TFFT) &5

INETH DLV FRMENIZIZNTN,
permission 234 U 2 4 LT A #& 4 G O R
WRDS | AR TR & FES G & 1T 5
72O FFA[ ] EIXF WA 720 (e.g, 'l give you
{my/*your} permission to go.), Z D ii% BE
T 5 & AR TR & ATV L H61T

[AlRE) LB oo s Lty
2 (11a)® his fortune | the prince D J& % %
LTWHEFExWERDbNLSNE LA
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7 A Y HEFEITRIT B fixing to DFEE

(The Development of Fixing To in American
English)

310 #i A\ (Takuto Watanabe)
BEVE 2B K (Kwansei Gakuin University)

F—U— RN M7 AV BIEGEE, 77 AR
T A T BE ﬁ?ﬁﬂ%ﬂ%i\%fﬁ\ AL

1. EA
(~LEHELTnD] LW HERED
%T‘Wiﬂﬂ SNAHFIXINGTO I ZH - EH T A Y
IR NRERBLCH Y | S 5
_EH;E@“%S LIND, 20 HhREFLIEDE
DHESFEFHBIZHOWVWTIE, 47 Tk~
I ZF AL L 72 Bailey et al. (1993) I2X % & .
WAL T C O IR R 3 BLEE S
DLWV T A Y A FEEED— IR & L,“C
R T SUSNNDIERNB NS & &b
— 5 C (Gilman (1994: 449), Peters (2004:
209)), FFICHEBENEOVOILEE ST S TH
HZELHMEINTWS Z & (Staub
and Zentz (2017)), &K & L CHUBEIIAFAE
T5ETHD, MEDFEBIZOWTIL
Ching (1987) A > 7 4 —~ > FiREELT
W RNEF TR SN DT RADFEIRE THT )
RN D D F DEBLE TIT & 2D Ui
HIATENDME: 5 | AEFIE ORI BRI T o
0 BB TIZZR 0, E Vo Tz 72‘7‘% FTna
B R ZEZ R > 729212 1E. Smith
(2009) & Myers (2014) 3 5, ﬁlﬁ%& (SN
FIXING TO DftJIE MEREZEDDH| O fix T
H5HET % (Smith (2009: 13), Myers (2014:
46)), X, MEHT L) O fix 6 THD
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&35 OED (s.v. fix v. 16.a)) X°> DARE (s.v.
fix v 3) ORMREITR S, B OFRE
DU, Myers (2014: 43-53) 1. @I
be fixed to do/upon doing &\ o7z TEHE] <
(KKl O==2T7 o 2AEEGAEEA, 18 i
FL fix for doing/to do & W o 72 EHFE T,
19 HEACORFHERT A U A HFETO fixing to D
EBIZE T2 LTS, 6T, THFED
77U HFRT AV AYEFE (AAE) T, finna
HOMKIEE LTRSS (Green (2002:
70-71), Myers (2014: 42)),
FEDFEIZ OV T, Smith (2009: 15-16)
(T 1924 FLIFTOMEBILEO ALV T 2
Library of Southern Literature® 7> & £E & 7= #JJ 1
DODRBIE A 2 —xy b LTI L7ZBIR
DR Z el U, A E R DA FREG 0 5 IER
SENE (FRORRBENE) 25T L 0 I& 1k
Liz& LTW5, Iz TERIZ L 2 FTEDE
UWMZDWT, fixing to, fixin’ to, finna @ 3 &
& FARYENEA think, believe, know D = 1 /7 —
varaEMETHE, finna LAl —v
arNboEHLENDOT, finna NAKEH
LLTHob—RIELLTEER®RZ S > T
%L LTWA, Myers (2014: 52) I3, (1) i
8115 % Smith (2009: 13, (4)) %
fixing to 23Fdai /0L & L Rk & 5 LﬁL‘
DD 19 HAHENS TH D & LTWD,

(1) “Yes, an’ looks like a thunder-storm a-fixin’
added a voice outside
the door. (Stuart (1897) In Simpkinsville
[Smith (2009: 13, (4))])

to gether this minute,”

> >

T ZITETF T RATIRIR, 2 & 21X OED
D XD 7pFEEOTIRIZ A L0 G ek
EIRELTHWDHOD, ZNTH AR08
ATV 5, Smith (2009) & Myers (2014)

DiFmILEbL bR T —FIZESW
THEY | FRERERITE 2DV TURZ LR
FToh 5, Smith (2009) AMEHL L 7= 0] H



Bilx 14 FloHRTHY . BUROHBI S A >
— 3y MREBEORRTH 57D FHBIEICX
7%, Myers (2014) &, 1Z& A EH OED R
DARE, Wentworth (1944) &\ o 7=FEEOH
BUINEHHI L TV B 7= GfEr 72t & 1S
[AVAY AN

ABFFETIL, %?ﬂ%"“ ;w&)%z}’bé'f v

DAY . FRZRD 2 REH .,

1. 19 {5l BHTEIC z:é%)if@ fixing to
DOREDOEE, FHC, EHEARKRHIEONL
ﬁ%m%@&f;o

2. FEHXDEV (fixing to, fixin® to, finna) |
X B EEIZHOWTHATHI (Smith
2009) DOHRFE,

2. F&

ABFFETIL, COHA & COCA ZfEA L,
19 {HACLIBED T A Y T 55ED & A 2 IR
L7z, MEEIC
a-fixin(*), finna ® 5 D& $57E L 7=, fixing 1347
M 5 FELANIC to 23T AR BR% 4 i % |
TNLAMIF R E T D Hfe L T D
Mz FEETHIH L, X% 1000 {415
77 728 finnalX COHA Tt v L7 o7-,
F 72 ZF DM OKEKIIE fixina, fixna, fitna (Green
(2002: 70)) i£ COHA, COCA #:iZt v ML
o,

X fixing, fixin(’), a-fixing,

3. R EEER
3.1. AEDRE
A ) L REOFE R RS B R CIRREEDEA 22 &
DR OF% Bl TRk e
L 1920 B BIE S NGO 5, (2a) 1T
KDL, 2b) IFARNPLDE T, (2) |
ok F DI, (2d-e) 1TAKRBIG L) IR
TH 5, (2c) TlL goingto L [RIFICHW B
T,
(2) a. “Look out—catch him, Quinlan!” cried
Mr. Geltfin. “Look at his face—he’s
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fixing to faint or something.” The prime
intent of this recital, as set forth at the
beginning, was to tell why Mr. Max Lobel
had an attack of apoplexy. (Cobb (1922)
Sundry Accounts [COHA])

. A faint call was heard, the girl in the
distant magnolia....
fall,” said Pauly. ...
tree and took in the girl and her goat.
(O’Donnell (1935) Jesus Knew, Harper’s
Magazine [COHA))

. “Only I saw the track before they tore it

“Hurry, she’s fixin’ to
They made fast to the

up. I saw where it was going to happen.”
“But you didn’t know hit was fixing to
happen when you seed the track. So
nemmine that. [ heard. And I reckon they
ain’t gonter git that away from me,
(Faulkner (1936) Raid, The
Unvanquished [COHA])*

. When he awakened the sun was near to

neither.”

the mountains, fixing soon to sink from

(Guthrie (1947) The Big Sky
[COHA])

. Dick broke into Evans’ thought, saying,

sight.

“Fixin’ to storm, west.” Not till then had
Evans paid any mind to the cloud that had
risen low over the hills. “That the way
storms come from here?”” (Guthrie (1949)
The Way West [COHA])’

there fFECCTOEHIZ, 3) DL HIT 21
il Aom%fm&bf%ﬁ XN,

(3) “There’s fixing to be some tough love.
There’s fixing to be some guys who won’t
end up in this room....” (US4 Today, 2015

[COCA])

Myers (2014: 52) 1%, 19 fihd =13 0 7R H
E~DOFEEE LT, (1) OL D72 RKECET



%R COHBIZTRF L TWDR, ED LD
72 BN AN Td %, COHA CTHER T 72
KB4 2 BT (2e) & 7= 7 Bl
ThHD,

SCEALDOHEA T B 19 A HFEL
Tl EEFERETH-TH, 2D X ) R HEN
JNE VD 2RO 20 HALIZ A THh6 &
TLDONREETHAD, BURTEH THAEYE
BB (N)+ BEShE | 2NEARTH Y | FIXING
TO IR E LT TEE) 2B THENRAA
Y Th D,

3.2. FBRUC KL B HHE
F7°.COHA & COCA DT —H ZHW\T,
BIEAXD AR Z@mRry, LRI %,
# 11X COHA 7 — % Z BN T
WL7=HDTHD, FIXING TO DFJHIITE 1855
ETHDHTD, F 11T 19 HALRTEITED T
W, T EET 4 7 v a IO RER
LTWAT=, P L L TOERITAT - TV
720N, 20 HEACHTHELARE . AR IS
R&E 728 MwEﬂ&m#/ﬁ@&%K#
20 HACHTZ Y CHilE LT b, 20 HERLAT:
F Tl fixin(’) to 25, &4+~ 513 fixing to 23
BEL 725, 7 2213 COCA DF — % Z B
BNCY X U VTHEE LI DO ThH D, EDY
¥ LT fixing to DWEETHY | :Zh
COHA OT —4# & b/HT 5, £,
D DY ¥ NSRS TWAD 2 & %ﬁm
KL D,
F1BIOVE 2 OF—HIL, Smith (2009
15-16) ORTF U AL B 2%, Smith (3
fixing to, fixin’ to, finna & & 75 B HERI 23 L
IFELDOBRE A TND LR T
WD, D LB IRAID 2 DDIEAUZ DU
T, E0 & TR ORI Z LD TR B
HINBHTHDH, LLFTIEL, £, fixingto &
fixin() to ORERICOVWTEHEMAZTM L, £ D
% finna ORI DOV TEERT 5,

3 1: COHA |23 1F % FIXING TO
1850-  -1949 1999 2000- &t
1899
fixing to 3 54 95 19 171
fixin(’) to 14 86 44 8 152
a-fixing/
a-fixin(’) to 0 4 6 0 10
Aat 17 144 145 27 333
per mil 0332 1206 1.159 0916
7% 2: COCA |Z31F % FIXING TO
vV MOV SPOK  BLOG WEB
fixing to 28 116 70 24 12
fixin(’) to 19 54 6 10 7
finna 19 39 0 3 3
a-fixing/
a-fixin(’)to 1 1 1 0 1
Aat 67 210 77 37 23
per mil 1.051 3269 0.604 0.295 0.177
FIC MAG NEWS ACAD 4&F&f
fixing to 109 25 27 1 412
fixin(’) to 48 4 10 0 158
finna 0 0 0 0 64
a-fixing/
a-fixin()to 1 0 0 0 5
G 158 29 37 1 639
per mil 1322 0228 0301 0.008
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AR IE N fixin() to 2> B fixing to (2 A
L7=Z &3, fixinC) to OfEFHSCAR & BIFR A
HHEHTHD, 19 HHLD fixin() to D HHF
W14 BFilF 13 B, (4) DX DI AAE DF
HAEEEIZFE®R L LD & L7z Joel Chandler
Harris (Green (2002: 170-171)) (24X %, Uncle
Remus 'V —AXN60DHLDTH D,

(4) Co’se Brer Rabbit know de game dat Brer



Fox wuz fixin’ fer ter play, en he ’termin’
’im, (Harris (1895) Uncle
Remus, His Songs and His Sayings)

fer ter outdo

Bz /R

20 AT A D & FFE DVESSCIVEFR D 28
IFROLNRNH DD, fixin() to I AAE O
fﬁﬂ%x}iﬂﬂ& SN SARTOME AN % < Bl
ENbH,COHA Daya—X A7 4 %[
P U 7= &P i, 20 HEACHTH T 76.7% (66/86
%)%¥?Tm%ewmﬁbﬁ%@;5ﬁi
ARCOMEHTH S, (5a-b) O X 9T, Fii
%ﬁzé&&if%%_iofAAE%%b
TWbHbobRZToND, ©

(5) a. “Well, Ah wasn’ fixin’ to tell M’lissy,” he
acknowledged. “Know you not that that so
good little woman would r-rather be
hungr-ry than have you give her money
that you gained by br-reaking the law?”
“Well, Ah wasn’ fixin’ to give hit to her.”
(Smith (1903) 4 Tar-Heel Baron)

. Boy! You got nawthin’ to do all day but
stand in mah path? You fixin’ to get y’se’f
soaked? (Algren (1956) A Walk on the
Wild Side)’

fixing to & b & [AARIZEER T2 & 20 bk
BT 14.8% (8/54 1), 14T 18.9% (18/95
i) 78 AAE OFFENR RGN RTH 5,
fixin(’) to EIEFERY | WEIHEFITES -
F LG 2T 2 XRITR G T2 6720, (6a-b) 13
SCERIRF (you/we was, how you been,
WERE) TAAE Z#FRLTWD,

(6) a. She waved and called, “Hey, you two in
green there! Was you fixing to sneak past

9

my house?” “No such thing,” Crunch
grinned, looking upward. “No such thing,
We

directions.” “Look like you got directed

ma’am. was just asking for
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right. Julia, how you been, child? ...
(Baldwin (1979) Just Above My Head)"

. “Can’t say. But it was in her room. Get
what I mean? And I saw her up there
before naked as a worm when I was fixing
to put up the tree. She jumped back, but
didn’t do no good. She don’t know I got
eyes in the top of my head....”
(1981) Tar Baby)"

(Morrison

PLEZEEE 2 5 & BB B fixin() to
B fixing to I[ZE D722 LICTHIEOZEA
ROSEERER L TWD LTS 20, T L
A, 20 AL A LCTAAE OE LFOED >
Tl EREbo TS LD THhD, 20 L
T AU ACFERICBWT AAE 280 5 S
DFR LI, FE L0 & OEGER e CICE
DH DIl ol LS UK O TR
SN TH Y (Green (2002: 197); Preschler
(2003)). fixin(’) to DFEHNW 722 L H %

DEBIZEDLDEEZONDTEAD,

T OFREL I DB 2 R Tnh&E vy, 19
AL O fixin() to S AAE KL L2 O TH
HZLw (4) TRZEZMN, 20 HALETETH
fixin’ to & AAE DM FE O 6TV B 7 — A
DRSNS, (Ta-b) ([Z5IHT 2 Gone with the
Wind D L 7= 2355505 i%ﬁ%f%é
(7a) 1Z 3 AN Scarlett (H AN) @, (7b) |
Mammy (2 N) OFEETH 5, Scarlett @%\é%
IFEHER 2B TRENTWD —F,
Mammy DO FEFEILIFFEHERRFED TH Y |
DILARIZF T 5 fixing to & fixin® to DIEV T
EREOHA Z RTINS L fRIRT
kLo, "

-
—

(7) a. “...
a little matter of Mother’s curtains when
that trash Emmie Slattery who Kkilled

Are you going to argue with me about

Mother is fixing to move into this house

and sleep in the bed Mother slept in?”



(Mitchell (1936) Gone with the Wind
[COHA])
b. “Who is you fixin’ ter git money frum dat

you needs a new dress?” (ibid.)

LIV x| fixin’to & AAE ZfE UMD 53
FLIXN D Tld7Zevy, William Faulkner O1E
(COHA [T ENTWAHIRY) Tk, B
AN DONFEIZES D 53 fixing to MEH I
TW5, (2c) IZHE AP Ringo IZ X B2 HEETH
58, (8) D Ratliff XA ANTH D,

(8) “That’s right,” Ratliff said. “All I wanted
was jest a note for it. But he insisted on
making me a partner. And I’ll tell you
something else we’re fixing to do. We're

fixing to open a wholesale.” (Faulkner
(1957) The Town [COHA])

(6a-b) IZHIHLIZABIE b EDLETEZXD
&L 20 HAHEDIE, EXFETITEE D
NFEIZD 30 57 fixing to Of& Y ZHW 5
TENRIIC o TWE LS TH D, M
EXSHEIZBIT S -inC) (dng ® [g] N
[n] &725EN) 2EROBLHLZDOE 5D
FREL 2272459, P K 1ITRLTWD DI,
An(’) OFERCRIL I DB - BITES
(“*in_v?g*” THiR) ORFRBIBHE TH 5,
ZIMHH LN K 51T, 20 HALATHITHA
FEOE—73b0 | H%ECHIT TR 58
738 %, ' fixin() to DI & Z DO—fRAI 72
Eleltihzs —Ic Lot D EIRTE L9,
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X 1: COHA (Z¥1F % -in() THKbOLE4
&)« BIES3E (per mil)

&I\ finna O AIEIZER L7z, F#21C
/R L7Z COCA @ 64 57 finna & FARE R D
HEIEFETH D, £72 COCA DEET %
PRFIN T L TH ., fixing/fixin(’) to & ¥
finna O VREEENG & 2 HLET D LITE
Z9°, Smith (2009: 16) O EIRIIMER TE 22
VW, DFE D finna I LOEATZR & B 2
5D TiE72 <, Green (2002: 71) Ok~ % &
BV, fixing to & finna O 72 7EE I TRE E
DEDERZDDONREKTHA D,

COCA D7 —F %% & finna DfEH S
D RIFBD TROENTWND K95 TH D,
Ty VA (FR2) R D & TV, MOV IZ
LR L TWDED (19+39/64 i), T DO TH 4
Madea Family Funeral (2019; MOV) (17 f),
Legends of Chamberlain Heights (2016-2017,
TV) OBy DX 51T, —EOIEMIZR > TV
%, F£7-. H£H LT finna 8B 5 DX 2010
FEARUUBE T, finna O (D72 < &b T LI
2 AR~ D) MBI THRIED Z & Th
HZ DD, finna % fixing to & FVOE
LTW5 (9) 1L, ZOHHMEIC DN TRE
HTH D,

(9) I'm ready, First Lady, ma’am. I been training
mighty hard, and I’'m finna beat you this
time.

“Finna,” Elvis? “Finna”?

’Scuse me, ma’am. I meant “fixing to.”



(Family Reunion, 2019 [COCA: TV])

ZOXY L YT “First Lady” & FEUNT B
NTWD Amelia (Z50IFEL HEZEZMHETH
V. Elvis (T2 DKL EFRFHODETH
%o T ZOZNOWARZED finna OFEH, E
7o THUCKTT 5 (BF 6 <L) Haidzn
BEODAEIZEHA TS LD Z &b
ThhHI,

4. FE

AAFZECTIL, COHA 3 X 1O COCA 75 UY
£ L7 Bl A JTIC, FIXING TO DFEFEITOU
THATI RO EREGEE LTz, TEE] 1D
ST LT DRk 2RI SUEbDEAT
FIEIZ DWW T, Myers (2014) 1% 19 fHfd EE
NHhEE -T2 LTWH A, COHA DT — X
DRTEZATIE, ZD X ) RFERIEK L
1HD 5 DIE 1920 FAREETH D Z L3 B
Mo T, £2, BRIT K 5 HIEDENIT
DT, Smith (2009) D EFRAZEfFIT 5 K 9
T — R IIHER S 72 o 7=, T LA, Smith
(2009) D EIRIZHE S @b L TS
N5 TS fixinC) to OFEFSEEIL, 20 i
FOL LI, fixingto LV HIKL 7> T D
ZERHLMC T, ORI, T A
U S EIT D AAE 280775 DEB
EOZEALE WD SRR BER N B 2 HiLD,

* AMFZEIE ISPS B JP19K13230 DIk
2T DTHD,

&
PRITLO Y OR DB E GO TRERE
FIXING TO & Gl T 2,
2 <https://docsouth.unc.edu/southlit/>
PRBIFRORFITEEICL DD TH D, LA
TR,
* COHA OEFEFHICE 2 & ZDMFIOH
#L{X Barnes (1938) Wisdom’s Gate T& %73
TR Th 5, KA TIT COHA Tigo
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e EBE P STV D 7 — AT
Z < Aoholo, LR OS5I REITIEATE foEBE%
v JFEHLZ FH4 L COHA Tt o 72 EFEE WA
HéﬂfwéFAi%®a%&ﬁ?6
> COHA O EGENE # Tl Jackson (1949)
Lottery, or the Adventures of James Harris C &
Do
S Z 9B 3 Lytle (1957) Velvet Horn (2
“a-fixing up to rain” &\ S B TART 5,
TR F2ITT 100 FEEY T OB A
L TWDH, 2 ORIEIERT S DT F 2
E AT —=RADFER Vv ITEFEND
FEICEEINGD ZEIERPLETH
Do
S DX BRFERD AAE OEBEORHEAE &
AT EIEREICR L LTV 2 20 M BEIC 1E5E
HALRY,
’ COHA DOEZEE# TIX Roberts (1956) Boon
Island T®H %,
" COHA OEFEEH Tl Kemelman (1978)
Thursday the Rabbi Walked Out T&% %,
""" COHA OEFEE# TIE Gray (1981) World
Without End T %,
2O (F 2B 2% L TR,
T OER S 5 A ~D ZERIHHE 5 o R
[ZOWTIEZH A B IRV,
DFEY DIENIFFITZE D LD 72285 5%
TOWEELFREALNDLIEA D,
BB S AN O @ 1L The Digital
Yoknapatawpha Project <https://faulkner.drupal.
2% (2020 4F 12 A 30

fixing & fixin’
Bt

shanti.virginia.edu/>
e %),

Bernstein  (2003: 115-116) X Linguistic
Atlas of the Gulf States (Pederson et al.
(1986-1992)) OF — % % F & T, 20 itk
FOFRFHECIL, fixin to 23R A - A A TR
FEIZHWHR TS A L TnD, 72721,

14

ZDfixin to EWVWORY AN, EELEETIT—
FRICEERD [n] EWVWIHBETKRDLLZ L%

IRLTWBDM0, ZNLIADOFE & e«



IR DINIARHATH 2,

B ZpXHC [ A [n] EREFENDZE
IX AAE DR CTH D & 1TVV 2, AAE IZD A
RONWDIRTILRNWZ EICHEBED/LETH
% (Green (2002: 121-122)),

6 CQPweb <https://cqpweb.lancs.ac.uk> % H
VWTC Brown & Frown % [RIBRICHRERT 5 &
(R EE 21T “*in V*G” ZF8 7). 110
(Brown) 25 58 {3 (Frown) (27 %, 72
. Brown TiZ 110 il 64 1 (58.2%) 75 1
DOT XA MIER L TERET D,

7 B85 NP D1 I ICFERR Wikipedia D 24
#%~X— <https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/

2 X% (2020

Family Reunion (TV_series)>

12 H 30 HEE),
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BYRYSCEER & £ O RB—FESUERNT A
2> DB~
(Grammatical Dynamism and Its
Development: In Search for a Theory through

the Studies of Grammar and Usage)

i 1k (Kazuo Nakazawa)
HILFPE RS (Aoyama Gakuin University)

%—U— I BRSO, SCAETRENE, Bt
YIF

1. Case Studies

4 SOFFIBFZEZ FHHIZ A TV,

1.1 The English head-internal relative

clauses: (Nakazawa 2018a, 7= 2018b)
Peculiarity of the construction: the head inside

the relative clause

1.2 The Dungeon construction: A syntactic
hapax legomenon: (Nakazawa 2018a)
Peculiarity of the construction: with followed by

theme/subject/agent

1.3 The post-nominal modifier combined: (F
7 2017)
Peculiarity of the construction:

all basic

features missing

1.4 The verb allege as a semi-auxiliary verb:
(P 2020)
Peculiarity of the construction: emergence of the

semi-auxiliary use of allege
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2. Grammatical Dynamism (aka. Dynamic
Model of Grammar)
Kajita OB SCIER R L ETEHGRZ 5,
2.1 Kajita (1977, 2002): K-Model
(1) If the grammar of a language L at stage i,
G(L,1), has property P, then the grammar
of the language at the next stage,
G(L,i+1), may have property P’. (Kajita
2002: 161)
(2) The Kajita Format (K-model)
If A4, then B is possible (= If 4, then B or
~B).
Problems with K-Model
(1) “How far it goes” and “When to stop”
(i1) Tautology

2.2 Revised model: R-model
2018a)
(3) The Revised Format (R-Model)
If B, then A.
(1) Accidental Gap/Accidental Hap
(i) R-Model: ~tautology (cf. falsifiability)

(cf. Nakazawa

(ii1) Explanation

3. Advantages of R-Model

3.1 The vowel in money

3.2 On
construction is peculiar
3.2.1 K-Model: [[P]] +p = [[P’]].

The problem: why is it the case that this very

‘peculiarity’: How and why the
P y

p and no other is added to [[P]] to derive
[[P]]? Why not otherwise?
3.2.2 R-Model: [[P’]] - [[P]] =p-.
The peculiarity: it just happens that the
difference between [[P’]] and [[P]] is p.
(a) head in HIRC: how peculiar! (cf. §1.1)
(b) in the

“command” Dungeon

construction (cf. §1.2)



(c) scaffolding in combined construction (cf.
§1.3)

(d) verb type change of allege from
believe-type to want-type (cf. §1.4)

3.3 Multiple motivations for extension

K-Model: [[P]] + {p: & pz} = [[P’]] (Are two
or more motivations possible? Why and how
is this very {p: & p2} chosen?)

R-Model: [[P*]] - [[P]] =p (p = {p1 & p2},
{p: or p;}, or whatsoever. No such ‘why’
problems arise.)

3.3.1 allege (cf. §1.4)
3.3.2 Nomura (2019a, b)
3.3.3 N. Nakazawa (2006)

4. Postscript

(4) ZOEREZFT B D 720 121%, THRE7R
L] OREDHTFTIZONT, BEELIR
Kb dHblbhEe by, (1RH
1984 (3))

(5) Chomsky argues for the instantaneous
model.

Kajita argues against the instantaneous
model, and proposes a dynamic model, i.e.
K-Model.

Nakazawa argues against K-Model, and

proposes a revised model, i.e. R-Model.
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S8 - W - IR MO R BT ORK
(Review of Historical Pragmatics: Features
Captured from Its Classification, Range, and

Development)

/NBFSF #7 (Noriko Onodera)
HILFPE K% (Aoyama Gakuin University)

F—U— I JEEEEMR, EWHKRELE, [
FHAI D & BB RE ~
0. LT ®IT
AGEHOATHT, TR 2B o4k
I HRERD T —< HENPDLAZATLD
Frfa sl Lz (1-3), ®%¥TIE, A D

[ERHEREZSED S 9 1 DOfHEA 2« W8
B> B EERGERIRSRE~ ] &\ O EIRF A RE H im
FBIZOWTHEEIT-T2 (4),

1. BREAGROSS
1.1. 1995 A&

SREFIC b\TFE'anDH% AR A
B NAIRR SN 7- 00T, @FTlE 1995 4=,

Zurich K5 Andreas H. Jucker Z#% 735 SC 5
Historical Pragmatics: Pragmatic Developments
in the History of English Z# 1T LT L S
%o

1.2.1995 £ X ¥ LA

L2r L, 1995 £ELARMC & FE T S 55 i
ERER DI NITOINTWNWIZ Z EIFFEET
HDHTD, FORERY IR T, JEFENFET
I, 1960 4F(Z Brown and Gilman (Z X % i
The pronouns of power and solidarity 23 ¥ |
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=5

M T-V S5O AP T O & =)
PR T RAMR & BBl DBIRIC OV T OB
DIEMEZFNTND, FAVEEMETIX, £
b bEHme - S EREFHIEL &
e B s A, 1970 AFRICIXBEICELRE
Him & WO OB HNL TV, £z,
H ARGEMFZEIZ BV T, FRICEREF DRI D
HZ ., WGESL - FRER LD & R D (EHEDN
<mBEH5 (IHE (1924) - FFEE (1941)),

MR Z2@HP ORI O LE L S D
Jucker (1995) (FiHl) OEEHS TH [FELFE
Rmn < H LWAFRTH D &0, B LVVE
AR EvH Z & TiEZevy ) (Jacobs and
Jucker (1995: 26) L ik T\ %,

7272 Jucker X3 TVESIGERGR ) & WO 4%

A, fEIRABRIICED RFIF7-2 & T, %
E CTHMEBISEE TRl A 1Tl T E 720
2% 1 DO HEIZ EIFRT < oz, iz,
JEEFEHGmEWIEELEVORIZ, TIE
T oo B o e R U — LEERFIEE AN AT
L, i BE LV TSN 72
ETFIRTHA I,

BARIZE T 5552
A AT 2005 4202, W1 T RS EE M F
T—7 v a T TbiT, KB A4 —
HFA R fEITI IS - NEFSE - ZRILE AL T
&ﬁN*UXFEL(T%%@%@Lﬁ%%
2 (A 2 4) - WEEOBERFFEE (RRILK)
WZOWTHE LT, 29 L7ewio hE v o
X, BIEHZ < OBIENIT TV D,
AARTY, K[ - EROREICL D 7=
V7 FEIIUDE LT, RN ERE I,
BUEE CICERGENmE VWO EER L 3
D LENFT iz, wAIO [HEREE
M AMJROIDNBAETH & 9 & 10 4E05F
B ki S, TEESEEEHRR O R ] (2014),
TEESLEE MmO Jiik] (2018) &t T 5,
[E N D RS2 & LT, HiSoPra #iff 3¢

2 AARGEHGFS. IPr A + DiPVaC - East

2.



Asian Pragmatics DF7EIZ DWW T H A L7z,

3. BREARIBOME ST - 8K
RO SEEIE I T B EHZEH RO
NMESITZ, HEQETNEZRL TiTo7-,
L 19 #ALC S EEO FLEIRIC X 5 Y
e (LRSS RES « SCHRSE) M7 &4, 1120
AL IERE S AOIFSE (s = 2 oA R )
37 SHT, L 20 HERLER 51T A sEkE (1
2 GEA) OIFBLIE (a5 iEY -
M) BFEL, RBICENTW A v B
IV.C, JEASEORE L Inrge (s 55 s/
HESES) N2 L) B2 e L,
JELEERGR OSBIL, 7, AR T 4
n R Y— LERRREHGRIC T b b, Z L
T, EFFAOE I S Dl T —
REXRTIS AT ) & IBRER) T RE — et i )
(243 %8 S 41 5 (Jacobs and Jucker 1995; & Hifth
2018:7 DXAZ), FEMGRAN T 4w P—
WFGE & mRFRRE FFRITZE Tl R 2 55 - oF
FERROME N2 Be D, BiE TR, #lx
I, FERROBEOEFZEMICB T 54T
Fu¥— - bOERFE VST, v 7 il
DO ENARETH D, —J7, BB DO
FIWAFSE B 7 1ZSEE - S 8 2 B3,
ANDAIa=—a Dt I 7 aip
EICHRRZE S, — S0 0 aE ki
while) DRI EL RDH L) BATh D,
Lo EERRN T 0 v e o— L@ EE
MOME ORIV IE, b2 LEEARmICHT
Ha—n T raT A DRz
DFEVNZHKTHZ 2B Lz, AL,
HESEKDa LT 7 A MIEEZEL S
WMThY HREEELEETLIES->TH
B, &1, 774 AH RS2 LM, &
EXGHICE T 2EREZHLICERY KD,
Jucker X3, Z OWHIK DO E X FAEEHT- &
ZAYG, BEEHAROHOREOILE - 55
FRIZEZDRBORE SDOPRIZR > T
Wnh EREbh5,

- =K
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4. BHWHREEEOGL S 1 SO[M? : HE

Bl D & B RORE ~

BB \GEEE OBUEOMIF 2 ME Lz, &
RASEHFSEIZ BV T, Traugott (1982, 1989)
DS LT T > Bapiny > R 1) (05
W2 () FEMICEESHBmZOND) ] L)
BEREZSAL DT MEIL, 04T DK & 7458t & 72
D, ZEBIIBNWTIRESINTET, 25
DN, KT > CZoJFmomE & &b Ehn
% T FER > Ben~1 & 9 B3
SHETHEIND L O koT,

fth & ~Dflh & 2217 T 2 M FEBIEIREEEDS,
AR DRV T Bt S RE D BN O 1
Lo TND LD T RAFEFFEIINOS
FENDHENTFELNTND,
EMZETIX, EFEO Traugott $278 D J5H]
DM & | k& ZfE A - kR 2 Dt
Live\n, BUE, BEENICHEEF Th 5,

FE2BEER
i % — (2017) [HiSoPra*ic& LT (2) ]
Thellog~ 3355 7 1 7] #2884 (2017 4
3 H 20 B) http://user.keio.ac.jp/~rhotta/
hellog/2017-03.html
Jucker, Andreas H., ed. (1995) Historical

Pragmatics: Pragmatic Developments in

the History of English, John Benjamins,
Amsterdam.

