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M o72Xl & HFrlunX] B
T DR R DX} — “shameless” & “shameful”
DR —

(Interpreting “Shameless™ vs. “Shameful” in
English and Japanese and the Contrastive

Viewpoints)

FY £ (Nami Arimitsu)
WPERT (Toyo University)

F—T— R :-less &-ful, *FiE, aha DR
ALEAMAEEINE, REEE, THR ) &3

1. IXT®IT

— I, FEEED-less & -ful 1] B 22D
BDLFEARIBRDHGEITH D XRI T
Rl aEDBRERETH D, 7o & 21X, colorless
LI ETHY, colorful 7 HEETH D,
b 5 FENH B 5 “This picture is
colorless.” & E 2 %, [A UG HEIZHOWT (BLHE
D%k XD ROV ~Y v 7 ZERIFIX)
“This picture is colorful.” & X F 272\, [AIER
12, & D5 FE % “It was a careful behavior.”
EHEE LIS E, FUIRD BV Z “It was a
careless behavior.” L i 5425 Z LIIFET S
DTHVHFR, LL, LT LE [Hess &

ful 1, EH 60— OEAET THE G I I,

H ) T ORFAOHEIT L TIXE SRV
CHICHATE R WEAERH 5,

2. Shame/BRZ B9 5 5538 O & MEHIET
2.1. R CHBm L ZDHE

2T, IxoB, HicHEE LEFEE
ABC I 3 A& BFENE->TEBY  FEDOE
HIZEASH E LTV, AED 2 E R

STV, BHEO K7 R LEL B 2
R—=LDOANTEHHE AL CEZLMLSITT
BH N A~BRITIA IR, — D721 28T S
WD [od, BILTRN-T] R ETE
MNTE 0T, TDHk, — DT HEFEN2EE
FZIZC AN (LoTWD AlITRMmE S
HP) HENOANT=HEM LT CTHEED AR
Td, ENTRMN-T2] EELEZENIT
ol EWOHYHAERET S, ZOHA.
A ODIPRPUILL T O X H ICHiTET& %,

(1) a. The behavior of B is shameless.

b. The behavior of B is shameful.

c. The behavior of C is shameless.

d. The behavior of C is shameful.

e. It is shameless for B to behave like this.

f. It is shameful for B to behave like this.

g. It is shameless for C to behave like this.

h. It is shameful for C to behave like this.

i. *I am shameless for being behaved by B/C
like this.

j. *I am shameful for being behaved by B/C
like this.

A3 B & C DIRDEENTHOWT TR
5972 B O/ C DIRLEENZ) LES Z &
NH x5 (la~d), £7-. [B ©/C OIS
NIRRT LN EEI LR ZERHY
2% (le~h, L2»rL. A 2% (li) I am
shameless~=<° (1j) I am shameful~ & ik~ %
DITRART, B X C OIRLIEBENE A IS
EAENELS . A 2% shame %)% U AN
W B OLBILLTO X D IZH#E TE 5,

(2) a. My behavior is shameless.
b. My behavior is shameful.
c. The behavior of C is shameless.
d. The behavior of C is shameful.
e. It is shameless for me to behave like
this.



f. It is shameful for me to behave like
this.
g. It is shameless for C to behave like
this.
h. It is shameful for C to behave like this.
1. I am shameless for behaving like this.
(I am a shameless man.)
j- L am shameful for behaving like this.
(I feel shameful.)

THSORDBENEFBGELT B
iEb%ﬂ 5972 (shameless 72) /HRd 72> L\
(shameful 72) IR HENZ LTS, [C @
IR NIEEN 5372 g L) (2a~d).
THD/C ORDEENIIT LN LT
(k~mkh ZELHV 2D, B BNHEM
12 (2i) iR fuiX(2a) X°(Q2e) D/NT T L
— A ThHD, (2)) Lib4uE B IZA SO
HENEMTHLNEO LR LTND Z
LWl B, 72k, C OLIHIEIE B O
IZBITD C % B IZANBELZIVTEY (K
MEDOBMRCTEIE), 72720, 29 L5
BX CNBREDLIRAMTH DK
L. &L B BNEHBIRTHSORL EHWZ
PN BEDRWAmR SR LOHFIC
shameful (ZHWVT, B AL ZRBMHAD L
RN AW 5 HERIZ shameless & V5
ZEbiauy,

2.2. BEEIZRIT 5 shameless & shameful
shameless & shameful, Z L6 DEFILLL
ToEEH THDH WA IR RER) ,

(3) shameful
1. Bo 3" _& | R H7e shameful conduct
2. (P L, RNmE7Ze 1t's shameful
that he behaves that way.
(4) shameless
1B S F o BRI, 975795 L

a shameless deception [liar]

TERERY HL 2 B HE L& B4 5 BRI i
BNETHDHIET O ful & -less 72038,
shameful/ shameless conduct 13312 H AGE T

T2 LVMTR] ERBLTE 7C I TH D,
MR E R MBERAmAIZ Ry - ey &
W ZEERDT epos, e-neg \IZKBITE B,
AWFFRIZI31T D e-pos, e-neg & IZ Horn (2005:
332-333) HAVTUN S Cruse (1980) O e-pos
and e-neg (evaluatively positive and evaluatively
S T & 5, shameless &
ﬁ%ﬁ"] WZELDBH Y e-neg EWVAE
) ThHbH, DF Y., shameless & shameful D
EREMARIZIL, colorless vs. colorful, careless
vs. careful @D X 5 ZRBAME7ZR kT HRME & 132 5
AHZALPFELTND Z EIZHER T
EThHD, Mo X THEE] OZEIL, RN
ZOWEEFF > TV D1 EFBINIER RS
NIzDIZxt L, Ty OZEELFEE OERS
B AR D FIT 2 5,

MHe) Lid, B S ORESL A COM A 224
EHWrE OHLBOL L THEELELIZ LD
B, X AR B A U B iy 72 BRI &
FEORONWEE T, IX ZEE 677/ 030
LWEEL %) & ) LBELEEEE O LRl
BB, A 3-8 ’E”i“ SNbH, LTenio> T,
bOHAX N B IZonT, [(4FEH
ABC Tid7w) FFEETZL] b2 oFEx
It was a shameless behavior (of B/ C/ B and C) &
L CTHE T 7D, It was a shameful behavior
(of B/C/Band C). & b5 TZ 5,

Z AU It was a colorless picture. & It was a
colorful picture. 23BIDOXG (BE) ZfHT O
I RMEDOMEE N R D,
shameless behavior. TIFIRDHHFHENZD H DN
Hb%1 & 4°C, Heis shameless./He is a shameless
man /I, YADPRTREZLZI T TE LT,
HTWBEBNI TN LK HRET &
BUEZJE Y 226 BT M3Hem 9725 ) 72
DTHD, —77,

negative) O &

shameful |

It was a

It was a shameful behavior



(of him). THIUZ, JAFR THTF2Lwv] &
U, ZOWRBDENZ THT 22 L) L)
P & 5- 2 CTU 5, Heis shameful X H 45 (He)
WECT N LN EE TR Y | IRPUTERZR D,
[LDOCE]. [LAAD]. [OALD]. [CEDAL3]<T
shameless D EFITIZITIE VN 720, [H3H
HOENRLIBENZIN L T WX 5 Iz,
25T &) &V b THSLS DD AT
HIZ TN LE L DREIELEoTND
ZHE b 6T Lo RELIETH D,
72 & 21X CEDAL3 ([ZIZLATFD X H1TH b,

(5) a. If you describe someone as shameless, you
mean that they should be ashamed of their
behavior, which is unacceptable to other
people
democratic debate [CEDAL3]

b. not seeming to be ashamed of your bad

...a shameless attempt to stifle

behavior, although other people think you
should be ashamed; He’s a shameless face.
[LAAD]

—J7 . shameful & EFC 4 DOFEEDERICTIE
IFE M E72 < . LDOCE (21% [shameful 72§E
LENRITH LT HEVITHLENDTED
NFRF2ALCE L2 TIWIT R0 E S
RIROBENATADZ ETHD] LdD,

(6) shameful behavior or actions are so bad that
someone should feel ashamed: It’s shameful
the way people that their pets. / a shameful
family secret [LDOCE]

shameful (23517 2% TFEAHNT 22 L & & K
LD &) mIZ2W T, LDOCE (1%
someone should feel ashamed, OALD T IiX
make you feel, CEDAL3 T{d the person ought
tobe EH 5D, LAAD 1L Z DE A people
think youshouldbe & &V | #2817 At
B OB B> TN D RICHERTRET

bo, DED ., WHBNITADYFHEARA
DTN LIZE L THLRWL, EEd /T
WA TN LS Z KL 25656 HW
bb, —J. (5b) DEFEN D H shameless
B D TEANRL TN L EZKC D00 &
VD RUIZDWT, ANIFE T TWRNA,
FIFIC TP L S ZEE TV D,

shameful & FE-X7z shameless DE &[T

TEA DA DD NT=H | &y 5t DA
DORAfES LD LN JIZHDH Z &
DML, TRNLS OO NIE, 7L
KU DREZEE S shameful Z24RPLIC
PP DO LT ARANRIT L S ZR LT
720N (F L CTRERMICEBIAIZIN T R R
ZAELCIETWD) | £V 9 A shameless
DR TH D, 72720, BIEMIZHDZ A X
IINZH DD, HAIZ DWW T I am a shameless
man/ I am shameless so I can do what I am doing
now. LIEE x5,
doing now. (Even though I feel shameful of
myself, I do what I am doing.) & bb#: L, AA
WA EAVEEE LTV DENE WS R D &
DEZHFEDRTHBHTHL EHFR D,

I am shameful for what I am

3. BEHERL I —va
3.1. FEERNERPRRT S0

72%. OED T shame, shameful, shameless
ZfX% & shame 1 ¢.725~, shameless
1T a 897~ shameful | a 950~7>5 IR
&V . shameful LY shameless D 57550
MBI D Z &R oD D,

=20 5 — NERRRRIREEI) Tidd e &
LC D, Bog 22L&, #had & LT Mg
NELH] L LTS, 955 (Old English, 8
~11 t#HHLE)T sé(ueamu, HE KA YV EE
(Old High German, 8~11 f#t#tH) T skama,
KA V58 (German, 7 /L'~ 52)C Scham,
W/ L R3E (Old Norse, 7 /v~ > %, 7T~14
HALEH) T skomme— 7 /L~ fHFE (Proto-
Germanic, #oJca] 1 TAEHE) O*HEER £



72 13FEMR C skamo, =— FFE T skanda [HD
], RA VFET Schande Hb) & FEIPR, L&t
HIhTWnd

FoiBEsER e ] CTlii44 5 shame (22

T, UTOXoicELEDdonTnD
LLOER§ /L & ; A
2.0E b, R"4%
3.?a1200 ¥
4.1.1393 (AFE) OEWZ &, &Rz L
5.1539-99 (&%) o~z &

7 shame (2D
1.OE (N8) [aplaERMCTHECAD
2. OE [i&#ffl (it) shames me @ FF AFpt S

T BTN EbES
3.2¢1200 HoEE 5% 5

4.c1400 (FHFIZ) B5D
5.1596-97 [RllgAl (f]) ZfE->T] B0 U TR
[

FocsERERERIL] T TREBIT TB AR
3 (2 &) ] A BhEE O TIERIRMIE. 3
ANPREITIHA - B 2R D B4 2 1
IRELA L B b7, [...] think [feel] shame
to do... ... ¥250D%H>L 35| 1% Layamon
(2212000 RN 7223, IRANEIEAFE L him
thinketh shame, 15C 7>% he thinketh (it) shame
DETHWLNTZ] LN TND

S BT, BRFAOHIND 5,
shamefaced

1.1593 Do F Loz

2.1873 Jr LTV %

2 DI 1T shamefast D IBREEIRIZ L A LI,

shamefast

OE = shamefaced

4% shamefastness | 1200 42 A#IHI,
shamefastness % shamefacedness . & % 1|Z
shamelessness DOV IZFAH SN D Z &
N>l

shameful
OE-1659 >>F L

WTIZLLTDOERBY TH D,

2. 721200 Hpg &
13.1375-1760-72 Bt U A~ 7=
shamefully

1.al325 ~mEHIZ,
2.¢1375 (F#) H2FLL
OE HuEn 6472
OE flBRALIC

shameless
shamelessly
tshame-proof
1594-95  (+5012) HLz a7z,
Moz < 2 Enin

(H1E0)

Z ORI RN DIea D HEAR ] OEK
E DBV D3 oh D, E7o. shamefastness/
shamefacedness 7% shamelessness DX Y (2

AN T s, BT LnEET
HILEDA T = X LABEEBTHY . %)
ANBIREY « HHSHIBREEN DAL D 2 & &b
PONTNDHEEZBID,

F7o. [9EEEFEZRGEEFA] (X shame D—
xR LWEN Bl s L L,
ZOMOFERE LTINS A H A4 E,
o, ERUE-7258] (a ~. the ~) Hb [N
HE)ObELERDBED [N], 2B LT L,
BeE6 L, FBEFRn e 0EWVWZ L,
OB &, #iEE LT, AHT A LWE
WEIEL, ErnEs, BETLH) L
LTS, HobLLRDbD] L)
E%HW%WTEU\%®i5ﬁ%fﬂbm
JRIR (52 PAFET 72012, FiZ il
?é %mE%ﬂﬁvimewﬂtbé&b\O
DA =X LBFTENTNLEDTH L,
ZHUTAFEDITAT S 23D B DN TN D
WIRWINERT D KO 7, —fRZRET THI
IXEBENER Lo W T A colorful/
colorless| @ X 5 7Zpkttb kv & THho A i
shameful/ shameless|] DXL EMETH 5 Bl
HO—2& 72> TW D, ANHOFFOIEDOH
IZHERH Y | H TR XD aHEIERRIZIL, 2.
BT Rk HB RE Voo anh v |
AHDBHE WS RS ZE LT DOl Ex



U, T~ R D) LRkl Thve T~
] ERBTDHENIITAH LY b AR
MOERGITKE LT, D WM OHiHEIZ R
WTHLZ R U AR & 1E, Wo & 9 EEIM T
TE Y « #8972 MBS OB S 4 2 58k AE
NToHdHEERD, [HEEERERGER] T
I% shame DFEJILHIEFED scamu TH D &
PN TEY  LFORBIBNRI STV 5D,

(7) a. I was all full of shame at my rudeness. (FA
IZH S DOAREERS D EWVITHT L
STV EWiEo70)

b. He felt no shame at having behaved in the
way he had. (£IXH 53 D55 WAL
FTHLWER ST ehotz)

c. The news that he had accepted bribes
brought shame on his whole family. (4
WbWAZE I T Lol s bt
IFEBERABROEH Z>5 13D &
poTz)

d. It’s a shame to treat a child so cruelly. (-
W Z RS IERTHRATOE
WEETD)

e. What a shame that he didn’t get the job! (i
(TEFER RSN D 2 TARYIZKDH
72)

f. His cowardice shamed his parents. (1% D fi&
75D F N CH OB O H X
SNiEo7z)