K B mHEPEEAT - HEA SRR (W) (2014)
/e s 38 A m DA - SCEAE - frhRR
8- FEE T AN O LERE, A

e AT « HEAL 6 - /NI <F 7 (BR) (2011)
FEEEFERARAM  BEDaIIa=r—
varEEIT 5] REFEE,, R
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1. IXC®IZ

copy I/ NEEEROFEAE & & BT, EBMNC

BXNPbbHDOE L TIRESNLTLOE, #iiE
R L OVE R« EROMRORARZ T D
LT, WARBIAHET HH D TH D, L
L. AlBEZRBRENDEE  (Merge/MERGE) @
Fr & T HHES OB TIL, BIRIZ copy & H
H9 2 & OITIFE L 2720 (Chomsky 2020),

Z OBEIZRE LT, 5 AOFERIAE 2 O
226 copy DB K OFEBRICER T 21RE %
1TV, FEERTEE OB EiERI bbb Y | Blk
\ZEB1T D copy PRI DWW T, S fiF 280
Koo, HEmllHF 5T 2D TH D,
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2. copy DIEEI & copy BEHEES DFRE

i/ NBER ClE. Chomsky (1995) 2MEMRC
RbdbdE LT, copy ZEALTLER,
BElE copy # B DEMEIEEEZ DN TE T,

(1) a. Which picture of himself did John see?
b. [cp [Which picture of himself]; did John;
T John; see [which picture of himself];?

(Ib) T, which picture of himself 23 HEh4L
T®HD CP-Spec ([ZBWTHAET &L LTOHK
Ea Rl U efiiE Clisee DHBUFEE LT,
Theme O EMEEZH U, 2 DD copy 12 X
- C which picture of himself 231 5 iR A3 3%
SN TW5D, X, himself {L John |2 S 41
LWEN B DH DT, JULfE THIRS 4L, copy
W2 X > THREOBURMENRFIES LTV D, X,
IFD X2 XB3 51213, ABE Th 5%
& SZBWT, copy DERMBERIND
WERH Y | (2b) DL TIE Popi & Pop; IEX
RSN BUBERD D, Z LT, (Ib)(Q2a) &b
WZRBENICD copy DR E SNARFEN B 5,
(2) a. [t Popi is [ve loved Popi’]].
b. [rr Popi' T [,+» Popi* loved Pop;’]

L7 L. Chomsky (2020) % FF.laZ, B#E)
BT 2 0FE I3 MAGbE 7200
WIEZ AL THEIETH Y | copy Z#1ED
m#%%i&w

LD, HEERHE D& T copy DREFRE R
ﬁEﬁ‘éLﬁé%fE‘?%%%ﬂﬁ‘é NP ol | e
N TU 5, Collins & Groat (2018) 23 4EHET 5
o1, MEEFHHEICHMETH D copy DAL
(b U< LAY 2RIz U 7= BIE OB {E &
WE BN TIERO 72\, T78b 5, copy
ERES DORIL, KR OA v F—T = —
2 DFFFURIR, b U < 1T —Mi 7 i/ N
EOJRH, FEIEE - s OMEE 7"7)%%?:"&
SNDMENRDY | FREOFHEZIA S 2NMTT

M. inclusiveness condition



HZFE. OV LB LERE S,

3. BB HEBBIREA =X AITEBIT B Copy
LRE—BDOI=~<Y X MUREMEIZD
WT
MEA DT RY U TRELN S, copy ﬂﬁlﬁié%

BOREDOMLERZERL, 7Y 70

o BMEDO BN MIERZ LT &Lto_

o FMEDO—HDE, #ATEED DT, &

LD copy MRIFRRF SNk A A L, il

D copy EIARIFHE DN RIET H Z & &R L.

copy TERDEATEEL T phase = & 1Tk F IS

EonTiTond &R LT,

4. #: K Self-MERGE & L TORJFRHE
copy TEIRDRER A4 “FEEIZ 5T, 1. #iE
TEIR N TIRE SN D copy DEARTERL L i, A
Y H =T == A ETHRBANC X »> TIRE
SND _FENDDH LB LT, FFRIC
WZBWT, copy TERDTERRAPLE X412 3
LT, KApEoBIR % &1, Fl—0iEs:
HH 2t CHE_EICPFE 28 S b,
WerBatAE B L LGRS h 2w 0T
D & iR Lz, X, ii TlZ, What did you buy
what and sell what? @ ATB #3 D K 912,
phase ZW X 256, A F—7 = — XD}
RBAIOM E/ERIZ L - T, copy KDL
BNREESND EFRL, B4R EH
753‘5\:@0“(%3:‘%% (2 copy EHREDLHD
IhapEHATELZ LR LT,

5. JtJ&: MERGE (Z%-3< copy DOHEAIZ
DN T

Chomsky (2020) OHEADE &, HFETE
FEEEIHH - FUEEMEIE Tl < HERTEZE Eﬂz

(Workspace WS) (2 &L, #i-lcES
B 1OMbD 2 ET, WS ZHETT HHEAEIC
WET &z, ZOw#EMAIE, WS @ terms ~D
access & fRiEd 5 No Tampering Condition &
WS @ accessible terms DN % e/ NMRIZ & &
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¥ % Resource Restriction 27729 Tfi < TH
V. copy DHE&ITZ OOFETEH Tt & OIF
fEe LTz 6ND EFRLE,
6. B - % ATB RICHFET 2HOK

&=

G DBER 7218 ] 2 HEFR T2 Determinacy
ZRBLL . copy MEAEES DFIENHEE LK
Hl K79 ATB Lot L1z, OFEIC &
% copy AR DFIE & 1B, phase % B
Z. 72 copy KRR DRIE TIiL 0 5%H M O
WED->TNWDHZ L&ERLIZ, ATB H3XD
wh B3 )3 [+Case, +0-role] DZA . [Rl— IR L
TP SRV, [+Case, +0-role] LS D

A1 copy TEMREE S /0Bl < 41 5 FER—fRR
DIFRINDZ EaRLT,

* KT —7 T a y TRREICHTZ D | i B
DOEERITHEENEEE RALTEE
S e NIRRT R RWIZE#TT 5, X, 7 —
7 ay FIZEML, B Bk L2 O
BRRICROHEAR T 2D TH D, 2B,
KU —7 a7 THIERER LIZ &I
UUT OB ZSZ T T 5, AR
FE T o B & (R BT R B OBE b &
20711905 (FRPENF), FARAFZE (C) 19K00612
AbJsUAT), BT (C) 18K00666 (F1 HH:375).
FEARRFZE(C) 19K00692 (14 AEH), FEARMFZE
(C) 18K00543 (B-B2£2))
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1. Introduction

This workshop discussed case alternations in
Japanese from various areas of linguistic studies:
pedagogy, syntax, semantics and typology.

2. Discussant 1 “A study of translation of
Japanese
alternation™ (Shao Tianxiao)

and English subjects: wa/ga

For native speakers of Mandarin Chinese, a
language without case-marking, the choice
between wa and ga can be challenging when
translating from English. In information
structure, the sentential subjects can be classified
into four classes—topic, contrast, exhaustive

listing and neutral description (Kuno 1973).

(1) A:What did Mike do?
B: Mike played basketball.
(Maiku-wa basukettobooru-o yatta)
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(2) A:Who played the ball?

B: Mike played basketball.

(Maiku-ga basukettobooru-o yatta)

A: Did Mike and Kim play the ball?

B: Mike played basketball, but Kim didn't.

(Maiku-wa basukettobooru-o yatta-ga

)

Kimu-wa yaranakatta)

A: What happened?

B: Mike played basketball.
(Maiku-ga basukettobooru-o yatta)

(4)

Even though the responses in English are
in (1)(2)(4),
alternations in Japanese, due to the different

types
challenges

identical there occur walga

of subjects. This study overcomes
in translation by utilizing such
functional concepts in translation processes. The
results of the questionnaire survey showed that
this method is effective for Chinese students.

3. Discussant 2 “Ga/no conversion and the

abstract case assignment in Japanese”
(Hisako Takano)
This paper reexamined the syntactic

environment where so called ga/no conversion
(Harada 1971) occurs, not to propose any new
analysis, but rather to widen the scope of
discussion by pointing out an apparently
coinciding phenomenon, which has not been
much discussed in the relevant literature, i.e., the
unavailability of a topic NP. For seeking a case
assignment system which can explain both
phenomena, two Japanese complementizers, no
and to were examined with respect to the
distribution of the structural cases. It was argued
that Japanese genitive case, no, nominative case
ga, and topic case wa are structurally assigned
by the head, N, Infl(T), and Comp to its spec NP
respectively, independently from the theta
assignment of the verb. Finally this study in



general provided some argument to defend the
abstract/structural case assignment in Japanese
as opposed to those analyses of Japanese cases
being morphological ones (Aoyagi 2006).

4. Discussant 3 “Ni/e alternations and change
of location in Japanese” (Sumiyo Nishiguchi)
Nishiguchi discussed two classes of verbs in
Japanese: (i) verbs that allow alternations
between ni “dative/locative” and e “goal” case
markers, and (ii) verbs without ni/e alternations.
(1) Karen-ga  eki-ni/e it-ta (koto)
Karen-NOM station-DAT/LOC go-PAST fact
“Karen went to the station.”
(2) Inu-ga  kainushi-ni/*e ni-ta (koto)
dog-NOM owner-LocC/LOC resemble-PAST fact

“The dog resembled the owner.”

She claimed that noun phrases with ni
“DAT”/e“LOC” phrases are arguments of the
achievement verbs, often of transfer, that allow
ni/e alternation. In contrast, ni “LoC” /e “LOC”
marked phrases are adjuncts with stative
unaccusative or transitive achievement verbs
without ni/e alternations. E is more concerned
with the physical direction towards the goal
(Kaiser et al. 2001) although ni and e are often
interchangeable (Tanaka and Matsumoto 1997).
While the allative case marker e entails change
of location and does not entail arrival, ni refers
to a goal/location and entails arrival.

5. Discussant 4 ““The dative subject
construction in Japanese and Romanian”
(Daniela Caluianu)

Using the contrastive analysis of the Dative
Subject Construction (DSC) in Japanese and
Romanian as a case study, this presentation
offered some reflections on how the choice of
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categories affects the results of
An

Haspelmath's comparative concepts ‘dative’ and

linguistic
investigation. initial  analysis, using
‘subject’ (Haspelmath, 2010) suggests that the
two languages exhibit similar cross-linguistic
tendencies. A more fine-grained examination on
language specific constructions indicates that the
Romanian DSC is closer, both in its extension
and intension, to the Japanese double nominative
construction. The differences come down to the
language specific properties of the dative case.
The Japanese dative is a locative marker and the
DSC involves viewing the experiencer as a
location for a particular state or judgment. In
Romanian, the dative case is closely associated
with possession, prototypically with inalienable
possession, and DSC implies a more intimate
relation between an experiencer and the object
of the experience. This raises the issue of the
role of the language specific properties of the
dative morpheme for the semantic interpretation
of DSC and the balance between universalism

and particularism in linguistic inverstigation.

6. Summary
Although case alternations may puzzle
language

information

learners, they shed light on the

and syntactic structures, and

semantic  distinctions. Experiments proved
functional approach to be useful for the choice
between topic and nominative markers in

Japanese. Syntactically, nominative-genitive
case alternation in Japanese implies structural
case assignment instead of morphological one.
The presence or absence of case alternations
coincide with syntactic and semantic differences.
A typological comparison between dative
subjects in Romanian and dative-nominative
in revealed semantic

alternation Japanese

similarity and variance.
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1. Introduction
A that-relative clause (henceforth, RC) can
be made from idioms. Examine the following

sentence:

(1) The beans that Mary spilled caused a
scandal.

The example involves the idiom spill the beans
meaning ‘to tell somebody something secret’,
and maintains the idiomatic reading. The
that-RC in (1) derives in the short-distance
environment. With this in mind, examine the
following sentence:

(2) The beans that John thought that Mary
spilled caused a scandal.

The idiomatic reading is unavailable in (2). The
use of the that-RC in the
environment brings about the unavailability of

long-distance

idiomatic reading.

The current paper argues that there is a
difference between a short-distance and a
long-distance that-RC, mainly focusing on
idiomatic

availability or unavailability of
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reading. Then in order to explain the difference,
a functional head F is introduced in a derivation
of short-distance that-RCs. the
proposal makes it possible to solve a labeling

Moreover,

problem between a moved head nominal and CP
(RC), which is in a {XP, YP} configuration.

This paper is organized as follows. Sections
2 briefly summarizes two analyses regarding
that-RCs. Section 3 shows core data concerning
idioms in a short-distance and a long-distance
that-RC. Section 4 proposes a new analysis,
employing a functional head F to explain a
peculiarity in a short-distance that-RC. Section 5
is a conclusion.

2. Two Analyses in RCs

Aoun and Li (2003) claims that a that-RC
derives through raising of a head nominal
(promotion analysis) while a wh-RC maotivates a
movement

relative pronoun (wh-movement

analysis). Examine the following sentences:

3) a The headway that Mel made was
impressive.

b. ?? The headway which Mel made was
impressive.

4) a The careful track that she’s keeping

of her expenses pleases me.
b. ?? The careful
keeping of her expenses pleases me.

(Aoun and Li (2003: 110))

track which she’s

The examples involve idioms make headway
and keep track of, meaning ‘to progress’ and ‘to
know about something’ respectively. The
that-RCs maintain the idiomatic readings, but
the wh-RCs do not.

headway and track move from inside the RCs

If the head nominals

after establishing a relation with the verbs make
and keep to obtain the idiomatic interpretation,



the promotion analysis nicely explains the
grammaticality. In the wh-RCs, the relative
pronoun which is first generated as the object of
the verbs make and keep, then moved to Spec,CP.
The head nominals headway and track are
assumed to be base-generated in the main
clauses. Consequently, there is no relation
between the verbs and the nouns, and hence, the
ungrammaticality.

The validity of the promotion analysis is
too. Consider the

confirmed in Japanese,

following sentences:

(5) Raibaru-wa [John-ga
rival-TOP -NOM
boketu-o  totemo yorokonda.

happy.
‘(Lit.) The rival was very happy about the

mizukara e hotta]
himself dug
grave-ACC very

grave that John himself dug’
“The ruin John himself brought about made
his rival happy’ (Kitao (2009: 33))
(6) Sono eiga-wa [Mary-ga e watatta]

that movie-TOP -Nom crossed

abunai hasi-o migotoni
dangerous bridge-ACC  elegantly.
Saigensita.

reconstructed

‘(Lit.) That movie elegantly reconstructed
the dangerous bridge Mary crossed’
‘That movie elegantly reconstructed the
dangerous action Mary committed’

(Morita (2013: 120))

The examples involve the idioms such as
boketu-o horu (grave-ACC dig) and abunai
hashi-wo wataru (dangerous bridge-ACC cross)
meaning ‘to bring about one's own ruin’and ‘to
make a risky attempt’ respectively. As argued in
the explanation for (5) and (6), considering a

close relation between the verbs and the nouns,
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boketu-o horu (grave-ACC dig) and abunai
hashi-wo wataru (dangerous bridge-ACC cross),
the object position of the verbs has to be
occupied by the nouns in the derivation of the
RCs. The idiomatic reading in RCs supports the
promotion analysis in Japanese.

3. A Comparison between a Short-Distance
and a Long-Distance That-RC
This section will show core data concerning
idioms to demonstrate a difference between
that-RCs.
Again, examine the following sentences:

short-distance and long-distance

7 =(Q)

The beans that Mary spilled caused a
scandal.

=(2)

The beans that John thought that Mary
spilled caused a scandal.

(8)

The promotion analysis predicts (7) to have the
idiomatic reading meaning ‘to tell somebody
something secret’ ; however, this is unavailable.
Namely, a scandal was caused by some beans,
not secrets, in (8). Japanese analogous examples
are as follows:

(9) Raibaru-wa [Mary-ga [John-ga mizukara

rival-TOP -NOM -NOM himself

e hotta-to] omotta] boketu-o  totemo
dug-COMP thought grave-ACC very

yorokonda.

happy

“The rival was very happy about the grave
that Mary thought that John himself dug’



(10) Sono eiga-wa [John-ga [Mary-ga e

that movie-TOP-NOM  -NOM
watatta-to] omotta] abunai
crossed-COMP thought dangerous
hasi-o migotoni saigensita.
bridge-ACC  elegantly reconstructed

‘That movie elegantly reconstructed the
dangerous bridge that John thought that
Mary crossed’

(9) and (10) derive through taking the RCs in (5)
and (6) as a complement of the to-clause
(that-clause) respectively. In these long-distance
cases, idiomatic reading disappears. Instead,
they possess a reading where an entity has a
physical existence. In (9), the rival was happy
about the physical grave, not the ruin committed
by John, and in (10), the movie reconstructed the
physically dangerous bridge, not the risky
attempt. Examples (8), (9) and (10) imply that
short and long-distance that-RCs are derived
differently.

In the present section, | have shown that a
head nominal made from idioms cannot move
long-distance. Idiomatic reading is available
only in short-distance that-RCs.

4. A Derivation of a Short-Distance That-RC
with a Functional Head F
This section will illustrate how that-RCs are
derived in short-distance movement.! | propose
the following structure for the head nominal:

(11) [+ F NP]

In this structure, | argue that the functional head
F with two edge features takes the head nominal
as its complement. Following Chomsky (2008),
edge features permit a lexical item to be merged
with syntactic objects. One of the features
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enables F to be merged with NP in (11). F itself
is a pure functional item employed when
merging two SOs such as NP and CP (RC) in the
derivation of that-RCs.

Then FP comprised of F and the head
nominal moves upward to Spec,CP. Though FP
is not a lexical item, the other edge feature of F
motivates merge with CP. According to
Chomsky (2000), a selector or probe projects.
Thus, when the head nominal moves to Spec,CP,
FP that selects CP projects, which results in
short-distance movement of the head nominal.

This derivation is schematically represented as

follows:
(12) FP
FP@P (RC)
F NP
[edge, edge] ti

The derivation explains why idiomatic reading is
unavailable in long-distance that-RCs. Once FP
merges with CP (RC), the FP decides the label.
FP cannot move along with NP stranding CP
(RC) because FP forms a constituent as a whole.

The idea that a moved element projects is
not new. Cecchetto and Donati (2010) and
and Cechetto (2011) that
free-relatives are derived through projecting

Donati argue

movement by a lexical item. The derivation is as
follows:



(13) I read [what you read.] (slightly modified)
what

TN

what CP
C you read what
(Donati and Cechetto (2011: 523))

According to them, the lexical item what
provides the label. Donati and Cechetto (2011)
applies the analysis to a phrasal head nominal in
RCs. After projecting movement by a lexical
item, syntactic objects are late-merged to the
lexical item. In the derivation, no labeling
problem between a head nominal and CP occurs
because the moved head nominal always serves
as a lexical item, which is in a {X, YP}
configuration.

The derivation seems attractive, but raises a
problem with idioms. As argued in Section 2,
RCs made from idioms maintain idiomatic
reading. In order to obtain idiomatic reading, an
object position of a verb has to be occupied by a
specific noun. Considering the idiom involving
an adjective phrase like abunai hashi-wo wataru
(dangerous bridge-ACC cross) meaning ° to
make a risky attempt’ from (6), the modifier also

plays an important role for the idiomatic
interpretation. The idiomatic reading is
unavailable without abunai although the

modifier is late-merged in Donati and Cechetto
(2011). Therefore, it is natural to derive the head
nominal as a phrase that can involve a modifier.
In (11), I propose a phrasal head nominal.
Furthermore, FP comprised of F and NP projects

with an edge feature when merged with CP (RC).

This makes it possible to solve the labeling
problem between a moved phrasal head nominal
and CP (RC), which in a {XP, YP}
configuration, without assuming late-merge.

is
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Regarding word order in Japanese, a head
nominal follows its RC. A functional head F
with two edge features can explain the fact on
the basis of head-parameter. F and FP take NP
and CP as a complement respectively. In
Japanese, a head (lexical item) follows its
complement, so NP precedes F. FP is not a head,
but an edge feature enables FP to function like a
head. As a result, FP follows CP in accordance
with head-parameter. As argued, FP is made
from F and NP. Thus, a head nominal follows its

RC as shown below:

(14) CP (RC) >> [r» NP >> F]

In this manner, correct word order for Japanese
RCs is obtained.

In the previous research of RCs by Kayne
(1994), Bianchi (2000), including Aoun and Li
(2003), they posit the premise that D selects CP
(RC). Observe the following structure for
that-RCs in their framework:

(15) (abstracting away from the irrelevant
details)
DP
D CP (RC)
NP; CP (RC)

ti

They assume that the head nominal moves to
Spec,CP in accordance with the promotion
analysis, and CP is selected by D. Here, a
question arises of whether D can select CP or
not. Kayne defends the structure (15), noting the
following example:



(16) a.
b.

*the Paris
the Paris that | knew
(Kayne (1994: 103))

He claims that a proper noun cannot cooccur
with the, but it is not true when used in RCs. The
consequence is directly drawn from the structure
(15) because D the does not select NP Paris, but
does CP (RC) instead. Additionally, Bianchi
(2000) argues that D turns CP (RC) into a
nominal phrase which can occupy an argument
position in a main clause.

As for my proposal, examine the following
structure:

17) D

=
TN
D FP
TN
FP, P (RC)
F NP

N

The selectional problem between D and CP (RC)
does not occur because D selects FP. The
structure correctly expects the grammaticality of
(16)b in line with the explanation by Kayne
(1994). As argued above, F
functional item, which is different from CP in
the
properties such as force, topic, focus, finiteness,

is merely a

possession of many discourse-related
etc. Superficially, it seems as if D selects CP;
however, it is an apparent affinity.

Semantically, the head nominal is interpreted
as an intersection of two sets NP and CP (RC). If
that is the case, D the makes it possible to
choose one reference out of the intersection. FP
the (17).
Specifically, examine the following sentences:

corresponds  to intersection in
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(18)F:APAQAX[P(X) & Q (X)]
(19) a.
b.

Mary bought the book that John wrote.
A X [rrbook (X) & John wrote (X)]

The functional head F is semantically described
in (18). Following the description, the head
nominal in (19)a is represented with & in (19)b.
This representation predicts the restriction of
movement like Across-the-Board. Accordingly,
the movement of either NP book or CP John
wrote is prohibited in short-distance that-RCs
employing the functional head F. This also
explains unavailability of idiomatic reading in
long-distance that-RCs.

Besides, (17) prevents D from having a
specific function by Bianchi (2000) such as
category-changing from CP (RC) to DP. In (17),
D does not select CP in the first place. Therefore,
there is no need for D to have the function.

Lastly, a problem what triggers movement
of head nominals in that-RCs remains unsolved.
On the point, Kayne (1994) mentions that D
which selects CP (RC) requires head nominals
be in a position governed by it. Assuming that
minimizing the role of D is on the right track,
Free Merge by Chomsky (2004) is a promising
solution. Free Merge permits iterative merge of
syntactic objects in derivations, which involves
no configurational checking. Movement of head
nominals driven by Free Merge allows a
simplified derivation in that-RCs.

5. Conclusion

The present paper has argued that the
functional head F with two edge features is
employed when deriving the short-distance
that-RCs. It first merges with NP, secondary
with CP (RC), moving upward to Spec,CP. In
accordance with Chomsky (2000), F that selects
CP (RC) projects. In the following derivation, D



selects FP that is considered to be the
intersection of the two sets NP and CP (RC).

Moreover, this paper has indicated that there

is a difference between a short-distance and a

that-RC the

unavailability of

long-distance on basis of

availability or idiomatic
reading. The distinction is crucial to investigate

the nature of that-RCs.

* | would like to express my gratitude to the
13th  ELSJ
Organizing Committee for the opportunity to

International ~ Spring  Forum
present this paper. My thanks also go to Hisashi
Morita for his invaluable comments.

NOTES
! Due to the limited space, the derivation of

long-distance that-RCs is omitted.
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1. Introduction
There is an extensively discussed topic in the
field of morphology: whether the two

morphological domains derivation and inflection
are clearly separated or are continuous in nature
(see e.g. ten Hacken (2014), Stekauer (2015)).
Such a ‘continuity’, for example, can be
observed in ‘mixed categories’, which stems
from category changing such as from action
nominalisations. Consider destroying in (1).

(1) {The Government’s/Their} systematically
destroying all the evidence appalled us.

(Spencer and Nikolaeva (2017: 80))

The form destroying in (1), like a noun, has a
possessive form specifier The Government’s |
Their. Given that derivation is canonically
responsible for category changing, destroying in
(1) appears to be a derivative. However, it
retains the verbal properties and is not quite
different from the verb destroy; like a verb, it is

170

modified by an adverbial modifier (i.e.
systematically) and directly takes a grammatical
object (i.e. all the evidence). Spencer and
Nikolaeva (2017: 80) explain that destroying is a
form of the lexeme DESTROY and not a distinct
lexeme from its base verb. In other words, the
lexeme DESTROY is forced to occur in the
gerundive form as in (1) due to the syntactic
it fulfils the

grammatical subject, which is required to be a

environment; function of
noun. In this sense, destroying in (1) is like
inflected words. Such mixed categories can thus
be continuous between the two morphological
domains, namely, derivation and inflection.
Category mixing is also found in category
changing from Noun to Adjective. Spencer and
Nikolaeva’s recent series of studies on nominal
modification argue that denominal adjectives are
divided into two groups, according to whether
they are outputs of (normal) derivation or those
of category-changing inflection (Spencer and
Nikolaeva (2017), Nikolaeva and Spencer
(2020)), as will be shown in Section 2. They
particularly focus on relational adjectives (RAS),
a subtype of denominal adjectives. RAs (in
English, e.g. industrial, wooden, algebraic)
differ from qualitative adjectives (e.g. beautiful,
picturesque, nervous) in that they inherit the
nominal properties of their base nouns such as
lack of gradability (e.g. *very industrial) and
predicability (e.g. *the output is industrial) (see
(1978) and Bisetto (2010) for other
and Nikolaeva (2017)
reveal that while Uralic and Altaic languages

Levi
properties). Spencer
have RAs in the realisational forms of their base
noun lexemes like destroying in (1), English has
RAs as distinct lexemes from their base noun
lexemes. In this way, RAs are in fact divided
into two types: the inflected word-type RASs, as
and the

in Uralic and Altaic languages,



derivative-type RAs, as in English.

The present study, however, points out in
Section 3 that the English RAs containing -en
(e.g. wooden, woollen, oaken) behave not only
as derivatives for some speakers but also as
inflected words for others, which raises the
guestion why there is such dual behaviour. We
answer this question in Section 4 by considering
the properties of -en as a Germanic suffix and
the diachronic change in English from a
synthetic language to an analytic language.
These factors crucially determine whether an RA
is a derivative-type or an inflected word-type in
English morphology. Our own analysis leads to
the conclusion that the dual behaviour of RAs
with -en reflects the transition of the suffix in its
the
domains, namely, from inflection to derivation.

function  between two morphological

2. Category Mixing in Denominal Adjectives

2.1. Transpositional Lexeme and True

Transposition

This subsection introduces the criterion for
the dichotomy of denominal adjectives in
Spencer and Nikolaeva’s studies. One striking
difference between derivation and inflection is
that derivation, but not inflection, is concerned
with the formation of new words; derivation
forms a new lexeme from a given existing
lexeme and inflection realises a word form of a
the

environment where the lexeme appears. Spencer

lexeme  appropriate  for syntactic
and Nikolaeva’s studies demonstrate that some
denominal adjectives are new lexemes, distinct
from their base nouns (i.e. derivatives) and
others are word forms that nominal lexemes take
in the syntactic environment of attributive
modification (i.e. inflected forms).

Nikolaeva and Spencer (2020) use the term

transposition to refer to the process that alters
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the syntactic category of a lexeme without
forming a new and distinct lexeme (i.e. the
category changing in inflection). They especially

call the denominal adjectives, true
transpositions—as the outputs of
transposition—to  distinguish ~ them  from
transpositional  lexemes, the outputs of

derivation. The term ‘transpositional’ is used

here because they are similar to true
transpositions in that the processes related to
both types of adjectives do not add some new
meanings to the relevant base nouns (Spencer
and Nikolaeva (2017: 84)). For example, the
expression industrial output (RA-Noun) is fully
synonymous with industry output (Noun-Noun)
(Levi (1978: 4)). The significant difference
between true transpositions and transpositional
but

morphology; the latter are distinct lexemes from

lexemes lies, not in semantics, in
their base nouns but the former are not.

To judge whether a denominal adjective is a
transpositional lexeme or a true transposition,
Spencer and Nikolaeva rely on some properties
of lexical integrity (see also the Atom Condition
of Williams (1981)), which states that syntactic
processes and operations do not have direct
access to the internal structure of words. Spencer
and Nikolaeva (2017: 82) focus particularly on
the Base Noun Modifiability Property (hereafter,
BNMP) of given forms. That is, when a
denominal adjective is a derivative, it contains
the base noun as its part, which thus cannot be
accessed by another modifier (i.e. attributively
opaque).
completely different lexeme from its base noun,

In this case, the derivative is a
namely, a transpositional lexeme. On the other
hand, when the word in question is an inflected
form of the base noun or a true transposition, the
word remains the same single lexeme and the

relevant noun is accessible to attributive



modification (i.e. attributively transparent).
Let this  property
uncontroversial instances of derivatives and

us consider in

inflected words. In trusted friendless, for
example, trusted cannot modify friend, a part of
friendless, and so the expression fails to mean
‘without trusted friends’ (Spencer and Nikolaeva
(2017: 82); hence, friendless is a different
lexeme from its base friend. In trusted friends,
however, trusted successfully modifies friend;
namely, friends is just an inflected form of the
lexeme FRIEND, not a distinct lexeme from
FRIEND.

On this basis, Spencer and Nikolaeva adopt
the BNMP as a strong test for identifying
whether denominal adjectives are transpositional

lexemes or true transpositions.

2.2. Two Types of Denominal Adjectives

Nikolaeva and Spencer (2020) find the
denominal adjectives as true transpositions in
Uralic and Altaic languages based on the fact
that they show the BNMP. Let us observe the
example in (2) from the Southern Tungusic
language, Udihe.

tada
arrow

(2) gana sele-me

hard
‘an arrow made of hard iron’
(Nikolaeva and Spencer (2020: 95))

iron-RA

The RA sele-me ‘iron’ can be modified by the
adjective gapa ‘hard’ and the whole expression
means ‘an arrow made of hard iron’.

Unlike the RAs in Udihe, English RAs do
not show the BNMP, which means that they are
transpositional lexemes. For instance, let us
consider the case of the RA tidal, which is
derived from the noun tide. High in (3a) cannot
modify the base noun tide and the nominal
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phrase does not have the meaning in (4a), but
only has the meaning in (4b). In contrast, (3b)
with the base noun of the RA has both readings
in (4a) and (4b).