ZOHT (Te) DK D 72BN HAGE & 1%
RT LTI 5 TR, HAFET THE) I
KRODFE V) BHRAWIZFEE L TV,
[oeErE e S/ NEBIFLL T L S
(Z A3 2 LT, T H SO T 28 THE
THDLINZOWTGENRH D, 72L& 21T, 9
S0 [iiE 2 T e & 22 < | 1X, feel shame T
1272 <, feel embarrassed (ZAHYS 95, TFED
shame [TEME FOALELREE (). &M
() MBERDLBDIZROEND ) L LTV D,

32, A —va URTRETEH0

BNC (SCN) (shameless 83 f}:, shameful 236
Yy T4 E DMBEDEICERT D &
shameful & O = v 77— 3 X secret (6
1), secrets (4), thing (4), behavior (2), LAF 1
4=, blot, catalogue, condition, death, episode,
example, history, memory, peace, practice 75 &
D, %iEEATE LT something shameful (5),
nothing shameful (3) 3% 5, —J7. shameless
Etoansr—3 g 000%, wig 3 1), display
(2), hussy (2), publicity (2), womaniser (2), LA T
1 {4, appetite, artifice, betrayal, bitch, charade,
contest, creature, cunt, deception NNH 5, =5
IZ. COCA (shameless 769 . shameful 1496
f4) T BNC(SCN) L5 LEbE, LLFD
fif & 13 7=, shameful I COCA & BNC
(SCN) THELMEM 2 % 5725, shameless |LH
N GAYAIAN

<shameless >

shameless (9 1)/ shameful (0 1f) hussy
shameless (3 1) / shameful (4 14) betrayal
shameless (3 1) / shameful (3 14) display
shameless (0 f4) / shameful (1 ) appetites
shameless (1 ) / shameful (1 {}) charade
shameless (1 1) / shameful (0 14*) publicity
shameless (0 f4) / shameful (0 {}) bitch
shameless (0 )/ shameful (0 {f) creature
shameless (0 1) / shameful (0 {:}) artifice
shameless (0 ) / shameful (0 f£}*) contest
shameless (0 1) / shameful (0 14*) cunt
shameless (0 f4) / shameful (0 ) deception
shameless (0 1) / shameful (0 14*) womanizer
shameless (0 1) / shameful (0 ) wig
<shameful >

shameless (4 1)/ shameful (41 {F) thing
shameless (0 1) / shameful (24 1) secret
shameless (0 1) / shameful (11 1F) secrets
shameless (3 1) / shameful (9 1F) behavior
shameless (0 f4) / shameful (9 f4) death



shameless (0 1) / shameful (8 14) history
shameless (0 1) / shameful (6 14*) episode
shameless (0 f4) / shameful (3 ) example
shameless (0 {4) / shameful (3 1f) practice
shameless (0 1) / shameful (3 f4*) condition
shameless (0 14) / shameful (1 ) memory
shameless (0 1) / shameful (1 14*) peace
shameless (0 1) / shameful (0 14*) blot
shameless (0 {4) / shameful (0 1) catalogue

COCA Ti~X% & shameless scams (22 {}),
deeds (22), self-promotion (18), plug (12), hussy
(9), self-promoter (8), ploy (8), employees (8), act
(8), attempt (7), guys (7), pandering (6), display
(6), dance (6), liar (5), acts (5), editor (5), efforts
(5), showtime (4), opportunist (3), flirt (3),
promoter (3), stunt (3), arrogance (3), cheat (3),
exploitation (3), thief (3), publicity (3), bid (3)

2 EAL 30 T, O SEAMIE D THL.Z 5174 .

SHEATOARS, QREVDLL, DA, o
TZEWRICE D T EOFEN A DN D,

F 72, shameful thing (46), history (33), secret
(28), act (26), behavior (15), truth (13), secrets
(12), chapter (10), acts (10), chapters (8),
thoughts (7), episode (6), affair (6), conduct (6),
display (6), theatrics (5), statistic (5), slavery (5),
defeat (5), legacy (5), relief (5), capitulation (4),
deeds (4), betrayal (3), episodes (4), weakness (4),
awareness (4), gap (4), ultimatum (3), faults (3)
B EAE 30 12 Y OPSIRflifED THZ2 %
1141, Q. QREVH L, Vol &k
THHEAIRETH D (THIT shameless &
shameful OILHER),

3.3. Bb & i3>
7= & 2%, my shameful experience 2% H>J
ML THOLDOEMPIRS 125 & 9 72fk8R) %
FE9 ®I1zxt LT, my shameless experience /%
TEBHD S IXHCT LD AT &bt Ty
AP BSBHIFIRTLWE S ED

FTURENE LS BB TS SR L& L
ToRRBR) ZfET LT B o0k
BlUIA 2 B DR EET 2 L0hdH0 25,
7272 L . my shameful experience & my
shameless experience & LI —MXAJIZE D 5
NDHRBRTIERNE WS ARE L TV D,
X 512, my shameful secret & V9 FHLIZ
HIR7Z73, *my shameless secret & U 9 FKHLT
AARTHDH, ZHix, bbb HE) &
WO AT HTHALNOT) LTI
TZLTHDLEWVWIRIMENH D . shameless
EWV) FERRFO TP ST T2 LW AT
ERDONTWIZEEA S BE 7 BHITINT
LnE S EDR0 ] &) BIROERS 13 E
TOMLEEEZEZLND, BARGET X
[FoE 537 B2 L] B2 259 L&,
ZDONHOPEZIZONTIRER L Z & 245
L CUWAH DN, HEED shameless vs. shameful |3
ZAB 2 DM colorless vs. colorful @ J 9
R IR B 72 W2 Tl BARGEE HHL
FMUTITRT LTI b nk 5 Th 2,

4. BbYIZ

JERED-less & -ful X0 & DOME DL
Z IR R DA D xR 2 A5 & 1
HEERFETH DT T DIz, 728, shameful/
shameless conduct [£3LI1Z HAGET T2 L
VMTZ ] ERBITEZ 900 E 0 9 FIRA
MOIRE S TEWFIETES, ZAUE Ty, &v )
NN EI ey = O I A NP AR e S P oY =)
ERFOZLITERYT D LM TE L, L
ST, KO EBRNTHRI LW TR A HE
colorful/ colorless | 5 & 1%, £ D F A 5 T
WD 2N 72 5, shameless (XALZIE U 5
RENMRIML TNDDTHY 2D L1
PO = FHNCRHR LSS T L
CIEUBNDGEDNHDHT-HIZ, shameful/
shameless conduct [£ILI1Z HAGET THEM$22 L
UVMT 2] & RBITE 5, 72, shameful [FTHD )
EWVIFFEFFLHIT TV D DI LT,



shameless (FAFERIHBITIX THD] DJREFEIC
EEELT, THT LKL DIFED)
PLEIEWIBERAWICR D Z & TR
VY, Z AU, (feel) shameful DEMAS T (HHd
MLSIELDIZED) HE LS| &0 ) flifE
FICEE LW F PRI 9 o1z LT,
shameless 7% [ (022 L<JE U BIFE D) Hd
DT ERRID, 72 D >R TN &
RETHLESRFERIFED, bOFT K
e SAD] EW D IERNICE £ L < Z20E
ThHhHZENELELIDOER~OILEIZE
KLTWDEEZDBND,

2017 4R, JREESHES 7 IS TRRIEV ) 23 Haa
Sh, IM#ETHL., filRTH D] L)
BN (0D ZHEDThHDH] V)
FEFNZT AL, fEDNTIEIRWVIZ EB L
TAHRHERZENELHED, HESETIE
[Z D7 L—2iT (fAh3ds vy - £k
LSRN - EBRLW) ) EnDH Xtk
FRBEHRTHOORTWS [RFWV ] 13otx
(BRSL B D5 W EERLIRIE D HEMEIC K 5)
AIER 2R B EHIMAE (e-neg) &\ 9 BRNLH
HFfOTWLINBLZZE, ZOX O DT
TS EVIHELELIOBRIZELE TN &
EZZ2 55, [AERIZ shameless T shameless
liar, shamelessly declare, shame enough to do...
DEIIT TN ThENDIEEDHET
LS (LT, MEELDNEADITI0E %
CHRBANKRML TS DT &2 T
WZRWEWND 1FE A ETHEA L STV
L PERIRRNL) 25 TE 5,

* HARPEEFRE 35 MRS THEEORS
W2 W Z B lZBILER L BT ET,
Fo, AERIHLTBY E LA b
EARTR IS LT,
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WEEED (BN BERESXZ-ONWT
(On “Unintended” Resultative Constructions

in English)

& BR (Ryosaku Asai)
KPRK (Osaka University)

F—U— o IEERME, ORI L, BT

1. IZC®HIT

SEEH O A ST % T DR S

DM, ZIFI 2RSS Koz,
[BEXEDOFEE | |CHASNWTHET L2 &N
ARETH D,

(1) a. The blacksmith hammered the metal flat.
(Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1999: 200)
b. The gardener watered the tulips flat.
(Carrier and Randall 1992: 173)

(1a) Tl MR EB &R Z W TSI Lz
WD) FRER R OIT /B I L TEME
NIEFERNREDEN TS T, (Ib) T,
(RERGNTF = — U » T K ERL - ZBRICE
NIRRT v a3l oTLE T2 EWVHTT
HEDERLRWERBZEDESN TS, Z
DX 72WEDHA T ORERWELD 5 B Hil
FORBRMRFERERDT XA T DI BRK
SNLRTWNE WD T EREITHRE TEIERES
nTnab,

2. #1010 (2005, 2007, 2009)

ZD XD FERP IO —EH DML TR
Bl ST %, 1L (2005, 2007, 2009)1%. (2)
RB)D L 9 7Pl & 217 T, WEETII T 24E
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\ZE X ST R 2 R D35 B ST kST
THIEMNEFICE L BRENRWEERE
FoT XA T IIMAL LEENE FIEL TV D

(2) a. She scrubbed/wiped the floor shiny clean.
b.*?She swam her swimsuit to tatters.
(®Z 1L 2005: 90, 92)
(3) a. The wise dog barked his master awake to
warn him of the fire.
b.*A stray dog in the distance barked the

sleeping child awake.

(#1L 2007: 39, TRFRITFEE)

(Qa)TlE, FFEDPEXNLI-HEMNEZEET 8
7l scrub X° wipe 23 L CTE Y | F5RIREEN
ZTOREK LR BB ML TN, Z &n
HOENLTH D, — T, @bBIT DB
swim [IFFE D B % B X3 58 TldZe <,
F R EE AT A O R LA VWMEFE A 2Rk
RERDOLTWD, £72. G)IIEITDH bark
HIABRIC, N ARIIFFEDO B A BERK L7
WENFAZR D TH D8, Ba)D L oI, HEFRb
SEMNENF ORDITITHDO BN ERDT L iF
Wb L9 RRERET L, L AR
f@mwF%%X%miéﬁé_&_ﬁéo
INLOBER LRI X, ATRED
Elbﬁwﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁi%%bﬁﬁﬁﬁi
(2% LC TRELOFFHNIR S, FFRE K
WGP 2005:96) EFER LTS, Ll
D, ZOXIBBEERDL L WO
DEERFEEEZRFELLTCLEI Z LR
%o LR T, o aHricB L CRIES %
LTz dicL k9,

—IZ. @DIXRT DIFENRZET b D,

(4) a. I spent the next three months trying to talk
myself out of a job.

(Monterey County Herald, 9/25, 2009)

b. I fear he will eventually talk himself out

of a job while talking down our club.



(Daily Post, 11/9, 2010)

@B BB talk (X, (3)D bark & [FIEE,
FEOEBERLIZHMUNGEE STV bT
TRV, Lﬁw,:ﬁyaﬂ%%ﬁ@afmbm
BNORGIZHAIIL D L 912, outof a job
&I Al — DFESLREE & DA E DY T,
da)yD X Oz TERMRFER] L@b)D L5
W TIER KRR OB NERINTND
HILDOSHTIZ, @b)D X 5 R EHNIFFRSE
ﬂﬁm:&ﬂ%ﬁéhéﬂ\%%®&;%\
@b)DEFNZHE E L FFREXA 7 SR THE
&% Ttalk—out of ajob] OFAA DT
iz b L <RI D,
%:L\MT®F#i-%JF%%i
S HIZEILOGHTICR L TERNARET 5 2
el (A

(5) a. When the roosters that scratch in the yard
of Brastagi's best hotel crowed me awake
that dawn a few months ago, ...

(The New York Times, 3/16, 1986)
b. A violent earthquake shook Los Angeles
[COCA]

awake before dawn yesterday;...

(5a) Tl 2 Lo THERMENMERWEH] &
LT%Kéhh@&&HLiO&&%%W
HEINTNWD, Thbb, WTFILOfIZE
WTHEHOREXFIZL > TAMMPEZR
FLIEEWIREBREDSINTNER, D
£ 9 7R RIIGh) DB R K L (Sa)D D
IZESTERLZZ ETiERWVEW D s
HELTWDHLDTHD, E>T, (Ba)DAER
PEPMENZ &2 ZNDTRHEOEM LR
BRI REEL TS LN ) FEEITK
bbé@ T2 BENH D L5 ICBbivs, i
LG Eoiz, FHLELE l%ﬁ%
Wﬁé%%Emu@éﬁ%%i%ﬁi?é
BENHLOT, 22 ThE FEERM A
i ) % R0 RS & TR DRV 2 A
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FELT—RHEVIZHETLZEICHMER S
HT NN D, 2T, AT, JEEED
FERME TRV T BRI R) 2&bT
B AT RN LT &0 D LR IX
BHOOYL EnbESo T, £2To [FEE
BIHY 7RG R RO HRERME IR LT I
BLOHFPHBR S, FEE BN &V HED
BB TTELI DT TIERNEWNWS Z &%
FIRLTNWETLWE/-S,

3. Out of a job

FT. ZOFREZIFTLHEFO—DLL
T out of a job &\ 9 i Rk GEE 2 MU 2 it oA
XERY EFTHALZEITLE 50 4 TIZ
@AHTHERLIZLOIC, ZoMERET TE
H%ﬁﬁ%J&F%EI%@ﬁﬁjwﬁ%%
KbTZENARETH -T2, ZDOFEFEIL, (6)
IREND LT, job EWVWHFEITD AR &
b HEBEOFEERPRBOONDL T L L5
PCBE L TV,

(6) job, : “work for which you receive regular
payment”
job, : “a responsibility or duty”

[OALD?"]

joby DEBRIZED < 5 FIbFE out of a job; 1%

MR SND - HkEkI ] LVWHIEELLLAR
VNRIL A 9D T, AU BER A 7285
ST 5 L FR D, 2 OEKORKERIBFE
FFOREEAE ST, RILDO RGN H T 5 LR
JEDIRWRBLE AR DAV 7 A 7 I2HE Y
THZ LD, LoLenn, FEBEIT
COCA z2— X 2T, out of a job; 23
B 2B L ET HONBIEIND,

(7)[ _ oneself out of a job,;] [COCA] :
talk (2), drink (2), vote (2), eat (1), argue (1),
teach (1), indict (1), tap (1), index (1),
pilot (1), regulate (1), schedule (1)



S I, BT 2EENSEET 5 K0 Rk
LW A b oEE S R oD,

(8) a. He drank himself out of a job;. [COCA]
b. a lush who boozed himself out of a job,
(Daily News, 6/8,2006)
(9) a. ....he could indict himself out of a job,
[COCA]

.haven't figured out

and a home, ...

by charging Clinton.
b. The postal workers..
that they are bellyaching themselves right
out a job,
(Sherbrooke Record, 6/16, 2006)
(10) ...the congressman who tweeted himself out
of a job;...with a photo of his bulging
underpants,...