3) a high tidal fluctuations
b. high tide fluctuations
4) a. ‘fluctuations at high tide’
b. ‘high fluctuations in the tide’

(Nikolaeva and Spencer (2020: 291))

This fact indicates that the RA tidal is a lexeme,
distinct from its base noun tide.

Similarly, RAs with -en behave in the same
way as those with -al in terms of the BNMP
(Spencer (2018)). For example, Brazilian in (5a)
cannot modify the base wood of the RA wooden
and (5a) does not denote (6a) but only (6b),
whereas (5b) has both interpretations in (6).

(5) a a Brazilian wooden bow
b. a Brazilian wood bow

(6) a. ‘a bow made of Brazilian wood’
b.  ‘awooden bow made in Brazil’

(Spencer (2018: 267))

Note that not all denominal adjectives in
English are transpositional lexemes. Denominal
adjectives with -ed show the BNMP and are
counted as true transpositions. For instance, blue
in (7a) can modify the base eye of eyed, yielding
the reading of (8) in the same way as in (7b).

(7 a a blue-eyed boy
b. a blue-eye boy
(8) ‘aboy who has blue eyes’

(Spencer (2018: 266))

Nikolaeva and Spencer (2020: 35), in fact, do
not clearly state that English -ed adjectives are



instances of true transpositions because of “the
meagre morphology” of Present-day English,
but the BNMP observed in (7a) persuades us to
at least claim that -ed adjectives can be
regarded—rather than as  transpositional
lexemes—as true transpositions.

Accordingly, the BNMP test tells us that
RAs with -al and -en belong to transpositional
lexemes, while -ed adjectives are attributed to

true transpositions.

3. RAs with -en as True Transpositions?
Given the discussion so far, -ed seems to be
an exceptional suffix in English. This section,
however, points out the possibility that there is
another similar suffix.
that,
depending on the speaker, RAs with -en can also
show the BNMP. We find that the expression in

(5a), for instance, can mean ‘a bow made of

Interestingly, our survey shows

Brazilian wood’ in (6a), in which case wooden
shows the BNMP. Importantly, RAs with -en are
more likely to show the BNMP than those with
-al or -ic, which do not normally show the
property.t Similar judgements are confirmed in
the following additional data, where the notation
%>

indicates that not all speakers accept the

given reading:

9 a stale oaten loafs
% ‘loafs made of stale oat’
b. stale oat loafs
‘loafs made of stale oat’
(10) a coarse woollen stockings
% ‘stockings made of coarse wool’
b. coarse wool stockings
‘stockings made of coarse wool’
(11) a carved oaken screens
% ‘screens made of carved oak’
b. caved oak screens
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‘screens made of carved oak’

Note that the judgements by the informants are
highly consistent; that is, the BNMP of RAs
with -en here is not concerned with any stylistic
or rhetorical effects of the relevant expressions
in (9)—(11). If a speaker only accepts (5a) in the
meaning of (6b), (s)he judges the other examples
in the same way; if a speaker answers that (5a)
has the meaning of (6a), (s)he can interpret all
other examples in the same way.

This result implies that the morphological
status of RAs with -en varies amongst speakers;
for those who interpret (5a) only as ‘a wooden
bow made in Brazil’, the adjectives are
transpositional lexemes, while for those who
allow the (6a)-interpretation, they are true
transpositions.? In other words, -en is different
from other suffixes in that it functions as a
derivational suffix like -al in some speakers, but
like -ed in others. In the next section, we
propose a possible analysis of such a peculiarity

of -en.

4. Analysis
4.1. The Origin of the Suffix -en

First, let us consider why RAs with -en, as
well as -ed adjectives, can behave as true
transpositions. What groups -en with -ed and
distinguishes the two from -al are their origins;
while -al is a Latinate suffix, -en and -ed
originate in Old English (OE). The difference in
the origin between Latinate suffixes and
Germanic suffixes can be assumed to be
specified in the Lexicon in the form of the
feature [+Latinate].

The effects of the feature distinction of
[£Latinate] on morphological processes can be
nominals. Deverbal

observed in deverbal

nominals are divided into two types based on the



extent to which they retain the verbal properties
of their base verbs. Compare destroying in (1),
an example of verbal gerunds, and assignment in
(12), known as a complex event nominal
(Grimshaw (1990)).

(12) The constant assignment of unsolvable
problems must be avoided.
(Grimshaw (1990: 50))

Recall from Section 1 that destroying in (1) is
still verbal while it functions as a noun in the
sentence and that it is considered as a form of
the lexeme DESTROY. Importantly, these verbal
properties are observed only in gerunds, but not
in complex event nominals. As shown in (12),
they are totally nominalised in that they are
modified by adjectives, and not adverbs, and
they cannot directly take grammatical objects of
the base verbs; namely, they are distinct from
their base verbs. Here, focussing on their
suffixes, we recognise that -ment is a suffix with
the [+Latinate] feature and -ing with the
[-Latinate] feature (cf. Giegerich (1999)). The
contrast observed in deverbal nominals, together
with that found
indicates that the feature specification of
[xLatinate] plays
determining which type of word can be formed
If the suffix has the
[+Latinate] feature, it yields a lexeme distinct

in denominal adjectives,

an important role in

by a given suffix.

from the base (e.g. see (3a) for RAs; see (12) for
deverbal nominals) and in contrast, if the suffix
has the [-Latinate] feature, it yields true
transpositions (e.g. see (7a) for -ed adjectives;
see (1) for verbal gerunds).

Then, one question arises: although the
suffix -en belongs to the [-Latinate] class, why
does it not exhibit the BNMP for some speakers?

Let us discuss this in the next subsection.
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4.2. The Loss of Inflectional Suffixes and

the Status of -en

The above consideration indicates that -en
can be an inflectional suffix in that it is
involved in an adjectival form of a noun
lexeme required by the syntactic environment
of attributive modification.  Importantly,
Spencer and Nikolaeva’s (2017) observation
suggests that languages having RAs of true
transposition-type are typically agglutinative and
rich in inflectional elements. Given that OE was
an inflection-rich  language, though not
agglutinative, and both -en and -ed originated in
OE,

originally have inflectional roles for nouns and

it is reasonable to assume that they

maintain the roles in some Present-day English
speakers. An indication of the inflectional status
of -en can be found in south-western dialects of
British English, where “the suffix is of common
occurrence, being added without restriction to
all nouns denoting the material of which
anything is composed, as in glassen, steelen,
tinnen, papern, etc.” (OED, s.v. -en (suffix4)).
The above assumption enables us to explain
why RAs with -en do not show the BNMP for
some speakers, especially when we consider
the diachronic change in English.

It is a known fact that English has lost its
rich inflection system over time (i.e. in OE,
adjectives agreed with nouns in gender, number,
and case), and it has been relying on word order
to represent grammatical relations instead. This
change may affect the suffixal status of -en.
The OED states that “[fJrom 16th century
onwards there has been in literary English a
growing tendency to discard these adjectives for
the attributive use of the noun, as in ‘a gold
watch’; [...]” (cf. a golden watch). This may
be considered as a part of the diachronic
change of English (i.e. from a synthetic



language to an analytic one), where many
inflectional elements have been disposed of. If
so, the role of -en has been changing and has
begun to acquire the status of a derivational
suffix for nouns. Speakers recognising RAs
with -en solely as transpositional lexemes,
which do not show the BNMP, have -en as an
exclusively derivational suffix for nouns. The
inconsistent behaviour of RAs with
amongst speakers reflects the transition of -en

from an inflectional element to a derivational
4

-en

one.

One might ask why -en is losing its
inflectional function while -ed is not. We
provide a possible answer to this question by
considering the difference in productivity
(more precisely, profitability) of the two
suffixes. As explained by Marchand (1969:
264), the suffix -ed “has been productive at all
times, chiefly with concrete, less often with
abstract substantives”. As for -en, “it is only in
a few cases (e.g. wooden, woollen, earthen,
wheaten) that these words [i.e. RAs with -en]
are still familiarly used in their lit[eral] sense”
(OED, s.v. -en (suffix4)). Thus, since -ed is
more productive than -en, it has more chance
of being used with its original function as an
inflectional suffix; -en has been limitedly used
and turned gradually into a derivational one
available for certain nouns.

5. Concluding Remarks

This study shows a kind of continuity
between derivation and inflection in English
morphology by giving a possible explanation to
the question of why the RAs with -en show dual
behaviour in terms of the BNMP. On the basis of
the discussion by Spencer and Nikolaeva, our
analysis can be supported by considering the
origin of the suffix and its suffixal status. The
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discussion so far indicates that the continuity
observed in English RAs with -en can be
attributed to the two types of -en, which is
specified as [-Latinate] (i.e. Germanic): -en as
an inflectional suffix and as a derivational suffix.

Lastly, our analysis has an interesting
implication. If -en is originally an inflectional
suffix, we can safely assume that it may have
had a wider semantic range (e.g. polysemy) in
old times than it has in Present-day English. In
other words, if -en adjectives are just inflected
forms of the relevant nouns, it is not surprising
that they have the potential to denote many
relations between the nouns and their modifying
nouns. Given this assumption, it can be implied
that its broad sense has been gradually restricted
to a certain specific meaning such as a quality of
material (e.g. wooden ‘made of wood’, silken
‘made of silk’). If our analysis is correct, the
suffix’s ‘semantic’ transition also needs to be

studied in future research.

* This study is an extended version of the paper
presented at the 40th annual meeting of the
Tsukuba English Linguistic Society. We have
greatly benefited from discussions particularly
with Masaharu Shimada, Akiko Nagano, Nana
Odagiri, and the members of the Lexicon Study
Circle. We would like to thank two anonymous
reviewers of the ELSJ for their comments and
Our the
informants who have kindly acted. We are solely

suggestions. thanks also go to
responsible for the contents of this paper. This
work is supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant
Numbers 19J10598 and 19K13218.
NOTES

1 The RAs from some lexicalised expressions
such as generative grammar, however, show the
BNMP, as in [[generative gramma]-tical]ra
studies  ‘studies

of generative grammar’



(#‘generative studies of grammar’).

2 One may doubt whether RAs with -en are
outputs of transposition, because the process
does not add some new meanings to the inputs,
but they actually express ‘made of/consisting of”
the base nouns. It is true that transposition does
not enrich the semantics of the inputs, but this is
a typical case. Spencer and Nikolaeva (2017: 83)
state that “some transpositions can be associated
with additional semantic content”. When we
regard RAs with -en as true transpositions, they
can fall under ‘meaning-bearing transpositions’.
% Note that -ing can also produce complex event
nominals. What is important here is that -ing can,
but [+Latinate] suffixes such as -ment never,
form gerunds. See Nishiyama and Nagano
(2020: Ch. 2) for the relevant discussion.

4 Note that we are not arguing that -en behaves
inconsistently in a single speaker. The results
of our informant survey show that the
judgements of a single speaker are perfectly
consistent, as stated in Section 3.
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1. Introduction
Chomsky, Gallego, and Otto (2019) discuss
the basic properties of human language, i.e.

discrete infinity and displacement, claiming that

any linguistic theory must assume a
computational system that constructs
hierarchical structures with displacement.

Chomsky (1995) claims that the

possible formulation of a structure-building

simplest

operation is a set-formation that takes syntactic
objects (SOs) X and Y, and forms {X, Y}, which
is called Merge. Chomsky (2019, 2020) and
Chomsky, and Ott (2019) argue,
however, when we form exocentric
like  the

Merge must

Gallego,
that
constructions subject-predicate
be

construct SOs in parallel and bring them

construction, allowed to
together somewhere. This tacitly presupposes
that there is a workspace (WS). They propose
that the right and simplest version of Merge
should be on WS not on SOs, reformulating
Merge as MERGE, an operation on WS:
MERGE maps WS =[X, Y] to WS'=[{X, Y}].
Chomsky (2019) gives seven desiderata that

any computational operations for human

language including MERGE should meet in
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accord with the Strong Minimalist Thesis. The
desiderata restrict what MERGE can do,
maintaining a narrow concept of Merge, i.e.
External Merge (EM) and Internal Merge (IM),
while ruling out extensions of Merge like
Parallel Merge, Late Merge, and Sidewards
Merge. One of the desiderata is the principle of
Determinacy (1) (Chomsky 2019: 275), though
its exact formulation and consequences are left

untouched:

(1) The Principle of Determinacy
If the structural conditions for a rule holds
for some workspace, then the structural

change must be unique.

Goto and Ishii (2018, 2019, 2020) explicate
the principle of Determinacy, proposing that
Determinacy should be
condition on the input of MERGE. We have
that the input-based principle of
coupled with the Phase
Impenetrability Condition (PIC) gives us a
of

phenomena, which have been explained by

formulated as a
argued
Determinacy
unified  account various  movement
different constraints or principles. This paper
focuses on presenting conceptual support for
Goto and Ishii’s

movement, thereby showing that our approach is

deterministic theory of

desirable not only empirically but also
theoretically. The organization of this paper is as
follows. Section 2 overviews Goto and Ishii’s
(2018, 2019, 2020) input-based principle of
Determinacy and its consequences. Section 3
presents conceptual support for our approach.

Section 4 makes concluding remarks.

2. Goto and Ishii’s (2018, 2019, 2020)
principle of Determinacy
Goto and Ishii (2018, 2019, 2020) propose



the input-based principle of Determinacy (2):

(2) Goto and Ishii’s (2018, 2019, 2020)
principle of Determinacy
at the

Determinacy of

MERGE.

applies input

According to the principle of Determinacy (2), if
there is an ambiguous rule application at the
present stage of a derivation, a Determinacy
violation occurs. Suppose that MERGE takes
WS1 =[{a, {b, c}}, d] as its input and maps it to
WS2 =[{c, {a, {b, c}}}, d], which is the case of
M The of
Determinacy (2) applies at WS1. Since there is

of c. input-based principle
only one copy of ¢ in WSI1, we have only one
option to create WS2, i.e. to move c¢ in the base
position. There is no ambiguous rule application
at the present stage of the derivation; this does
not violate the principle of Determinacy (2).
Suppose further that MERGE takes WS2 as its
input and then maps it to WS3 = [{¢, {c, {a, {b,
c}}}}, d], i.e. multiple applications of IM to c.
We have two copies of ¢ at WS2, which is the
input of MERGE. We have two options to create
WS3, i.e. either to move the higher copy of ¢ or
the lower copy of c¢. Note that according to
general recursion, any syntactic object once
generated in WS is accessible to MERGE. This
ambiguous rule application violates the principle
of Determinacy (2). We would predict that no
successive cyclic IM is ever allowed, which is
an undesirable result.

Goto and Ishii argue that such an ambiguous
rule application problem induced by multiple
applications of IM can be resolved by the PIC as
illustrated in (3):

(3) What did you say that John bought #?

a. [RP what [R(BUY) what]]
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b. [cP what [C [TP John [T [vP John
[v-R(BUY) [rRP what [R(BUY)
what]]]11111]

c. [vP you [v-R(SAY) [RP what [R(SAY)
[CP what [C-that [TP John [ ...

d. [cP what [C-that [TP you [T [vP you
[v-R(SAY) [RP what [R(SAY)
[CP what ...

(3) represents successive cyclic IM of the
wh-phrase what. In (3a), we apply IM to what,
moving what from its base position to the Spec
of Root (R). In (3b), we apply IM to what again.
We assume with Chomsky (2015) that v
becomes invisible because of pair-Merge with R.
R inherits phasehood from v; R-complement
undergoes Transfer. Although there are two
copies of what, i.e. the one in the Spec of R and
the other in the base position, the latter, which is
within R-complement, is not accessible due to
the PIC. There is only one accessible copy of
what, i.e. the copy in the Spec of R; there is no
Determinacy violation. In (3¢), we apply IM to
what again. Only the copy of what in the Spec of
C is accessible and all the other copies of what
are not accessible due to the PIC; there is no
Determinacy violation. Hence, the PIC resolves
ambiguous rule application problems induced by
multiple applications of IM.

Goto and Ishii argue that the input-based
principle of Determinacy (2) coupled with the
PIC gives us a unified account of various
movement phenomena like the subject condition,
no vacuous topicalization, that-trace effects, the
freezing effects with topics, further raising, no
superfluous steps in a derivation, and
anti-locality effects, which have been accounted
for by different constraints or principles. Due to
limitations of space, I will only look at the

subject condition and the that-trace effect (see



Goto and Ishii (2018, 2019, 2020) for more
consequences of the input-based principle of

Determinacy coupled with the PIC).

2.1. The Subject Condition

The subject condition effect (4a) and its
cancellation with an expletive (4b) (Stepanov
(2007: 92)) follows from the principle of
Determinacy (2) coupled with the PIC as
represented in (5a) and (5b):

(4) a.*Who did [pictures of 7] please you?
b.

(5) a

Who is there [pictures of ] on the wall
[cP who [C-did [TP [pictures of who] [T
[vP [pictures of who] [v ...

[cP who [C-is [TP there [T [vP [pictures

of who] [v ...

In (5a), when we are to move who to the Spec of
C, there are two accessible copies of who, i.e.
the one in the Spec of T and the other in the
Spec of v; this violates Determinacy. In (5b), on
the other hand, since the Spec of T is occupied
by the expletive there, there is only one copy of
who, which is within the Spec of v; there is no
Determinacy violation. Unlike extraction out of
a subject, extraction out of an object such as (6)

1s allowed:

(6) Who did you see [a picture of £]?
(7) a. [RP [a picture of who] [R(SEE) [a
picture of whol]]
b. [cP who [C-did [CP you [T [vP you
[v-R(SEE) [RP [a picture of who]
[R(SEE) [a picture of who]]]]]1]11]

The principle of Determinacy (2) together with
the PIC correctly predicts this subject-object
asymmetry with respect to extraction. The

derivation of (6) is represented in (7). In (7),
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when we are to move who to the Spec of C,
there are two copies of who, i.e. the one is within
the Spec of R and the other within the
complement of R. The latter, however, is not
accessible due to the PIC after R-complement
Transfer; there is no Determinacy violation.

The principle of Determinacy (2) together
with the PIC also accounts for the absence of the
subject condition effect in Japanese as shown in
(8) (see, among others, Kayne (1984), Lasnik
and Saito (1992), and Ishii (1997, 2011)):

(8) ?Dare-ni
who-Dat
koto]-ga mondai-da to] omotteru] no
fact-Nom Q
Lit. “Who, John thinks that [the fact that

Mary met {] is a problem.’

[John-ga [[ Mary-ga ¢ atta]

John-Nom Mary-Nom met

problem-is C think

In (8), where dare-ni ‘who-Dat’ is scrambled out
of the subject phrase. If we assume with, among
others, Fukui (1986) and Kuroda (1988) that
subjects in Japanese stays in the Spec of v, the
derivation of (8) is represented in (9):

(9) [cpdare-ni [C][cPT [ [Mary-ga

who-Dat Mary-Nom
dare-ni  atta koto]-ga [v*]...
who-Dat met fact-Nom

In (9), there is only one copy of dare-ni
‘who-Dat’ within the Spec of v; there is no

Determinacy violation.

2.2. The That-trace Effect
The that-trace effect (10) follows from the
principle of Determinacy coupled with the PIC

as represented in (11):

(10)*Who do you think that # saw Bill?



(11) [CP who [that [TP who [T [vP who [V ...

In (11), when we are to move who to the Spec of
C, there are two accessible copies of who, i.e.
the one in the Spec of T and the other in the
Spec of v; this violates Determinacy. If the
complementizer that does not appear, the
that-trace effect is canceled as shown in (12).
We assume with Chomsky (2015) that when the
complementizer that does not appear, C is
deleted

phasehood inheritance from C to T. The

and VP undergoes Transfer via

derivation of (12) is represented in (13):

(12) Who do you think # saw Bill?
(13) [RP who [R [cP C > @ [TP who [T [vP who

[v...

In (13), when we are to move who from the Spec
of T to the matrix Spec of R, there is only one
accessible copy of who in the Spec of T; there is
no Determinacy violation.

Our analysis of the that-trace effect can
subsume Rizzi and Shlonsky’s (2007) skipping
strategy. When an expletive appears in the Spec
of T, the that-trace effect is canceled as shown in
(14) (Rizzi and Shlonsky (2007: 126)):

(14) a.* What do you think that ¢ is in the box?
b. What do you think that there is # in the

box?

In French, if the complementizer is qui instead
of que, the that-trace effect is canceled (Rizzi
and Shlonsky (2007: 131)):

(15) a.* Quelle étudiante crois-tu
which

t va partir?

que

student believe-you that

go leave
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b. Quelle étudiante crois-tu qui
which student believe-you that
tva partir?

go leave

Lit. “Which student do you believe that

is going to leave?’

As advocated by Rizzi and Shlonsky, if the
suffix -i of the complementizer qui in French
(15b) behaves like the expletive there in English
(14b), the derivations of (14b) and (15b) are
represented in (16) and (17), respectively:

(16) [cP what [C-that [TP there [T-is [vP what [v
[..
(17) [cP quelle étudiante [C-que [TPi [T [vP

which student that

quelle étudiante [v [ ...
which student

In (16), since the Spec of T is occupied by the
expletive there, there is only one copy of what in
the Spec of v; there is no Determinacy violation.
Likewise, in (17), since the Spec of T is
occupied by the suffix -i of the complementizer
qui, there is only one copy of which student in
the Spec of v; there is no Determinacy violation.

The principle of Determinacy (2) coupled
with the PIC also accounts for the absence of the
that-trace effect in Italian and Japanese. It is
well-known (see, among others, Rizzi (1990))
that Italian lacks the that-trace effects as shown
in (18) (Rizzi and Shlonsky (2007: 127)):

(18) Chi credi [che ¢ vincera]?
who think  that
‘Who do you think that ¢ will win?’

win

If we assume with Rizzi (1990) that pro appears
in the Spec of T, the derivation of (18) is



represented in (19):

(19) [cP chi [C-che [TPpro [T [vP chi
what that
[V*-R(VINCERA) | ...

win

who

In (19), there is only one copy of who in the
Spec of v; there is no Determinacy violation.
As pointed out by Ishii (2004), there is no
that-trace effect in Japanese as shown (20),
where the subject null operator OP is moved out
of the that-clause (Ishii (2004: 212)):

(20) [OP [John-ga
John-Nom Mary-Dat talked to

[t Mary-ni hanasikaketa

to] omotteiru] yorimo] harukani ookuno
C think
hito-ga

than far more

Susy-ni  hanasi tagatte ita
people-Nom Susy-Dat wanted to talk
‘Far more people wanted to talk with Susy

than John thinks that talked to Mary.’

Given that subjects in Japanese stay in the Spec

of v, the derivation of (20) is represented in (21):

(21) [cP OP [TP [vP OP [RP Mary-ni

Mary-Dat
R(HANASIKAKE)] v-R(HANASIKAKE)]
talk to talk to
T-tal C-to]
Past that

In (21), there is only one copy of OP within the
Spec of v; there is no Determinacy violation.
Hence, the absence of the that-trace effect in
Italian and Japanese follows form the principle
of Determinacy (2) coupled with the PIC.
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3. Conceptual Support for Goto and Ishii’s
(2018, 2019, 2020) Approach
Goto and Ishii’s input-based principle of
the PIC has
conceptual the approach
advocated by Chomsky (2019, 2020) and
Chomsky, Gallego, and Ott (2019). Their notion

of Determinacy requires subsequent rules to

Determinacy coupled with

advantages over

apply in a deterministic way, which ensures that
WS should be kept minimal throughout a
derivation. In other words, they claim that
Determinacy applies at the output of MERGE.
Under their notion of Determinacy, if MERGE
creates WS that could potentially lead to an
ambiguous rule application at a subsequent stage
of derivation, a Determinacy violation occurs.
Suppose MERGE takes WS1 = [{a, {b, ¢}}, d]
as its input and maps it to WS2 = [{¢, {a, {b,
c}}}, d], which is the case of IM of ¢. According
to their system, Determinacy applies at the
output of MERGE, i.e. at WS2. In WS2, there
are two copies of ¢. This induces an ambiguous
rule application for subsequent derivation, since
if we apply IM to ¢ in subsequent derivation, for
example, there is no unique way to apply IM to ¢
due to its two copies. Hence, their notion of
Determinacy would rule out

always an

application of IM, which is clearly an
undesirable result.

Chomsky (2019, 2020) presents a way out of
this problem; such an ambiguous rule
application problem can be resolved by minimal
search, part of Resource Restriction (RR).
Chomsky argues that recursion for language is
different from general recursion in that the
former is subject to RR, which limits resources,
i.e. elements accessible to operations, to be
restricted to a minimum. He claims that RR
includes both minimal search and the PIC. In

WS2 = [{e, {a, {b, c}}}, d], although there are



two copies of ¢, minimal search selects the
higher copy of c¢. While the higher copy of ¢ is
accessible, the lower copy of ¢ is not; there
would not be any Determinacy violation.

Under Chomsky’s view of RR, however,
there is a redundancy between minimal search
and the PIC regarding accessibility. If there are
two copies of an element in WS, minimal search
always makes its higher copy accessible and its
The PIC makes

accessible the elements in the edge of a phase

lower copy inaccessible.
head and inaccessible the elements within a
Transfer domain, i.e. in the complement of a
phase head. Since a copy in the edge of a phase
always appears in a higher position than a copy
in the Transfer domain, minimal search would
make the effects of the PIC vacuous when we
decide whether a copy is accessible. As an

illustration, let us consider (22):

(2) [ X[PH[ .. X ... 1]

In (22), PH is a phase head, and X undergoes IM
from within the complement of the phase head,
i.e. the Transfer domain, to the edge of the phase
head. The PIC makes the lower copy of X,
which the
inaccessible. If we also assume minimal search
as part of RR, however, this effect of the PIC is

is  within Transfer domain,

vacuous. This is because minimal search selects
the higher copy of X, which is in the phase edge,
and makes the lower copy of X inaccessible.
Since the need to eliminate redundancies has
been a working hypothesis in the linguistic
inquiry, such a redundancy should be eliminated
(Chomsky 1995: 152). Under Goto and Ishii’s
approach, on the other hand, RR only includes
the PIC, an independently motivated condition
for Transfer; there does not exist any such

redundancy regarding accessibility.
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Furthermore, the output-based principle of
Determinacy advocated by Chomsky (2019,
2020) and Chomsky, Gallego, and Ott (2019)
has a look-ahead property in that we have to
look at a subsequent stage of a derivation to
decide whether Determinacy gets violated or not.
Such a look-ahead property, which necessarily
should be

eliminated (see, among others, Chomsky 2000;

increases computational burden,
2004). Under our input-based principle of
Determinacy, on the other hand, if there is an
ambiguous rule application at the present stage
of a derivation, a Determinacy violation occurs.
Since we can decide whether Determinacy gets
violated only based on the information available
at the present stage of a derivation, our
input-based principle of Determinacy does not

have a look-ahead property

4. Conclusion

This paper has first overviewed Goto and Ishii’s
(2018, 2019, 2020) input-based principle of
Determinacy and some of its consequences. It
then that Goto and Ishii’s

deterministic theory of movement also receives

was shown
conceptual support from the fact that it does not
have a look-ahead property or a redundancy
between minimal search and the PIC regarding

accessibility.

* This is an extended and revised version of
Goto and Ishii (2018, 2019, 2020). This work is
supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number
19K00692.
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1. Introduction
English manner-of-motion verbs like roll and

run, as well as change-of-state verbs like break,

appear in both intransitive and transitive
constructions.
(1) a. The ball rolled down the hill.

b. Bill rolled the ball down the hill.
(Levin (1993: 265))

(2) a. The mouse ran through the maze.

b. We ran the mouse through the maze.
(Levin and  Rappaport  Hovav
(henceforth L&RH) (1995: 111))

(3) a. The cup broke.

b. Janet broke the cup. (Levin (1993: 29))

We classify three types of verbs here: roll verbs
(e.g. bounce, slide), run verbs (e.g. jump, march),
and break verbs.

Comparing these three types of verbs, this
study (i) emphasizes the similarity between ro//
verbs and run verbs, (ii) proposes that transitive
constructions with these three types of verbs
describe two types of events, (“physically
caused” ones, which three types can describe,

and “mentally caused” ones, which only roll and
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run verbs can describe), (iii) claims that the
crucial difference between roll verbs and run
verbs is the “complexity” of manner of motion,
and (iv) formalizes said generalization within
the theory of Generative Lexicon (Pustejovsky
(1995), Pustejovsky and Batiukova (2019)).

2. Similarities

Previous studies tended to analyze (1) and (3)
as instances of the same inchoative/causative
alternation, while treating the alternation in (2)
differently (Levin (1993: 27-31), among others).
Certainly, roll verbs are similar to verbs like
break in allowing various subjects, but different
which

constraint on the subject.

from run verbs, impose animacy

a. The man/the stick/the wind rolled the
ball.

b. The vandals/the rocks/the storm broke
the windows. (L&RH (1995: 103))

c. The general/*the downpour/*the tear

4

gas marched the soldiers to the tent.
(L&RH (1995: 112))

Roll verbs, however, behave similarly to run

verbs in the following two ways.

2.1. Entailment of Changes and Telicity

First, roll verbs and run verbs entail neither
change of state nor change of location, contrary
to break verbs. This characteristic allows an
explanation of the difference in telicity between

the two types.!

(5) a. Hanako bounced the ball for two
minutes, but it never moved even
slightly from the spot.

b. Taro ran the radio-controlled car for

two minutes, but it never moved even



slightly from the spot.
(6) *Hanako broke the vase, but it was still
completely intact.
(7) Taro broke the vase *for/in two minutes

with bare hands.

2.2. Two Types of Caused Events?

Second, transitive constructions of rol/ verbs
and run verbs can describe “physically caused”
events, defined in (8), and “mentally caused”
ones, defined in (9). Admittedly, »un verbs have
a slight difficulty with physically caused events
because of the “complexity” of manner, as will
be described below. On the other hand, break
verbs generally describe only physically caused

events.

(8) Physically caused events are a type of

causal event, in which one entity’s
“physical” action on the other entity causes
a change of state/location of that entity.

(9) Mentally caused events are a type of causal

event, in which one animate entity’s
“mental” inducement toward the other
animate entity causes a change of

state/location of that entity.
(10) a. The father slid his daughter to the
other side of the skating rink.

b. The general rolled the soldiers down
the hill during a rigorous training
session.

(11) a. The mother jumped her sleeping
baby on the chair.

b. The jailer ran a prisoner to the gate.

As for

interpretation is dominant. This is exemplified in

roll verbs, a physical causation
(10a), where the father causes his daughter to
skate, perhaps by pushing her body or pulling

her hands. In some contexts, however, a mental

causation interpretation is possible, as in (10b),
where the general merely orders the soldiers to
roll down the hill. As for run verbs, conversely,
a mental causation interpretation is dominant, as
exemplified in (11b). In some contexts, however,
a physical causation interpretation is possible, as
in (11a), where the mother causes her sleeping
baby to jump on the chair, for example, by
lifting his/her body.

3. Complexity of Manner of Motion

Although we have found similarities between
roll verbs and run verbs so far, there is a
difference in the manner complexity of the
actions they describe. To put it briefly, the
physical action of “running” is more complex
than that of “rolling,” due to which almost all
physical and solid objects can “roll” while
objects that can “run” are very restricted. Such a
complex event is hard for an external causer to
bring about physically, which is likely the reason
that the interpretation of mental causation is

dominant.

3.1. Scale of the Complexity

As an anonymous reviewer points out, not all
run verbs can appear in transitive constructions,
as below (Tenny (1995: 211)).

(12) Laura
*ambled/*bounded/*cavorted/*climbed/*cr
awled/*dashed/?hastened/*inched/?jogged/
*meandered/*plodded/*romped/*scrambled
/*scurried/*shuffled/*staggered/*tramped/*
traveled/*waddled/*zoomed/*boated/*buse
d/?dogsledded/?skated/?skied/?taxied/*crui
sed/*boogied/*bopped/?tapdanced her
friend to her door.