(St. Paul Pioneer Press, 4/9, 2013)

(8b)?D booze (KB &k Te)l&, drink O FLFE
THHL, £72. 9IZBIT S indict (53T
%)% W bellyache (1~ » Niifi 25 9)IE. (4b)
ThH7z talk CHEBEOBRIZHLEEZD
7259, MMA T, outofajob, IL(10)ZRZ4
5 X o, llrE L WS A R b4 EhE &
g5 b TIERKIM ) KR SR
DOFPHANRE SN TS LIXE WA
ZEERBELTWS Y ICEbS,
_T\%Oggpb®ﬁaﬁm@_
job, DEMAESIRT 5 L TIUTEE SR
IR FE out of a job, IX [ FHALCFTE D DRI
EWIHRMERLTCWND EEZLND,

(11)[ __ oneself out of a job, ] [COCA] :
work (15), write (1), legislate (1), phase (1)

Z ® out of a job, DFFE L L TIL, £7 work
T HBENE < ET, RBIO TR
ﬁﬁf%fénfméibq:niwn
LY TEEDZETH DY), HE, (BN
%ﬁﬁﬁj%%ﬁtwo_&f%éo
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(12) a. He hopes instead to have worked himself
out of a job, by then.

(New Orleans CityBusiness, 5/12, 2008)

b. ...Richardson ...
himself out of a job,.

(The Globe and Mail, 8/17, 1999)

c. I have successfully delegated myself out

(The Mirror, 12/12, 2002)

successfully negotiated

of a job,.

L2rL, 22 ThobFEHTREZ LIX
®i93r%l%ﬁﬁ%J%§¢kﬁﬁéh
K9V out of a job, 23 FEX IR XA 2245 2R |
ERITERECE LR S B0 Z
ETHD,

(13) Chip, a 5-year-old border collie, has been
such a success at Red Wing Lake Golf

Course - helping scatter away more than
200 birds there - that he's nearly run
himself out of a job,.

(The Virginian-Pilot, 10/24, 2007)

(13T, FREIRSNR—F— - 2
—RANTN T BT A B 5 7201

S, REBREENEONTT2D, ZORD
TEINS DT KDDL LN ZENBRE
nfwéo%bf\_whﬁ_%wf\ﬁ
HUZARREMIZ B IZM D> TESTNDHDT
Ho T, BRICHE LN ET BRI
L1720 LTWDL DT TEHRNEND
ZEBEGITHmAEN D, L REITIE
out of a job & WO FERIBFEL Y 1T, T3
EA) RSO, xR B8 A
5 L) SRICB W TEBLOHIH A
&ézé%@%ﬁfﬁé_&%mbko

4. DEAELHRERAE X

HIZ, b 20D THERN RO
& LT, BRERDRRWEAY) & 355
IZELD & A TIZDN TR TN,



(14) a. She shook him awake.
(1L 2007: 38, FEAAITFEER)
b. A violent earthquake shook Los Angeles
(=(5b))

awake before dawn yesterday.

#1L (2007) T, B shake (ZIXARFEE TIE
HONEXR LI BN EENICEEINT
W5 ERZRINTEY  (14a)l3%F D B Z R
RIRFE awake DS HBUL L7z TR 5 FAE
LEWnWH Z iz b, LaL, [RIU [shake
—awake] DFAEDLETH-TH, HEAEY
FEEE o T2(14b)iE, — %I TIEEXN

it R DR EDMRN & T DI DT
IZESTUIEE L W TH D, AT
X2 DX REH 2 D 7-HIZiE, [shake
HARE awake] N — &KL LT—FfD
B HRRER o LB GRS L TR
TESEZEA TR WEEZ D, LWV HD
H, BRICANRED 556 L 1358720 | 51
REE T EZTTCITHRED] BRI
DB, @HE . RIRHIA S 2200 B2
b2, T ° ) 2E)HED
MHETHD, ZOZEITASD X D 72FHfHD
fFIEND bEND HND,

(15) a. I will startle her awake by throwing

a handful of snaps at her car.

(Christian Science Monitor, 6/12, 2006)
b. To scare him awake in the mornings,
...this disabled woman...would... whip
open the curtains."
(The Globe and Mail, 3/21, 2007)

(16) a. Nina frightened Laura deliberately /

to make her go away.

b. The explosion / the noise / the storm

frightened Laura.
(Arad 1998: 2, THREHBITREH)

—MIZ, RERE HBRER OO ERBNEEIL(16)D
LI AMOEMEE LGRS T CTlraze < A
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WETLIRETH S Z LA L MBATY
BB, b b DA TR BT & o A
THRKTH S,

(17) a. A noise startled her awake.
(The Globe and Mail, 6/20, 2011)
b. Nightmares would scare her awake.
(St. Petersburg Times, 5/31, 2001)

INbDOZ EEEBRE TN, (4IRS
£ 91z, Tshake HHJFE awake| /N¥ —/|C
BT, BWEE R T Cide < AW LR
WHND DT HRFRRZ L TERVWEF
25,

F7o. 2 2 L OBET, Goldberg (1995:193)
PHRZE LA DHIFINZ DN TERZTHD
MERH 57259,

(18) Animate Instigator Constraint :
“only animate instigator arguments are
acceptable as subjects in two-argument
resultative constructions.”

(19) a. *The feather tickled her silly.  (ibid.)
b. Richard Bean's farce “One Man, Two

Guvnors,” had tickled me silly...
(The New York Times, 5/13,2012)

Z OMIKINTERE & B AIEEZ FF R R S0
WA TFELZRD RN 2R TEY %
L > TA9)RHFRI NN &3 FH
Ensd, LaL., (190 X oz, [A CEhE
DLHPEZERTERTHERN IS
(I EEENAE T TS, (- T, 220
5 b DB b A 2R TR R SO AR
FEETIR LT W ERnD,

5 shake ICHRRDO Z ENF X DN, 2
D6, BT HEAY) T2 58 % BUD il A ST K
NTHEWS I LicE EELT, FORBE
FANRE SN TWDH DT TIERZNnI &g
HEH I,



(20) shake; : “move an object up and down or
from side to side with rapid,
forceful, jerky movements”

shake, : “upset the composure or
confidence; shock or astonish”
[OALD?]

shake DEME LT & “EORE
EFRMDIFIET D, shake, (XA 728 X 2>
JERLTWDD, 2l 2007235/ T 5
Loz, FRUC X » TR E N E(bFE RN
B 7Rt R GE CRBLATRE T H 5,

(21) shake, : She shook him awake. / Sharpe
shook the bundle loose. / She shook herself
free of his arm. / Galvone shook snow from
the sheepskin. / She finally shook herself
away. / I shook the rain out of my hair.

(#1L 2007: 38)

LrL, =T, DERREE T LT
shake, D5 & AW TR AV [HEEXAY
il R SC & pRAL S D BRI DERY R E ) &
AT TR D FARBE D R % 72l Rl FE TH
BARETH 5,

(22) shake, :

a. ...the memory of his fury could shake him

awake, fill his throat with regret.

b. A terrible roaring from the boughs above

shook him to alertness.

c. ...alook at that invincible door shook me

into horror again.
d. A new sound shook me out of my thoughts

e. ...arecent Cher dress purchase shook him

out of a bout of depression
[COCA]

ZORIZBWTYH, BN ERESCICA
FE BT, [FEEXA ] #E RS ST Em A
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FEMZ RTGEND D 2 EPHERIND,
5. EBERME+FEMSE

ZITIHREZIZ, LT R LN D%
EDOMEIZOW TR TW Z 2zl L9,

(23) a.*A stray dog in the distance barked the

sleeping child awake. (=(3b))
b. The roosters crowed me awake that
dawn a few months ago... (= (52))

FTTICRIZ L DI ZIIDSHTIZB T, [3E
A )RR SCOFFEEEDMEN T & 73(232)
OFEHZHNTERISN TN, Ll A
FFIC(23b)D &L DI, EREF R ORI A
H L7220 (232) LIZIEF U &L 9 kil &z £
FHNERIBESNLDOTH T, Thb
DFIEW D 7212, AHH Tl Lakoff (1977)
X2 van Oosten (1977, 198HIZB W TRE SN
TR &V O BEE A IRRAVICIEN T %,
ZOBEEIT, EFEE LTRBULT 5720105k
IRRRABE & S5 BRRrME & L CTRUE S 4.
EADORDOITITHORIUCELZLERN L L
THLLHLREORED Z L 2 LT
DT & % (“properties of the patient bear the
responsibility for the occurrence of the action of
the verb.” (van Oosten 1977:461)), ZiZ X -
THI 2 X QIR B2 S o g a2
FREOAER RN DWW THA SN TE 7,

(24) a. *The baby will wash with no trouble.
b. These clothes will wash with no trouble.
(van Oosten 1984: 156)

(242) TlX72 < QAN EREN D DX, HiTD
KREL 2P | E VI ITADOEBIZT T,
TOERERELTEADLON T ARERN
OEHETEZ LT 5] EVomRASD
BPETIE A <, THREM R WSS AT RE) &
Wo L AHHDOBMETH D LmERESND



b THD, TLT, LLFOBINE, Zof
B TIERRY ) RAE SCORBIEIZ LB G-
LTWDZENATERND,

(25) a.*The hammer broke the vase into pieces.
(Goldberg 1995: 65)
b. I threw the hammer, and it broke the vase

into pieces. (L1 2001: 128)
ZOBEAIIE, EREFR WA EE O R DT
BPOBHTD SN OMBRFEROEIUC LT

LHEKE L THEDLWEZF ORI
%%i@&iﬂ&ﬁéhfwékazéﬂé
W=D R 212705 ] L)
R FER L G2 b, £ O A DR
FNZIT A L ™~ — & EEEINERE Lt
LB D, HE- T, (252) DFFREE MK
EWVWD T LTS, L#L Ayv—ﬁﬁ@
SEENL RPN R g0k el hell = e g W/
%ﬂ%@ibfﬁ%%%@%ﬁ_£t5%
K& LTHEHDLLIMEZHFTODIZHIZQ25b)D

K9 R RME LT D D TH D,

[FIAR DA 26)DEHIZ & TILE D,

(26) a. I can accept the alarm clock that sings me
to sleep at night and shouts me awake in
the morning,...

(San Jose Mercury News, 9/18, 2013)

b. A mockingbird sang me awake this

morning in the pre-dawn darkness.
Much better than the alarm clock.
(Contra Costa Times, 3/14, 2008)

(262) 128\ T PRI R ST BB R
@ THREE URFH IZHICERERE? S
ML L TWAREIT T ZREKRRZELZ
H TEHRD] LW REREGNRFERT L7290
ICEXEF SN TV D LW ) IR W T, RS
ROEBICELLERNE L TCHADLLIWHE L
oL E 25, 70, BTN 52 OMRMN
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MmENTWD EIIC, @6b)THLEDE %
T T AN O BT E LREHOBREZ R
b0 LTHESR TV

ZDOEIHITRTLSDE, )BT IR
EOIEIL, BRMEOFETIEZRL, %Y
FEERR TP REROEBUCEHBNT DM
BEFFOTHDNE I eV B CTHLA
TEHLHicllbinsg, 20, 26b)D
DA EREE, 23b)DOEIT, Sl Vo kE
S TR B E RO Z Enh, —HD
HREE LREFOMREZ R LTk, THRE
B EW I FERFEZOEBUKTT 5 [E T
RO TWDHDTHDH, LinL—F T, (23a)
DOHRRIIBEEMOTRA LD T, 26
HiXE LIt OMEZHFT 52 LIXTE
TR FROERBICKT D [EHEME 2R
HLEWOTH S,

Fo. ORI ITHRFROEBUKT D
TR O T ETLNE ) 2 BEL T 50071
uT@F#EI%Jﬁ%%i@$mﬁ%%é
BICKFFT D2 ENARETH B,

(27) a. Pat him on his electronic head and Tekno
.When
it gets light, he (= Tekno) sings one of

wags his tail and barks happily. ..

three tunes and happily barks you
awake.
(The Vancouver Province, 6/11, 2000)

b. Halifax Canoe Club in Sowerby Bridge

has been attracting complaints from a

nearby resident, who claims users of the

club have been shouting him awake

early in the morning and late at night.

(Brighouse Echo, 1/9, 2016)

%97, (27a) TlE. (23a) & [AIEE, [bark —awake |
kwiﬁﬁAb@TEhar%ﬁﬁf%é
INCHZ DM RFERTREINATND K
m@%%ﬁT?*A%%%ﬁikﬁ@Dﬁ
v P OWRREZ BT EHTHDH, - T,



fE R FROFBRIKTT 2 BB O [FT:
P I LN THDH, 72, 27b)TiE, &
KORNEE LT, I X—27 7 7O REDER
EHETH L TR TR ER A HEIC
HREODSETWDZ ENRBRENTWD, &
CTCHEATARET AFHICBNTZ ZE TR
T& 2 PBEEMA) MRS LT8R | &
RTINS RFE G OEBUCFE - D HEIK &
L CRbLMEZNIEMICH A TWDbIT
TRV EWS 2 ThHD, il TH
LHARX—7 77 OFMBEIZIANETHY . £
EIRC TER D) ol & T REZ2 R - T
WD L ITHENCE XD TH D, L,
(B 5| X TIT A% RT 2L
IZE-oT, I X—7 T TOFRMHEFIL, FERIC
Lo THRE LFFIOMELZ S L o 72H
HEEBLTWDLEEZX D, 2F D, URIC
Ko TEERFIIIC TN 23 EREHE ™I ot
HIAENTNDDTHDL, ZOFEFANL G,
IO HEOME TORMIIK LT, IR
XA | 4 A ST - C b REHIPH 2 JE5E S
52 EDERARETH D,

6. fiaE

AFETIE. 21U (2005, 2007, 2009)0 ik
ICERFHEEA, LT &R LTz, T7b
B, HEEORERME ST, [FERRM R
EROTHAETH-> TH, DA RBhEIOH
BIRFENERT D2 ER8H Y, 2)LEE Y
ICHERFROERICEZHENE LD
2 - BHERFRO SE, RELRICE
B %R S 2R ) RRECEN ) 2R TR
LB RIZBWT, 67 L b RBLEPH R E
ENTND EIEE 220,

AREL A ARREEERE 35 FIRRICBIT S
OEARFIZHE S LD TH D, HEOEE, A
BEBD TS o L BEH 47 5T
HIKZERIJe A TaRERBJE A0 D A 7e 2 A
Y NETAWZ, ZOE B L CRGH L
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(Different Phonological Patterns between Recent

Personal Names and General Nouns)

EI% 1257 (Haruka Fukazawa)'
JbJE B4 (Mafuyu Kitahara)™

"B MEFREKY: (Keio University)
" BB K% (Sophia University)

X—U— K TN —, 4, —KGE,
BAPE 73 AR, i)
1. IZU®»IC

(%7 % T 3—L] £V IAMT~OMRKR
M7 R BN H AL TRAND L )2k -
T HEEERES, R (2015) 135 7 %
T3 —L%& 2N E TORME TR DT
DA LIz, ZIVETOHARGEIZIE
Mo T FDOBEE B FFo Tz 0 3 % #EF7R
AR EERT D BIZIE THE (BhFa
)] R THZE (V7)) mEMmS L, 2
FCEFICHT DEEF RS TF LV Ol
WER SN TETEY , HEMMIEOE LT
D T 72w,

ZbHEH DX AT oMM EE
N0, PROFEEIORERETDHEF A
9. FEIETIER, T4 QEE RS R
FERWRIT L 59, A REE T EL
1£ 2999 F LRV E WS HIRNH D, *FL
T ZDEFZEDO L HITHERE L0 OHIR
TN DOTH D, ZOfHATORBEND [H
MR TT) P TEEHETE D,

LD L7223 B | Bt O AT O X, T3
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FICHFH R Y TCFET D EVWIATITHT
Fe < BN TH ) Z2ROZENNLEDE
IZEIHETE VA RNPLES, LI ORE
TH D EHHRE 2017), £2EOEEO 4
M BT a—F—TbH, 250V HH
DARNZITE I WO EFRH TULE LD &
WD NEOEEENRATFNCBES] S AUk 5E S
NTNDHEWND,

ZOEMEEAD & FRIEOBL (b L <X
FOXMT 2T DHN) T2 905 FOLAH]
DN EHES TE ] IZRABNDONRE—
IFET DD TIZRNEA I D, £726 LIF
ET D80, ZOFEERAY — 13, tho—fik
FE(RRICAT) SRR DY — BT
LDTIERNA S LT, b L IO
MIELWET D&, (D) AHNT—20
HHAERBEEZERT A2 LI D TR
Wk &z T,

FPWHE T, 20 12 FRICAMNT B
040 E] GiAsd) 7—2 L0 (1
1RZE M Ay 2004-2015) . 135 (C) - {5 (V)
DGR Z — o DBREE 2 fRAT U, & OfEHTHE
Bax—EE (&) oF—r L, 3t
B - FER A BET D, BB 3HITIIE 2 8
T D RN D 5 F % fE Pk B G (Prince &
Smolensky 1993/2004)D ¥t THWH LD
iR 2 D TR L . Z OfllF) O#SF D7
MEIRDNE I TRDLHINT o F 7
WEWRBNDNE I NEBET D, 546
TE LD LAEBOBELRIET D,

2. T — X OEH LA 7k
2.1, L O4HETE A (—HEE
BIEDARTD 1] 2R 272912,
WRZWMAEMm T4RTT %2271 (2004-2015)
AT 5, 2, AR - SRR
1134 THFEOFEZ & EIT/ER ST 12
ED [FARTTRA RS0l OF—XThbd,
A RTORBUE 1266 (. FiA )T ORRIER Y 55

5204 fENHRD, BIZIX, 2015 0 FBIE



DL BIDFIHTTXA K 50 O FAL 57 E Tl

£1DEH>THD,

#F 1:2015 £ FH DT DL4HI, AT DOY TN
NEAL il N R
1 iz VIR 119 A 2.78%
2 fL s 83 A 1.94%
3 {7 EvAN 77 AN 1.80%
4 fir NIV 58 A 1.36%
547 =4 K 50 A 1.17%
ZOT =28 D NEAEBE LS LTV,

BEIZEETRAT 5,

O T4 &S0 —fEE (4F)
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KO HET — 2 PO A4FDO I
o%%%ﬁif%Jj%u%%%ﬂmb
SFTEALIE, 7F (O) - BEE (V) OHEigh
B = BERET D, SR OERITR 2
WY ThHD,

2 HTHALO EFE

Givk=2 KIS D i E

c k,g,s,2[,3tdets,n hb, ¢ v,p,

m, r, W

v a,i,u,e,0

g |

M N, Q, V (V: {aa, ii, uu, ee, 00, ei, ou O
RERESEY)

H ai, oi, ui, au DH LI

2.2. fEHT

B 11X, ARTE —GED CV N Z — U &
WLIZbDThD, £T. —KFEDOK CV
H— v OMBUEE LB 2 7 2 > 35 (O
THET), WIT, ARNITBWTHEY T H /3%
— ORI LTS E 7 ey N7 5 (@T
F4), AL X, TN OIEGEK
(4711 99,932 A, —fiX5E1E 65,609,259 1)
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1: BHEENANLIC & 2 —MRFED cv /R Z — U (x
il & E OBEE(y ). BLO, ZOIEAIZE
WCHEMT DLARID cv /3Z — 2 OMEE

L%ﬂ@thi&?ﬁ) —EER LRI DT — X

BiTDSCV /\&—/@Lu 15 ALk Ta
D&Lt%@ﬂ%3f%éo;;ﬁ%ﬁfﬁ
MAZEBT LU T ORERE NN D,

(1) A. 401 & — B 38 O R
1. &N 9N E THARW

2. I EATHEBIIREH OLN D

AN
B. %Al & —fXEEDIHIE S

3. BT HEXRLS HEHINARINCS
l/\

4. WHELELH 24 F—TI2INED
DN, KENIFIC 3 E—T 0%
I/\

5. "EREE (VH) X410 50
HT BB

KETOIEMNT DOFER . CV NF — B LT,
—%EE & A ENZ I T D IaE A - AHE SN ELY
72, WRET Tl A R (OT: 1993/2004)



DHFNZ LY Z DR ARG 5,

F3ovE = DARFET — X B L OLHTT — X2

BT 5 AL 15
—fXEE 4 il
NP = 4l IRE = i
cvev 7= cvevev Z v
cvMcvM filj HL cvey V7
cvevey ZZAh cvMev e
cvMev ) cvv Fx
cvevM - vevey S
cvMcvev T cvHev AT
cvM iy cvM v
cvMevH LAl cvH 71 A
cvMcgvM R cgvMev Fava
cvevevey A% =Y5) cvMcvM ot A
cgvMcvM a1 cvevM L
cvevevM BT vwH T AA
cvHevM IR cgvM vav
cv 7N cvMevev AT
vevey E ) vHev TA A
3. Rl MEFRR(OT)IC L 2 BRIy & 22
H2EITRIZL I *hu®%ﬂ&%m
DB BEN D L@ 5 & Hin 4

e LT, BT E 2 a o EH#ind e
(A1), 2% OT W72l T& X % & *GLIDE

g oskE) fRPEMTH L EF X5,
ARNZZEELKHEREH SN DA A—UN

HDHMH LNV, —GE- LRI T & b,

OB ORFHI T OHEBEOZN LD
HIEFICRENWTZD  MENE LN D HFEIC
Mo ZEERMT LY 27 2Ol
ISRV N E R 2 E Wb s,

Flo. K EPREHOLNLIRD Z &
(ANCBEA LTI, AARGEE L CHERERH
it & 2 B4 5 2 S OHil#) . NOCODACK JE F
HDEEIE)E CODACONDCK B3 1% Place i
MEMBICR RV BEBNTH D Z RS
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[B] D AT T Lt THRGE S ALz,

WIZ, —EFELE AR TR DR E L TE2
B CHIF LN 3 NEBETH, Bl
LRITCIXBE T HE A2 R BEIN —BEEIC A
THEINDHEWVWHI ZETHD, BAEOEE
HEICBW T BT ERRVWEHNTR IR
HZ e, BHTEZERT H ONSET (FHi
IXEE T & &2 FF0) HITEM Tixn, &5
2 HITEN, AIEI SR AR BlEE L
el ZA —KETEHHFEOH DL EH D)
DFEND, ﬁ"?‘ﬁb% ONSET fill#I23%h 71 %
FOMEIZT 7SN TWDHZ ERbro
Too ZHUCKE L CARI TR Z OFIFIN L 0K
MLZHKD EVIENRH Y | 265D IE
%@Hﬁ%%% ROTREZMR LI &

272572, B2 IXTE—THOHIRTH D0,

—EFELLAETD 2~4 TE—TBIHFENDDIT
HTE L Vb2, FIBIN (7 v NI IHEY
ToHb) & ALIGNRIGHT (7 v FOEER & H
FEDOKDY ERIZ D) LD 2 DOHIKID A
HEFOZ LIEREOR L USRSk OBF
RTHEEINTWD, LNLARMRL, 4RI
TIE 3 E—IBRBENILEERDLE T
D 2 DOMIKIN—MEE LV ITEK FTRE 7K
flzdn 2 L RIMIZ I o7, B3 I, 4Hi
DHFN_HEEERTFIND Z ENETZN
EWVWH T EMD, *VH (T Elﬁﬁi)ﬁm
I AFNCB W TOF R —KFEIZB VT LD
LLETFEWT 7 ThD &mﬁﬁ%/) 05z
EMWTE D,

4. FL O LAKOMHE

AR TIX, —EE D4 T & 4 FiT 0 & Hikg s
AL %h%ﬂ@&/v—7“€%z%hé
HFI 7 o Il A - HERRH D Z &
Ll fT7 oo rnreyraro—
HIZBWTHRRIZE 2 DD THIIX, Wb
D 5 FEHE (lexical stratum)ZJE%T 5 (Ito
& Mester 1995, Fukazawa 1999) & 9 3uiE.
N4 &) REHETE S H ARGEIC B W TR



LiBEE AR T D ARREN B D T L AR
mani, [A# EWIHFEEBNPIEMRIN
TWVWD EREGRDIT DITIEE B2 D RREEN &
ETHLIN, Ax2»n 4T 28 L TERA
DBLEMN DT RFERBZAIV HE S & L
TWAHAREME L RIBTE LD TIERWVWEA
/AN

FEREE X THFTR—LE VS IERRRIEE -
THLT NSRS ST L Cly R 72244 Al %
DFTEND [TV TR—L] LESIWATH
B SIS TWD(REREA T4~
2016), EDOLIHIREFENRNXTXTT, FOX
IREFENT T LT RDOM, B LIS LT
FEMICHET HI21T, S RO E#EE O
BOHIe BT, TRMAFHE, S kEE - 5T
B & OB FESIN R, B L~ To
BEDOBEEBR~DRE, FF - FMEL~LTO
SRS T E T T N E IS ITZ 0,

Flo AR B ko4 R —fE L THHTL
T, BEEL, LA EHENDTNRRRD
ZEiE BARGEORR LT EL OFFE TR
INTVLHZELHY, ZOEWVICETLE
KHLUWHATH D,

B L7 X5 ic, famE TIXRRER Z W
DO, AAFEOEFENARICH T TED LS
AT B DINTHONWT, 2D X 9 R&4fAHT
DEFHRIIRFDRIE L THD HDIIRE W,

2 P YN

KEFRIE « ITREAN (1999) [NTT 77— & X
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ged i, O

Ito, Junko and Armin Mester (1995) “The
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HERFEORE L EROEMBELZ D> T
—HREIFE AN & AT B IRRRER . fE - SUIBRE
BROBR»H—

(On the Conceptualizations of the Chest and
Abdomen in Japanese and English: From the
Perspectives of Bodily and Social-cultural
Experience as Factors Affecting Metaphorical

Cognition)

%% F# (Hideki Goto)
KPR K= (Osaka University)

*—U— R AEAY 77—
i, ORI, HE2 -

, T IRE
SCALRERR, H 5 g

1. IZC®HIZ

Lakoff and Johnson (1980) (Z#A % B4l A
27 7 —Bmid, RO LA (B
£11F) OFEE > TE 72, Kdvecses (2005)
1%, HEIR SR BLO T Fils 2 | B RS (bodily
experience), ft% + SUILARER (social-cultural
experience) ~& K73 L, 2T b ZEZFiEMD
FELIVE - FHIEME & BIEAHT TV D, Kdvecses
@%%ﬁ%@ﬂﬁéﬂf:%?/v Z XA, e
B FFERLIMEIL . NJE D @E’%ﬁ%ﬁ’ié’
ALTWpZ ¢ Ltl L. Boehic, FHiEM:

BRI WA - SUERY R EE - %E
i - ME LS BED-> TN D,
AR Tl M- = 459755 - IWRER &

B FMEREZERT (), QDL DA
FEOERAMNE, ThEn TR, T
FKHL LIRS, D ORI E, RO
BLEOOIET 5 2 LT, % (2015) TR
utaz&;u@ M) #BL, ThE) RBLORAL
KT DA O 4 M E REET 5,
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()a. MBEES. WziEofts s
b. heartbroken / make a clean breast of
something
(2)a. EMRNED, JBIZEZ R
b. bellyache (about something) / make

someone sick to {his / her} stomach

2. SefTHRSE & AR

FEATHRRICEB W T, TH) & THIR) TR AR
ANDOIEHDEETH D | &2 OFALITIZR R D
FHERBERSL 2 ERHLMMCENT
W5, Matsuki (1995) 1%, ] 23& 0 oA
BERTTEOORERBMTHLZ L2
L. 2 HARDOARE & JaiTostbicsm <
HRBEZTELOTHDLEFRELTND, —
7. HH(2003) (F. TH) 23 A REONC

FUNEIE | EHE TR 72l RSOV < DIz
xtU. THE] 13 B CARFIZRIERE ., oL

ESLARBE LRSS D Z & ER
L7z kT, 25 L7k 18] OREEELRE-H
L5 DREER D S AR R & R DT T D,

Matsuki & HH O E =T, % (2015)
T, HK;@F%JkF£J®%ﬁ%&4
FEEOBENOHBRETL TS, T |
(la)d Xk 5l \&@%%%mﬁk®§%ﬁ%

IZHEDLEBXONLIRBAN L BIEIN

Do —H. QDX 57 T RELTE, »
FAUS M B R & D K0 ik, PHEE
WO 2 BT 2 B RO (7
(2000)) AT & HFT O 0k (Matsuki (1995))
IZHESLEEZEZLNDBONREZ N, 2D LD
RN, B (2015) TIiX, T RE
DOFEME L LI H Rk AE, T RBLOK
Mgl L i3t - SRR A DI LD
XThHEFRELTND,