(13) Laura
marched/walked/bicycled/boated/canoed/fe



rried/helicoptered/drove/flew/paddled/rowe
d/danced/waltzed her friend to her door.

This difficulty run verbs in (12) show can
also be attributed to the complexity of manner of
motion. For instance, walk can appear in
transitive constructions as in (13) while plod
cannot, as in (12). This contrast arises from the
manners encoded in them. The manner encoded
in plod (e.g. “walk doggedly and slowly with
heavy steps” (OED)) is more complex than that
in walk (e.g. “move at a regular pace by lifting
and setting down each foot in turn, never having
both feet off the ground at once” (OED)). In
other words, the manner of plod is a subtype of
that of walk.> The same argument applies to
other verbs such as run and scurry.* Thus, we
assume a scale of (simplicity or) complexity of

manner as below.

(14) Scale of Complexity of Manner’
VROLL < YWALK, YRUN < YPLOD, YSCURRY
«—simple complex—
The simpler the manner encoded in a verb is,
the more easily the verb can appear in transitive
constructions; the more complex the encoded
manner is, the more difficult the verb is to use
transitively. That is, the complexity of manner
affects the strictness of selectional restriction on
subject in transitive constructions. A highly
complex manner of motion (e.g. VPLOD) cannot
be induced by an external causer. It can be
realized by only the internal causer of the action
(e.g. plodder), so verbs like plod cannot appear
in transitive constructions. A complex manner of
motion (e.g. VWALK, VRUN) can be induced by
some restricted causers as in (2) and (11) but not
by inanimate causers as in (4c). A simple manner

of motion (e.g. VROLL) can be induced by
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various causers as in (4a).

As (14) shows, there certainly exists a
difference between roll verbs and run verbs in
the complexity of manner of motion, which
results in the difference of selectional restriction
on subject and of dominant interpretation.
Nevertheless, in some contexts, run verbs can
describe physically caused events like (5b) and
(10a) although run verbs are not homogenous as
in (12) and (13). The difference of the
complexity, therefore, should not be treated as a
categorical one but as a matter of degree. This
line of explanation will be compatible with
semantic  theories  which

certain  lexical

decompose verb meaning, as will be seen.

3.2. Manner Roots vs. Result-State Roots
studies of ‘“argument
realization” (L&RH (2005)), it is assumed that a

verb meaning can be

In some current

separated into an
idiosyncratic part called “root” and a structural
part called “event structure.”® 7 Roots have
encyclopedic contents (Harley and Noyer
(1999)) and fall into some ontological categories
(e.g. manner, instrument, container, internally
caused caused state in

state, externally

Rappaport Hovav and Levin (henceforth,
RH&L) (2010), \/agentive, \/internally caused,
Vexternally caused, Vcause unspecified in
Alexiadou et al. (2006, 2015)).® Event structure
is “typically taken to encode the skeletal
structure of linguistically
types” (Rappaport Hovav (2017: 79)) and is
directly related to argument realization. Roots,

it by

significant event

however, are indirectly related to
determining which event structure a certain root
can be integrated into. Below, RH&L (2010: 24,
cf. RH&L (1998)) show the patterns of the

integration.



(15) a. manner — [x ACT<MANNER>]

(e.g. jog, run, creak, whistle, . . .)

b. instrument — [x ACT <INSTRUMENT>]
(e.g. brush, hammer, saw, shovel, . . .)

c. container — [x CAUSE [y BECOME
AT <CONTAINER>]
(e.g. bag, box, cage, crate, garage,
pocket, . . .)

d. internally caused state — [x <STATE>]
(e.g. bloom, blossom, decay, flower, rot,
rust, sprout, . . .)

e. externally caused, i.e., result state —

[[x ACT] CAUSE [y BECOME
<RESULT-STATE>]]

(e.g. break, dry, harden, melt,
open, . ..)

“Roots are intergrated into event schemas as
arguments [(e.g. (15c-e)] or modifiers [(e.g.
(15a-b)] of predicates in the event schemas.
Roots are italicized and in angle brackets [...]”
(RH&L (2010: 24)). As such, the integration
depends on what ontological category a root
belongs to. Once the integration completes, the
information of the argument configuration in the
event structure will be mapped to syntax. As a
result, a sentence will be generated.

Our proposal is that given the similarities
between roll verbs and run verbs, YROLL and
VRUN fall under the category “manner,” but even
within the same category, their encyclopedic
contents, especially, complexity of manner of
motion are different. Such a difference affects
their integrations, which results in the patterns
seen in (4), (12) and (13). As with RH&L (2010),
we assume that VBREAK falls under the category
“result state.” In this respect, roll verbs and
break verbs diverge, while roll verbs and run

verbs form the same category.’
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3.3. Formalization within Generative Lexicon
Instead of employing event structure (or
syntactic structure), we employ the framework
(henceforth, GL)
(Pustejovsky (1995) Pustejovsky and Batiukova
(2019)) for technical reasons (Maeda (2018)).'°

Below are the stipulative descriptions of verb

of Generative Lexicon

semantics of the three types (cf. Pustejovsky
(1995: 186)).

(16) Roll Verbs
AyAxAeide; I PIVMANNER complex
AGENTIVE = [VMANNER“™!*(¢; x, y)] A
FORMAL = [P(e2, y)] A €1 <«€2]
(17) Run Verbs
AyAxAeide; I PIVMANNER eomplex
AGENTIVE = [VMANNER'"™(e; x, y)] A
FORMAL = [P(e2, y)] A e1 <« €]
(18) Break Verbs
AyAxieihe;IVRESULTIR [a: AGENTIVE

[o:

[o:

[R(e1, X, y)] A FORMAL = [VRESULT(e2, y)]

N e <« ez]

By and large, AGENTIVE and FORMAL roles
correspond with [x ACT] and [y BECOME
<RESULT-STATE>] respectively.!" V\MANNER is
a predicate in the AGENTIVE role, while VRESULT
is in the FORMAL role. The semantics of roll
verbs and run verbs are identical except for their
expedient index (i.e. -complex, +complex) of
VMANNER. It is not exactly a binary feature but
rather a gradient property based on the scale of
manner complexity, i.e., (14). Also, in (16) and
(17), both YMANNER**™!eX and YMANNER "omplex
can take an argument “x” as well as y, while in
(19), VMANNER™"°™leX (e g PLOD, VSCURRY)

cannot, because of its high complexity.

(19) AyAxAieiie,aP3 VMANNER " eomplex
AGENTIVE

[o:

[VMANNERFeomPlex(e; - y)] A



FORMAL = [P(e2, y)] A €1 <« €2]

As
VMANNER "®°mPlex (¢ o \PLOD, VSCURRY) cannot

a consequence, verbs which possess
appear in transitive constructions. Thus, the
manner complexity determines whether an
external causer (i.e. X) can be introduced into ¢;

or not. This is defined as (20).

(20) Introduction of External Causer
For any complexity of a manner which is
either -complex or +complex,
VMANNER”"eomplex(g, y)
VMANNER™omPlex(g; x| y)

(20) predicts that in transitive constructions of
roll/run verbs an internal causer referred to by
the object noun always embodies a manner of
motion specified by YMANNER. In fact, such a
prediction seems to be borne out. Every internal
causer in the examples given so far embodies the
manner of motion specified by the root, whether
its caused event is physically caused one or
mentally caused one. As for external causers (i.e.
subjects), they are not an inherent argument of
VMANNER but one introduced by (20), so it is not
obligatory that an external causer embody a
manner of motion specified by the root (e.g. “the
father” in (10a) possibly does the action of
skating but “the mother” in (11a) possibly does

not the action of jumping).

4. Summary

The complexity of manner of motion is
different between roll verbs and run verbs,
which I claim results in the difference of their
selectional restriction on subject and of their
dominant interpretations. Nevertheless, we
conclude that as a whole, roll verbs and run

verbs behave in the same way in transitive
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constructions. The similarity between roll verbs
and break verbs is a superficial one. In the case
of roll verbs, various causers are allowed
because their VYMANNER is not complex. In the
case of break verbs, those are allowed because
no YMANNER is specified in the first place.

There are some issues to be contemplated in
future research. First, the semantic descriptions
in (16)-(18) do not reflect the difference in
entailment of changes between roll/run verbs
and break verbs.'? Also, other verbs in Tenny
(1995)’s list such as vehicle verbs (e.g. bus,
canoe, helicopter, taxi etc.) are still unexplained.
Perhaps, dance verbs can be accounted for by
the manner complexity (though the difference
between waltz and boogie may not be). Lastly, in
this paper the concept of complexity is defined
in the way of “is_a relation” (e.g. plod is a
subtype of walk but not vice versa). It should be

defined more precisely.

* This work was supported by JSPS KAKENHI
Grant Number JP20J12446.

NOTES
' The test for the entailment of change of
location in (5) is based on the advice from
Joseph Tabolt.
?In this paper, we will not discuss the relation
between these caused events and direct/indirect
causation. Nevertheless, 1 stipulate that both
types of events can be regarded as direct
causation if ‘enabling condition’ (Wolff (2003))
or ‘feasibility” (Maeda (2020)) is taken into
consideration.
3 Other verbs in (12) which are subtypes of walk
may be amble, bounce, cruise, meander, shuffle,
stagger, tramp, and waddle.
4 Other verbs in (12) which are subtypes of run
may be dash, hasten.

5 The reason why we use “V” will be explained



in the following section.
% Instead of event structure, structural meanings

called

structure (LCS)” or “event schema.”

are sometime “lexical conceptual
7 In addition to L&RH’s projectionist approach,
the idea of the separation of verb meaning is also
found in construction grammar (e.g. Goldberg
(1995))

constructionist (e.g. Marantz (2013)).

and syntactic approaches, i.e.,
8 Some issues concerning Vinternally caused are
discussed in Alexiadou (2014).

? This categorization is also compatible with the
(MRC)”
hypothesis (e.g. Beaver and Koontz-Garboden
(2012, 2020), Levin (1999), L&RH (1991a,
1991b, 1995, 2013, 2014), Rappaport Hovav
(2008, 2017), Rappaport Hovav and Levin (1998,
2010) etc.).

10 Maeda (2018) criticizes Kageyama (2000)’s

analysis of English manner-of-motion verbs in

“manner/result ~ complementarity

transitive constructions.

I'GL assumes “qualia structure” for lexical
meaning of noun and verb. The structure
consists of four qualia: FORMAL, AGENTIVE,
TELIC, and CONSTITUTIVE.

21t can be assumed that a result state (i.e.
change of state or change of location) is entailed
in break verbs but only implicated in roll/run
verbs (cf. Ausensi (2019), Martin (2018)).
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1. Introduction

The aim of this paper is twofold: (i) we will
clarify the derivation of Nominative objects in
and (i) the

long-standing problem regarding the scope

Japanese, attempt to solve
phenomenon.

Kuno (1973) points out that in Japanese, the
object of transitive verbs can be marked with
Nominative Case -ga instead of Accusative Case
-0 when the stative suffix is attached to the

transitive verb as in (1).

(1) a. John-ga migite-o age-rare

John-Nom right.hand-Acc raise-can
-Iu.
-Pres
‘John can raise his right hand.’

b. John-ga migite-ga age-rare
John-Nom right.hand-Nom raise-can
-ru.
-Pres

In (1b), the stative suffix -rare ‘can’ is attached
to the verb age ‘raise.” Hence, the object can be
marked with Nominative Case. In the next

section, we will review the previous analysis.
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2. Previous Analysis

Interestingly, Nominative objects show a
different behavior from Accusative objects with
respect to scope. Tada (1992) and Koizumi
(1994) attribute it to differences in Case
marking.
2) John-ga  migime-dake-o
John-Nom right.eye-only-Acc
tumur-e-ru. (Tada (1992: 94))
close-can-Pres
‘John can close only his right eye.’
(i) can > only (ii) ?*only> can
John-ga  migime-dake-ga
John-Nom right.eye-only-Nom
tumur-e-ru. (ibid.)

close-can-Pres
(1) *can > only (ii) only > can

3) John-ga  migime-dake-o
John-Nom right.eye-only-Acc
(Koizumi (1994: 221))

close-can-Neg-Pres

tumur-e-na-1i.

‘John cannot close only his right eye.’
(i) Neg > can > only

John-ga  migime-dake-ga
John-Nom right.eye-only-Nom
(Koizumi (1994: 222))

close-can-Neg-Pres

tumur-e-na-1i.

(i) only > Neg > can

Following Takezawa’s (1987) claim that
Nominative Case is associated with T, Koizumi
(1994) proposes that the Nominative object
moves to Spec TP and is licensed by T via
spec-head agreement. Spec TP is higher than
NegP and VP containing the stative suffix, and
thus Nominative objects can take scope over
those two constituents (cf. Tada (1992)). This
is illustrated in (4)

derivation succinctly

(irrelevant points are omitted here):



(4) [cp [P Subji Objj—Nom [NegP [vp ti 5 V]

Neg] T] C]

3. Problems with Koizumi (1994)

The data in (5) suggest that the Case driven
movement analysis of Nominative objects is
insufficient.

(5) a. Zikan-ga na-katta-ga, John-wa
time-Nom not-Past-but, John-Top
isoide  oba-no-ie-ni kao-o
hurriedly aunt-Gen-house-to face-Ace
-das-e-ta.

-visit-can-Past

‘While he does not have much time,
John can visit aunt’s house in a hurry.’
Zikan-ga na-katta-ga, John-wa
time-Nom not-Past-but, John-Top
isoide  oba-no-ie-ni kao-ga
hurriedly aunt-Gen-house-to face-Nom

-das-e-ta.

In (5), the adverb isoide ‘hurriedly’ modifies the
verb, so that it is adjoined to vP. Oba-no-ie-ni ‘to
aunt’s house’ is an argument related to location.
Following Murasugi (1991) and Yatsushiro
(1999), we consider that such an argument is
situated in VP. Given these points, it can be
safely argued that the object kao ‘face’ in (5b)
can receive Nominative Case without movement
to Spec TP, contradicting Koizumi’s (1994)
analysis. However, if Nominative objects can
stay in VP, a problem arises: how can we

establish the scope discrepancy in (2) and (3)?

4. Proposal
4.1. Case Assignment in Japanese

Chomsky (2000, 2001, 2008) proposes that
in English, Case assignment takes place as a

reflex of phi-feature agreement. However, many
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researchers  argue that Japanese lacks
phi-features (e.g. Kuroda (1988), Saito (2016),
among others). Thus, we must assume that Case
assignment is independent of phi-feature
agreement.

Miyagawa (2011) proposes that phase heads
in Japanese have Case-feature, though they lack
phi-features. It follows that C and v bear valued
Nominative and Accusative Case-features,
respectively. T inherits the former and V the
latter. We adopt Miyagawa’s (2011) claim.
Furthermore, we assume with Boskovi¢ (2007)
and Saito (2016) that Case valuation takes place
in a spec-head relation as in (6) (the head

directionality is irrelevant here):

(6) a. [cp C [rp XP;i[u-Case] [ T [Nom] [w &
...]11]1 — [u-Case] receives [Nom]
b. [w Vv [ve XP; [u-Case] [v» V [Acc] #]]]

— [u-Case] receives [Acc]

4.2. The Structure of vP

Miyagawa (1989) argues that the stative
suffix -rare ‘can’ can absorb Accusative Case
from the transitive verb (cf. Takahashi (2010)
and Ura (1999)).

mechanism. Based on Chomsky’s

We try to clarify this
(2004)
proposal for pair-merge, we claim that v can be
pair-merged with the stative suffix -rare ‘can,’
which is illustrated in (7). In this case, the
category of the derived head becomes V since a
pair-merged element is on a separate plane, and
thus is invisible in narrow syntax.

@) V ((-rar)e)

v [Aee] V ((-rar)e)

It follows from (7) that Accusative Case-feature
on v is invisible. We assume here that this is a

Case absorption mechanism.



However, the object must obtain Case to
satisfy the Case Filter (Chomsky (1981)). We
(2006) proposal that

Nominative Case is assigned by default.'

thus adopt Aoyagi’s

(8) In Japanese, DP is marked as Nominative
Case by default only when it cannot receive

any structural Case.

Considering all the discussions above, the
structures of (la, b) are illustrated as (9a) and
(9b), respectively.
(9) a. John-ga migite-o age-rare-ru.
Cp
/\
TP C
/\
John;-ga T
VP w
vP V (-(rar)e)
— T~
ti v’
— T~
VP VIAe]

migitej-o Vv’

t; agee——
b. John-ga migite-ga age-rare-ru.
CP
T T~
)P\ ¢

John;-ga T

/VP\ V(~(rar)e)

migitej-ga *V [Aee] V(-(rar)e)

t; age

In (9a), v is not attached to the stative suffix. In

this case, v successfully transmits the
Case-feature to V and Case valuation takes place
in VP. In (9b), on the other hand, v is
pair-merged with the stative suffix. Therefore,
the Case-feature on v cannot be inherited by V.

The default Nominative Case assignment then

salvages the object. The derivation of (9b)
suggests that Nominative objects can remain
within VP. This discussion leads us to the
conclusion that Nominative objects need not
move out of VP contra Tada (1992) and Koizumi
(1994).

5. Scope

Now, we face the difficulty in establishing
the scope discrepancy in (2) and (3). In our
proposal, Nominative objects can stay in VP.
Therefore, we wrongly predict that Nominative
objects is in scope of the stative suffix and

negation contrary to the facts in (2) and (3).

5.1. Miyagawa (2010, 2013)

Note that in (2) and (3), an inherently
focused constituent dake ‘only’ is attached to
objects. This means that objects receive a focus
interpretation in these cases.

Miyagawa (2010) proposes that the phase
head C in Japanese bears topic/focus-features
instead of phi-features. He claims that it is
topic/focus-features that are inherited by T in
(2013)

extends Miyagawa’s (2010) mechanism to vP

Japanese. Furthermore, Miyagawa

and claims that the phase head v bears the
focus-feature. The following diagrams show
Miyagawa’s (2010, 2013) proposal.

(10) a Cp topic-feature

@ c
(YPJ [topic] [focus]) (a’)
—
TP (@)
/\

XP i [topic] [focus] /T’\

vP T+—

or

focus-feature




b. vP

/\
Subj v’
— ——  focus-feature
VP \%
/\
XPi [focus] VA
/\
ti A/

We adopt this mechanism to explain the facts in
(2) and (3).

5.2. Analysis

First, we will tackle the scope difference in
(2). In (2a), the focused Accusative object takes
scope under the potential suffix -rare ‘can.” We
propose that the phase head v in (2a) can pass
not only the Case-feature but also the
focus-feature to V in this case. The object can
thus satisfy focus as well as Case at Spec VP.

This derivation is as follows:

(11) [cp [tp Johni-ga [ve [w #i [ve migime-dakei-0

[v £ age]] v] rare] ru] C]

(11) shows that the focused Accusative object is
located at Spec VP where it is lower than the
potential suffix. The derivation of (11) can thus
capture the fact that the relevant object is in
scope of the potential suffix in (2a).

As for (2b), the focused Nominative object
takes scope over the potential suffix. Recall that
in (2b), the phase head v is pair-merged with the
potential suffix. Hence, neither the Case-feature
nor the focus-feature on v can be transmitted to
V. This means that focus cannot be satisfied in
VP. Note that T can inherit the focus-feature
from C as proposed by Miyagawa (2010). Hence,
we propose that if the Nominative object is
focused, it must move to Spec TP to meet focus.
Spec TP is higher than the potential suffix, and
thus the focused Nominative object takes scope

over it in (2b). Furthermore, we assume in this

case that T is responsible for non-default
Nominative Case assignment because T retains
its ability for Case assignment. The derivation is
then illustrated in (12).

(12) [cp [t John;-ga migime-dakej-ga [ve 4 [vp ¢
[v tj age]] [rare-v]] ru] C]

In (12), the focused Nominative object moves to
Spec TP where it satisfies focus via agreement
with T involving the focus-feature inherited
from C. This analysis captures the scope
discrepancy in (2).

The above analysis
difference in (3). The derivation of (3a) and (3b)
are illustrated in (13a) and (13b), respectively.

also explains the

Here, the same explanation of (2) holds true of
(3). What we assume here is that NegP is located
between TP and vP (cf. Pollock (1989)).

(13)a.  [cp [rp Johni-ga [negp [ve [ve & [ve
migime-dakej-o [v- 4 age]] v] rare] na]
i] C]

b. [cp [tr John;-ga migime-dakej-ga [neep

[ve & [ve 4 [v £ age]] [rare-v]] na] i] C].

5.3. Kumamoto Japanese

This proposal is supported by empirical data
from Kumamoto Japanese (=KJ, which is
spoken in southwestern Kyushu in Japan). Kato
(2005, 2007) show that Nominative Case is
expressed not only by -ga but also -no in KJ,
which is illustrated in (14).
(14) a. John-wa nihongo-ga  dekur-u. (KJ)
John-Top Japanese-Nom can-Pres
‘John is capable of Japanese.’
dekur-u. (KJ)

John-Top Japanese-Nom can-Pres

b. John-wa nihongo-no



According to Kato (2007), a subject with ga-
Nominative Case is outside vP, while a subject
with no-Nominative Case is within vP. Building
on Kato (2007), we further assume here that the
ga-marked object in (14a) is outside vP, whereas
the no-marked object is within vP. Then, why
different of
Nominative Case in KJ?
Let us consider the KJ data in (15).

are there two realizations

(15) Kozutumi-dake/sae-ga/*no todoi
parcel-only/even-Nom arrive
(bai). (KJ) (Nishioka (2019: 32))

-Past (final particle)

-ta
‘Only/Even a parcel has arrived.
(15) shows that elements with focus particles

such as -dake ‘only’ or -sae ‘even’ cannot be

accompanied by no-Nominative Case, while

such focus particles are compatible with
ga-Nominative Case. Nishioka (2019) deduces
this fact from the assumption that

no-Nominative Case has an anti-focus property.
Based on this discussion, Nishioka (2019) also
argues that ga-marked subjects in Spec TP
receives a focus interpretation. This argument
derives from the discourse-configurational
property of Japanese.® Nishioka (2019) discusses
only subjects, but we will show that this line of
research can be extended to objects. As we have
already seen, Nominative objects in KJ are
expressed in two ways: one is ga-Nominative
Case, and the other no-Nominative Case.
Interestingly, ga-marked Nominative objects can
be in (16a), but

Nominative objects cannot as in (16b).

focused as no-marked

(16) a. John-wa nihongo-dake-ga
John-Top Japanese-only-Nom

dekur-u. (KJ)
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can-Pres

‘John is capable only Japanese.’
b. *John-wa nihongo-dake-no

John-Top Japanese-only-Nom

dekur-u. (KJ)

can-Pres

The KJ data corroborates our argument. In 4.1
and 4.2, we have observed that in Standard
Japanese, if Nominative objects are outside VP,
they receive structural Nominative Case and a
focus interpretation, whereas if they are within
VP, they receive default Nominative Case and
show the anti-focus effect. The KJ data in (14)
and (16) also show the same phenomenon. In
short, we can draw the diagram below. In (17),

SJ stands for Standard Japanese.

(17)
Outside vP Inside vP
(subject / object) | (subject/ object)
N ga-Nom
-Nom
SJ 84 (default)
(Focused)
(Non-Focused)
N no-Nom
-Nom
KJ 84 (default)
(Focused)
(Non-Focused)

What is important here is that when Nominative
objects are realized, the phase head v is
pair-merged with the stative suffix, which
prohibits the Accusative Case-feature and
focus-feature from being transmitted to V from v
in Standard Japanese and KJ. This mechanism
crucially correlates with the dichotomy of
Nominative Case realization in KJ, which is not
superficially obvious in Standard Japanese, but
this distinction underlies in both Standard

Japanese and KJ.



6. Conclusion

In this paper, we examined the long-standing
problem of Nominative objects in Japanese. We
shed new light on it adopting Miyagawa (2010,
2013).

corroborates our proposal with respect to the

Moreover, = Kumamoto  Japanese
correlation between Nominative Case marking
and the focus interpretation. This new analysis
can solve

lingering problems regarding

Nominative objects.

* This paper is based on the 13™ meeting of The
English Linguistic Society of Japan International
Spring Forum (the earlier version of this paper
has already been presented at the 72" meeting of
The English Literary Society of Japan Kyushu
Branch held at the Prefectural University of
Kumamoto (October 27, 2019). I revised it to a
large extent and submitted the revised version to
the Spring Forum mentioned above.) 1 am
greatly indebted to Nobuaki Nishioka for
providing me with invaluable comments. I am
also truly thankful to Edmundo Luna for
suggesting stylistic improvements. Needless to
say, all remaining errors are my own.
NOTES

(2006)

Nominative Case is only assigned by default in

' Note that Aoyagi argues that
his approach. However, we assume here that
Nominative Case can be structurally assigned
via spec-head agreement with T. Default
Nominative Case assignment then takes place if
and only if no structural Case is assigned as in
(8) (for a detailed discussion of default Case, see
Schiitze (2001)).

2 According to Miyagawa (2010), aP is
optionally projected and the head a receives
topic/focus-features from C when necessary. For
a detailed discussion, see Miyagawa (2010).

3 Nishioka (2019) argues that in the root clause
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in Japanese, topic or focus must be activated due

property:
discourse-configurationality (Kiss (1995)). His

to a language particular

original claim is as follows:

(1) Topic/focus must always be activated in
matrix clauses, while only focus can be
done so in subordinate clauses in Japanese.

(Nishioka (2019: 30))
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1. Introduction

In this paper, we are particularly concerned
with the adjunct extraposition from the subject
in English. It has been argued that the
availability of that extraposition is restricted in
definiteness and types of predicate; it has also
been observed that such restrictions can be
overridden by contrastive foci. In this paper, we
propose two distinct derivations for such
restricted cases as well as for cases with foci.

The organization of this paper is as follows:
Section 2 observes general linguistic facts on
extraposition from subject NPs. Section 3
introduces Fox and Nissenbaum’s (F&N) (1999)
QR-and-late-merger analysis for the adjunct—
complement asymmetry of object extraposition.
Based on this analysis, we propose two
derivations for the case of the subject in Section
4. Section 5 offers a principled account for
unaccusative—unergative asymmetry. Section 6

summarizes the paper with a conclusion.

2. General Observations
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2.1. Asymmetries in Subject Extraposition
that
asymmaetries in subject extraposition are in some

Previous studies have observed

respects attested. First, the extraposition from
the definite host NP is not allowed, as is seen in
(1) (cf. Huck and Na (1990:52)).

(1) a. A guy just came in that | met at
Treno’s yesterday. [indefinite]

b.?? The guy just came in that | met at
Treno’s yesterday. [definite]

Second, Johnson (1985:109, 111) observes
that the extraposition from the subject NP is
possible only in the case of unaccusative
predicates as in (2a); unergative predicates do
not allow for subject extraposition, as in (2b):

(2) a
b.* A man whispered from Niue. [unerg.]

Men appeared from Tanzania. [unacc.]

In summary, asymmetries are observed in
the following respects: (i) indefinite vs. definite,
and (ii) unaccusatives vs. unergatives.

2.2. Rescue by Contrastive Focus

We observed above that the formedness of
the extraposition is associated with a property
imposed either on the extraposed element, the
host NP, or the predicate. Notably, the relevant
context, more precisely a contrastive focus,
rescues such degraded examples (small capitals
indicate a focus). (cf. Huck and Na (1990:61))

(3) The guy just came in that | met at TRENO’S
(cf. (1b))
(4) a* The book came out by Obama.

b.

yesterday.

The book came out by OBAMA (, not
by TRUMP).



In (3) and (4b), the extraposed elements contain
the contrastive focus elements, which are
contrasted with a material in each context.

We also observe that the degraded extra-
position from unergative subjects improves in its

acceptability (cf. Johnson (1985:109) for (5)):

(5) a.* Aman jumped with a green parachute.
b. First, a man with a GREEN parachute

jumped, and then a man jumped with a

BROWN parachute.

(6) a.* A student ran in the schoolyard with

blue hair.

A student ran in the schoolyard with

BLUE hair (, not with BROWN hair).

Hence, in addition to the constraints provided in
2.1, we have exemplified that degraded cases
that are due to the violation of such constraints
come to be acceptable when an extraposed
element contains a contrastive focus element.
Syntactically  speaking,  this
strategy indicates that the extraposition from the

focus-rescue

subject may undergo two distinct processes: one
obeys the constraints; the other is associated
with foci. The next section introduces F&N
(1999) approach to the adjunct-complement
asymmetry attested in the object extraposition.

3. Adjunct-Complement Asymmetry and LM

Lebeaux (1988) first argued that the
generative process of a complement is distinct
from that of an adjunct. In particular, the former
the
is attested by the

is derived cyclically and latter

counter-cyclically. This
presence/absence of reconstruction effects in
wh-movement (cf. Lebeaux (1988:102) for (7)):
(7) a. Which pictures that John; took does he;
like?
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b.?/*Which pictures of John; does he; like?

Notably, F&N (1999:8-9) observe that the

adjunct-complement  asymmetry is  also

observed in rightward movement.

(8) a. I gave him; a picture yesterday from

Johny’s collection.

b.* | gave him; a picture yesterday of
Johny’s mother.

Extraposition of the adjunct in (8a) does not
exhibit the condition C violation: the bound
reading of him as John is allowed. By contrast,
extraposition of the complement in (8b) does
exhibit this violation. To capture this fact, F&N
(1999) propose that extraposition of an adjunct
is not derived by its movement operation. More
precisely, it is derived via Quantifier Raising
(QR) of the host NP and late-merger of the
adjunct that modifies it, which is illustrated in
(9) (shading indicates QR). In this connection,
late-merger is originally proposed by Lebeaux
for the asymmetry in the leftward movement, as
in (7); F&N invokes it for the case involved.

(9) a. [ Wei [T [w ti [y saw a painting
yesterday] a painting]]. [QR]
b. [ Wei [T [vw ti [y saw a painting

yesterday] a painting by John]]. [LM]

Traditionally, QR has been regarded as a covert
(May  (1977)), thus
implemented in LF rather than syntax (i.e.,

operation and is
T-model of the grammatical architecture). F&N
(1999), on the other hand, assume that every
permutational operation, either overt or covert,
is implemented in syntax, and the c/overt
distinction is originated in the chain pronunci-

ation (single output model (Bobaljik (2002)));



namely, the pronunciation of the head of a chain
results in “overt” while that of the tail leads to
“covert.” This model potentially allows covert
to feed
movement—a crucial assumption for F&N’s

movement the subsequent overt

analysis (originally coined as “overt” QR).

4. Proposal and Analysis

This section argues how F&N’s (1999)
proposal on the extraposition from the object can
be extended to the case of the subject which
does not require a contrastive focus. Our
proposal is as follows: the subject extraposition
without a focus undergoes QR of a host NP to
the edge of vP and the subsequent late-merger of
its extraposed element; meanwhile, those that
require a focus involve parallel movement of a
host NP along with an adjunct to be extraposed
both to the Spec, TP and to the TP-internal
Focus projection (e.g., Jayaseelan (2002),
Overfelt (2015)), and the scattered deletion for
pronunciational reasons (Nunes (2004)).

4.1. Subject Extraposition Without a Focus
4.1.1. Unaccusative and Indefinite Subjects

Let the
extraposition from the unaccusative subject is
derived. According to the Unaccusative
Hypothesis (Perlmutter (1978)), subjects of
unaccusative verbs are base-generated as the

us consider how adjunct

complement of a verb — a position also
designated for an object. Observe the following
illustration ((10a) is from Guéron (1980:637)):

(10) a.
b.

A man appeared with green eyes.
[te A man; [T [v [ appeared <a man;>]
a man; with green eyes]]].

The derivation of the adjunct extraposition from
the unaccusative proceeds as follows: (i) the
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complement of the verb appear adjoins to the vP
(covert movement (QR)); (ii) the adjunct with
green eyes late-merges to the QR-ed element;
(iii) the base-generated unaccusative subject
undergoes A-movement to Spec, TP.

This derivation can structurally account for
the observation by Huck and Na (1990); namely,
extraposition from the definite subject is ruled
out by virtue of the condition of Scope Economy,
advocated by Fox (1999). Scope Economy states
that be
semantically vacuous [; namely, QR] does not

“scope-shifting operations cannot

apply when it has no effect on semantics” (Fox
(1999:3)).
quantificational, and thus do not normally affect

Because definite NPs are not

the scope relation, this leads to the ban on QR to
the definite NP. The
analysis, thus, naturally captures the fact that the

QR-and-late-merger

extraposition from the definite NP is normally
prohibited. By contrast, we will observe later
(Section 4.2.1) that this case of extraposition
may undergo another derivation associated with
a focus because it does not involve QR.

4.1.3. Evidence for QR-and-LM Analysis
Let us observe some pieces of evidence,
presented by F&N, for QR-and-late-merger
analysis of adjunct extraposition from the object.
First, the adjunct extraposition of the object
can obviate the condition C (cf. F&N (1999:8):

(11) a.??/*1 gave him; a picture [from Johni’s
collection] yesterday.
b. | gave him; a picture yesterday [from

Johny’s collection].

The canonical sentence in (1la) resists the
reading in which the R-expression John is bound
by the pronoun him. On the other hand, the
extraposed sentence in (11b) is licit even though



the R-expression follows the pronoun linearly. If
terms of the
this
illuminates the fact that the extraposed element

the condition functions in

hierarchical, c-command relationship,
in (11b) does not exist in the c-command domain
of the pronoun even as a silent copy. Therefore,
F&N (1999) regard the rescue of the violation of
condition C in (11b) as an indication that
place the

extraposition of an adjunct instead of movement.

late-merger  takes in  deriving

In our proposal, if late-merger takes place
in the extraposed adjunct from the unaccusative
subject, the same result should be observed here.
As we predict, the condition C obviation is also

attested (cf. Reeve (2011:155) for (12)):

(12) a.?? It seemed to her; that a man had arrived
that Maryi know from school.

b. A man seemed to her; to have arrived
that Mary; knew from school.
The R-expression Mary in the extraposed
relative clause is bound in (12a). Although it is
possible to assume that QR and late-merger take
place in (12a), the condition C violation must
occur even with this assumption, because in this
case, the attachment site of the late-merger is in
the embedded clause, which is c-commanded by
the pronoun. On the other hand, if the host NP a
man undergoes A movement to Spec, TP of the
matrix clause, the condition C effect is obviated
in (12b). This is because the late-merger takes
place in the matrix TP-domain, which is outside
of the c-command domain of her. These data
that the
unaccusative case involves QR and late-merger.

Next, F&N (1999:10) observe that parasitic
gaps are banned in the adjunct extraposition.

lend credence to our proposal

(13)a. | presented an argument t; before
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having evidence PG; [that what you
told me is right];. [Complement]
b.* | presented an argument t; before

having evidence PG; [that you told me

about];. [Adjunct]

It is well known that the parasitic gap takes
place only when its associate undergoes A-bar
movement. The parasitic gap is appropriately
licensed in (13a), in which the complement of
the host nominal is extraposed. In contrast, this
IS not the case when the extraposed element is an
adjunct. According to F&N, this asymmetry is
taken to be evidence that the extraposed
complement undergoes A-bar movement and the
extraposed adjunct does not; or, more
particularly, it involves late-merger.

In the same vein, we show that the same

holds in the case of a subject:

(14) a.?? A book; came out t; yesterday without
revising PG; [by Obama];.
b. A booki came out t; yesterday without

revising it [by Obamal;.

This further indicates that the unaccusative type
is derived in the same way as the type of objects.

4.2. Subject Extraposition with a Focus
4.2.1. Definite NPs

We have suggested that the QR-and-late
merger analysis is only relevant to the case of
indefinite NPs due to Scope Economy. The case
of the definite NP in (3) and (4b), on the other
hand, should undergo another type of derivation.
We propose that this derivation involves parallel
movement both to Spec, TP and to TP-internal
FocP, as assumed by Jayaseelan (2002), Overfelt
(2015), and among others. The derivation for
(4b) is illustrated as follows:



(15)a. The book came out by OBAMA.(= (4b))

[te The book by-Obama [ PAST [rocp
[ [~ came out <the book by
Obama>]] the-beek by Obamaroci]]]-

The point is that, unlike the derivation for the
indefinite NP, the element to be extraposed (i.e.,
by Obama) is generated along with the subject.
The subject DP as a whole moves to Spec, TP
and, at the same time, to the TP-internal FocP to
check a focus feature. Then, scattered deletion
takes place: the subject is pronounced at Spec,
TP and the element to be extraposed is at the
FocP. Hence comes extraposition of the adjunct.

4.2.2. Unergative Subjects
We that the
extraposition from unergative subjects must

have also observed
involve a contrastive focus (cf. (5b) and (6b)).
The relevant derivation is similar to the definite
that the

unergative subject underlyingly occupies Spec,

case, the only difference being

vP. The derivation of (6b) is illustrated below:

(16) [te A student with-blue-hair [+ PAST [rocr [vp
[w <a student with blue hairfroc;> [v V [ve
ran]]] in the schoolyard] a-student with blue
hairgroq]]] (cf. (6b))

In Section 5, it will be addressed why unergative
subjects cannot undergo the derivational process
that unaccusatives can.

4.2.3. Evidence for Scattered Deletion

Two pieces of evidence come from scopal
facts and parasitic gap licensing. First, it is
observed that the scopal ambiguity is always
attested between a host NP and its extraposed
element (i.e., Williams® (1974) generalization).
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Hence, sentence (17a), which is acceptable

without a focus, is ambiguous in scope.
Meanwhile, an unergative extraposition (cf.
(17b)) necessarily shows the higher scope of the
extraposed element. This gap suggests that the
derivation for an unergative extraposition is

distinct from those with an unaccusative.

(17) a. A man appeared with every talent.
(unaccusative, 3>V, V>3)
b. A man jumped with EVERY TALENT.

(unergative, 9>V, *V>3)
(cf.*A man jumped with every talent.)

The other, the more striking evidence is
attested in parasitic gaps. On the basis of the ban
on parasitic gaps in (18), we have argued that the
extraposition of the indefinite subject involves
QR of the host and late-merger of the extraposed
adjunct. Those associated with a focus, we
propose, involve A-bar movement of a subject
along with the associated adjunct, which leads
us to predict that this extraposition licenses
parasitic gaps. This prediction is borne out:
(18)a. The book;
without revising PG [by OBAMA]..
b.?? The book;

without revising it; [oy OBAMA];.

came out t yesterday

came out t; yesterday

Notably, the PF operation, scattered deletion, is
also supported: because the verb revising
requires a nominal complement, the correspond-
ing parasitic gap should be nominal, too. Given
that a parasitic gap pertains to a phrase A-bar
moved, it is thus implied that what is A-bar
moved to FocP is the nominal phrase the book
by Obama rather than observable part of it (i.e.,
by Obama). At PF, scattered deletion takes place

perhaps because of the pronunciation; since



Spec, TP must be phonologically filled with the
subject in English, the pronunciation of Spec,
FocP necessarily targets the rest of the subject.

In summary, we propose that the subject
extraposition involves two derivational sources:
one in line with F&N’s (1999) QR-and-late-
merger analysis; the other with focus movement
of the subject as a whole and scattered deletion.
5. A Note:
Asymmetry and QR as Covert Scrambling

Unaccusative-Unergative

Finally, we address the question of why an
unergative subject may not involve QR. In the
case of definite NP, we claim that the prohibition
is naturally accounted for in terms of Scope
Economy (Fox (1999)). if the
extraposition without a focus involves QR, it

However,

remains unclear why the unergative subject does
not undergo QR (cf. (5) and (6)). Given the fact
that the extraposition from the unaccusative
subject is allowed without a focus, as in (2a), it
is indicated that the unaccusative—unergative
asymmetry is tied to the underlying position of
the subject (Johnson (1985)). In particular, the
unaccusative subject occupies the complement
of V while the unergative subject is base-
generated in Spec, vP. One may consider that the
asymmetry is ascribed to the timing of spell-out
stemming from the strong/weak distinction of
phasehood. However, an explanation would be
ad hoc unless it includes why such a distinction
is relevant. In line with this reasoning, we would

like to address the question from another respect.

In fact, this issue would bring to light the
symmetry between QR and scrambling.

A discussion has been raised about what
derives the optionality of movement (e.g.,
Johnson (2000)). Regarding QR, Johnson (2000)
proposes that the operation is similar to what is
called scrambling found in languages such as
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Dutch and German. Based on his insight,
Miyagawa (2011) claims that the optionality of
QR and scrambling is constrained by an Edge
Feature (EF) on a phase head (v and C) as well
as Scope Economy. Regarding scrambling in
Korean and Japanese, Ko (2013) proposes that
the lack of subject scrambling (e.g., Saito
(1985)) (and other quantifier-floating facts that
are not captured by Saito as well) is explained in
terms of the EF-based approach to scrambling.
More precisely, because the unergative subject is
outside of the c-command domain of a v head,
an EF on v cannot allow the subject to scramble
to the edge of vP. Although space limits prevent
us from discussing Ko’s arguments, we
hypothesize that QR is a covert counterpart of
scrambling, and moreover, we speculate that
Ko’s principled account of the unavailability of
subject scrambling is accommodated to the
predicate asymmetry of the extraposition.

If QR is triggered by Agree with an EF of a
v and attaches to the (outer) Spec, vP, on a par
with scrambling (Ko (2013)), it is entailed that
while the unaccusative subject or the object may
involve QR while the unergative subject may not
since the latter is the outside of v’s c-command
domain. The schemata are illustrated as follows:
(19)a. [tr Amani [ Tiepr [ve @ man [Vier [ve
arrived <a man=>]]]]] [unacc.]
b.* [+ A mani [+ Teer [ @ man [ <a

man> [Ver [vejumped]]]]]]  [unerg.]
Unlike the unaccusatives as in (19a), the
unergative subject a man is base-generated in
the (inner) Spec, VP, the position that the v head
cannot c-command, as in (19b). Thus, QR of the
unergative subject is ruled out in principle as far
as the EF-based approach to QR is concerned.

Although we need to develop a parallelism



between scrambling and QR in more detail, the
possibility is worth exploring in future research.

6. Conclusion
We that
extraposition from the subject is constrained in

have observed the adjunct
some respects and that the degraded cases
improve if contrastive foci are assigned to the
extraposed element. We have proposed two
types of derivational process for the subject
extraposition: (i) QR-and-late-merger process,
originally advocated by F&N (1999), and (ii)
scattered deletion (e.g., Nunes (2004)). These
two sources are evidenced by binding and
parasitic gap facts. Finally, we have discussed
unaccusative—unergative asymmetry originally
noticed by Johnson (1985), which could, we
suggest, shed light on the issue regarding the

symmetry of two optional movements:
scrambling and QR.
REFERENCES

Bobaljik, Jonathan (2002) “A-chains at the

PF-interface:  Copies and  ‘Covert’

Movement,” Natural Language and
Linguistic Theory 20(2), 197-267.

Fox, Danny (1999) Economy and Semantic
Interpretation, MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.

Fox, Danny and Jonathan Nissenbaum (1999)
“Extraposition and scope: a case for overt
QR”, Proceedings of the 18th West Coast
Conference on Formal Linguistics, ed. S.
Bird, A. Carnie, J. D. Haugen & P.
Norquest, 132-144. Somerville, Cascadilla
Press, MA.

Guéron, Jacqueline (1980) “On the syntax and
semantics of PP extraposition,” Linguistic
Inquirly 11: 637-678.

Huck, Geoffrey James and Younghee Na (1990)
“Extraposition and focus,” Language 66,

204

51-77.

Jayaseelan, Karthik (2002) “IP-internal Topic
and Focus Phrases,” Studia Linguistica
55(1), 39-75.

Johnson, Kyle (1985) A Case for Movement,
Doctoral dissertation, MIT.

Johnson, Kyle (2000) “How far will quantifiers
go?,” Step by Step, ed. by R. Martin, D.
Michaels and J. Uriagereka, 187-210, MIT
Press, Cambridge, MA.

(2014)

Scrambling and cyclic linearization, Oxford

Ko, Heejeong Edges in syntax:
University Press, Oxford.

Lebeaux, David (1988) Language Acquisition

and the Form of the Grammar, Doctoral

dissertation, University of Massachusetts,

GLSA, Amherst.
Robert  (1977) The
Quantification, Doctoral dissertation, MIT.
Miyagawa, Shigeru (2011) “Optionality,” The
Oxford Handbook of Linguistic Minimalism,
ed. by C. Boeckx, 354-376, Oxford Press,
Oxford.

Nunes, Jairo (2004) Linearization of Chains and

MIT

May, Grammar of

Sideward Movement,
Cambridge, MA.
Overfelt, Jason (2015) “Unbounded successive-

Press,

cyclic rightward movement,” Lingua 162,
1-31.
Perlmutter, David (1978) “Impersonal Passives
the
Proceedings of the Annual Meeting of the

and Unaccusative  Hypothesis,”
Berkeley Linguistics Society 38.

Reeve, Matthew (2011) “The Syntactic Structure
of English Clefts,” Lingua 121, 142-171.

Saito, Mamoru (1985) Some Asymmetries in
Japanese and their Theoretical Implications,
Doctoral dissertation, MIT.

Williams, Edwin (1974) Rule Ordering in Syntax,

Doctoral dissertation, MIT.



Deducing Transfer Domain from Labeling”

Takanori Nakashima

Tohoku University

Keywords : Transfer, Labeling, Minimal Search,
transparency of non-finite clauses, the bound

pronoun effects

1. Introduction

One of the most fundamental questions in
generative syntax concerns the nature of the
mechanism that gets the hierarchical structures

accessed to the two language-external

components, the systems of meaning and sounds.

In minimalism, this question is addressed by the
theory (Chomsky (2000) seq.).

According to this, syntactic structures are

phase et
accessed by external systems in a cyclic manner:
once a unit called phase (CP or v*P) is
constructed, a phase-head-complement (PHC,
TP VP) the

Conceptual-Intentional (CI) interface and the

or is  transferred to
Articulatory-Perceptual (AP) interface (or, in the
latest term, externalization). Once transferred,
the domain is rendered inaccessible to any
further (the Phase

Impenetrability Condition (PIC)).

syntactic  operations

However, the question remains unanswered
why the PHC, not the phase itself, undergoes
Transfer. Furthermore, it was left unanswered
why PHCs are accessed by external systems in a
cyclic way. This article attempts to solve these
long-standing puzzles about the domain and

timing of Transfer.
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2. Preliminary Assumptions

Before proposing an alternative analysis, let
me introduce some preliminary assumptions.
First, I assume with Chomsky (2013, 2015) that
a label of a syntactic object (SO) is determined
by a fixed algorithm, Labeling Algorithm (LA).
LA is an instantiation of Minimal Search (MS)
to detect relevant heads, which works in the
following ways: Given SO = {H, XP}, where H
is a head and XP is a phrase, MS selects H as its
label. When an SO is {XP, YP}, LA cannot
uniquely locate a head that provides a label, but
there are two ways to determine a label of the
XP-YP structure.
moved out of the XP-YP structure.

One case is when XP is
In this case,
the lower copy of XP becomes “invisible” to LA,
providing the label YP. Another case is when
X and Y, heads of XP and YP, are “identical” in
the sense that they involve identical agreement
features F. Then, LA finds heads X and Y,
providing <F, F>, a pair of features shared
between X and Y, as its label. Otherwise, an
SO cannot bear a label, thereby violating Full
Interpretation at the interfaces.

If we take the Inclusiveness Condition
(Chomsky (1995) et seq.) strictly, labeling must
If Labeling

Inclusiveness

be simultaneous with Transfer.

took place before Transfer,
Condition would be violated since it introduces
On

the other hand, if Labeling took place after

projection, an object extraneous to syntax.

Transfer, Labeling could not feed interpretation
at CI interface and externalization. Therefore,
Labeling must be carried out as a part of
Transfer.

Second, I assume with Kitahara (2017) and
Epstein, Kitahara, and Seely (EKS) (2018), that
Agree (Chomsky (2000) et seq.) is eliminable

from narrow-syntax. They claim that Agree is



a composite operation consisting of (i)
probe-goal search and (ii) feature-valuation,
reducing that the former to (MS) for Labeling
(simultaneous search for relevant heads into an
XP-YP structure carried out in a “top-down”
fashion), and the latter to feature-assignment at
the morpho-phonological component.
for example, we have an SO = {{ny, RP},
{Tre}, V¥P}}, which is created by free Internal
Then, the

“top-down” MS for Labeling simultaneously

Merge of an nP into Spec-T.

Suppose,

finds n and T involving valued and unvalued Phi.

At the morpho-phonological component, feature
assignment takes place between these two heads
as a reflex of Labeling: uPhi on T gets valued,
based on the relation between n and T
established via MS.

Third, I assume that syntactic features are
divided into two types; +CI features that play
some role at the CI interface, and -CI features
that play no role there (cf. EKS (2010)).

this definition, uPhi and uCase (unvalued Case

Given

features) are classified as -CI, since they play no
role in semantic interpretation. In contrast,
unvalued wh-features on wh-phrases are +ClI,
since they determine the interpretation of

wh-phrases as relative, interrogative,

exclamative (Chomsky (2015: 13, fn. 16)).

or

3. Deducing the Domain of Transfer

With these assumptions in place, this article
proposes to characterize the Transfer Domain
(TD) as in (1).

(1) TD is the minimal SO containing eliminable
-CI features.

Let us define eliminability of -CI features as
follows: -CI features F.cr are eliminable iff MS

for LA may locate the head involving unvalued
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F.cr and the one involving valued F.ci to provide
the label <F, F>. In other words, (1) states that
once an unvalued -CI feature enters into the
configuration where the “top-down” MS may
pair it with its counterpart, Transfer applies to
the SO properly containing these features,
eliminating F.cy at the CI interface and assigning

values to F.c at externalization. Consider (2).

(2) a.  {Tpni, V¥P}
b.  {{nypni, RP}, {Tupnij, v¥P}}
c. {C, {{nppniy, RP}, {Tpniy, v¥P}}}

The SO in (2a) is not qualified for Transfer
under (1) since uPhi on T is not eliminable:
Within this domain, MS does not find out the
head involving the +CI features to be paired
with uPhi on T. The SO in (2b) is qualified for
the MS may

simultaneously locate X with valued +CI

Transfer, since “top-down”

features, on the one hand, and Y with -CI

(2¢0)

is not qualified for Transfer, although uPhi on T

features, on the other, within this domain.
is eliminable in this domain. This is because
(2c¢) is not a minimal SO: (2c¢) is larger than (2b).
Thus, (2b) is uniquely identified as TD.

A question immediately arises why the
transferred SO must be minimal. [ suggest that
a principle of minimal computation in (3), a
third factor condition in the sense that Chomsky
(2005), dictates that the path of MS to locate

eliminable -CI features must be minimized as far

as possible.

(3) Minimize the path of MS within TD.

Let us define the path of MS as the sets
dominating a relevant head. For example, in

(2b), the number of sets dominating T is two: {T,
vP} and {{n, RP}, {T, v¥P}}, whereas in (2¢),



the number of sets dominating T is three, {T,
vP}, {{n, RP}, {T, v¥P}}, and {C, {{n, RP}, {T,
VP}}}.
is carried out in a step-by-step fashion: namely,
it firstly locates the largest SO (= TD), and

subsequently looks for a member of the set, a

Suppose also that the “top-down” MS

member of a member of the set, and so on (this
procedure terminates when it locates a head
involving F.ci). Then, the principle in (3)
selects (2b) over (2c), since the path (= the
number of steps of the “top-down” MS) is
minimized in (2b).

Let us consider how the system works.
Consider the derivation of v¥P =[, v* [p [A [« R

tia]]] (= (John) met Mary) in (4).

@ a. (R, [Appni} (F0)
b.  {TApeni, {R, tia}} =B)
c.  {v*upnil, {IAprni, {R, tia}}} (=)
{v*, {IAwpnij, {Rpupni}, fia}}}
e. {v*, {IAppni, {Rpupnij, fia}}}

Firstly, External Merge (EM) of the verbal root
is firstly applied to the internal argument (IA)
with valued phi-features (vPhi), forming the set
a. At this point, nothing is transferred since the
Secondly, 1A

undergoes Internal Merge (IM) to Spec-R,

SO contains no eliminable F.ci.

forming the set B. Again, nothing qualifies for
Transfer. Thirdly, v* involving uPhi externally
merges, forming y. Here, the uPhi on v* is not
eliminable, and nothing undergoes Transfer.
Fourthly, uPhi on v* gets inherited by R. Then,
the minimal SO containing F.c; is R, but uPhi is
not eliminable within this domain. The next
larger SO is a, but uPhi is not eliminable within
a, either. The next larger SO is then B. Here,
B qualifies for TD, since within , MS may
simultaneously locate R with uPhi, on the one

hand, and the head of IA, n with vPhi, on the
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the label <Phi, Phi>.

Crucially, y does not qualify for Transfer since it

other, to provide
is not the smallest SO containing eliminable F.cr:
Locating R requires more steps of MS within y
then within . Thus,

characterize TD in the

we successfully
v*P area with the
principle in (1).

Let us next consider how the derivation
proceeds in the CP area. The derivation of an
embedded CP=[, C [p EA [« T [fea [v ...]11]] =

(I think) that John met Mary), is shown in (5).

(5) a. {LVv*'P}(=w)
b.  {EApeni, {T, v¥P}} (=B)
c.  {Cuphit, {EAppni, {T, v¥P}}} (=)
{C, {EApphi}, {Tiuphip, V¥P}}}
e. {C, {EAppnij, {Tpupnij, V¥P}}}

Firstly, EM of T forms the set a. Secondly, the
EA in Spec-v* undergoes IM to Spec-T, forming
B. At this point, nothing is transferred since the
Thirdly, C with

uPhi externally merges, forming y. Here, the

SO contains no -CI features.

minimal SO containing -CI features is C, but it
is not eliminable. Then, nothing undergoes

Fourthly, the uPhi on C
SO

containing -CI features is T, but uPhi is not

Transfer at this point.

gets inherited by T. The minimal

eliminable within this domain. The next larger
SO is o, but uPhi is not eliminable within o,
The next larger SO is then B. f
qualifies for TD, since within B, MS for

either.

Labeling may simultaneously locate T with uPhi,
on the one hand, and the head of EA, n with
vPhi, on the other, to provide the label <Phi,
Phi>,

the embedded CP area as well as the v*P area.

Thus, we successfully characterize TD in

One may wonder how to Transfer the root
CP = [, C [p EAprniy [o Treniy [tea [v* ... J1111-
Notice that if we transferred B, C would be left



in the narrow syntax, thereby yielding no
interpretation at CI and externalization. For
this reason, transferring P is excluded from the
Then, the

next larger domain y is nominated as the domain

options to converge the derivation.

within which the path of MS is minimized.
Thus, transferring y converges the derivation, as
well as minimizing the path of MS as far as

possible.

4. Deducing the Timing of Transfer

Let us turn to the question of what
determines the timing of Transfer. So far, we
have simply stipulated that Transfer takes place
just after a phase head (C or v*) is introduced
and uPhi this

incorrectly excludes derivation from (4a) to

is inherited. However,
(4b): B is transferred just after v* is introduced,

prohibiting the wh-phrase from moving on.

(6) a.
b.

[y v* [s WH [0 Ry - 111
[s WH [, v* [ twi [a Ryuoy ... ]11]

So, suppose that Transfer may take place at any
point of derivation. Then,  may be transferred
after wh-movement. However, this assumption

cannot account for successive-cyclicity of

movement. In (7), for example, the wh-phrase
in Spec-R can be extracted to Spec-C without
leaving a copy at the edge of v*P, because [ is

transferred after wh-movement.

(7) a [C[c EA[c T [s fea [y v* [p WH [a
Riugy - 1111111
b.  [WH[C [ EA [ Tiue [5 £a [y V¥* [p twn
[« Reoy - J111111]
c. [WHIC [t EA [: T [5 tea [y v* [p twn

[ Rpuoy ... 11111111

(= (I wonder) who John admires)
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This article suggests that although Transfer
is applicable at any point of derivation,
successive-cyclicity is ensured by Determinacy

put forth by Chomsky (2019).

(8) Determinacy
If the structural conditions for a rule are met,
the structural change has to take place in a
fixed and determinate manner.

derivation must

Determinacy dictates that

proceed in a deterministic way. In other words,
a structure cannot include more than one
element to which a syntactic rule may be applied.
Although Determinacy is proposed as a
condition on Merge, suppose that Transfer is
also subject to Determinacy. Then, we
correctly rule out the derivation in (7): In (7a),
there are two -Cl-features, uPhi on T and uPhi
on R. Given (1),

containing them, namely B and {, must undergo

the minimal domain
Transfer. However, this leads to Determinacy
violation, because it includes two candidates of
Transfer, B and {. Accordingly, Transfer of
must be applied before the next higher locus of
uPhi, namely C, is introduced.

The Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC)
in the sense of Chomsky (2001) follows from
Determinacy. Given the structure [zp Z ... [mp
[H YP]], where Z and H are phase heads, (9)
holds.

(9) Phase Impenetrability Condition
The domain of H is not accessible to
operations at ZP; only H and its edge are

accessible to such operations.

As discussed before, once a higher locus of uPhi
is introduced, the lower domain containing uPhi

cannot undergo Transfer owing to Determinacy.



So, the derivation must proceed as in (10).

(10)a. [, v¥* [ WH [« Rpugy .. 111

b. [s WH[, v* [p twi [a Rpuey --- 1111

C. [¢EA[:T[5 tea [ss WH [y v* [ twn [a
Riugy ... J111111

d. [C [ EA [¢ T [ fea [0 WH [y v*
- 1111

e. [WH [C [c EA [: Tre [52 fea [51 twn [y
v

The wh-phrase in (10a) is extracted to the edge
of v* as in (10b).

violation, Transfer is applied at any point of

To avoid Determinacy

derivation before introduction of C, as illustrated
in (10c). In (10d), C is introduced and uPhi is
inherited by T. In (10e), the wh-phrase is
extracted from Spec-v* to Spec-C ({ is subject to
Transfer at any point of derivation after (10d),
unless the next higher locus of uPhi
Thus, the PIC in (9) follows from

Determinacy: Transfer is, in principle, applied at

is

introduced).

any point of derivation, but Determinacy sets the

upper bound of application of Transfer.

5. Some Consequences

The proposed system predicts that B in (4)
and (5) is not counted as TD when T or R does
not involve eliminable uPhi. This section
verifies this prediction, by providing a unified
account for transparency of non-finite clauses
(section 5.1) and the bound pronoun effects

(section 5.2).

5.1 Transparency of Non-finite Clauses
Let us firstly consider the finite-nonfinite
asymmetry with to

illustrated in (11).

respect transparency,

(11) a. ?*To whom; did you wonder what; they
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gave t; t;7
b. To whom; did you wonder what; to
give t; ¢;? (Cinque (1990: 52))
(11) shows that the wh-island violation is

relaxed when the embedded clause is non-finite.

(12) a.  To whom; did you wonder [, what; C [
they T gave ¢; £]]?
b. To whom; did you wonder [, what; C [

T give t; 4]]?

In (12a), B is counted as TD owing to the
eliminable uPhi on the finite T. Then, to whom
must be extracted to the embedded Spec-C
thanks to the PIC, but it is occupied by what,
thereby causing the wh-island violation. In
(12b), by contrast, B is not counted as TD, since
the non-finite T lacks uPhi. Then, to whom
does not have to be extracted to the embedded
is

Spec-C, and hence wh-island violation

circumvented.

5.2 The Bound Pronoun Effects

Second, the proposed system accounts for

the bound pronoun effects (BPE). Grano and
Lasnik (2019) (G&L) observe that some
clause-bounded constructions become

transparent when a clausal subject is replaced
(13) illustrates the BPE

in the gapping construction.

with a bound pronoun.

(13)a. Mary likes apples and Ann <likes>

oranges.

b. *Mary claims that Jill likes oranges and
[Ann  <elaims—fthat—FHH—likes>
oranges]].

c. ?Mary; claims that she; likes oranges and
[Ann,  <elaims—fthat—she—likes>

oranges]].



(Grano and Lasnik (2019: 466-467))

(13a) is a canonical case of gapping. (13b)

of  gapping
Crucially, as shown in (13c¢),

shows  clause-boundedness
constructions.
clause-boundedness of gapping is relaxed when
the pronoun she bound by Ann occupies the
subject position of the embedded clause.
Grano and Lasnik (2019) also observe the BPEs
in too/enough movement, comparative deletion,
antecedent contained deletion, quantifier scope
interaction, and multiple questions.

Grano and Lasnik try to account for the BPE,
assuming that (i) the CP phase is responsible for
clause-boundedness, (ii) a bound pronoun may
enter into the derivation without phi-feature
values, (iii) unvalued features on the head of the
phase-head-complement (i.e., uPhi on T) keep
the CP phase open. Given these, the embedded
CP in (13b) (= y in (14)) is counted as a phase,
since the uPhi on T undergoes deletion as a
reflex of valuation from the vF on Jill

Therefore, the phasal CP blocks long-distance
gapping.

(14)Mary claims that Jill likes oranges and Ann
<elaims—f,—that—p—FHpeny—Frueny—ikes>
oranges]]

By contrast, the embedded CP in (13c) (= y in
(15)) is not counted as a phase, since the uF on T
cannot be deleted owing to lack of vF on the
bound pronoun she.
the
long-distance gapping.

Accordingly, uPhi on T

keeps CP open, thereby permitting

(15)Mary claims that Jill likes oranges and Ann;
<elaims.-thatfp-sheFr.pnplikes> oranges] |

Although the analysis by Grano and Lasnik is
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attractive, it is not without a problem. To be
specific, they leave unexplained why unvalued
the head of the

phase-head-complement keeps the phase open.

features on
This stipulation is eliminated by the system
proposed in this paper: B in (15) is not counted
as TD when the uPhi on T cannot participate in
feature-sharing owing to lack of vPhi on the
pronominal subject. Thus, the proposed system
provides a more principled explanation to the

BPE.

6. Conclusion

The current phase theory (Chomsky (2000)
et seq.) left the question unanswered what
determines the domain and timing of Transfer.
Section 2 proposed that the TD is deducible
from MS: TD is a domain within which MS may
locate a pair of heads involving =CI features,
with the path of search minimized. Section 3
argued that the PIC in the sense of Chomsky
(2001) follows from Determinacy put forth by
Chomsky (2019).

account for transparency of non-finite clauses

Section 5 proposed a unified
and bound-pronoun effects. If this approach is
on the right track, the stipulations about the
domain and timing of Transfer is eliminated, and
TD and PIC naturally follow from principles of
minimal  computation and  deterministic
derivation, third factor conditions on language

design.