Ao HMIL, BRFEOLEABE U T, %
B (2015) OEmOZ UM ERIET H Z &
Th D, Jeal® Kovecses DET )L & HhEED
HwmAr AL L RO XD RGN L
Do



L THe ) RELD SRR BRI R < BB AHT &
NTWVDHOThIX, HFETHLHELT S
M RN L BONDITTTH 5,

ii. ME] KRB AARGEOHS - SUERBRIC
R EEM T O N TV DO THIUR, &
FETCITHEU T 2 BRI R o200 12<
W T TH 5,

3. Tk

AlEl, PErRsefeil 7~ Ty & THE)
DORFELE L TCREINTWDHIHEE 2 L
oo 1 OWY AAGED T & T 1%
bosom X° belly 72 & DAIERNL % 5T 55|
% . heart X°> stomach 72 & O Wlig & 157755 & %F
ST D, T DOFEEZFERNYIC, BEOF
T (BZ L EZR) O RMER 2R T
iR BLZ M L7z & Z A, abdomen, tummy,
bowel ZFr< 6 HH TREURBLNE LI,

El

JJIJ

ARTIE, Th b2 HAGFEOBHR E T 5,

1 A REE
9] | bosom / breast / chest | heart
iy belly / (abdomen) / stomach /
(tummy) (bowel)

FKHOBEIZHT=D . Wi - KkH (2007) T
BRINTMAZENT 2, FR - KHIC
TR, Bl 2R & T DM o R FBLL
TR« B L~V ), [ A% —< 1L ~L ]
MESLL] LD 3 ODRB~EHIEES
N5, B - EB L1 T, BFICE Y 4
PR - )OS 72 EOH RIS KRG L
UL, Bl TRERDR) el
A= —REDZNIZHEIND, AF—
< Lo R, B IRRRER DS G b AR T L
LTHY, WhYLHAA—T « AF—< LI
ENnsb0Thsd, BlZIX, oW |
fzmamsE BT A A=V  AXF—<IlHKx
DNTERBLENVWZD, SHIZA A=V« AF
— T, BIERBR OB EZ WD oD A7 Y
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7 MK o THEE L &, <EITERSF > L
VRS A X 77— (R ~) RET D,

4. BE - EBH LA DHRAF—< UL
L%, HIGEORMEBES - KB4 Lid
D3 LULITR->TBELTW !, Zhb
DB, HEREBRE OD Y B HIEVOR
JETE - BB LNV ORBTH D (A - KH
(2007)), (3)-(6)DiE YV | MR- HEH DR -
sz T RBII, A F=I—L LT o0
DEFE OB~ LA SIS, GIETER. (4)
LB E) . ONERPE D D W IXPAZERL, (6)1F
HURRICE S EBZDNDHIRITH D,

(B)a. MzEmDHD [ELAH]
b. one’s heart aches / heartache [ L 7]
c. MEEW [RVZFE 5 RkIE]
d. bellyache (about something)
C s (&g <
(B (ifr - & - Rilp )]
b. heartthrob / one’s heart beats fast
[BiEg OOIfFF - x - R l)]
. s {ﬁbb‘/%“}
[ - LA - R
b. feel sick at heart / the pressure in one’s
[ L2 %]

c. make someone sick to {his / her}

(i ]

heart

stomach [ COERAY) Rik]
6)  MNEL 725 (0RE7)
g % v 03~ [ 2]

12, Q)-(O)DEIRFEERIT, FEIRICEK - T

il 5D EGITR Z %ﬂé%/\ﬂ%éo i1l z.
X, KEWTDHZETRHELEDB)D K D7l
(JEfR) DIRAE. o E LTHEESH
HZ LT, (NDOAX T 7 —FKB&ATe,

2 (DB BRI D[R\ & 7 5 kA ]

(7

®)-(13)D v, HHEFETHUEKBE N L A



DML DM TH D, (R) LM~ KB
ERTIRIATHY ., Q)OWRESC@ADEBE IS
kT 2EE26N5, FEIC, OEHE)
XENNTERER - L CREIND 2 &
Ty (D X 5 R REOR 8BS 5,

®)a. Mziro [ k)]
oz {($en /52<}  [#ELA-EX]

b. break one’s heart / heartbroken / pierce

someone’s heart [ZEL A x]
%) a. Hr {25,/ e} (75 - =]
g 73 5% < [ 2]

b. one’s heart {flutters / leaps}
[BFF - EO - %]

F72. (5a) R vy @ X 9 7 BAZEIRIT.,
N5 O ((10))R4 2> 5 O EE (1))
Z B, BT ((12)D X 5 e 248 <,

(10) M7 {FEED/END]
[&H) - R4 - 20 ]
(1) a. f2EN D MR < fg 2 A DT %

[ L7 R%2]

b. squeeze someone’s chest / wring
someone’s heart [ZEL A - %]
(12)a. M35 D 2T % (4L 7]

b. heartrending / one’s heart (almost) bursts

(AL 7]

BRIz, BERizBI L <k, (13)D X 9 ZeikiE
BAL DB LR T 5 EBANFET D,

(13)a. AT

b. heartburning

[~%]
(41 7+]

P bomby | fiB ik, AEGEE bICEEh %
XU ET LT IR MR E LT
AnbsnTng, —JF, B TiX, gz
WHILDHERBRAR O TE D | KDL
HRH ORPEN LY T DI E 720,

5. 2% —< LA BEER L~
AHEiTIE, gk sne, X0 — ki 2
FEFHDA A —T « AX —<|ZHD KRB L8]
%29 %, —DIL, intheheart ® L 9 72 RBLD
RIEIZH D WM 2 <ABd > & BT
A % — < (CONTAINER schema: Johnson
(1987)) TH Y., & 9 —2IX, soft heart ® X
9 IRRBLOIRIEICH D | E-CEH 2 < B4
Wy > & BIpdT AX—~Th D (cf ontological
metaphor: Lakoff and Johnson (1980)),

51. <F#H#H> L LTOWER - IEH
<EBBO>AF—IIEAIL AF T 7 —F

BLCIE, MiR-Clail s <&/Faw> L LT, kb

N<ANEY> L L THE&bEND,

(14)a. iz (=% WD 5} [ALo k]
b. {have / keep} something in one’s {chest
/ heart} (AL o]
c. [BIlZ {(—=®/ W5} [ARLOFE]
(15)a. Mgy {—#RIC72 D T Hie}
[&EE) - oAV 0% k]
b. fill one’s heart with something / one’s
{bosom / heart} swells
&) - HifFDEA VW OZ k]
c. B {(&Z22 /sl
(&Y - RioEGWOZE]
(16) (DM #TWD [ ADOARLEF 2]
(17)ya. FIORNEZH T, WEED
[AnFH]
b. get something off one’s chest / make a
clean breast of something / open one’s
heart (ZNINDE i)
c. BIIEANRD, JEORNEZWNT, &

ZE| 5 [y - KDboFH]
(14D v . BAFED M) < T 1AL

(AT ZEIEHAMeE LTHESNTEBY .,
HEECIIMER N F D& EN 2 5, <o
(D BT REMIE, (15D X HICEDES



WEELSE, 16055017 D X 5
THRHIZESD, ZTOLHIT, <EB&m>AF—
VICEASL AZ T 7 =T, <NE>-><K
fifi s IR > —> <PRFBE> /<FBEE> LWV I <N
K> NG ~H D AT V7 MESNT, #
B LS TV D,

(18). (AT AN ZEZ T AND AT
V7 NG BT AR TH S, (19)D stomach
RKBULX, (A8b)D TJE RBLLFHELIL TV D
W, ELHmENZIE HbE WO &REIEE
O HOBREIZESSRBLEEZ X BN D,

(18) a. A3 gy [ & ]
b. Y {R&E W/ KW} (]
cannot stomach something / have a

[ & ]

(19)

strong stomach

52. <E&H¥H> L LTOME - LR
<BEBMS> AX —< TS AX T 77—
KBTI, BITHE-CHE O RESCHEE N S
KIid, ZOFORBLTIL, AARGED ]
L HFED heart RELDZDORY -2 HDDH, 72
B, LLF T 5 heart XBL T, HAGED [0
(ZZA)RBUZEHET 2 DNRL N,
YT 5L REESE L LTHET D 2
(20)-(22)1F. M5B -LNE T D 22 7 SOfl S A &
TRETHD, HAFEICBWT, BOREIX
THENE DL EL BEED D Z L ITRE L&
95, ZHICx L, FEEICEIT S heart D
B S E R TR < B BluL AR T,

(20)  fENLO, Y (EH) [0 ]
Q) BExE{E /Exs) [RiE-BK]

(22) a. harden one’s heart / heart of {iron /
marble / stone} / {soft / tender} heart

(cf. D37V R - Bl

b. JEZEHD % [RE]

(23)i%. heart & stomach 723 £ X 5 2t %
LT 200 E KRBT TR TH D,

24

S BT heart [ZBHL TiX, £DOKRE X ((24)
L ((25)). 7 ((26a)) 23 EARD A & HE
fHiF %, (26b) ©#EY | HAFETIE, ]
WS () 2R3 5 RICHER Sz,

(23) a. Have a heart.
(cf. & D) (2875 Blun)

b. have the stomach for something [&%k]

(24) a {big /great} heart [Z&3E - ElUI.L)]
(25) warm-hearted / cold-hearted

(cf. DEDN, DAETZVY)
(A5 - Hole]
(26) a. black-hearted (cf. L3 2) [1H5 () ]
b. JEHV, BB (15 CE)]

BUVOREEE LD L O, BERIZBI L
TUT AL A FR T REI <A > A ¥ —~
IS A T 7 — DR THELRANE S
N <EZMY>AX—<ZHS AX T 57—
TITHD heart RELNBILR SN, —F. B
HCIXTAARGED ME] REBHEML, HFEIC
1 DIV & ORISR STz,

6. Fim

B O ERE LK 2ICE L DD (XFD
Fg ik, XIS+ 20 XF S EHET), KA -
HEE) L~ T, BURE - PAZEZ RS 2E A
2R W T HRFEDOHELERINBIE SN, —
TSR LV T, <Faw>AF—~< |l
S KRB THEFFOFLER R 5N D0, <
B> A% —< |2 KRB TIL, heart
DHTHEERIADHT O, BARFEDT D) %
I L 725812 R Y R BN Bl ST,

T < B L~ BAER L~ OB
{bDOBATEZH 1 DL DIZET LT 5D, £,
A b= —BMRIC K o TEAE L O &
ALTW T IR IT, 35 IRZ TR b 0H
BIIRZ HND, T 9 LTZRFE DO IGBEFRIT,
A - B b A 8 T 2 SRR D R & T 7
A F— v R 2 AT, PO L LTl



# 2 HHEFEOMERE

H P
W (3a) (3b)
o 5T (4a) (4b)
ViwL@ R (5a) (5b)
P ZE Ak
ERY (6)
g (8a) (8b)
o B (9a) (9b)
@ﬁ'@@ PAZE (10)
L~ N
(255E) J£8 (11a) (11b)
&S (12a) (12b)
PR IE (13a) (13b)
R (14a) (14b)
ALV | SR - BE9R | (152) (15b)
<> ey (7a) (17b)
Fay (18b)
it [] ((222)) | (22a)
ALl ;‘J:FS - ((23a)) ((22121))
SRR ZL ((252)) | (25a)
15 V) ((26a)) | (26a)

(WA ARISC-C U RPN /RN oY il M P S

JEAE >-<EE - EH > - <BIE>-<FHL>
REfAD - ZERIBEEE — SR
BRE - EEHL~L

- <EH>OAX—v ><IFMIIMOTOWE >
<EBWY) > DA X —<— < fitiLi >

- fhgdk A7 VT SOk, FEHE

- RAF¥—< . LN — Marr

L, <B@&>FC<BEgw>LhrinIh, Z
G2 DDA F—<IEiEIL, FNENEE
LAV TRAZ U7 b O A . RO
EasT %, ZORE, 5EITHREZE D 728l
DS A2 7 7 —REDBEEND, 2D
Lo, BREETHICOTT, BEL, JE
Iy LW E W T o B R ERIT, & 2

25

DREMOIETH D & H HEGEO i@ aE %k
ZATREN L L THEET 2 &E 265,
FEWTIEMERBR AR IICEL DD, M &
FERR Y | JEEITRE - EE) L L ORBLR
RENTWD, 70, &L~V TITHAGE
O Mg REPEEPNCEL < HEFE TS
T HHEHEDPAE LRV EICHER Sz,

#* 3 HIGROMERFEI

H P
Jr—— R (3¢) (3d)
i/f@] THR o
P ZE Ak
R - EE)
L~UL i (7)
(F59%)
I (14c)
Felidi - B9k | (15¢)
BE& L ~L | RR (16)
<Bew> R (17¢)
Fay (18b)
H1k (19)
BTE (20, 21)
AL L | [ (22b)
<BHW> | i (23b)
15 V) (26b)

ML 725 DI1%, FEEHREL LR, 29
L7 AARGERA O 18] OBfRZ 8T 5
HERBRBRBH LN TR NE WS JTh D,
Z ZCARTIE, % (2015) T2
DOIALRIR A Z R 2, — 1L, BARAD,
HRERE O R0 (FEL) ZPFHHELICES
LT LEROLREERD &V D LB (FF
B (2000)) . &5 —2iF, AL (KE) &
MNERNWZ LR ETHDHARANICE ST,
KOFIRETH 2D THE ] TR 2 Z2 320
HEVWO R THD (Matsuki (1995)), Z i
OO BIX., &0 T 14)-(17),




(20)-(22). 26b)D MJIF] KBL L B ST 5,

7. heart DEfRE T 2 HHE « LREER
H 355 O BRI L 0 | B R Bl Rl A 18
THRRBROBEBEMENH LMo T2, L
L. 2OZ EiX, BEicBad 264 - 3k
BB O LZ B ET D b DO TR, K
fHiTlX, heart ZHlIZ, fha - SUERBRO
BT O M A B LS BRI T D,
Swan (2009) &, heart DI L 725 7o g
- PEFE DRI, G O 272 & T BURSE
FED mind I[TAHY 9 5 EM (PRAE - FO0E - B
BE) AALTCWEZ EEERHLTWS, [
L7250k, NEIHER & Svd F IR
BRO A% LI TiE, 29 L7z heart DERZEAL
EHOICHATE RN ENWS 2 ETH D,
Erickson (1997) IZ LAUiX, H55ED heart O
BfEIX, D7 &b i REEE R EFICE
THBEMOVENRS D, FEEICBW T, K
MOPRAE F KD E ZI2RKD B 0>V TR,
Wk X0 BER SEEER AN TR L TR Y | K
ROMREFE LTIET VA RT LASLEE
NET D, QT)DOEY, BETIE heart
EREMOMIAE L6 b, I Tixke <,
mind RCEEZHFLEE LWL THD,

(27) In the Bible, the term ‘heart’ connotes the
inner resources of the whole person,
especially the mind and will, with

somewhat less emphasis on the emotions,

and seldom refers simply to the physical

organ. (Erickson (1997: 26))
— LV E N ORTH DL L LI AW

ELTE, AR TTART T by, HLX
ANREFIE L TETOND, 2025 H
L X R E%%ﬁ@-%@-ﬁ%®W&¢é
*ﬁf O A IR D s & VB B B i

kﬁﬁbfwtoﬁv;xwﬁ %,
DIREHITHA SN TNDER, ZOFTH

26

heart |X A& ZEKHY « #LAZHY « I DKEIZ
< igas & UTTLER T %ﬂ’(b\é

¥ 72, Niemeier (2008) (Z EOTIN TN
MG m & BRI % ﬁjﬂi\ AR

IR L7z, Z ORMRICR W TR, BEE S
b I W T 57 v MR TR
KoL Ll & oo 18 B S MR - AR
DIV ZEN Z2FD, OB 252, mind
D E MDY heart 7> 5 head (brain) ~1T L 7=,

ZoX oIz, HIEGEM £ T? mind & heart

ﬁfnkU\O%f (X, KSR DR A BT SR D B 325
L DEEGHENE 2. BURDEE & heart D
O &, K OJR & BEENT SR D 5 33508
MFERe Lo REAR L @%é/a\‘t’i:ﬁ‘iﬁi 2,
ASt%I%, R S REEIE2IC N s N=Y7)
fhas - thﬁ HaD a’ﬁ“’i’+/\ %Hﬁ‘flﬂ
SHENRDH D,

8. fEEE
AEOTEIZ.UTOLICELEDBND,
L. MEOEE R IR, £ 2o
JETH D LD H R ILE OB Z e,
i, IS ARRRER DN MO & B e Tl R
<. M) ERMORSICE LT,
2 U ERRBRICE S S BARR D b D,
— 7T B R S IRRRER DN FE O B D
HERBHOR R SXIZELTYH, fha -
AR S 2R Z TR ANBETH 5,

iii.

235_
A ==

*ORFEIX, FEE O R AR 55 35 [FIRE
K%ﬁémﬁ%%@ﬁ@h%omfwé%é
RIZENH, THEE T & o o R 154
RIRFEH S GBI ORI Lk

F5, FIERROBEICHZDOH - TFS
ST YRHEETRE, THEF - CHEE TE o
TeHRAEFITHEHBP L LT 5,

b2
VOTHE) REBL Ty RBLO XY REMR Rl
IXEE (2015) %, heart £HLO L v 3750



7 1% Niemeier (2008) CH#JE (2017) & Z
2o (1972) ik, T2 24 13HE
a0 Lk (g ) ZELY AL b5 £ Tl
figes & L CoLgER L THOWLIL TV,

2E 3k
Chapman, Robert L., ed. (1992) Roget’s
International Thesaurus, 5th ed.,

HarperCollins, New York.

Erickson, Robert A. (1997) The Language of the

1600-1750, of
Pennsylvania Press, Philadelphia.

®EHE 015 [THE] & T 22K L
HARGE D MR HL & 2 O R — i
FORN 2 A A T B AR A - SR BV OB

Minb—1, TAARSEFEFRE 151 K
= THE] | 40-45.

“EEFHE (2017) THO TH) OFEZEZ D <
ST—HFFLOENE—] , V=
—- 3 =¥ (f) [FRESUEILRPIE 7 0
V=7 b 2016 ZETLHV Y v~
fe ik, A5 77— Ll 39-51, K
NI NES TS A NS

Hornby, Albert S. (2005) Oxford Advanced
Learner’s Dictionary of Current English,
7th ed, Oxford University Press, Oxford.

) - RAPIRER « efatEAC - BT HE
HE () (2001) [8rie[E aEREaL (55 UiV
A FRR) J /hEERE, RO

Kovecses, Zoltan (2005) Metaphor in Culture:

Heart University

Universality and Variation, Cambridge

University Press, New York.

Wi R2% - KRG (2007) Tkl & 538, %

AR () TR ORE]D | 55-84,
FUH RS R, AU

Lakoff, George and Mark Johnson (1980/2003)
Metaphors We Live By, University of
Chicago Press, Chicago.

Matsuki, Keiko (1995)

»
Japanese,

“Metaphors of Anger in
Language and the Cognitive
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Construal of the World, ed. by John R.
Taylor and R. MacLaury, 137-151, Mouton
de Gruyter, Berlin and New York.

AATER (W) (2006) [REEAR (55 =) ) =4
H, U

McCaleb, John G. - #HHH5FZ () (2003) [ 5%
A T 4 A D Se A RG] 5] B G,
B

HHIET (1972) (T2 241 26 DL ~
— IR O —1, TEREF] 5 104
%, 33-44, HARGEYS.

Niemeier, Susanne (2008) “To Be in Control:
Kind-Hearted and Cool-Headed. The
Head-Heart Dichotomy in English,” Culture,

-
—

Body, and Language: Conceptualizations of
Internal Body Organs Across Cultures and
Languages, ed. by Farzad Shiarifian et al.,
349-372, Mouton de Gruyter, Berlin and
New York.

HAERERFF L iR & B2 - /NP E
AEEF IR AR ED (W) (2001) [ H A E REKEE
s (B Zhi) 5 & - 12 &, /NERE, RO

TRBEZE (2000) [ B (RRRGE 2 LD B9 — -
NT ALD A =T B A BRI =,
B

Swan, Toril (2009). “Metaphors of Body and
Mind in the History of English,” English
Studies 90 (4), 460-475.

MR (2003) TxE LCoOHK—ERAE
b RE -1 l—1, TH/EEXR
FEALIRE] %2452 5, 111-124,
LEBRE, 4R,

FARE T (1) (2003) [ 572 2 & IFHRL] 3R
FUE IR, RO

ek - AR - &l —FRZ - HBHE
W (BZfE) (1989) [REaRAED T —hit B ASEH
REEL (RIRR) J Gl RRtL, AL

3 BCES + Edmund R. Skrzypczak + Paul
Snowden (##) (2003/2008) [ FnE Kz i

(B0 . wRged, Ha



RTEFREEICE S ATEFAD L S OBUE -
SCHEALOWRERE I BE§ 2 SRR B
(Measuring Prepositionalities through
Pied-piping: A Synchronic Study on the

Gradualness of Grammaticalization)

M B (Tomoaki Hayashi)
IR FIEE kAT (Kindai University)

F—U— N CAb, BhEa)RAATER]

1. IXC®IC

WHERE « PIERE & b T O
HAFGEIE, STEMRZE L X 0 &% -
ZAIZET 5 b DLV (Leech et al. 2009:
7-8), Leech et al. (2009) 1%, STIEMZ2 (LD
Bl & L C [#h5 Uk ZE /7 & 5 (deverbal
prepositions; FREEIFFAIC 2014) ) ZZF 5D,

SN

z
HHERD

(1) Following the singing of the peach treaty
and British of American

independence, the

recognition

Washington stunned
world when he surrendered his sword to
Congress on Dec. 23 1783 and retired to his

farm at Mount Version.(Leech et al. 2009: 7)

(1) D following IFBAEZFNC A 23, Wi
[EF after LRI THD EoTans, 20
& 9 7 RE A~ OIS L OBITZ23, §E
B TR & ATl e M A FF o2 b T
bDZ NS ERNEHIZ LTS (ibid.: 8),
AWFFEIL, 2D K D R EFEEL OMENE A |
a2 — 2D T — X2 X0 LS
LEEMICHET A Z 2 ENE T 5, BIK
AIZ 1, Fukaya (1997) (2 X % 11 Bl D-ing 2

28

HE R DT 2B L, € OB & 24D
MRAE, fHex HiEd,

2. JeATHFSE

2.1. 3UEAL & PLRFPE
BhEYRAERTE RIS I 1T 5 S0, BhaEm

IRRFEOTEI: & | Z ALY O RTE N 7o R

DEFFIZ X VS ST N5, Bz, (1)

@ following \ZEJ L. Leech et al. (2009: 8) (.

UTOEESHBZNDTE RN 2T 5,

(2) *When he followed the singing of the peach
treaty and British recognition of American
stunned the
(ibid.)

independence, Washington

world...

) 1%, (1) O following @ E M LD EFED
Washington & IR E 720, L) Z &%
RLTWD, ZOXHIT, Wb dEHi- 4y
FEIOBER EOFFEN B L 78D, X
HEIZHE, T AL T AT b AFR -
D= Lo e B R R R DL TV
< Z &% BidiRE(t (decategorialization)| &
- 5 (Hopper and Traugott 2003: 106-108;
Hopper 1991), STELIZEV, AiTfE G AR
DEOGIND X 91Z72 %, Olofsson (1990) 13,

Jollowing H3HITTE RAIHY) 72 Frid 2 115 L 7= 0>

AT DI To > T, AIEG after (ZEHLAT
HE CHAVLATEF & EMTH D &t LT
W5, £, B eoBIIE, TEWROE
1 1t (semantic bleaching) | & & 1L 5
(Hopper and Traugott 2003: 94-98), il % 1%,
considering 1%, HIEOEZEGT 51T
ST GO e Tz > ), () [
wEZ T L LT (227 2005: 622)
EERNBEALT D (3),

(3) Considering his age, he looks very young.
(DD IZIE, HITL THES R A D)
(ibid.)



SCEARIE, SRR - JEREME O [ 23 B o
% [PLKFHY (panchronic)| 72 7't A TH D
(cf. Heine et al. 1991: 258-261), ' & JRA= Al
&5 O THFFE . Kortmann and Konig
(1992), #K7T (2014: 179-190) %5 H5AK 4y
¥r<& 5, —J5. Hayashi (2015) %, Poutsma
(1926) D3ZF TS bating DI %, HiF
HIBLED DI ZEE 5 LA TN D,

2.2. BhFYRARTER

B Al R AR T E A BhEa R O FiTE T &
V| during, pending, concerning, considering,
bar, barring %EH % % (Kortmann and Konig
1992), Kortmann and Konig (1992: 683) I,
R 72 B b2 2 T ER & &I, AT
&L TENLDRRTREIZONTIRAD: (1)
BREE MR, (i) EEEDSZ . (i) ATER
¥HE (preposition stranding) @ K 9 72 HULMY
7L BB R DR A2 Ff > T, BEGRERAIN S
STV D, (iv) BEREHDBR OGN TND,
(v) BIRARREZ R L TV D (()-(v) OFn
AT A TROT 2014: 181 226 DE S| ),

B G R AE T G O AR ¥ ¢ v LD T
I&. British National Corpus (BNC) % FV 724K
(2015, 2016) OFHAEIZ L 5 & considering,
saving, barring, excluding 75, 4 % U 2 DT
HEECIX TEEEFE ITHVWb AL b
O, WYL, FHEORLY B 21T 5]
&R O BB U 72 AR5, W1 ROEEE
(I AR RTE RN - EH Sl L v D
(Gorlach 1991: 108-110), B JRA= A A T,
14 42 1Z considering, during, 15 il 1Z
according to 187 T VRO (absolute
constructions) 7> %8 L7 (ibid.: 109),

2.3. SUELOBAN DHEET DR

ATER ()-(v) ORFSE IS E 2, HeEREERS
FHOWNEICTED & | BhFYRA A& O BUE 2
HIFAIZE AT F5E23 . #K (2014), Hayashi

78« BEEOINLE L7 37 FA O BhERAE ]
B 2 k5T, THTER O FLaY - HRE 72
B &L TOXVENREEZ =T NE N
(ibid.: 130)) WO BLEL DT Z2AT o7,
A& R 2 BT 257 2 & (53S0, i
DEIGF right & DIGHL) 28 LRI 217
VN, AR X0 EhEaYRAERTES O TR
B (prepositionality)] ZH#fHE LT\ 5,
fEH. 37 BIOGHT RO 9 6 past, during,
Jollowing, starting % 5 < K¥-DFEHIDY 10 &
WA 6 ROEKVMEZ RT I ENnb,
Kortmann # O THifEz & L CJELAITH D )
EWVIOFLRDFFEND LT TVWD
(Hayashi 2015: 141), #& (2014) 1d3CEARICER
(T DB ERRE R OE R (B k) (2EH L
oo SCEALT D AT O ENFA Ak L TV EIlE
& DOIFLBIRN, SUE IV EER SN D D
TR, LWV BRI E21T 272,
=R TRV Tl L 72 EhE & i S
BEEE 0D i OB A | B AR AR AT R A 2 e 4]
I L, A F U A EEEREEGE 1 4 ON
BIZL VT DB Lic, #R. o
Mrxtge 28 151D 5 & facing, following, lacking,
preceding % & < FHNESCEALIZEE W EIF &
DOILEBIRN KD L fEFmOT T2 (ibid.).
— J7 . COBUILD, Lancaster-Oslo/Bergen
Corpus (LOB corpus), Brown Corpus Zffi i L .
B YR AE RITE 5 O FLE & 37~ 72D 73 Fukaya
(1997) T& %, Fukaya (1997) I%. Sinclair
(1991) 232K % 11 D-ing FEORTEFNZB L.
Hopper (1991) @ [30iE/bo 5RATN 228
L. 3 2O08BLENOHE LT () FHi - 45
HiD F5E—2L (subject interpretation), (ii) i
EAIRELE - 784 (pied-piping and stranding).
(i) ATEFARRIGI~DIEE (development into
prepositional adverbs), #&%. (1)-(iii) ®H H
5 A i 723 during, according to, concerning,
following, notwithstanding @ 5 573, o 6 151
K0 B L TEBY . VO AR R R

(2015) T %, Hayashi (2015) i%. JCiTHF  (prepositional properties) % £7> & fEimoF 5,

29



2.4. HEHIEORES

FATHFGE DA & LT, Fukaya (1997)
X, T’ 11 USR5 DI,
20 FRIFERTIO I — RAEFHAL TN D, &
fli 2 — N2 DPLFEN R STz 2017 FFBIAED
DA -9 LAY AN ENE VAAY P /Y S oy W uil]
BEMEASEIVY (cf. Traugott and Trousdale 2013:
42-43), F£7-. Fukaya (1997) OZ$i1F 2% (i)-(iii)
%, BT HERPBEINL DGR L)
TONEIZE D HETH Y | A oMM &
HMNA<HEL TV DIZZESDRNEE X
5N 5, (1) 22V T, Leech ef al. (2009) 73
WO X DIT, SrE - ATER OBER 2 E s D D
NHEETH D ENMEE 725,

F7=. # (2014), Hayashi (2015) XRS5
T N DO REEFGE Zxig L LICHRE D120,
MY ZFRFORNNH 5 (Hayashi 2015: 143),

3. BEHIRFE
3.1. ATEFRAICES L SHELOBE
ARFFETIE, ATEFICRA 7Bl Th Dl
ERREEICE R T 5, 2
SRR 7R RITE R S TR A BT 5 & &
PR IRAFICHIE ST 2 Z &M TE S (d4a), —
75, Gy (EhFArEE R 72 b o) 1, BIRRA
N REE S5 Z LI TE R (4b),

That is the office at which he works.
(Z2RE 2005:200; FHAREIXES)
b. *That is the office playing which he

) a.

works.