* This article is a revised and extended version
of Nakashima (2020).
Yoshiaki Kaneko and Esturo Shima for their

I am very grateful to

invaluable comments and suggestions. I would
also thank members of the Department of
English Linguistics of Tohoku University. All
remaining errors and inadequacies are, of course,

my own.
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American Mother-Child Interactions During
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1. Introduction

Language socialization is said to begin from

the moment a child has social contact
(Schieffelin and Ochs, 1986). Throughout
childhood, children learn the culturally

appropriate form of communication from their
caretakers. Extensive research has revealed that
Japanese mothers are affection oriented and
value  interpersonal  relationships,  while
American mothers are information oriented and
respect independence (Crane and Fernald, 2016;
Hess et al., 1980; Ishizaki, 1996; Markus and
Kitayama, 1991). Clancy (1987) maintains that
Japanese mothers of 2-year-olds conduct
empathy training by using declaratives instead
of imperatives to discipline their children (i.e., “I
feel bad for the toy” instead of “Play with the
toy gently”). However, almost no previous
studies explain the developmental process via
which children are socialized.

Therefore, this paper aims to understand how
American and Japanese children acquire their
respective styles of empathetic speech in the

context of joint picture book reading. This paper
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argues that while Japanese and American
children both acquire empathetic speech through
a similar process during their first five years of
life, Japanese caregivers tend to immerse their
children in empathetic speech from infancy and
gradually decrease the amount of scaffolding
provided, whereas = American  caregivers
strategically use less empathetic speech in the
infant stage and increase the proportion of such

as the children cognitively develop.

2. Method
2.1 Data Collection Method

A total of 106 Japanese and 179 American
mother-child dyads were observed reading The
Very Hungry Caterpillar (Harapeko Aomushi) to
their children. Participants were recruited from
the researcher’s friends and family, online public
recruiting websites, and public posts on social
from July 2019
December 2020. The participants were asked to

networking services to
video-record themselves reading the book to
their children in their native language and
answer a questionnaire about their demographic
backgrounds. This book was chosen because it is
a best-selling book that is widely accepted in
both America and Japan, the narrative does not
have a didactic tone, and the arrangement of
pictures and text layout is mostly the same
between the Japanese and English versions,
making it easier to compare. The purpose of this
study was not disclosed to the participants

before the video recording so as not to influence

the parent-child conversation during the
sessions.
2.2 Coding of Data

All utterances captured on the video

recordings were transcribed. Any utterances that

could not be deciphered within three passes and



children’s non-verbal vocalizations were coded
as unintelligible. Utterances were segmented
into individual units based on Kroll’s Idea Unit
(1977). While the Phrases and Clauses Unit
proposed by Brown et al. (1984) has been more
widely employed in studies of spoken language
among adults, the Idea Unit is more applicable
to linguistically immature children because they
rarely speak in complete phrases. Kroll defines
the Idea Unit as “a chunk of information which
is viewed by the speaker/writer cohesively as it
is given a surface form” (Kroll, 1977, 89). In
principle, in this method, every new idea is
considered a new utterance. To determine what a
new idea is, Kroll employs as set of syntactic
structures as an operational definition: (1) Full
relative clauses when the relative pronoun was
present, (2) phrases set off from the sentence
with commas, (3) verbal elements as objects, (4)
reduced clauses in which a subordinator is
and (5)

post-nominal -ing phrases used as modifiers, as

followed by a non-finite verb,
well as absolutes, appositives, and verbals. For
example, “Sue roared all the harder./ She
claimed I
screaming./” Kroll (1977, 91) considers this text

looked funny,/ clinging there,/

to represent four idea units.

Upon defining empathetic speech as the
verbalization of an affective response that stems
from the understanding and sharing of other
people’s  feelings, uttterances concerning
empathetic speech included the following three

codes:

(1) Reference to internal states: utterances
the

perceptions, such as Kanashisé dane ‘He looks

referring to characters’ emotions or

so sad,” or Itaiyo! ‘Ouch!’
(2) Empathizing with others: Any utterances

expressing sympathy or empathy toward the
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characters, such as Kawaisoni ‘Poor thing.’
Kanashiso dane ‘He looks so sad,” was dually
coded as referring to internal states and also as
empathizing with others.

(3) Assimilations: utterances in which the
speaker is speaking from the characters’ point of
view, such as paku paku paku ‘nom nom nom,’
or “Ugh” when the caterpillar has a stomach

ache.

3. Results
3.1 Preliminary Analysis

The researcher first conducted a preliminary
analysis using a multiple regression to rule out
the possibility that any results obtained from this
study stem from the participants’ demographic
backgrounds, instead of purely linguistic and
age-based features. Because there was a sizable
difference in the length of the book reading
sessions and the amount of conversation
between the reader and child, all analyses were
the of

utterances in which a speaker used a specific

conducted concerning proportion
utterance type. This was calculated by dividing a
speaker’s total number of utterances for a
specific code by the total number of that
speaker’s utterances.

The

correlation between participants’ demographic

results indicated that the overall
backgrounds and utterances was insignificant
based on a probability of under 0.05. The only
two demographic factors with a slight influence
were that American children with mothers who
had higher levels of education tended to use
empathetic speech less often (B (coefficient)=
-.254, p = .012) and that Japanese children who
were more frequently read to tended to use
empathetic speech more often (B (coefficient) =
-.243, p = .037). Neither the American nor the

Japanese mothers’ utterances were correlated



with their demographic factors.

3.2 Maternal Empathetic Speech

The maternal and children’s proportions of
empathetic speech in terms of the child’s age
were graphically analyzed with scatter plots. In
all of the figures, the horizontal axis is the
child’s age by year, and the vertical axis is the
proportion of empathetic speech. Each plot
represents one mother-child dyad.

As shown in Figure 1, the Japanese mothers
started using empathetic speech with their
children when their children were 2 months old,
and the proportion of empathetic speech peaked
at a maximum of 100% when the children were
approximately 8 months old. This gradually
decreased as the children matured, with the
exception of a few outliers, until the proportion
fell below 20% when the children were 4-5
years old.
the

empathetic speech followed a pattern that was

Contrastively, American  mothers’
opposite that of the Japanese mothers. As shown
in Figure 2, except for a few outliers, American
mothers only used empathetic speech for less
than 20% of their utterances until the children
were over the age of three. When the children
were 3—4 years old, a maximum of 40% of the
maternal utterances consisted of empathetic

speech.

Figure 1
Japanese Mothers’ Proportion of Empathetic
Speech by Child Age
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Figure 2
American Mother’s Proportion of Empathetic

Speech by Child Age

00

3.3 Children’s Empathetic Speech

Both Japanese and American children
started using empathetic speech when they were
approximately 18 months old. While there were
not enough utterances to conduct a statistically
significant comparison, the Japanese children’s
use of empathetic speech increased when they
were 2-3 years old, until the maximum
proportion reached 40%. On the other hand, the
American children began using a relatively high
proportion of empathetic speech when they were
2 years old, which gradually decreased as they
matured. By the age of five, the American
children’s utterances consisted of almost zero

empathetic utterances.

Figure 3
Japanese Children’s Proportion of Empathetic
Speech by Age



Figure 4
American Children’s Proportion of Empathetic
Speech by Age

4. Discussion

This paper sought to address how American
and Japanese children acquire their respective
styles of empathetic speech in the context of
joint picture book reading. The preliminary
analysis of the influence of demographic factors
on the mothers’ and children’s utterances
revealed that the overall correlations between
participants’ sex, age, education, frequency of
book reading, and the number of times they had
read the book prior to this study were
insignificant. While some previous research has
shown that a child’s gender and parental reading
frequency influence how parents read to their
children (Teale, 1986; Fletcher and Reese, 2005),
the findings of this study did not prove a reliable
correlation between demographic background
and empathetic speech during book reading. The
lack of a correlation between gender and
empathetic speech may suggest a change in

parents’ perception of gender roles, in which
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girls are no longer expected or perceived to be
more caring and empathetic than boys.

Upon confirming through the preliminary
analysis that any statistical trends in the data
were based on language and the child’s age, the
mothers’ and children’s empathetic speech were
analyzed for the Japanese and American samples
separately.

The findings on the difference between
Japanese and American parental use of

empathetic speech evoke an important
discussion. While previous research points out
that the Japanese are generally more empathetic
than Americans (Karasawa et al., 2006), the
findings from this study suggest that this may
not be a consistent cultural characteristic but
rather an age-sensitive pass-point. The results
showing that Japanese mothers used a high
proportion of empathetic speech at the infantile
stage and gradually decreased this proportion as
the children developed may indicate that many
Japanese parents initially immerse their children
in a rich amount of empathetic speech but
gradually decrease the amount of scaffolding to
encourage their children to use such speech
independently. On the other hand, American
parents may use less empathetic speech in the
infantile stage, but they later increase the
amount of scaffolding in alignment with their
children’s linguistic and cognitive competence.
Thus, the high value that many Japanese place
on empathetic speech may not be a permanent or
constant cultural characteristic.

This is further supported by the finding that
both American and Japanese children used
empathetic speech in approximately the same
proportions, but at different ages. While the
American children used the highest proportion
of empathetic speech immediately after they

became verbal, at approximately 18 months old,



the Japanese children began using a low
proportion of such speech, which gradually
increased as they matured. Based on the
understanding that children’s speech is primarily
acquired through conversation with their
caregivers, it is anticipated that the parent’s
values, as indicated by utterance types, are
projected onto their children’s speech, resulting
in children born to empathetic parents using
relatively more empathetic speech (Watanabe
and Takiguchi, 1986). However, this was not the
case for 2-year-old children in this study, as can
be seen in the results.

On the other hand, the findings that the
4-year-old Japanese children used substantially
more empathetic speech than the Americans
could also be interpreted as indicating that
Americans are more empathetic in the initial
stage but that the Japanese learn to value
empathetic speech more than Americans in the
long run. This could mean that the American
children acquire empathetic speech at a younger
age than Japanese children but gradually shift to
placing value on other conversation skills, such
as stating their opinions and describing
illustrations. Meanwhile, Japanese children may
acquire empathetic speech at a slower pace than
the American children, but they continue
increasing the proportion of such as they mature.

While this interpretation would partially
support the view that the majority of Japanese
the

assumption that the Japanese are consistently

are more empathetic than Americans,

more empathetic cannot account for the findings
that the Japanese intentionally decreased their
use of empathetic speech when caring for their
0—4-year-old children and that the maximum
of
approximately the same, at 40%, for both

proportion empathetic ~ speech ~ was

Japanese and American parents. This leads to
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the conclusion that the assumption proposed by
the previous literature that the Japanese are more
empathetic may be myopic or, at the least, an
overgeneralization. Americans may equally
value empathetic speech and simply socialize
their children using a different approach.

However, caution is required in generalizing
the findings of this study. Firstly, the sample
size proved insufficient considering the wide age
span of 0—4 years. Ideally, each age group
should have at least thirty samples to allow a
cross-sectional analysis.

Secondly, the conclusions of this study only
apply to a very specific context because they
study was based on the joint reading of a single
book. Further analysis based on different books
and situations, such as free-play or classroom
settings, would be beneficial in testing the
generalizability of the findings of this study.

Thirdly, a more precise analysis of each
individual code is necessary to draw precise
conclusions about the process by which children
acquire empathetic speech. Consolidating the
codes is beneficial in terms of shedding light on
the but

significant details.

bigger picture, it also obscures

Finally, although the general concept of
language socialization is that mothers and their
children are in a mutual relationship in which
the children’s utterances influence and sculpt the
mothers’ utterances and vice versa, this paper
did not address the way in which children’s
speech may have influenced maternal utterances.
Integrating this factor instead of solely focusing
on independent maternal and children’s
utterances will allow a more dynamic and
multi-faceted approach to language acquisition

through mother-child communication.
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1. Introduction

Let us start with a brief introduction of
phases. The concept of phases is first introduced
by Chomsky (2000) and further developed in
Chomsky (2001, 2004, 2008, 2013, 2015). It is
argued that phases are computational units of
syntactic derivations, and transitive v*P and CP
form a phase. Under the phase theory, sentences
are constructed separately phase by phase. Once
syntactic operations in a phase have been
the

complement to the Conceptual-intentional (CI)

completed, phase head transfers its
interface and the Sensorimotor (SM) interface.
Therefore, no elements within the complement
of phases can be accessed. This constraint is
named the Phase Impenetrability Condition

(PIC).

(1) Phase Impenetrability Condition
In phase a with Head H, the domain of H is
not accessible to operations outside a, only H
and its edge are accessible to such operations.
(Chomsky (2000: 108))

Due to this concept, the computational burden is
dramatically reduced since the domain of the

earlier phases is rendered inaccessible to later
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syntactic operations.! Hence, phases play a
crucial role in the development of generative
grammar.

The aim of this paper is to refine the concept
of phases. More specifically, we reexamine how
phases are defined. We claim that what is needed
for phases is an unvalued phi feature while
arguing against the necessity of a Tense feature
for phases, which is put forth by the analysis by
Kanno (2008).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows.
In section 2, we will see the phasehood of
infinitives. Section 3 discusses Kanno (2008).
In section 4, we will introduce empirical and
theoretical problems which Kanno (2008) faces.
Then, in order to resolve issues remaining in the
previous literature, section 5 will propose an
alternative analysis, and by extension, we will
provide a phase-based explanation for adjunct
island effects and revise pair-Merge. Section 6

concludes this paper.

2. Phasehood of Infinitives
It has

researchers

been argued by a number of

that infinitival constructions in
English do not constitute a phase (Grano and
Lasnik (2018), Kanno (2008), Miyagawa (2011),
Wurmbrand (2013)). In the previous literature,
wh-island and Quantifier Raising (QR) are used
of the phasehood of CP

complements. In the following subsections, we

as diagnoses

reexamine whether infinitival complements

constitute a phase or not.

2.1 Wh-Island Effects

It is well known that wh-island effects can
vanish if the embedded complement is nonfinite,
as shown in (2).

(2) a. What; do you wonder [how; PRO to



repair ;¢ ]? (Manzini (1992: 51))
b. *What; do you wonder [how; Mary

repaired i ¢1? (ibid.)
Kanno (2008) and Grano and Lasnik (2018)
argue that extraction from the control wh-island
C of the
complements does not constitute a phase and is

not subject to the PIC.

is possible because control

2.2 Quantifier Raising

We can also check the phasehood of relevant
constructions with QR. It has been well known
since May (1977) that QR is ‘clause-bounded’ as
shown in (3).
(3) Someone thinks that John loves everyone.
3>V, *v>3) (Takahashi (2010: 331))

Cecchetto  (2004), (2011),
Takahashi (2010) and Wurmbrand (2013)
provide a phase-based account for QR and they

Miyagawa

maintain that QR is a syntactic movement which
also obeys the PIC. In (4), for instance, C of the
control complement in (4a), the Exceptional
Case-Marking (ECM) complement in (4b), and
the raising complement in (4c) does not

constitute a phase. This is clearly shown by the

fact that QR 1is possible from infinitival
complements:
(4) a. At least one professor claims/tends to

read every journal. (3>V, v>3)
(Grano and Lasnik (2018: 467))

b. Someone expects Sue to marry every
boy. (3>V, v>3)

(Wurmbrand (2013: 278))

c. Someone seems to attend every class.

(3>v, ¥v>3) (Cecchetto (2004: 369))
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3. Kanno (2008)

In this section, we will discuss Kanno (2008),
which attempts to provide the explanation for
the (non-)phasehood of infinitives. He provides
an intriguing proposal that the presence of an
“Agree feature” and a Tense feature on CP
makes CP a phase, while the absence of one or
both features makes it a non-phase. Under his
proposal, finite complements have both features,
thereby constituting a phase, while control,
ECM, and raising complements lack one or both
features, hence leading to no phases. This
proposal is a promising candidate for defining a
phase, as it can explain the behavior of all the
infinitival complements, as exemplified in (2)
and (4).

4. Empirical and Theoretical Problems
Here we argue that Kanno (2008) faces
One

empirical problem is the control construction in

empirical and theoretical problems.

European Portuguese, as shown in (5).
(5) a. O que (.que)perguntaste
what wondered-you
como/quando arranjar?
how/when  to-fix
‘What did you wonder how/when
to fix?’ (Eduardo Raposo (p.c.))
b. *O que (.que) perguntaste
what wondered-you
como/quando arranjares?
how/when  to-fix.2sg
‘What did you wonder how/when
to fix?’ (Eduardo Raposo (p.c.))
(5a) contains a non-inflected control
complement, while (5b) includes an inflected
control complement (arranjares ‘fix’ is the 2sg

form of the inflected infinitive). A wh-phrase can



be extracted from the wh-control complement in
(5a), in contrast with (5b). What is crucial here
is that the only difference between (5a) and (5b)
is the existence of an “Agree feature” (phi
feature) in the control complement. The
difference in grammaticality cannot be explained
by Kanno (2008) since it assumes that the
presence of both “Agree feature” and Tense
feature is necessary for phasehood and that C of
control complements does not have a Tense
feature.

The second empirical problem is that his
approach cannot be applied to for-DP-infinitives

in (6).2

A different student wanted to read
every book. (V>3)

(Johnson (2000: 199))
b. A different student wanted for you to
read every book. (*v>3) (ibid.)

(6) a.

If to infinitives have for-DP, inverse scope (V>3)
is impossible, as in (6b). From this observation,
Wurmbrand (2013)

for-DP-infinitives constitute a phase.> Hence, it

argues that

is difficult to assume that a Tense feature is
related to the determining factor of phases.
Moreover, it is unlikely that C of control
complements does not have a Tense feature. As
Kanno himself notes, Landau (2000) argues that
some types of control constructions do have the
property of Tense. Kanno avoids this issue by
arguing that control complements of this type do
not show full temporal properties that finite
exhibit. But his
persuasive, and (5) and (6) suggest that a Tense

clauses argument is not

feature is not related to any property for phases.
Kanno (2008) also has a theoretical problem

concerning v*P phases. Since it assumes that v*P

is also a phase, a problem arises as to what in the
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first place defines a phase if v*P is taken into
consideration as well.* In general, v*P does not
have a Tense feature, so that it is unclear how
v¥P can constitute a phase without a Tense
feature. It would be desirable to unify the way of
defining phases. Interestingly, Richard (2012)
and Otsuka (2014) provide a phase-based
analysis for the connection between phi feature
agreement (inflection) and movement. In
Swedish, Norwegian, and French (Richards
(2012: 205)), for example, when A-movement is
observed, inflection is also found on passive
particles, whereas when A-movement is not seen,
it is not found. For these facts, Richards (2012)
proposes that when a partially defective v head
contains uninterpretable features, it triggers the
transfer (see also Richard (2012) and Otsuka
(2014) for detailed analyses and remaining
problems). What is important here is that an
unvalued phi feature triggers transfer at the
v(*)P level. Apparently, a Tense feature is not

related to constituting a phase.

5. Proposal

Recall that the inflected infinitive in (5b)
constitutes a phase. This is a clear indication that
an unvalued phi feature (“Agree feature™) is the
determining factor of phases, irrespective of a
Tense feature. Concerning phases, Chomsky
(2015) makes the following statement:
unvalued features,

(7) [L]anguages have

assigned values in certain structural
positions. These features mark phases, a
particular execution of strict cyclicity,
well-motivated on grounds of
computational efficiency].]

(Chomsky (2015: 5))

Extending this suggestion, we argue that an



unvalued phi feature constitutes a phase and
show that this can successfully capture this
empirical fact in (5b) and (6b): a Tense feature is

no longer necessary for the determining phases.’

5.1 Analysis
5.1.1 Control in European Portuguese

Our analysis straightforwardly provides an
explanation for the asymmetry of (5a, b). Under
C of the

complements in (5b) does constitute a phase

our proposal, inflected control

because it bears an unvalued phi feature. In
C of the

complement in (5a) does not bear an unvalued

contrast, non-inflected control
phi feature and no phases are constituted; thus,

extraction from it is allowed in (5a) unlike (5b).

5.1.2 For-DP-infinitives in English

With regard to the for-DP-infinitive as in (6b),
we argue that C of control complement has an
unvalued phi feature, which is made evident by
the existence of DP in Spec TP.° This is why the
for-DP-infinitive constitutes a phase, so that
extraction from it is made impossible, as shown
in (6b).

5.1.3 ECM and Raising

We claim that C of ECM and raising
complements does not have an unvalued phi
(Agree) feature, contrary to Kanno’s (2008)
argument. For the existence of an unvalued phi

feature, Kanno provides the following evidence:

() John; seems to Mary [¢ to appear to
himself; # be happy].

(Castillo, Drury, and Grohmann (1999: 29))

) Mary believes the students all to know

French. (Boskovic (2001: 68))

These data seem to suggest that an unvalued phi
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feature attracts DP to the TP Spec position in the

complement clause. However, as Epstein,
Kitahara Seely (2014: 471 fn. 24) argue, Free
Merge allows both one-fell-swoop A-movement
and successive-cyclic A-movement. Thus, the
argument that an unvalued phi feature attracts
DP is no longer available for explaining the
grammaticality of (8) and (9) under Free Merge.
Hence, there is no reason for us to assume the
existence of an unvalued phi feature in CP of

ECM and raising complements.

5.1.4 Adjunct Island Effects

Finally, we extend our phase-based analysis to
the adjunct island to account for the extraction
condition analogous to infinitive clauses. It has
been observed traditionally that extraction from
adjunct clauses is impossible, which is called
adjunct island (Ross (1967)). Under Chomsky
(2004, 2008), the adjunct island effect is
explained by pair-Merge, which yields ordered
pairs, corresponding to  Adjunction in
Government and Binding theory. Chomsky uses
a “separate plane” for the pair-Merged adjunct,
so that adjunct is invisible in syntax and
extraction from the adjunct is thus impossible.
However, Truswell (2011) observes that there
are cases where extraction from adjunct clauses
is not always impossible, as we can see the
difference in acceptability between (10) and (11).
As Oseki (2015) points out, if the adjunct island
is truly invisible in syntax, we cannot explain

why extraction from (11) is possible.

(10) a. *Who; did John go home [before he
talked to #;]?
b. *Who; did John go home [after he
talked to #;]?
c. *Who; did John fall asleep [while he
was talking to #]?



(Truswell (2011: 176))

(11)a.  What; did you come round [to work on
t1?
b. Who; did John get upset [after talking
to t;]?
c. What; did John come back [thinking
about £,]?

(Truswell (2011: 129))

Since pair-Merge was originally invented for an
empirical reason (Chomsky (2004: 117)), the
grammaticality of (11) is highly problematic.
The fact that extraction from a nonfinite adjunct
is possible indicates that the adjunct is visible in
syntax, unlike Chomsky’s (2004) assumption.

This leads us to propose the following:

(12) A pair-Merged syntactic object does not
contribute to labeling but is visible in

syntax.

By (12), extraction from an adjunct clause is a
theoretically viable option, contrary to the
previous literature. Then, why is extraction from
finite adjunct clauses impossible? This paper
demonstrates that
attributed to the PIC under the phase theory.’

its invisibility can be
First, following Haegeman (2012), we assume
that the edge of an adjunct cannot be used as an
escape hatch because of the existence of the
temporal operator in its Spec CP. In (10), C in
the adjunct clause has an unvalued phi feature,
constituting a phase, so that the wh-phrase
cannot be extracted due to the PIC. On the other
hand, in (11), C in the adjunct clause does not
have any unvalued phi features; thus, no phases

are constituted, and wh-extraction is therefore

possible.®

6. Conclusion
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To conclude, we have explored how phases
are defined. We have also seen the intriguing
proposal for defining phases which Kanno
(2008) makes and pointed out its empirical and
Then, by

suggestion,

theoretical problems. extending

(2015)

proposed that an unvalued phi feature constitutes

Chomsky’s we have
a phase and provided a principled explanation
for remaining issues in the previous literature,
while eliminating redundancy. Furthermore, we
have showed that our proposal can be extended
to the adjunct island effects and put forth a

revised restriction on pair-Merge.

* T am very grateful to Nobuaki Nishioka for his
invaluable comments and suggestions. | am also
truly thankful to Toshiaki Inada for constructive
comments and helpful advice. My thanks also go
to Edmund Luna for suggesting stylistic
improvements. Needless to say, all remaining
errors and inadequacies are my own.
NOTES

! However, Chomsky, Gallego and Ott (2019)
point out that this view is not literally correct
since Merge can be applied to the whole phase
(Obata (2010)). Since this discussion goes
beyond the domain of this paper, we leave it for
future research and just assume the general view
of the PIC.

? Kanno (2008) focuses on a subclass of control
constructions, which are exhaustive control and
wh-infinitival ~constructions under Landau’s
(2000)
for-DP-infinitives, as he notes.

> Wurmbrand (2013) proposes that the difference

classifications and not on

in value selection is a crucial factor that
determines whether the top projection of a
clausal complement is a phase or not. Since
for-DP-infinitives lack value selection, they are

phases. We will seek another possibility of why



they constitute a phase without appealing to
value selection.

* Kanno (2008: 24 fn. 2) states that he focuses
on only CP and his proposal makes a different
claim from Chomsky’s (2008). Instead, we will
attempt to capture the phasehood of CP and v*P
without appealing to the idea of a Tense feature.

> This proposal can be supported by anaphor
binding, as analyzed by Saito (2017a, b). On the
basis of Quicoli’s (2008) phase-based analysis of
its locality, Saito (2017a, b) proposes that
transfer domain is changed if T lacks phi feature
agreement, which precisely captures the peculiar
anaphor biding phenomena. Even if transfer
domain is changed, Saito (2017a, b) assumes
that CP is always a phase.

6 Martin (1996) argues that for has a phi feature
in order to explain the incompatibility of
for-infinitives with PRO.

7 Phase-based approaches to adjuncts are also
proposed in previous studies. See Narita (2011)
among others.

¥ Truswell (2011) claims that extraction from
adjuncts is also affected by semantic and
pragmatic factors. What is crucial here is that
it is syntactically possible if C of adjunct clauses

does not constitute a phase.
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1. Introduction

In Present-day English (PE), a passive
participle must not occur in the position
preceding a floating quantifier (FQ) or a
vP/VP-adverb, as shown in (1).

(1) a. * The votes have been counted all.
(Bobaljik (1995: 206))
b. ??/* Ever since then, our invitations
have no longer been accepted
always by your parents.
(Caponigro and Schiitze (2003: 296))

In Early English, however, the participle-FQ
(Part-FQ) word order or the participle-adverb
(Part-Adv) word order was permissible, as the
examples the  York-Toronto-Helsinki
Parsed Corpus of Old English Prose (YCOE)
illustrate in (2).

from

(2) a. ac

but his wonders weren’t

hys wundra na&ron awritene
written
ealle

all

‘but his wonders were not all written’

(coaclhom, AHom 6:318.1025: LOE)
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b. and cwadon paxt se tima forp
and  said that the time away
agan ware and pet folc
passed were and that people

weare gewergod pearle

were wearied exceedingly

‘and said that the time had been passing
away, and that the people were
exceedingly wearied.

(coaelive, £LS [Martin]:1416.6907)

This
development of the word-order pattern in (2) by

study investigates the historical
employing the historical corpora and explaining
the reason it was lost in the history of English
within the framework of minimalist program
(Chomsky (2000, 2001)).

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2
examines the historical distribution of the
passive participle with respect to FQs and
adverbs. The investigation reveals that the
Part-FQ/Adv word order was lost during Section
3 proposes an analysis of the syntactic derivation
of Part-FQ/Adv word orders. 1 claim that a
head

movement to a higher projection out of VP in

passive  participle might undergo
Early English, by postulating a functional

projection. Section 4 discusses why the
participle movement was available until the 15th
century but became unavailable from then on.

Section 5 is the conclusion.

2. Historical Data

I examine the distribution of the passive
participle with respect to FQs and adverbs in the
history of English by employing the YCOE, The
Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Middle English,
Second Edition, and The Penn-Helsinki Parsed
Corpus of Early Modern English. As the

interpretation of a participle in BE passive is



sometimes ambiguous between its verbal and
adjectival forms, it is difficult to distinguish this
category based on their forms.
Wasow (1977), who demonstrated that verbal

Following

passive participles are neither formed from
unaccusative verbs nor prefixed with un-, this
study focuses on participles of transitive verbs
without the un- prefix. As for adverbs, this study
focuses on VvP/VP adverbs occuring in the
middle field, which express manner, time,
frequency, place, means, etc. The results of this
investigation are summed up in Tables 1 and 2.

Some examples are given below each table.'

Table 1. Relative Orders of FQs and Passive
Participles

EOE | LOE | EME | LME
FQ-Part 4 51 18 35
Part-FQ 17 8 7
Part-FQ (%) 25 30.8 16.7
El E2 E3
FQ-Part 17 38 25
Part-FQ
Part-FQ (%)

(3) a. Hi

They were

wurdon O0a gebysgode on
then engaged  in
heora gebedum ealle,

all

“Then they were all engaged in their

their prayer

prayer’

(coaelive, LS [Sebastian]:350.1421: LOE)
b. pt forte alesen moncun pt schulde beon
forloren al/

“until release mankind who should all be
(CMJULIA,100.79: EME)
And so were they buryed bothe,

‘And so they were both buried’

destroyed’
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(CMMALORY,69.2362: LME)

Table 2. Relative Orders of vP/VP Adverbs and

Passive Participles

EOE | LOE | EME | LME
Adv-Part 215 | 375 99 355
Part-Adv 8 128 19 3
Part-Adv (%) | 3.6 | 254 | 16.1 | 0.8
El E2 E3
Adv-Part 17 38 25
Part-Adv
Part-Adv (%)

(4) a. We habbap nu gesaed sceortlice
We have

on dysum gewryte hu

now related briefly

se halga

in this  writing how the holy
Marcus  was gemartyrod.
Mark Avas martyred.

‘We have now related briefly in this
writing how the holy Mark Avas
martyred.’

(coaelive, £LS [Mark]:104.3277: LOE)
b. Pt Iesucrist for beode ear ha beo iset
wel.

‘that Jesus Christ forbids before he is
set well’

(CMANCRIW-1,11.188.2676: EME)
for pi wil sain benet pat it be saide
hezlike
‘St. Benet wish that it is highly said for
them’ (CMBENRUL,19.641: LME)

Tables 1 and 2 provide clear evidence that
the distribution of Part-FQ/Adv word order
occurred with a certain frequency until the end
of Old English (OE), though this
distribution that of the

cven

is lower than



FQ/Adv-Part order. In Early Middle English
(EME), however, the Part-FQ/Adv word order
was attested to decline from the end of 14th
century and was ultimately lost during the 15th

century.

3. Analysis

This section provides an analysis of the

syntactic derivation of Part-FQ/Adv word orders.

Following Sportiche (1988), I assume that an FQ
is stranded in the position where the associated
DP is base-generated. Moreover, according to
Cinque’s (1999: 116ff) cartographic analysis on
the position of adverbs, the ungrammaticality of
(1) follows immediately from the failure of the
licensing of an FQ or a vP/VP adverb in a clause

final position, as represented in (5).

(5) *[tr DP; [t have [perp been [p ti [+ Part
[voicep -en [ve [FQ/AdV] [vp v #i]]111111]

With the assumption that the position of an
FQ/adverb is universally fixed, the occurrence of
a Part-FQ/Adv word order should be considered
as the result of the movement of the participle. A
natural question to ask is why it moves, that is,
what is the motivation for participle movement?

Given that Early English had a richer system
of inflectional
Roberts (1993), van Gelderen (1993), Biberauer
and Roberts (2010)), the movement can be

morphology than PE (e.g.,

considered as a result of the richness of verbal
agreement morphology. On the one hand,

languages with rich inflection can have

participles moving to a higher position, such as

Italian and Spanish, as exemplified in (6) and (7).

On the other hand, participles remain in the
base-generated position in languages with weak

inflection (for instance, PE).

(6) a. T  libri
the booksare all read
b. I  libri

the books are

sono tutti letti.  (Italian)
sono letti rutti.

read all

‘The books are all read.’

(Cirillo (2009: 32))

(7) a. Los libros son todos leidos. (Spanish)
the booksare all read
b. ?Los libros

the books are read all

son leidos fodos.