ZOBEP DEFEIRAERTERT AR D &
during (ZHEEDOIEE D Z L3 TE D (5),

(5) There was a very awkward silence during

which we locked eyes. (COCA)

3.2. HrRtS, T—F, HiEw
AWFZECliL, Fukaya (1997) M L. (5)

30

D X D NZRERED FL & 4 5 BhE YR A Al E 5 2
P& L7, ZAUZ L > T, Hayashi (2015) 23
SEATHIFGE - BEED ISR U 7 BhE YR AR AiTE R
3741 (6) @ TRiEFHS L&) #HELE, 3

(6) according to, allowing for, bar, barring,
bating, concerning, confronting, considering,
covering, depending on,

during, except,

excepting,  excluding, facing, failing,

following,  given,  granted,  granting,

including, lacking, notwithstanding, owing

to, past, pending, pertaining to, preceding,

regarding, related to, respecting, save,
saving, starting, succeeding, touching,
wanting (Hayashi 2015)

BARBFNILL D@ Y, §—I1Z, Corpus of
Contemporary American English (COCA) (235
W, [-ing which] TEORR AT T2, 5
12, FNHEFEREICTHEL, Mtz rd
Mzt 2 7= (3.3 i), %=1, COCA @
FHBINZ 7T BT AFw G| BEfEE R
FEFAVRAERTE GO LR Y ¥ DN T
BREAToT. (34 Hi), LIFOHEICEWT,
SPREELME MBI, REROFEMZHRE T D,

3.3. EHI5HT 1: BhERIRAERTE R OREFE

# 1IE, BRBIZE VG L F= 6 (FEl
W) 55, FEEICI Y L7-RiE s RE
PERR OGN D FHE AR L TWD, & 1ITHE
NN 15 OB FIRAERTE L, BRERTHF
BRI b D Th D, HENEW
during (3842 ). according to (373 ),
depending on (376 f5l) 122>\ Tik, COCA
DT LY T v THERET 100 FEA
L. Bt 2~ B OB G IS A
L7cg (%) &Rl

LT BEPEO ZELD Z &3 T & HEhE KR
AfiER. BAL 6 BB (during % FR<)
Z (7) 27 ((7)(9) OH T4 T COCA),



¥ 872 - CTIL, Hayashi (2015) @ 5[H X
BRICBT DReicinz., [¥—=7 2%k
e [V — & — i) oEx+*2%
IZ L7 * following \ZOWTIE THKDFELE
LT, BT after TTEe & 2 AIT following
WD Z EIZHEHIM T Sollow D JRFE N
NS ITE ‘after + as a consequence of D .
DGEIZDHHAND Z L2 ORAMEEZ R
HDTNDLEITHDH] LW H /Ml (1976:
163) DRI A O MEL Lz, (Ta) OH

HUE,  OREREBISIC BT % Rk 2 R
(7) a. This phenomenon is the superfluid

analog of the AC Josephson effect for
superconductors, according to which a
supercurrent will oscillate across a thin
tunnel junction under an applied voltage.
(cf. (L1 2013:601)

. Galaxies also contain millions of small-
and medium-sized black holes, each
with an event horizon past which light is
never seen again.

. At the end of June 1829 the
Commandant of the Academy, Colonel
Percy Drummond visited
Faraday, following which Faraday wrote
to him giving his terms.

. The matter concerning which we were

supposed to meet in Georgetown has

been canceled indefinitely.

Under the tablecloth the table must

possess that furniture memory regarding

which so many spiritists are certain.

SRR TR, RITELR LA O dhai B3R 5 2
WA (8a), & D WITRTER THh->Th
BIFR AL FET TIX 72 WAl (8b), BERN 44 5
EDREFEN L BN DB (8c) ZFRIM LT,

(8) a. David Duke, one of the two candidates,
has quite a lurid past which he now
(COCA)
b. The decision regarding which to use
should be based on the NICE guidance,
10 although the patient... (COCA)

c. To whom should I address the letter?

(%2 2005: 170)

disowns.

SFORERBRA ST BNT (8) (9) Bdb D,

(9) a. But then she remembered: the street
which housed the Breadfruit, the bar
which claimed the duppy each night.

. Sometimes it reads NO DATA GIVEN
which is the same as UNAVAILABLE
and a signal you don't want to pick up.

. After all, commodities have been in a
bear market that has lasted, depending on
which thing you pick, from 14 to 23
years.

. It would include considering which art

forms make the best friendships.

(9a) @ bar (347, (9b) D given |% DATA %
BEEMT D ARFANRHETH D, (9)
(9d) 1%, — AL BEEOE LB X HLD D5, (8b)
&Rk, BRI OO Tz

&1 HEFAMAEETS HRRENER

BERAENER] B BERAENER] B

1 |during %3266 (3842)] 11 |depending on 30 (376)
2 |according to X310 (373)] 12 |bar 0(22)
3 |past 26 (112)) 13 |considering 0 (16)
4 ollowing 15 (40)] 14 |given 0 (8),
5 |concerning 13 (42 15 |related to 0(4)
6 |regarding 7 (78] 16 |granted 0(2)
7 Jowing to 7(7) 17 |pertaining to 0(2)
8 ailing 6 (8)] 18 [Jrespecting 0(2)
9 |notwithstanding 2 (4) facing, pending,

10 |including 1 (29) 19-22 save, touching 0
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O, KOFHLERINSND, 2P, (9d) D
considering 1%, FHi « DA O FFEN—E L
72N (cf. Hopper 1991) 7= RifE b LT
LA S DN, T AV W HEGEEREEE T
% 50 fROFEFIZL D & | for EORIERINZE
g B Z LIIARAEETHDL VI, - T,
(3) D considering & 135720 | AiEzL L T
WRNWEZE X HILD (cf. Olofsson 1990),
1 X0, (6) DEGEIRAERTERD S B,
WEFEZ RS DT 10 BlDOIE DD D, ZD D
B & BT, during, according to % i< KD
E Al YR AL AR A, SRR 2R AT fE A & 3R e
D ATERRECE 2 L2 VWMER 2R &R D,

3.4. BHIOHT 2: £V YL
K213, K1 OHE 1 U EOBNIEL,
COCA DEFIIf TSN AR Y v v
TR, &2 ORI O Z G LI fE, &
| DRI AT 5, during, according to 13,

F1 LR BIRICL 2% %) Th D,

®2 BIEFAMEZTI BFARETNEFO D v LA LR

IR RTE N RS M [T 1 s v [=a—AELE A%
1 |during X1144.3%614.8 $€537.9| 3845.3| X153.7] %3266
2 according to $€264.6| %34.0 %0 2¢3.8 37.6] %310
3 |past 1 10 13 2 26
4 |following 9 4 2 15
5 |concerning 6 1 5 1 13
6 |regarding 4 1 1 1 7
7 |owing to 7 7
8 |failing 4 1 1 6
9 |notwithstanding 1 1 2|
10 |including 1 1

#2 L0 AT Qe ATz E,
ATE R & L) BiElRAEFTE R D 9 B during,
according to, past, following, concerning,
regarding, owing to, failing, notwithstanding 1'%
EIC FEESEE B TR0 2k
THEHINTWD, past X 7473
MRS ) ALz B2 b0, wWith
ICH & TEEX S (S THA S A M5
W, ZORERIT, A F Y AFEEIZIB W THEG
IRAERTE NI E S ETHO b LB 2
BV &G C72AK (2015, 2016) 23, T AU A

FEEICBWTb X SN D Z L &2mRT,
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4. BHYIZ

AWFFE T, Fukaya (1997) Z4EH L. #i
E R K0 SOE kot 2 #E L T
WL ZEERB T, KO ERRBNE LT,
Fukaya (1997) (2B W TIRRE5TWRUE)
SRR AL AT 8 5 O BELE OB & Fa i L 7 s 8 %
Fohsd, 3FEMNRT LT, ATEFAMED
BRRAFOEE & 5 2 LN TE DEhE IR
ARTEFICIIM Y b D, Z 0oL, JfT
IR 31T 2 80, TE O RIF right & O
L (Hayashi 2015), EIFIILEE (bk 2014)
OFERLIZRALDZLOTHY A% bETER
5LEZRMDHL DT A—F—%N T 1
AW BLE N SBLRZ 38T LT < B
B oRVES B, about, after %, BRI 72 i EH
RO OENE L AR D Z &
DA[EE & 725725 5 (cf. Hayashi 2015: 137),

WEN, SBOREEREZ RS, F—
(2, who(m) & DI AL TR IR ->
T ERHT D HENRD D, B2, (10) D
£ O 7pRIEEER SO Mk (cf. “ZHF 2005: 174)
W%, ZOREDREITFFED Y ¥ L WIT
ZLL Mo TWDHZETHY ., regarding 1%
< 1 O 78 7 63 A3, concerning 1% 42 i
W21 DS, TEplam sy ICER L Tn b,

(10) a. Needless to say, decisions will need to be
made regarding which selected areas are
the

most __appropriate _ for student

audience.
b. Therefore, the teacher should not get

involved in the students’ discussion

concerning which answer is the best
choice. (COCA)
5T FEATHRIC R T D 0 E A SR
L. S ORDOMEZAT O LE DR D, Bl 21X,
Sailing \ZB L. AWFZETIZHEF (2017: 381)
DR (5 B) LITHERDLER (6 B) 2315
DIV, SEEEEDOFEN AT D05



WD, FH=IZ, BRFHEE OB TH D,
(2017) (X, OED (Oxford English Dictionary)
DT —H Z38T L, respecting DREFEIE (11)
DREEAESGEEIC B S D Lk~ D (K
WHECIIBLERE SN2 Do To RUITHERD o

(11)This is an event respecting which it is
impossible to keep silence.
(1841; Lane Arab. Nts. 1. 102)

BRGGECIIBIR IR &b BRI
R RO ARMEEZRE T OBERD 5,

* ORI AARSEEE AT 35 MR (2017 4F
11 A 18 H, HALKT) IZHBI1THHENEIC
ME - EEZE LI LD TH D, BRKE, G
KESEAE, HHEESAE, ARREE, A0
—RAA, BHAIRKK LY = A2 AW
(T IEZE (RO . FERAMEAR 2 1 D BES
ICBWTHOAERREZTEN, 12 O
Al RBEIESEA, MEPRKR A, HO
EAAICTAWza A k2o T 5,
EARKERIZIIHISC (4b) 2#H 2 CIHE, 4
7 #Hz B LTS 2 TAW 2, JSCORFHE
B, IT#KFIGER (E-Cube) DOEERIZ =
A REWZ, G U THEILER L B 5, 6,
ARIZBIT R0 %53, £ TETHFIURYE
HIVD  AWFEITRIE CReilT 8 B 2l g |
AR 5 15]00373) OBk EZ T TV D,
"
'SCEABIZ B T DI O %R X Heine et al.
(1991) # &M, AMFJEIX Hayashi (2015: 142)
DNHGHIZSII L @RI E (L L T X 12555
FHERAE, LB DI ZAEL TV,
> ORmEEE M4 E, 445 (A - ) BRIV
ZHUCHET DEEA HAEE L LT, vk i
ARG, BIFA, BRCI34 A 2 /R 2
FE (N 1976:3) 1 L\Wbivd, T, il
gl s R, A (h) - ) & BHAURE
T 5] RICHEE., 2 OBEEIT MBI - BIE
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DWEFIZIIET D, (E-> T, BhiF - AiEzH &
WD SCEL DGR R - #m, WblE T30 b
WG] 726, S ERFE O 2 A BLUE
L T ARHIFED B BICITE T & 220,
SRWFGED THIER] D L S (prepositionality)
VL. SEATHFSE O prepositionality (Hayashi 2015),
prepositional properties, preposition-ness
(Fukaya 1997) (ZHEY, F£7o. BEEZ., AT
WL« FEFIZF K D & 2 BhaalJRA Al E 5 2 1L
£ U724k (2014), Hayashi (2015) D J7¥E T,
-ing TEDHITE R Z Ml TE W ndH 5|
& THRMEWV, LUT, B TEWZ—o0F
HExFed, JE/AK (2016) 1X, 2006-2010 i
HIR S LTINS D RS 100 A& B ON
Charniak Reranking Parser V9 V7 F 7 =
TIZ &Y TN + 45 7 — & B
HLCTansr—va ) A MEERL, 25
HPC AL 30 GEE 72> TV D ENEZ 8T L7,
fa g, BRISRDRES TN T using D3RITE
FlEIR D O0H L LML TND,

Yy v A FHABERA SO E RS EX-word
(#5h 44 XD-K18000) N§kD & D %A
> 3§ # % . Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 1041)
(C R DBEEE ORI L, ZHURTEW T,

B2EXRE

FOEFIR (2014) [¥EH STELE AT 1 A 4
bt 0> CEE, Bt

LA RE (2005) [HMAZE L] BIdRAL,
AL
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insubordination {ZR84 % —&£
—If + not [P] XL EEEEZH > T—
(On Insubordination:
With Special Reference to the If'+ Not [P]

Construction and its Conventionality)

S FZE (Emi Hirao)
KB I - RERF B

(Nara Women’s University)

% —U— K : insubordination, if i, If + not [P]
HESC, R b o EfiolaliE, 1B Bk

1. IZIT®IZ

Evans (2007)i%, @I — R HZR 5
ETHBHIOLIICARZ DL ODEELS
7= Efi L] (Evans 2007:367; YT - /XL
73 2009:126)% insubordination & FE& ' (1)
1% if i insubordination DFTH 5,

(1) a. If you would like a cookie.
(Panther and Thornburg 2003:127)
b. [EFDIZH Zinhtd 2 EE DI
if Your
Royal Highness will be so kind as to open
your hand, hm... (The King s Speech)
c. [Cinderella Man & FEXILA B A A 5D
IR TL HDIZRSTNT]
Max: Well, if it ain’t Cinderella Man.
(Cinderella Man)

Sir Blandine-Bentham: Now,

ARG TIE. (Ic)¥ A 7@ insubordination %
[If +not [P] 3L LIRS, ARIL, BIRH
72 FEHIDFEE L 72V &V 9 insubordination
insubordination 7= 2 %827 H L | If + not [P]
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3L 73(1) Panther and Thornburg (2003) D F=5E
K LT, R EoFEFHZREETEDL L
(ii) Evans (2007)D =853 2 IERE B HIZ AL D 4
B 55, 3% H & 4FHOMICALET D
ZEEHBMNCT D,