‘The books are all read.’
(Cirillo (2009: 38))

In the Italian sentences in (6), the FQ rtutti
‘all’ can occur in the position either preceding or
following the participle letti ‘read’. In the
Spanish sentence given in (7), the FQ-Part word
order is also highly acceptable.

Furthermore, Caponigro and Schiitze (2003:
296) provide a comparison between the
placement of English and Italian passive

participles, as in (8) and (9).

(8) a. Ever since then, our invitations have no
longer always been accepted by your
parents.

b.??/*Da quella volta in poi, i nostri
from that time in thenthe our
invite non sono piu
invitations not are any-longer
sempre stati  accettati dai

always been accepted by-the

tuoi  genitori.

your  parents

(9) a.??/* Ever since then, our invitations have
no longer been accepted always by
your parents.

b. Da quella volta in poi, i nostri inviti non



sono piu stati accettati sempre dai tuoi
genitori.
(Caponigro and Schiitze (2003: 296))

Given the standard assumption that adverb
positions are universal (Cinque 1999), it is
shown that Italian passive participles are raised
higher than PE passive participles. In contrast to
(8a) and (9a), (8b) and (9b) show that the adverb
always can only precede the passive participle in
PE, whereas the Italian adverb is much more
natural following the passive participle. Under
the assumption that FQs or vP/VP adverbs are
adjoined to [Spec, vP/VP], I postulate that the
landing site of participle movement is F, which
is the head of a higher functional projection
above VP, bearing [EPP], which can trigger the
movement of the participle. As the annotation of
the Italian and OE examples represented in (10a,
b), a passive participle in these languages bears
an agreement inflectional morpheme along with
its internal argument DP. As there are more than
two elements in this Agree relation, I adopt
Hiraiwa’s (2001) Multiple Agree approach and
assume that F acts as a probe and enters into a
Multiple Agree relation with the subject DP
bearing [i@] and [uCase] as well as the passive
participle bearing [u¢] and [uCase]. As a result
of agreement, the passive participle undergoes
successive cyclic head movement to F, as

schematized in (11).

(10) a. Le ragazze sono
the. FEM.PL girls. FEM.PL are.PL
state arrestate.

been.FEM.PL arrested. FEM.PL

“The girls have been arrested.’

(D’ Alessandro and Roberts (2008: 478))
Gehwa
Everybody wonders

wundrad hu

how the

S€
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helend become into his
Saviour came @ to his
apostolum & weron peahhwaedere
apostles and were though

pa dura belocene.

the gates closed NOM.FEM.PL

‘Everybody wonders how the Saviour

came to his apostles, even though the

doors were closed’

(£CHom I, 16: 308.27 / Los (2015: 83))
(11) ...[w Part; [.. FQ/AdV [» DP; £ [voicep -en
[ 2 2]1]

Adapting (11), I will discuss why the
Part-FQ/Adv word order was available until the
15th century but became unavailable from then

on in the following section.

4. Participle Movement in Early English
The derivation of (2a) (repeated in (12a)) is

represented in (12b).
(12) a. ac  hys wundra nzron awritene
but his wonders weren’t written

ealle

all

‘but his wonders were not all written’
(coaclhom, AHom 6:318.1025: LOE)

[tp hys wundra; [T n&ron [pp awritene

[ [qp ealle] [ ti [ tv [voicer -en [vp tv

t

11111

In (12a), the passive participle in the v head
successfully enters into a Multiple Agree
relation with the probe T and subject DP in
Spec-vP. As a result, the participle moves to
Voice head past the FQ, deriving the Part-FQ
order. Similarly, the derivation of (2b) (repeated

in (13a)) is represented in (13Db).



(13) a. and
and said that

cwaedon pat se tima forp
the time away
pat folc

that people

agan weare  and
passed were and
weare gewergod pearle

were wearied exceedingly
‘and said that the time had been passing
away, and that the people were
exceedingly wearied.

(coaelive, £LS [Martin]:1416.6907)
[cp baet [p folc; [T weere [rp gewergod
[v» [qp bearle] [ip ti [ tv [Voicer -en [vp tv
t

11111

According to Wojtys$ (2016:197), the loss of

inflectional endings of passive participles
reached its peak in the 14th century. The demise
of the Part-FQ/Adv order is thus a consequence
of the loss of movement and agreement of

passive participles.

5. Conclusion

This study confirms that a passive participle
could occur in the position preceding an FQ or a
vP/VP adverb until the 14th century. It was
argued that a passive participle may enter into a
Multiple Agree relation with a functional head F
and the subject DP. The landing site was argued
to be the head of FP. When the English passive
participles lost their inflection morphemes, the

movement ceased to be available.

* 1 would like to thank Takeshi
Tomoyuki Tanaka, and Chigchi Bai for their

Omuro,

valuable comments and suggestions. I am solely
responsible for any remaining errors.

NOTES
' Here are the standardly assumed historical
periods of English: Early Old English (500—-950),
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Late Old English (950—1150), Early Middle
English (1150-1350), Late Middle English
(1350-1500), Modern English
(1500-1710), E1 (1500—1569), E2 (1570—1639),
E3 (1640-1710).

Early
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1. Introduction

It is well-known that the than-clause of more
than-comparative constructions CCs can license
negative polarity items NPIs and much recent
semantic work has pointed to positive polarity
items PPIs also being licensed in this position.
While not much attention has been paid to less
than-CCs, it has been pointed out that the than-
clause of /ess than-CCs is upward- entailing, with
NPIs also occurring in this position. The aim of
this paper is to explore licensing(-like) properties
of the than-clause across more than- & less than-
CCs. We specifically focus on possible
appearances of positive & negative polarity items
(PPIs, NPIs) with varying acceptability in CC
than-clauses. The analysis here is couched in
Heim’s (2006a) CCs as generalized quantifiers
over degrees approach to clausal comparatives,
with the internal argument specifying a finite set
& the external argument not specifying such a set

(based on Hornstein & Pietroski 2009).

2. Typical Examples to Account For

231

We will see the following four cases with
their varying possibilities: i) an NPI in the than-
clause of a more than-CC ((1a, b)); ii) a PPl in the
than-clause of a more than-CC ((1c)); iii) an NPI
in the than-clause of a less than-CC ((1d, e)); &
iv) a PPI in the than-clause of a less than-CC

((19):

(1) a. Sarah was taller than anybody had
expected.
b. Belinda is much richer than I will ever
be. (NPI-licensing; Rullmann 1995: 64)
John is taller than some professional
basketball players are. — John is taller
than some professional athletes are.
(some as a PPl/upward entailing’;
Giannakidou & Yoon (2017: 3)
Sarah was less tall than anybody had
expected.
Belinda is less rich than I will ever be.
(NPI-licensing; Rullmann 1995: 80)
Fewer students danced than teachers
sang a ballad. — Fewer students danced
than teachers sang. (“upward-entailing’;

Rullmann 1995: 79, note 4)

3. Assumptions and Analysis

The standard of comparison contributed
by the than-clause provides a finite set/interval
of degrees, informationally being a discourse-
given topic of some sort ((2ai), ii)). I take “-
er/less (= -er+little)” as the heads of the CCs
taking two arguments (2bi), ii)); based on Heim
2006a,b; also Morzycki 2016):
(2) a. 1) Mary is taller than John is. (with

Mary being 180cm & John 170cm)

ii) John is less tall than Mary is.



b. 1) [[-er [INTERNAL than John is]]
[EXTERNAL Mary is tall-(¢e) [e]]]

(0 ~ 180cm),
John’s height: (0 ~ 170cm)

[[less=-er+little [INTERNAL than
is]]  [EXTERNAL John
(less=er+ittle ©) tall [e]]]
Mary’s height: (180cm
John’s height: (170cm ~ o)

Mary’s height:

i)
Mary is

~OO)

b

The focus of the CC in (2ai)) is the existence of
some degrees of Mary’s height surpassing the set
of all such degrees of John’s height. The focus
of the CC in (2aii)) is the existence of some
degrees of John’s height falling below the set of

all such degrees of Mary’s height.

4. Licensing Requirements for NPIs and
PPIs: Some Basic Considerations
The following may give us some material to
start with:
(3) a. NPlI-licensing requires the presence of
some finite set/interval of degrees.

PPI-licensing requires the presence of

some set/interval of degrees.

As for (3b), I keep for part of its exposition to
Chierchia (2013: 37, 16:

indefinites like some/a

13

note plain
can also activate
subdomain alternatives. If this is so, then polarity
items and plain indefinites are identical in both
meaning and alternatives. The only difference
between the two is whether the alternatives have
to be obligatorily used (i.e., factored into the
meaning) or not” (emphasis — NS); see also

Chierchia 2013: chapter 2).

baseline logic below for (3a) purposes along the

We will see some
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lines of Chierchia (2013: 30-31, 34; with D for
individuals, ALT for a set of alternatives, (4c) as
any’s normal semantic value, and (4d) as any’s
focus value constituted by sets of values of the

same type as any):

(4) a. IThere aren’t anygp cookies leftl= =3 x
€ D [cookies (x) /\ left(x)]
b. ALT = {~dJx € D’ [cookies (x) A

left(x)]: D> & D}
c. lanyppl= APAQ Jx € D [P(x) A
Q(x)]

d. lanypplf= APAQ Ix € D’ [P(x) A

Qx)]: D’ < D}

Any carries an inherent (phonologically
unrealized) focal feature F, which signals that any
associates with a set of alternatives constrained as
in (4) above. The focal feature on any is the
lexical property distinguishing it from plain
existentials which is used to code the fact that the
alternatives with which a statement involving any
can be contrasted involve existentials with
smaller domains. The system in (4) points to the

the

associated with any be larger than any of its

requirement that original individuals

alternatives.  Since the original individuals
associated with any cannot be infinite, the
resulting set of individuals turns out to be finite
(see (3a)).

Chierchia (2013: 32, 36-39) further derives
the that,

stressed, any acts as a “domain widener.”

observation when contrastively
If
any (eventually, its semantics must always
involve O) comes with obligatorily active
alternatives, they must always be factored into

meaning through alternative sensitive operators,



such as only/0O, which “use up” active alternatives
Look at
(5) below, where the logical form of (5a) is (5b),
in which O targets the alternatives associated with

In (5b), the first argument of O is the

associated with the contrastive focus.

any.
subscripted variable C ranging over alternatives
(i.e., a set of propositions) and its second
argument is the prejacent sentence in square

brackets; with ‘O’ in (5b) as the null counterpart

of only, which is a standard device for
exhaustifying:
(5) a. There aren’t anypy cookies left.
b. Oc[There aren’t anyp cookies left]
6) —3x € D|[cookies (x) /A left(x)]
b. {—~dx € D’ [cookies (x) /\ left(x)]:

D’ C D}

The assertion is expressed truth-conditionally in
(6a), while the alternatives are as in (6b) in virtue
of the lexical constraint on any (see (4) above).
All the members of the alternative set in (6b) are
entailed by the assertion (6a). Then the result of
exhaustifying (6b) is simply equivalent to the

plain assertion:

(7)  Oc[There aren’t anyrp cookies left] =
[There aren’t anygp cookies left]

=-dx € D [cookies (x) /\ left(x)]

Then (5a) turns out to be a plain negative
existential statement, returning the meaning of
the assertion unaltered. And this result will
ensue whenever a word like any occurs in the
local environment of a downward entailing (DE)
operator. (Note that the case of anmy not

within the scope of a DE operator, ‘There are

anyp) cookies left,” would lead to a contradiction,
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communicatively useless; see Chierchia 2013:
39-40.) It also turns out that we are left with
the original domain D for individuals, which
must somehow be ‘finite.” Note that there are
popularized points of view to the effect that if is
that is
Indeed,

impossible to prove that something is absent in

impossible to  prove something

absent/nonexistent. it would be
the absence of the finite domain of its existence.
But given a finite domain for its existence, it
may not be so difficult to find out whether
something is absent or present.

Recall the Problem of induction/”Black

>

swan problem.”  “Induction is the glory of
science and the scandal of philosophy,” according
to C.D. Broad. In spite of the great number of
observations you have made that “swans are
white,” you cannot be sure by inductive reasoning
that the next time you see a swan, it will be white,
excluding the possibility of it being black (based
on the information taken from Wikipedia:
Problem of induction). It seems that the net
result of the Problem of induction should be the
of

nonexistence, which would somehow come to be

impossibility proving something’s
possible when you are given a finite domain (i.e.,
not infinite) for the purposes of its existence.
Generally, you assert that something is
nonexistent in the context of a case of NPI-
licensing. Uttering “There aren’t any books on
the desk,” you want to convey the nonexistence
of books on the desk. Popularized views (i.e.,
via inductive reasoning) have it that you cannot
prove the nonexistence of something without a
finite domain for the purposes of its existence.
Then you obtain an argument of a ‘third-factor’
sort for the necessity of a finite domain for NPI-

licensing.



Moreover, if people’s mistaken belief (i.e.,

‘mistaken’ in the sense of the ‘scandal of
philosophy’) is coped well with as a ‘third-factor’
resource incorporated into and contributing to the
making of language (like NPI-licensing cases),
this may create quite an interesting aspect of
human language, which may continue to remain
at the level of children who seem to
developmentally believe whales to be a species of

fish.

5. Some Consequences

(3a, b), of the
considerations entering into the logic leading to
(3a, b) may be found in (8) below:

Returning to part

a.

®) For NPI licensing, you need a set with a
maximal degree other than oo.

b. For PPI licensing, you only need a set

with .

c. A than-clause, which is the first
argument of the  comparative
construction as a generalized quantifier,
naturally gives an environment for
NPI-licensing.

d. What happens when the than-clause

licenses a PPI?  See the following:
1) John is taller than some professional
basketball players are. (= (9) below)
i1) Johnis taller than max (Ad. dx[tall (x,
d) A [things-less-tall-than-John N
professional-basketball-players]

D

The set of professional-basketball-players can be
in any height, satisfying the PPI licensing
requirement in (3b). The presence of the

(maximal) height-degree less than John’s height
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contributes to satisfying (3a) for the purposes of
NPI-licensing.

I take the licensing requirements (3a, b) to
be the baselines to account for the unmarked
status of NPI-licensing in the than-clause of more
than-CCs ((1a, b)) and PPI-licensing in the than-
clause of less than-CCs ((11)).
marked cases of PPI-licensing in the than-clause
of more than-CCs ((1c)) & NPI-licensing in the
than-clause of less than-CCs ((1d, e)):

Let us see the

John is taller than some professional

9) a
basketball players are. — John is taller
than some professional athletes are.
=(1¢))

John is taller than max (Ad. dx[tall (x, d)

N

professional-basketball-players] (x)])

b.

A [things-less-tall-than-John

The requirement in (9b) is that there be a non-null
intersection of a (finite) set of height-degrees less
than John’s height and set of professional
basketball players (in any height). [ assume that
upward-entailing computation is implemented
independently of comparative interpretation.
Look at (10) before getting on to (1d):

(10) Lucinda is driving less fast [than [is

allowed on this highway].
(Heim 2006b, 35 (1))

Suppose that the posted speed limit is 65mph
(65mph ~ o0) and the posted minimum speed
40mph (40mph ~ ).
interval of 40 ~ 65 mph obtained from the above

Given the finite speed

two points of speed, we get the two readings: (i)
“less-than-max” => < 65mph; & (ii) “less-than-

min” => < 40mph (Heim 2006b).



(11) a. Sarah was less tall than anybody had
expected. (= (1d); with Sarah being
150cm)

b. Sarah’s height: (150cm ~ )

c.  Sarah was less tall than max/min
((anybody-had-expected) M A Ad.
dx[tall (x, d) A Sarah (x)])

For the purposes of the requirement (3a), we need
a finite set/interval of degrees of Sarah’s height
for the than-clause. Suppose then that Sarah’s
heights a la anybody-had-expected are: min:
160cm ~ oo & max. 170cm ~ o, leading to a finite
set/interval of height degrees: 160cm ~ 170cm.
Then in this case as well, we get two
interpretations: i) Sarah’s actual height < min:

160cm, & ii) Sarah’s actual height <max: 170cm.
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1. Introduction
Akmajian (1984) discussed a special class of
exclamative sentences which is dubbed Mad
Magazine Sentences (henceforth, MMs), which
is illustrated in (1).
(1)  What! Her call me up?! Never.
(Akmajian (1984: 3))

MMs share a common property with a special
type of How Come Construction (henceforth,
HCC) in (2): their subjects appear in the

accusative form.

“How come Aim to mention me at all?”
(COHA,1932,FIC,Store)

2)

(2) is not a typical type of HCC in that the
subject appears in the accusative form as him
followed by the to-infinitive to mention. We call
this type non-canonical type of HCC. What we
call a canonical type of HCC is the one with

nominative subjects, as illustrated in (3), where
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the subject John is marked nominative followed
by the inflected verb /eft.

How come John left?

3)
(Collins (1991: 32))

(4) is another variant of the canonical type of
HCC with nominative subjects followed by
to-infinitives instead of finite verbs.

(4) how came ke to have such daughters?
(COHA,1846,FIC,ElinorWyllysVolume1)

Kondo and Tamada (2020) suggest that come in
(3) is base generated under C as a result of
reanalysis of V-element into C-element in line
with Late Merge Principle (Gelderen (2004,
2011)), or base generated in the specifier of CP
forming a constituent with how, whereas came
in (4) is base generated under V and raised to the
CP domain through T. Their derivations are
shown in (5) and (6) respectively (cf. Kondo and
Tamada (2020: 75) for the original derivations).

5) a [cp how [c come] [tp John T [vp tiohn
[ve left]]]]
b. [cp [how come] [c D] [tp John T [\p
tiohn [ve left]]]]
(6) [cphow [vivitic came] [tphe tvivet [ve tviy

[ve tv the [to have such daughters]]] fhow]]

The similarity between (2) and (4) in word order
would lead us to assume that come is a lexical
verb in (2), though these examples are different
in that only in (4) is come inflected.

The purpose of this paper is to account for
the similarity between (1) and (2) and the
difference between (2) and (4) within the
minimalist theory. Adopting the framework of

Chomsky (2008), this paper will propose that in



MMs and the non-canonical type of HCC, the
head of CP is merged without ¢-features and
tense feature. It will be argued that the lack of
the relevant features in C leads to the assignment
of an accusative case to the subject in the two

constructions.

2. Properties of Mad Magazine Sentences

Before proceeding to a detailed analysis, let
us look briefly at some of the syntactic
properties of MMs (see Akmajian (1984) and
Schiitze (1997) for further properties of MMs
not listed here).

First, the subjects appear in the accusative
form in MMs, as we have seen in (1). This is
also seen from the following pair of examples,
which shows that it is impossible for the subjects

to appear in the nominative form.

(7) a
b. What! *She call me up?! Never.
(Schiitze (1997: 189))

What! Her call me up?! Never.

Second, the verbs in MMs are not inflected for
tense, person and number. The inflected verbs
broke and worries are used in (8a) and (8b)

respectively, which leads to ungrammaticality.

(8) a. *What?? Him broke a promise???
Never!
b. What?? Him worry/*worries?
Never! (Schiitze (1997: 189))

Third, MMs do not allow the presence of modals,
which occupy the domain of TP.

(9) What?? Him (*will/should/could/would/
can/must/might) leave the firm??? Never!
(Schiitze (1997: 189))
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The first property is the same as that of the
non-canonical type of HCC, as we have seen in
(2). The second and third property can also be
seen in the non-canonical type of HCC as in (2),
as well as in the canonical type of HCC as in (3).

In addition to these syntactic properties,
there is an important phonological constraint in
MMs: the subject forms an obligatory intonation
center, and thus it is always stressed, as shown
in (10).

(10) a.
b. *’im get a job?!

Him get a job?!

(Akmajian (1984 8))

The ungrammaticality of the example in (10b)
would suggest that the subjects in MMs cannot
be phonologically reduced due to its status as a
focus. We will argue below that this property can
be regarded as the same as that of wh-movement
of how in HCC.

3. Theoretical Background

In this paper, we adopt the framework
presented by Chomsky (2008). He assumes that
T inherits @-features and tense feature from C.
This enables T to serve as a probe and establish
an Agree relation with the goal DP, valuing and
deleting its Case feature. As a result, it is
attracted to the specifier of TP. Under the
assumption, the nominative case is assigned to
the subject through an Agree relation in
o-features, but if T does not inherit them from C,

the relation cannot be established.

4. Analysis

Extending Chomsky’s (2008) assumption,
we propose that, in MMs, C is introduced into
the derivation without ¢-features and tense

feature. This means that T cannot inherit any



features from C and function as a probe. As a
result, the subject cannot be assigned any kind of
Case, and thus realizes as an accusative form as
a default case, which is licensed independently
of T (cf. Schiitze (1997) and Osawa (2011)).
Along this line, the sentence in (11a) is derived
as in (11b).

(11) a. What! Her call me up?! Never.
=)
b.
CP
her C’
C TP
T vP
ther V’
V+v VP
call N\
ty me up

In (11), since T cannot inherit ¢-features and
tense feature from C, the relevant affixes cannot
be created to attach to a lexical verb, and an
Agree relation cannot be established between the
subject and T. Thus, the subject is assigned an
accusative case as a default case, but not a
nominative case. As we have seen above, the
subject in MMs must be stressed. This leads us
to assume that her undergoes focalization,
moving from its original position to the left
periphery of CP.

The

extended to the non-canonical type of HCC in

present analysis is immediately

(2). Thus, the sentence in (2) is derived as

schematized in (12).
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(12) [cphow C [1p T [wp [v+vcome] [vp tv him [to
mention me at all]]] tow]] (= (2))

In (12), the subject him is base generated in the
internal argument position of the unaccusative
verb come. Since C lacks ¢-features, T cannot
inherit them, which forces the subject to realize
as an accusative form and stay in its original
position. Given that wh-movement is an instance
of focalization, it is how that undergo
focalization to move to Spec-CP in such
sentences, but not the subject Aim. The
derivation in (12) is different from that in (6), in
which come moves to the head of CP through
the head of TP, creating the sequence of how
come.

It has been argued so far that the subjects in
MMs and the non-canonical type of HCC have
different properties from those in other finite
constructions. Under the present analysis, in
MMs, the movement of the subject to the
sentence-initial position is an instance of
On the other hand, the

non-canonical type of HCC, how undergoes

focalization. n
focalization. It is concluded from the discussion
in this section that the EPP effect is absent in the
two constructions because of the lack of the

relevant features to be inherited from C to T.

5. Further Consequence
The present analysis can account for the
presence of the sentence such as (13), which is a

variant of the non-canonical type of HCC.
(13) How come that he knows so much about
the yacht?

(COHA,1950,FIC,LoveHonor)

(13) can be regarded as a variant of (14) that



lacks the pronominal subject it.

(14) How comes it that those ruins have not, in
part, accumulated?
(COHA,1836,NF,StPierresStudies /

Kondo and Tamada (2020: 73))

Kondo and Tamada (2020) argue that the
sentences in (4) and (14) are classified into the
same category, because in these sentences, come
is analyzed as a lexical verb in that it inflects for
tense, person and number and agrees with the
subject. This leads us to assume that the
sentence in (14) has the same structure as (4), as

schematized in (15).

(15) [cphow [vivitec comes] [tpit  tvivet [vp vev

[vetv [cp that .. 11 thow]]

Integrating this assumption with the present

analysis, (13) would be derived as in (16).

(16) [cphow C [rp T [ve [v+vcome] [ve 2y [cpthat
-] thow]] (= (13))

Assuming with Chomsky (2000) that the
expletive subject it is inserted to satisfy the EPP,
serving as a probe which locates T as a goal,
then the absence of it in (13) immediately
follows from the present analysis. In (16), C is
introduced without @-features and tense feature
and thus T cannot inherit any features from it, so
that the EPP effect does not arise (see Radford
(2018: 270ff) for another analysis of the variant
of HCC where a that-clause directly follows

come).

6. Conclusion
This paper has accounted for the common

property between MMs and the non-canonical

239

types of HCC that the subject appears in the
accusative form. Since C lacks ¢-features and
tense feature in both constructions, T cannot
inherit them, which forces the subject to be
licensed by default case. As a consequence of
this analysis, we have accounted for the
presence of the variant of HCC such as (13)
where the expletive it is absent and a that-clause
directly follows come. Since T cannot inherit
any feature form C, it cannot function as a probe,
so that there is no need to insert the expletive it
to the specifier of TP to satisty the EPP.
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1. Introduction

Optional subject-auxiliary inversion (SAI)
can appear in comparative clauses (hereafter
SCC) and as-clauses in manner use (hereafter
SAM), as in the examples in (1) (underlining

mine):

(1) a. I'spend more than do my friends.
(Quirk et al. (1985: 1382))

b. ..., I did not see her as often as did

Francis, to whom she frequently came
(Yagi (1987: 88))
c. Ed build a canoe, as did his wife.

(Potts (2002: 639))

for advice ...

Many scholars have argued that SAI in (1) is
triggered by (the principles of) end-weight and
end-focus (Quirk et al. (1985); Yagi (1987);
Yoshida (1998); Biber et al. (1999); Huddleston
and Pullum (2002); Culicover (2013)).

Such

unsatisfactory because they have not treated SAI

expositions, however, are
with personal pronoun subjects in much detail.
SAI as in (1) differs in acceptability when

personal pronoun subjects are postposed, as in

241

(2) below (a capitalized word indicates an

accented element):

(2) a. 7?Anna is taller than was SHE.

(Quirk et al. (1985: 1382))
delichted with the
(Yagi (1987: 88))
c. They go to concerts frequently, as do I.

(adapted from Culicover (2013: 106))

b. (?)She was

suggestion as was he.

as

This contrast between (2a, b) and (2c) raises the
question of why only SAM is always acceptable,
while the acceptability of SCC is not stable.

In addition to the difference in acceptability,
as we will see in Section 2, SCC plays a
different role in context than does SAM in terms
of topic persistence.

The present study attempts to clarify the
factor making the difference between SCC and
SAM,

integrity.! Consequently, I argue that as-clauses

focusing on their syntactic clausal
in manner use are originally less integrated with
the main clause than are comparative clauses,
which
differently when SAI is applied to them.

affects their functional orientation

This paper will proceed as follows: in
Section 2, we will look at how different SAI in
comparative clauses is from that in as-clauses in
manner use, in light of research results from
Tokunaga’s corpus survey (in press). Section 3 is
devoted to Green’s (2017) analysis of two types
of clausal integrity: clause combination and
event integration. In Section 4, we analyze the
clausal integrity of comparative clauses and
as-clauses in manner use. Section 5 concludes

the study.

2. Functional Asymmetry between SAI in
Comparative Clauses and that in As-clauses
of Manner?>



The key problem with the existing accounts
is that they have tended to focus on a
single-sentence-based analysis, albeit significant,
rather than considering how the SAI
constructions in (1) and (2) behave in context.
For this reason, Tokunaga (in press) conducted a
corpus survey using the Corpus of
Contemporary American English (COCA) on the
web and its full-text data available on a Linux
server at Ritsumeikan University.’ The corpus
research reveals that there is a distributional
difference between SCC and SAM. The former
tends to occur less frequently than the latter
when these clauses have personal pronoun

subjects.

Table 1: The Distribution of SCC and SAM with

Personal Pronoun Subjects

Sub-corpora SCC SAM
Academic 0 4
Fiction 2 18
Magazine 0 11
News 0 7
Spoken 0 15
Total 0 55

In addition, SCC plays a different role in context
than does SAM. SCC is not used to introduce
postposed subjects into the subsequent discourse,
unlike SAM. Compare SCC in (3a, b) with SAM

in (4) (“S” stands for “sentence”):

(3) a. [S1] X (noTP)
“Our own soldiers suffer in Northern
prison camps,” Lee said, “though the
North has more to spare for captives
than do we. [S1] The North has more to
spare for everyone. (COCA: fiction)
b. [S1] X — [S2] N (but not continuous
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topic) — [S3] X
I longed to depart this noisome hole as
avidly as did they [= the wreckers]. [S1] We
were at this tedious work for the rest of the
watch. [S2] The Wreckers tried to lighten
their burden with common shipmate raillery,
[S3] as when Goldenrod said to Crossgrain,
“Had’st not thou once a wife who smelled
as of this place?” (COCA: fiction)
(4) [S1]N — [S2] N (omitted but identical)
Wolstenholme said her children were
shaking and terrified, as was she. [S1] She
ran upstairs and [S2] frantically started
packing when her fiance [sic] reminded her
of their plan, to leave in their own vehicles,
with the children and their dog, when the
water went down. (COCA: news)
As the two examples of SCC in (3) illustrate, the
consecutive topical referents (e.g. subject and
direct object) that refers to the postposed
subjects in comparative clauses cannot be found
in the subsequent sentences. In contrast, as for
SAM, 18 out of 55 cases (32.5%) exhibit the
function of introducing their postposed subjects
into the subsequent discourse. This result
suggests that SCC is less motivated than SAM
As the

examples in (3) show, the function of SCC does

from the viewpoint of discourse.

not change in that SCC simply conveys the
standard of comparison, regardless of SAIL. On
the other hand, SAM like (4) can serve to
introduce its subject into the subsequent context
via SAIL. However, this raises the question of
what causes the functional difference. One of the
possible factors is clausal integrity because
comparative clauses depend on a main clause,
but as-clauses in manner use can be separated
from their main clause. McCawley (1988: 696)
need

points out that comparative clauses



“compared constituents,” as in (5a) and (5b):

(5) John is more worried about the future than
Mary (is), but not
a. more worried about the environment than
Bill (is).
b. *than Bill (is).
(6) John is as anxious to finish the job as
George is, but not
a. as determined to do it right as Mary is.
b. *as Mary is.
(adapted from McCawley (1988: 696))

By contrast, SAM can be employed as an
insubordinate clause. In (7), the as-clause is

situated after a paragraph gap (“//” indicates a

paragraph gap).

(7) He knew something they did not, and they
did not know the difference: this was one
thing that marked him as an artist while
they painted portraits. / As did 1. My part
in the story is yet to come. (COCA: fiction)

Given the examples in (5), (6), and (7), it can be
hypothesized that the difference in integrity can
possibly affect these functional orientations
when SAI is applied to them. More concretely,
comparative  clauses are  oriented to
intra-sentential functions because of tight clausal
integrity, while as-clauses in manner use are
oriented to extra-sentential functions because of
loose clausal integrity. To clarify this property, it
is necessary to consider their degree of clausal
integrity. In the following section, we will

examine this difference in integrity.

3. Two Types of Clausal Integrity
Before shifting to the analysis of the clausal

integrity of comparative clauses and as-clauses

in manner use, how main clauses and
subordinate clauses are integrated must be
considered. In this section, we look at Green’s
(2017) two types of clausal integrity: (i) clause

combination and (ii) event integration.

3.1. Clause Combination

Green (2017) investigates the English clause
system diachronically and synchronically,
suggesting that there is a difference of integrity
in English combined clauses. Green (2017)

classified them into nine categories, as in (8).

(8) a. Coordinate (symmetric)
He hated Leeds and everyone hates
Leeds
b. Coordinate (asymmetric)
I must tread gingerly this week or things
will backfire
c. Adverbial
I’'ll show you, when you some [sic] out
d. Comparative
It is probably more than the car is worth
e. Relative
I’ve got another girl that does all my
buying
f. Content
I think that is right
g. Past Participle
You don’t want the ground splattered
with horrible things
h. Present Participle
there was a problem buying the house
i. Infinitival
I’ve got enough for tomorrow fo get me
there  (adapted from Green (2017: 36))
Based on the category in (8), Green (2017: 36)
proposes a hierarchy for combined -clauses
(“Inf.,” “Part.,” “Adv.,” “AC,” and “SC” stand



for “Infinitival Clause,” “Participle,”
“Adverbial,” “Asymmetric Coordination,” and
In (9),

integrity ranges from the tightest to the loosest.

“Symmetric Coordination”). clause

(9) The Hierarchy of Combined Clauses in
English:
Inf. > Present Part. > Past Part. > Content
Clause > Relative Clause > Comparative
Clause > Adv. Clause > AC > SC
(adapted from Green (2017: 36))

Green (2017)

clauses

comments that comparative

are tighter than adverbial -clauses
because comparative clauses are “not often easy
to remove, nor a background proposition” (e.g.,
She ran faster than all her colleagues did.), and
sluicing and verb substitution are applicable
when “the main clause verb is carried over to the
subordinate clause” (p. 38). On the other hand,
adverbial clauses show less integration than
comparative clauses in (9) in that they are
optional, and there is a gap between main
clauses and subordinate clauses “by a comma in
writing or intonational reset in speech” (p. 38).*
To demonstrate that there are different levels
of integration in the English clause system,
Green (2017) conducts corpus research and

attempts to prove the following hypothesis:

(10) “The more integrated a clause, the more
one might expect it to have a more
integrated function and share the tense,
aspect and participants of the clause with
which it combines” (Green (2017: 40))
In order to clarify the degree of integration

between main clauses and subordinate clauses,

Green (2017: 43-44) examines the nine types of

)

clauses in (9) from two perspectives:
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and

(i)

continuity. Based on these results, Green (2017:

tense-aspect  continuity subject
43) concludes that “[n]one of the distributions
strikingly favored discontinuity or continuity
between the tense-aspect of verbal elements in a
form” and the tense-aspect (dis)continuity does
not support the hypothesis in (10).

On the other hand, Green (2017) maintains
that the subject (dis)continuity verifies this
hypothesis. The tighter the integration of clauses
is (e.g., “To-infinitival,” “Present participle,”
and “Past participle”), the more frequently they
represent a stronger tendency to have the same
subject, which suggests that the clauses with
tight integration tend to share the same subjects
with the main clauses (e.g., Non-Finite and
Semi-Finite clauses such as Infinitival Clauses
and Present/Past Participle).

In contrast, loosely integrated clauses are
often used with different subjects between the
main clauses and subordinate clauses (e.g.,
Finite clauses such as “Content clause,”
“Relative clause,” “Comparative clause,” and
“Adverbial clause).” This tendency corresponds
to (9) above.

In Section 4, we will examine the
tense-aspect continuity and subject continuity of
comparative clauses and as-clauses in manner
use in order to analyze the integration of both

clauses.

4. Integrity of Comparative Clauses and
As-Clauses in Manner Use

In this section, we will consider the
of
comparative clauses and as-clauses in manner

use, based on Green’s (2017) study. For this

difference clausal integrity between

purpose, corpus data including both clauses are
obtained from COCA, and analyzed with the

two criteria utilized in Green’s (2017) work: (1)



and

(i)

continuity. As for the data we will examine here,

tense-aspect  continuity subject
comparative clauses without SAI amount to 50
clauses in number (than-clauses and equatives
each account for 25 clauses), and the data of
non-SAI in as-clauses in manner use also
account for 50 clauses in number. Note that the
goal of this research is to examine the clausal
integrity of both types of clauses. This approach
is not concerned with SAI. Therefore, the data of
the

two clauses containing SAI are not

considered in this section.®

4.1. Tense-Aspect Continuity

First, we look at tense-aspect continuity. If a
main verb in a main clause represents the same
tense/aspect as a subordinate clause, the clausal
integrity can be considered high. Conversely,
when the two clauses show different
tenses/aspects, the clausal integrity can be
evaluated as loose. The tense-aspect continuity

of the two clause types is given in Table 2.

significant difference between the two clauses (p
= .28 > .05). It follows that neither tense nor
aspect continuity would work as a criterion for
clarifying clausal integration of the two clauses,

as Green (2017) points out.®

4.2. Subject Continuity

Having examined tense/aspect continuity, we
now turn to the topic of subject continuity. Table
3 represents the distribution of subject continuity
for comparative clauses and as-clauses in

manner use.

Table 3: Clause Type and Subject Continuity
(Non_SAI)

Clause Type  Same Different N
Subject Subject
Comparative’ 24 (44%) 26 (56%) 50
As (manner) 13 (26%) 37 (74%) 50
Total 37 (37%) 63 (63%) 100

Table 2: Clause Type and Tense-Aspect

Continuity

Clause Type  T/A T/A N
discontinuity continuity

Comparative’ 6 (12%) 44 (88%) 50

As (manner) 11 22%) 39 (78%) 50

Total 17 (17%) 83 (83%) 100

In this case, comparative clauses exhibit higher
tense/aspect continuity than do as-clauses of
manner. We also see a different distribution in
the tense/aspect discontinuity between the two
clauses. As-clauses of manner tend to represent
discontinuity of tense/aspect more frequently
than do comparative clauses. Although these

differences can be seen in Table 2, there is no

245

In comparative clauses, the ratio of comparative
clauses (44%) with the same subjects is nearly
the same as the ratio of those with the different
subjects (56%). This implies that the integrity of
comparative clauses can be regarded as a matter
of chance level. In other words, the degree of
their clausal integration seems to be variable. On
the contrary, the distribution of as-clauses is
uneven. The ratio of as-clauses with different
subjects (74%) is higher than the ratio of those
with the same subjects (26%). This distribution
also reaches statistical significance (p = .03
< .05). We can deduce from the result that
as-clauses of manner can be regarded as clauses
with lower the degree of integrity in comparison
to comparative clauses. As (9) shows, the lower
clausal integrity becomes, the more subordinate

clauses become independent from main clauses.



Thus, it can be posited that as-clauses can be
considered more independent from the main
clause than comparative clauses, and that the
former type of clauses in expected to assume an
additional function outside of the sentence in
which it is embedded: the as-clauses can exhibit
an extra-sentential function of introducing their
inverted subjects as new topics in the subsequent
discourse when SAI is applied to them. On the
contrary, comparative clauses cannot exhibit
such a discourse function because they are
closely connected with their main clause.
Therefore, their function is simply to present the

standard of comparison, regardless of SAI.

5. Conclusion

This paper has been concerned with the
difference in clausal integrity between
comparative clauses and as-clauses in manner
use. Based on Green’s (2017) framework, we
have examined the integrity of these clauses
@)
(i1)

subject-continuity. As for the former case, there

from the following two perspectives:

tense-aspect continuity and
is no significant difference between the two
clauses, whereas a significant difference can be
found in the latter case. This finding suggests
that subject-continuity may affect the functional
orientation of SCC and SAM. As-clauses are
originally less integrated with the main clause
than are comparative clauses. Therefore, when
they are used as a marked construction, their
unique extra-sentential discourse function can be
observed. Comparative clauses, on the other
hand, are closely integrated with their main
The

presentation of the standard of comparison even

clause. function is limited to the

when SAI is applied to the clause.

* This article is a revised version of the handout
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prepared for the English Linguistic Society of
Japan 13th International Spring Forum (May
2020; this forum was canceled due to the
coronavirus). I would like to thank Sadayuki
Okada and Eri Tanaka for helpful comments. All
remaining errors are entirely my own.

NOTES
' Tokunaga (in press) addresses this problem
from a cognitive semantic perspective.
2 This section is based on Tokunaga (in press).
3 Therefore, this study deals mainly with Modern
American English (the corpus survey was
conducted on September 13, 2020). Currently, I
am a Post-Master’s Researcher at the
Ritsumeikan University Graduate School of
Language Education and Information Science. I
obtained an appropriate qualification for access
to a corpus server containing the text data.
* In his

categorized

research, syntactic function is

into four levels: complement,
modifier, adjunct, and independent. According to
Green (2017: 35), the complement level is the
tightest among them, followed by the modifier
level. The adjunct level is third in the hierarchy,
while independent has the loosest integration.
According to his classification, comparative
clauses fall under (i) complement and (ii)
adjunct, as illustrated below.
(i) Adjunct
Many more birds had been sold in

retail outlets than had been bred in

captivity.
(ii)) Complement
[TThe faces aren’t as pretty as they
once were. (Green (2017: 42))
However, he does not explain why the

than-clause in (i) has higher integrity than the
equative in (ii). This analysis seems problematic
because comparative clauses need ‘“‘compared
(McCawley (1988: 696)),

constituents” as



mentioned in (5) and (6). For this reason, in this
study, than-clauses and equatives are regarded as
complements in accordance with McCawley’s
(1988) analysis.

> As

Symmetric Coordination, the cases of the same

for Asymmetric Coordination and
subjects in the former coordination are observed
more frequently than in the latter. This trend
suggests that the integrity of the former is tighter
than that of the latter. Therefore, Asymmetric
Coordination is placed before Symmetric
Coordination in (9).

® There is another reason why SCC and SAM are
not dealt with in this section. The data of the
former are rarely found in COCA (only three
cases), unlike SAM (50 cases). Hence, this
research focuses on non-SAI data.

7 Comparative clauses consist of the data of
than-clauses (25 cases) and equatives (25 cases).
In Table 2, three cases of tense or aspect
discontinuity can be obtained from each of the
former and the latter data, which means that the
rest of the data (22 cases in each clause type)
show the same tense or aspect as their main
clauses.

8 Although Green (2017) does not adopt this
criterion, it is employed in this study in order to
confirm whether tense-aspect continuity is
relevant to the difference between comparative
clauses and as-clauses of manner.

? The data of than-clauses consist of six cases
with the same subjects and 19 cases with
different subjects. The data of equatives include
18 cases with the same subjects and seven cases

with different subjects.
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On the Distribution of the Genitive Case
Marker in the Manchu Language”

Shao-Ge Wang
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Hideki Maki
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Keywords: genitive subject, Mongolian, Manchu,

N’-deletion, the Yanbian variety of Korean

1. Introduction

This paper investigates the distribution of the
genitive case marker in Manchu, a Tungusic
language spoken in Manchuria, and elucidates
the mechanism behind it. We owe all examples
used in this paper to Shuo Wang, an instructor of
Manchu at Hebei

Nationalities. There are no existent monolingual

Normal University for
speakers of the language, but some 100 people
are bilingual of Manchu and Chinese, and there
are some 1,000 people who are not bilingual of
these, but can read, write, speak and translate
Manchu, one of whom is Shuo Wang.

Our findings are as follows. First, the
genitive subject is allowed in Manchu. Second,
in sentences with no overt relative head, headed
by de isitala ‘until,” for example, the genitive
subject is allowed. Third, the Transitivity
Restriction does not hold. Fourth, the genitive
subject is disallowed in embedded clauses. Fifth
and finally, N'-deletion is impossible.

It will be argued that these findings suggest
(i) that the distribution of the genitive case

marker in Manchu is more or less identical to
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that of the Yanbian variety of Korean, (ii) that (i)
implies that there is no correlation between the
N’-deletability and the availability of genitive
subject in human language, and (iii) that the
conditions on genitive subject licensing in
Mongolian proposed by Maki et al (2016) apply
not only to Mongolian, Japanese and the

Yanbian variety of Korean, but also to Manchu.

2. Background

Research has been done on the availability of
genitive subject in various languages, and also
on the availability of N’-deletion in various
languages. Harada (1971) originally points out
that Japanese allows genitive subject, as shown
in (1).

(1) [Doyoobi-ni
Saturday-on egg-Nom/-Gen cheap

tamago-ga/-no yasui]

mise-wa kono mise desu.
store-Top this  store be
‘The store where eggs are cheap on

Saturdays is this store.” (Japanese)

Since his seminal work, the phenomenon has
been investigated by many linguists, such as
Miyagawa (1993, 2011, 2012, 2013), Watanabe
(1996), Hiraiwa (2001), Ochi (2001, 2009),
Harada (2002) and Kobayashi (2013), among
others.

Saito and Murasugi (1990) originally point
out that N'-deletion is possible in Japanese. The
example in (2) is from Saito et al (2008).

(2) [Taroo-no taido]-wa  yoi ga,
Taro-Gen attitude-Top good though
taide]-wa

Hanako-Gen attitude-Top not.good

[Hanako-no yokunai.

‘Though Taro’s attitude is good, Hanako’s
isn’t.” (Saito et al (2008)) (Japanese)



Maki (2019) finds certain relations between
the N'-deletability and the availability of
genitive subject in languages with prenominal
sentential modifiers so far examined to some

depth, which is shown in (3).

(3) The N'-Deletability and the Availability of
Genitive Subject in Languages with Prenominal
Sentential Modifiers

v Genitive Subject * Genitive Subject
v Japanese, Mongolian,
N’-Deletion Urdu, Bengali
* Korean,
N’-Deletion Tibetan

(3) seems to show two relations in (4a, b).

(4) a. Alanguage allows N’-deletion. =
It allows genitive subject.
b. Alanguage disallows N’-deletion. =

It disallows genitive subject.

Japanese and Mongolian, among others, allow
both N’-deletion and genitive subject. However,
Korean and Tibetan does not allow either
N’-deletion or genitive subject. In the following,
we will present data from Tibetan as a language
that does not allow either of them.

Let us consider the Tibetan examples in (5)
and (6), which are due to Daojicao (p.c.).
5) a

Su-yi rnam agyur bzang ngam?

good Q
‘Whose attitude is good?’
Bkrashis-kyi [n rnam agyur] red.
Bkrashis-Gen attitude be
‘Bkrashis’s attitude is.’
Bkrashis-kyi [n €] red.
Bkrashis-Gen be
‘Bkrashis’s is.” (Tibetan)

who-Gen attitude

*
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(6) Dering Bkrashis-o/*-Kyi
today Bkrashis-Abs/-Gen arrive-Gen
dustshod-ni phyidro-’i dustshod 8 red.

8 be

‘The time when Bkrashis arrived today is 8

a.m.’ (Tibetan)

thon pa-’i

time-Top a.m.-Gen time

In contrast to Tibetan, Japanese allows both
genitive subject and N'-deletion, as shown in (1)
and (2).

3. Data

Let us now examine sentences with the
genitive subject in Manchu. Just like Japanese
and Mongolian, Manchu also allows the
nominative/genitive alternation. First, in relative
clauses, the subject can be marked genitive, as

shown in (7).

(7) [Sikse tudaha]
yesterday Zhangsan-Nom/-Gen bought

Jangsan’-o/-1

bithe-oci  ere bithe inu.

book-Top thisbook be

‘The book Zhangsan bought yesterday is
this book.’

While (7) contains a gap in the relative clause,

(8) does not.

(8) [Sikse Jangsan’-¢/-1 injebuhe]
yesterday Zhangsan-Nom/-Gen laughed
baita baita inu.
fact problem be

‘The fact that Zhangsan laughed yesterday

is a problem.’

Second, in sentences with no overt relative
head, headed by de isitala ‘until,” for example,

the genitive subject is allowed.



9) Aga-o/-i

rain-Nom/-Gen completely

wagihiyame nakaha
stop

de isitala, Jangsan’-o albanbou-de
until Zhangsan-Nom office-at
bihei bi.

all.the.way was

‘Zhangsan was at his office all the way

until it stopped raining.’

Third, the Transitivity Restriction does not
hold in Manchu. Japanese has a phenomenon
that the genitive subject cannot co-occur with an
accusative ‘-0’ marked object. The restriction
it called the ‘Transitivity
Restriction (hereafter, TR).” (The TR
discussed by Harada (1971), Miyagawa (1993),
Watanabe (1996), Hiraiwa (2001) and Ochi
(2009), among others). The TR in Japanese is

prohibiting is

is

shown below.

(10) [John-ga/*-no hon-o kashita] hito
John-Nom book-Acc lent

‘the person to whom John lent a/the book’
(Watanabe 1996: 389, ex. 37a)

person

On the other hand, the TR does not hold in

Manchu, as shown below.

(11) [Sikse tere
yesterday Zhangsan-Nom/-Gen that
bithe-be

book-Acc lend give person Lisi

Jangsan’-@/-1

juwenbuhe ningge, Liisy’inu.
be
‘The person who Zhangsan lent the book to

1s Lisi.’

Fourth, the genitive subject is not allowed in
embedded clauses in Manchu, as shown in (12),

in contrast to Mongolian, as shown in (13).
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t; udaha
bought

(12) [[Sikse
yesterday Zhangsan-Nom/-Gen

Jangsan’-@/*-i

gvnimbi] bithe-oci, tere

book-Top that

seme] Liisy’-o
that Lisi-Nom think
bithe.
book
‘The book which Lisi thinks [that Zhangsan
bought t yesterday] is that book.’
(13) Bayatur-¢
Bagatur-Nom yesterday Ulagan-Gen
gejii]
buy-take-Past. Adn/-take-Past.Con that

[ociigediir Ulayan-g/-u t;
qudaldun-abu-ysan/*-ab-¢ai
bodu-ysan nom;-bol ene nom.
think-Past.Adn book-Top this book

‘The book which Bagatur thought [that
Ulagan bought t yesterday] is this book.’

Fifth and finally, N'-deletion is not possible
in Manchu, as shown below.
(14) We-i tuwaraba-¢  sain akv?
who-Gen attitude-Nom good not
‘Whose attitude is not good?’
[n tuwaraba/*e].
Zhangsan-Gen attitude

‘Zhangsan’s (attitude).’

(15) Jangsan’-i

4. Discussion

Let us now consider what the observed facts
might suggest for the theory of (Manchu) syntax.
First, the findings suggest that Manchu and
Japanese differ in the Transitivity Restriction.
Consider again the contrast between (11) and
(10). In order to see if the TR is a general
phenomenon in Altaic languages, let us examine
other Altaic languages. First, Maki et al (2015)
show that in Mongolian, the TR is not observed.
Second, Xie and Maki (2019) show that Kazakh
does not show the TR effect. Third, Kornfilt
(2003) shows that in Turkish, the TR is not



observed, either. Fourth, Qiu and Maki (2020)
show that Azerbaijani does not show the TR
effect. Fifth and finally, Jin (2014) shows that
the Yanbian Variety of Korean (YK, hereafter)

shows the TR effect, as shown below.

(16) [John-i™/+®
John-Nom/*-Gen book-Acc

salam

chayk-u

pillyec-u-n]
lend-Past-Adn person

‘the person to whom John lent a/the book’

Note that in colloquial YK, although no overt
case marking is found for nominative or genitive,
pitch accents are used to distinguish between the
two grammatical cases: (¥ is associated with
genitive case, while ™ with nominative case.
These Altaic

languages show that in terms of the Transitivity

examples from various
Restriction, only Japanese and YK pattern
together, and Manchu patterns together with the
other Altaic languages such as Mongolian,
Kazakh, Turkish and Azerbaijani. This indicates
that the Transitivity Restriction is restricted to a
few Altaic languages, and Japanese and YK are
such exceptional languages, while Manchu is not.
We will leave open this perplex issue within
Altaic languages.

Second, both Japanese and Manchu allow
the genitive subject in the ‘until’-clause, while
YK does not. Compare the Manchu example in
(9) with its Japanese and YK counterparts in
(17) and (18).

(17) John-wa [ame-ga/-no yam-u  made]
John-Top rain-Nom/-Gen stop-Pres until
ofisu-ni i-ta.

office-atbe-Past

‘John was at his office until it stopped

raining.’
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pi(H)/pi(U
John-Top completely rain.Nom/rain.Gen
kkun-u-1
stop-Past-Adn until office-at

(18)*John-un wancenhi

kkaci samusil-ey issessta.
was
‘John was at his office until it stopped

raining completely.’

Third, Manchu, Japanese and YK do not
allow the genitive subject in complement clauses.
Compare the Manchu example in (12) with its
Japanese and YK counterparts in (19) and (20).
(19) Taroo-ga [kinoo Hanako-ga/*-no t;
Taro-Nom yesterday Hanako-Nom/-Gen
katta to]
bought Comp thought book-Top this
hon da.
book be
‘The book which Taro thought [that Hanako
bought t yesterday] is this book.’

(20) John-i
John-Nom yesterday
Meyari™™/*Meyari™ " t; satta

Mary-Nom/-Gen

omotta hon;-wa kono

ezey

ko
bought Comp
saygkakhan chayk;-un i
thought book-Top this book be
‘The book which John thought [that Mary
bought t yesterday] is this book.’

chayk ita.

These examples indicate that Manchu patterns
together with Japanese and YK, not Mongolian.
Fourth, the findings suggest that in terms of
N’-deletion, Manchu pattens together with YK,
not Japanese. Compare the Manchu examples in
(14) and (15) with the YK and Japanese
counterparts in (21a, b) and (22a, b).

Nu-ki
who-Gen attitude good not.be

choci ansumni ka?

Q

(21) a. thayto

‘Whose attitude is not good?’



John-i [n thayto/*e] imnita.
John-Gen attitude  be
‘John’s (attitude) is.” (YK)

(22) a. Dare-no taido-ga yoku nai
who-Gen attitude-Nom good not
desu ka?

be Q

‘Whose attitude is not good?’
John-no
John-Gen

‘John’s (attitude) is.” (Japanese)

[n taido/e] desu.
attitude be

(23) summarizes the distribution of the genitive

case marker in Japanese, Manchu and YK.

(23) On the Distribution of the Genitive Case
Marker in Japanese, Manchu and YK

Japanese Manchu YK
Genitive Subject v N N
“Until’-Clause v N *
Transitivity Restriction v * v
Complement Clauses * * *
N’-Deletion N * *

(23) shows that Manchu seems to be placed
between Japanese and YK, as it partially patterns
together with Japanese, and at the same time,
partially patters together with YK.

However, from the viewpoint of the relations
between the N'-deletability and the availability
of genitive subject in languages with prenominal
sentential modifiers so far examined to some
depth, Manchu patterns together with YK, as
shown in (24).

(24) The N’'-Deletability and the Availability of
Genitive Subject in Languages with

Prenominal Sentential Modifiers
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v Genitive Subject *  Genitive Subject
v Japanese, Mongolian,
N’-Deletion Urdu, Bengali
*
YK, Manchu Korean, Tibetan
N’-Deletion

(24) shows two important things. First, Manchu
patterns together with YK with the two
properties, namely, the N’-deletability and the
availability of genitive subject. Second, and
more importantly, the facts about Manchu and
YK clearly indicate that there is no correlation
between the two properties.

Now, (24) clearly shows the non-correlation
between the N’-deletability and the availability
of genitive subject, which further raises the
question as to whether the upper right corner is
an accidental gap, or some languages come to
the gap. Hu and Maki (2019) and Wang and
Maki (2019) found that Naxi and Tujia, which
are considered officially identified minority
languages of China, do not allow genitive
subject, but do allow N’-deletion. Therefore,
these two languages fill the gap at the upper

right corner, as shown in (25).

(25) The N'-Deletability and the Availability of
Genitive Subject in Languages with

Prenominal Sentential Modifiers

v Genitive Subject *  Genitive Subject
4 Japanese, Mongolian,
Naxi, Tujia
N’-Deletion Urdu, Bengali
%
YK, Manchu Korean, Tibetan
N’-Deletion

(25) thus clearly indicates that there is no
correlation between the two syntactic properties,
namely, the N’-deletability and the availability

of genitive subject.



Fifth and finally, the conditions on genitive
subject licensing in Mongolian proposed by
Maki et al (2016) apply not only to Mongolian,
but also to Japanese, YK and Manchu. The
conditions on genitive subject licensing in

Mongolian are shown below.

(26) Conditions on Genitive Subject Licensing

in Mongolian

a. A genitive subject must be
c-commanded by a nominal element in
a local domain.

b. A genitive subject must be in a local

relationship with the adnominal form

of a predicate.

These two conditions correctly predict the
(un)grammaticality of the examples with the
genitive subject, if we assume (27).

(27) a.  There is an abstract distinction
between the conclusive form and the
adnominal form in Manchu, just like
Japanese.

De isitala ‘until’ has nominality, and
the predicate that precedes it has its
adnominal form in Manchu, just like
Japanese.

The predicate that precedes the
complementizer seme ‘that’ does not
have its adnominal form in Manchu,

just like Japanese.

Therefore, the conditions on genitive subject
licensing in Mongolian proposed by Maki et al
(2016) apply not only to Mongolian, Japanese
and YK, but also to Manchu.

5. Conclusion

This paper investigated syntactic properties
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of the Manchu language, and showed (i) that the
genitive subject is allowed, (ii) that in sentences
with no overt relative head, headed by de isitala
‘until,” for example, the genitive subject is
allowed, (iii) that the Transitivity Restriction
does not hold, (iv) that the genitive subject is
disallowed in embedded clauses, and (v) that
N’-deletion is impossible. We also argued that
these findings suggest (i) that the distribution of
the genitive case marker in Manchu is more or
less identical to that of the Yanbian variety of
Korean, (ii) that (i) implies that there is no
correlation between the N’-deletability and the
availability of genitive subject in human
language, and (iii) that the conditions on
genitive subject licensing in Mongolian
proposed by Maki et al (2016) apply not only to
Mongolian, Japanese and the Yanbian variety of

Korean, but also to Manchu.

* We would like to thank Shuo Wang, an
of Manchu Hebei

University for Nationalities, for the Manchu

instructor at Normal
examples used in this paper and his valuable

comments. All errors are our own.
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1. Introduction

Since Aristotle, language has been seen as
"sound with meaning." An important finding of
modern linguistics is that sound and meaning are
mediated by hierarchical structures. To explain
permissible hierarchical structures of language,
generative  grammarians  proposed  phrase
structure rules and transformations. However, in
mid-1990s,

movement operations were unified under the

such  structure-building  and
single operation Merge.

The first formulation of Merge is found in
Chomsky (1995). In that formulation, Merge
combines two syntactic objects together with
labeling as a suboperation, incorporated as part
of the Merge operation.

In his subsequent work, however, Chomsky
(2004) modifies the Merge operation, dispensing
with the labeling algorithm stipulated as part of
the definition of Merge. Instead, labeling is
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taken to be part of the third-factor principle of
minimal search (Chomsky 2013). Thus, Merge,
no longer being responsible for labeling, simply
takes two syntactic objects o and  and forms a
two-membered set, as shown in (1).

(1) Merge (0, p) = {a, B}

(1) shows that Merge is a symmetrical operation
in that it encodes neither o nor § as a label for
the resulting set, meaning that Merge is
"projection-free" (see, among others, Collins

2002 and Chomsky 2007).

2. MERGE
The formulation of Merge in (1) is simple and
clear, but from a minimalist perspective, it is
unclear how exactly Merge operates to generate
derivations. It must be the case that such
generative procedures presuppose the existence
of a workspace (WS), where syntactic objects
constructed by Merge are made available for
subsequent operations, but the notion of WS
itself has remained vague. To fix this problem,
Chomsky (2017) makes WS explicit
reformulates Merge as an operation on WS,
called MERGE.
Under MERGE, the derivation proceeds as
follows:
(2) a.WS=[a,p,v]
b. MERGE (o, §, WS)
c. WS'=[{a, B}, v]
(2a) shows a derivational stage where WS

and

contains three syntactic objects. (2b) means that
MERGE operates on WS, selecting o and . As a
result, WS is updated to WS', as in (2c). Notice
that WS' contains the newly created set {a, B}
and the unselected object vy, but not the selected
objects o and f.

Chomsky (2019a, b) that the
MERGE-based analysis, if on the right track,

calls

argues

for a new approach to so-called



"multi-dominance" phenomena.

3. Consequences of MERGE

Theoretically speaking, MERGE (2) is
arguably preferable over Merge (1) because the
former clarifies that so-called "movement" is an
illusion; there is no "raising" or "lowering."
What MERGE (2) does is select o, B from WS
and form {a, B}, which enters WS', and the rest
follows  from third-factor considerations.
Nevertheless, MERGE (2) confronts a number
of empirical questions related to the problem of
descriptive adequacy. Thus, a tension arises
between theoretical explanation and empirical

description.

4. The Organization of the Workshop

This workshop was designed to demonstrate
the following points:
(i) we first review the core concepts of MERGE,
and then identify empirical issues, paying
special attention to MERGE (on the one hand)
and minimal search, labeling, and the theory of
Case and agreement (on the other). By

addressing these issues, we identify and
investigate further consequences of MERGE.

(i) in order to resolve the tension between
theoretical explanation and empirical description,
we clarify how a MERGE-based approach
relates to notions such as minimal search,
(which

¢-features and Case). These notions are of

labeling and agreement involves
critical importance for the current minimalist

investigation.

5. Conclusion

We strongly believe that pursuing these issues
leads us to a deeper understanding of the
language faculty and a deeper inquiry into a

profound nature of the human mind.
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Guidelines for Submission of Manuscripts to JELS
<If you write in Japanese, refer to the Japanese guideline on the ELSJ website>
Last revised October 2019

(1)Length
The length of an oral presentation manuscript, including notes and references, must not
exceed seven A4 pages; that of a symposium report must not exceed four A4 pages; that of a
special lecture or workshop report must not exceed two A4 pages. The manuscript should
use a two-column format with 40 lines per column. Care should be taken to avoid
overcrowding of characters or letters within the line.

(2) Format
Use the English sample file attached to the e-mail. Do not change the file extension (.doc)
when you save the file. Note that presenters at the Spring Forum are not allowed to submit a
Japanese manuscript.

a. Leave margins of 2.2cm at the top, 3.0 cm at the bottom, and 2.5cm on both sides.
b.
C.

The font size should be at least 11 point.

There should be 4 lines of space between the top of the page and the first paragraph on the
first page. The title, the name and affiliation of all authors, and keywords (up to five words
or short phrases) should all be centered. One line of blank space should be left between
the title and the author name(s) as well as between the author affiliation(s) and the
keywords. Two lines of blank space should be left below the keywords, at which point the
main text should begin. Keywords should be written in the following format:
Keywords: xxx, yyy, zzz (e.g. Keywords: syntax, Case assignment, Multiple Agree, light
verb).

The title should be in bold type. Capitalize the first letter of every content word in the title.
Write the author’s name in the order “First name - Surname” and capitalize only the initial
letters. (e.g. Jane Smith).

Write acknowledgements above notes, if any. Put an asterisk at the beginning of the
acknowledgements.

Notes should follow the main text but precede the references, with the heading
“NOTES.” DO NOT use MS-Word’s command for inserting automatic footnotes and
endnotes. Footnote numbers in the body of the text should be written as superscript
numerals, and should be placed after punctuation marks.

. Other details (including the references) should be formatted in accordance with

Information for Contributors and the latest wversion of the EL style sheet
(http://elsj.jp/english_linguistics-eng/information-for-contributors/). No  abstract s
necessary.

(3) Other instructions for submission

a.

Manuscripts written in English should be checked by a native speaker of English.
Under no circumstances may the title of the manuscript be changed in any way from
that used at the time of presentation. English manuscripts are acceptable even when the
oral presentations were made in Japanese if the English title listed in the Conference
Handbook is used in the manuscript. Presenters at the International Spring Forum may
submit only English manuscripts.

Do not include page numbers.

Please embed all fonts when creating pdf files in order to ensure that the fonts used are
available on readers’ computers. (JELS is published asa CD-ROM.)

Make sure that any figures or illustrations in the paper are consistent with copyright
restrictions.

Manuscripts must be submitted by 11:59 am on January 11th (JST) of the year
following the Spring Forum and the annual Conference. Manuscripts should be sent as
attachments in both pdf and doc format to <conference-elsj<kaitakusha.co.jp>*. The
file . name should include the author’s name in Roman letters (e.g.
NihonEiko.pdf/NihonEiko.doc). The title of e-mail should be “Annual Conference: name”
or “Spring Forum: name” (e.g. “Annual Conference: Jane Smith”). Please note that a
manuscript that has reached after the above deadline will not be accepted by the
Conference Organizing Committee even if an automatic reply message confirms your
submission.

Please note that manuscripts not in strict compliance with the Rules for JELS and the


mailto:conference-elsj@kaitakusha.co.jp

present guidelines will not be accepted.
*The “@” in the e-mail address has been replaced by “¥<” for security reasons.
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