2. SEATHISE
2.1. If + not [P] X DFLRHIER

IZCDIZ, If + not [P] XA ED L H 7
insubordination 72 DA fERET 5, 2 (FI
RlHD X, MO ERECDRE D
KO3 WRDHZ TR T 5,

LA HIE, If+not [P], 3725 if HilZ &
% insubordination @ 9 5., F D EmEH[P]
Dnot ICKDEEEZITHEND, XD
XHFHTH D,

25 IR, P RELTWD LEEL
FOHRT DFEZLBAND ] LWV | mED
BEIRESCH D, (1c)D [P: It is Cinderella
Man.] (%, IRETOFEZER 2RI EZ BTN D,
F72. (2a)® [P: I take a strap to that Prissy.]
1, 55 L FOIVERERICRIT 2178 & 5 W)
JRVE S Z . (2b)D [P: She is a beauty.] 1%,
BrHLICKT 256 L FORMEZ IR~ 2,

(2) a. [FER DW= Melly OIrfaa LTV 5
Scarlett |%, FfEVND Prissy (Z[EH %
FEONZAT K KO ITHHATEDS, 727037270
Jo> T2\

Scarlett: Oh, don't worry, Melly. Mother
says it always seems like the doctor will

Oh, if T don’t

never come. (to herself)
take a strap to that Prissy!
(Gone with the Wind, TFHEFH)
b. [N DFTH.% H, ]
Ted: Well, if she ain’t a beauty.
CERE FIRiH

2O LEE[PIONEIE, MRELTWD EEEL
FRREToHFE) LD,

vy



3 REE, BIERHOBEZRF S LWV S|
RESCORE AR TH 5, Well, if it ain’t
Cinderella Man. (= (10))i%, BB, v
TLIv Lo LEBEERT, £z,
Oh, if I don’t take a strap to that Prissy! (= (2a))
T 7V r—00o, HTHELTRD !
ERD &=FH L, Well, if she ain’t a beauty (=
(2b)) X THREL LWHE Uo7y L HLE

B eRT, RE SN EEITURICIE T
H%ﬂiéﬁ/b\ T OREBEIT LIS,

L DR % £F-> insubordination 723,
T 5 If +not [P] #SLTH 5,

AT

2.2. EVERETERRDERE L If + not [P] 3L
KIZ., insubordination & F=FHiDBIHRIZE S
DHATI R A BT %5, Bvans (2007)1%, JE
T I i DI AU 1T O 8 BAFR @ E i i
HE SN EHEROE LD 4 BRER
HfE R 272 U THET D & kT 2,

DX, If you would like a cookie, then I will
give you one. (Panther and Thornburg 2003:136)
DX ST, EH EERE SRR T,

[SER7R] XDBE L TWLHERTH D,

@DBPETIE, EHINBEMAEMEZ T D,
THEI, B & FoHfmic L v #e<EESh
Do QNITDEMEBITZEZ AL D,

(3) 5 ED Liz ICIH O 23 5]
Landlady: You heat the water on the stove.
Liz: So if I want to bathe...?

Landlady: You put the water in the tub.
(Eat, Pray, Love, T#4)

3D FHENE, So If 1 want to bathe, what
should I do?72 & L W - RICHIE TE 5 %
@UT, EEIOEMEEE LS TV 5 B
Td %, Evans L if {ilZ L2 H UK Z
EEEINTZbDOREEERL WD Z &0
O, [ vF—IZWVRnTThn) EHLHD
If you would like a cookie. (= (1a))<°, [ TiIpk
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T, FEEWTWEETET 0 SKEHT D
Now, if Your Royal Highness will be so kind as
to open your hand, hm... (= (1b))i% Z D ELfED
Blewnd Z &l d, DBiELHE~D &
B8 & 2D EEI OMBMITITRS TR & 5
B, ZOBRBETHEMORBEIIFRETH S,
@THE, EEER LY EL< 2D, T OB
T /J\fot < EHPHRMRERZE TR T
EFETEHEHOEEIZTE 2V, XoT, Z
DBEFEITEL TV L RBUL, £ BEIKTRE
DERZFOWLE LTHOITSN D, (4a)
217 % KA Y3 O wo (‘where’) i
insubordination 23 O F|TH 5,

(4) a. Wo Zehntausende verrecken miissen
‘Where tens of thousands must die’
b. Obwohl Zehntausende verrecken miissen,
machen sie sich keine Gedanken dariiber
‘Even though tens of thousands must die,
they don’t think twice about it.”

(Evans 2007:374, FHEH)

(%mwmmioﬁ SR A KT, Tﬁ%ﬁ
RT X DIT, @b)iEda) D HIREE S &
%ﬁbfz%%@@éﬁt%@fﬁmo@@
L. wo DGATTIEAR < FEBROMRIZ 72 5 H
EELTH TSNS,

LI E75 Evans (2007)0 k4 % JE0E B &
RO 4 BEFETH D, ARROFIH TR LIZEY |
Evans (ZTEEHEIO MEE LS o) EHEIME
% insubordination & PFES, L - T, EE (LD
B 2@DEBELIFICAET 26 DN
insubordination & A7 XL 5,

TIL, If + not [P] #ESC & 6 & OBIRIZE
DE X BN TETDIEA S D>, Panther
and Thornburg (2003)I3K D L 5 (2R L7,

(5) ..

construction] has the highest degree of

.this type of if-clause [=the if + not [P]

syntactic and pragmatic independence. That



is, they don’t have plausible implicit
consequent propositions...

(Panther and Thornburg 2003:140)

MUFE A 7O if FilTHEENIC S FEHwm
(b EEICHN L, BEBRORE R & R 7272
W EW D G)DFEEIE, DY SO EIC
EE LS TR A Ih TV 5 EHi%F
BTERW] LEWEZOND, LF-oTZD
FiRIX, If + not [P] #5323, Evans (2007)D
RTIEEBEER D 4 BED S B, & HIEE
{bDBEATE 4 FB D THES L) DBRFEIZEL
TWDHZ EamRed 5, R-L T, ZHITE
LW D25 9D D,

3. If + not [P] L DAER LD EHi
AHiITIE, If + not [P] & CIZARIR oD F= 5
BN THNADENER D,

3.1. R EOEEH ST THE&ME

R EOFEEHEZTTHEND Z &1E, #ilx
L. Well, if it ain’t Cinderella Man. (= (1¢))7%3,
FERBEDD BB, VT LI Th
WD B TEZRL, BB, VT
Twr LRV &L YT LI ULe
ST BEEXERETLHREL LTRREND
Z & % . insubordination |2 FHiZ M7= 58
BIR] APHARTENI ZEThD,

If + not [P] #ESTIZARIR EOEHi AT
SEE LT, D2 EBRETHND,

1 FHOFMIT, MR EoEEiZ - -
DXNR G LFORGELZRET 22 L TH D,
FHiZli o 72 % O S, JLD If + not [P] HE
SCONFEOFE IR RE & (T & 22O T TR EFF
LTWARERD D, HlziE, (oD T
LI~ OFNHRR Eo X% RE S5
DTHIUE, Hk ER - UTEX ORIE L
TTHLOTHLRETHD,

2 % H DML, MR oo T/ & 4 - 723
IR TP ONEBEEZREDLZ L THD, Zh
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L. JLD insubordination 73, [P] TR 54
D MRELTWD &EELFENRET 5 FHRE)
ZHIFRICHGE STV Z & ITRILd %, i
ZIE, (o)X, BHORNZY T LI =20
HRWMTHGE SN TNDOTH Y | EHixH#i
STEDOLDEWRN ZOFRERBREART Z
CITEET N RETHD,
FERRNBIRRD & If+not [P] #ESCIE. &
WO DOEMETGT LN G| iR Lo THi%
SECAHZENARETH D, EORRIZIE, RO
2 ODFATHIETHET ATV DR - L H
A T eEMTE S, IHIHRL TN 5,

3.2. Lakoff (1987) D&

1->H1%, Lakoff (1987)% M+ 5 H DT
bo, WL TRENBEEMELTIZZ D] ML
&L TROBIZZT B,

(6) If JIM won’t eat these ducks’ feet, I don’t
know who will! (Lakoff 1987:528)

O [PLAN DT ELDREE R
WE LD, —RENERD > TV H AT
LWVl D THD, [BZELIVANRIN
LDOTENVDRERERDIEAI | EWVWH T &
BRI D, ZOHAEOEEIL SEMBET
TR HEMEZ BRI DLDOTH D,

Z DORBITIEITHE S TIf + not [P] H3XIZ
FHOEE ZR AT FERD(T)TH D,

(7) a. Well, if it ain’t Cinderella Man, I don’t

know who is. (cf. (1¢))
b. Oh, if I don’t take a strap to that Prissy, |
don’t know who will! (cf. (22))

MZENEFN BN T~z TH
MWTV—%5D] Lol STTOHIOH
EMEPIONEZITODNT, Z OREREIX
OV FFOE D LFEERTH D, AT, if FilC
HEHICH G ERFEnot NHINLD LWV O ARG



©) LU THD, EEEIZ, 25 DITIL(6)
ER UAE L FE o T2 AR 30T 5 &b
ENd, £0 Lk, If+not [P] HECOS V2
D1 DL LTHRTLZZEBAEETHD Z
&Y PEEERGEREE ~ORETH LT o
776

3.3. Akatsuka (1986)DE F

2 S>HI%. Akatsuka (1986)% M T2 H D
Thd, HE, EEHbEHLBO (D
Wik, FELFEMBERELD Y ARERL,
LR TITEERDEDRIEDORMELZ AT
% indicative counterfactuals & FE.5, indicative
counterfactuals 13, FEH I3 L TIRWE RO
R—HERLTAYE—VERETDHHD
ThHID, ZOAEEITITET R E LB L
95, (8)ELZERRIZ 1979 - The Chicago Sun
Times T L BN H D TH D,

8) [m— IEENAAL ZAD/NS K OER
AT AT T I'm the Pope. E36 L 722
L EZIT ]
Operator: If you’re the Pope, I'm the
Empress of China!  (Akatsuka 1986:334)
BRI THRTNEERS, FATFEOZ
W12 L7 ZORFEIL, EIE ST NVER
FHFITEE TR B OMmBER ) &
ELTWD Z & BT B H T4 T
WZ & (= EHOMEDME) BRSPS
MTHLTD, [HRTMEETHLHITTN
IRUN s Z AR ] &L ROVEFED Z %
ST A =T ERRET D,
FEATSOIRITFFE & L CBINL < TH RV,
F 7=, indicative counterfactuals CTH Y5415
FHIL, A ODITABONEZ T L5370 D A
WINE RS Z &N < VIEARRERIIC
BRoTHWDHEDbH L, NITHIZIEMNT D,

9) a [KADPER2FZFLETFEII>E&L
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TWVDDIZERSTNT]

If you can lift that box, I'm a monkey’s

(Akatsuka 1986:349)

b. If Dave’s younger than me, I’ll eat my hat.
(Quirk et al. 1985:1095)

uncle

ZZTIf+ not [P] HESCICBHiES &, =
DR EMERRT 2 I E CIE GG L FORE L
T 5 LBy 2R 2 b~ 5 A [P] 2 A
EINTW5D, TOw, if i EiLF5im
DIZIFEONEZFF>, L - T, indicative
counterfactuals CTHWHILD L 9 72 EHia Y4
HAE L D% AITHI 21X, Hk B2 - 72 30
indicative counterfactuals (Z72 5139 Th 5,
(10 TZDFERTH 5,

(10) a. Well, if it ain’t Cinderella Man, I’m the
(cf. (1c), (8))
b. Oh, if I don’t take a strap to that Prissy,
(cf. (2a), (9b))

Empress of China.

I’ll eat my hat.

A0FENE ENRS BB T LT
<~ U TR T Y —% e b TRV
TR EWVoTz, JTED If + not [P] 3L
2B 2 EEMEPIONEDOHENS L E %
NG IS

Akatsuka (1986) DI Tl if Bl A3 ERENBL
AU72 VA5 (10)1F indicative counterfactuals &
LCHARZRIIZLHranDg, 20k, If +
not [P] #EXLDS WX D—> L LTHAR
T&E 52 LN, REERGEEE ~ DA TH 5
IR o7,

Z ® X 91T, Panther and Thornburg (2003)
DERICK LT, A7e< &b Lakoff (1987)
& Akatsuka (1986)Z #2321 T, If + not
[P] # X OfR EOEFH#RIESEL L
MTED, ELLOMI XA T EHNT
& LTh, EfiZ A S W72 SULGER 72 /i
REEL, Z ORI & - T, if B MmEP]
METHLZ RS, 31HO2FHD



FUEEM-T L2 b, T LT, ZOKGE
EWV D L Y VIR A Z AN EAHilEE
B OXE LTIED If + not [P] L DEAEFR
HSBEZ BT 20 CTH Y| 31 8o 1 F
HOSM 242 Lk b,

4. insubordination & L T® If + not [P] 3L
DHLESIT

3 fi T, If+ not [P] HESCITARAR b oD F=£Hi
EEEIELND Z L2 R T, KHEITIL,
3HIORMR OIS E X e 5, Yk en
Evans (2007)? FiET 2 IEEREITER D 4 Bt
BED & ZITMLEMT DD E BT D,
FF.3HTHLMNI LKL DI, If+not
[P] #30IE, ZDOHPRIBRERZ 2 Tho T2
FEREOFHZEE IELHZ ENTE
%o Lo T, BHEME IR HIEEILOEAT
435 H O HESAL ] OBRPEIZITE L TV,
W, Y suI 3 FHO MEB s
THEIER OBBEICITEL TN D I EERT,
TAUE, HEME S OFEHGRIIMERE. OFE D
JERIE R MBERENEEN 2 L0 THD L)
ZElZEo TR a5,

if &0 BT IE ISR B EE iR EE O
THEMEIZ-DW T, Panther and Thornburg
(2003)235%im L TV D, M 61k, B THW
HILd if EiNFEOREHGRR I ¥ v
IVTERWEE, EDONITEEN 2D THD
EERET D EEEOESWERD T T E
LT, MOEHIBRTANEITHoTND,

-
—

(11) #If you would like a cookie...but I’'m not
offering you one.
(cf. (1a), Panther and Thornburg 2003:137)

(X, 7 vyxF—%H LMD (aD
insubordination |2, Z O LHA RV HT &
BRaT e bDTH D, ZDOT A L OfERN
O, LHEF Yy BT 52 LB TE RN
EmD, ©F ., if #i insubordination @ H
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L& WD ZEHGRII e X BE e b DT
HDH, 228 TELLIZED, (la)iX3FHD
BICHDEBEZONDZ LD, ZOT A
F OFE RN G FZEPEICEL TV D NG E
D1 DOFREIIRDEF A LD,

If + not [P] #3CIZXI L TIT2727 A FD
FEERNU2)TH D,

(12) a. #Well, if it ain’t Cinderella Man...but
I’m not surprised to see you here.
(cf. (1¢))
b. #Oh, if 1 don’t take a strap to that
Prissy...but I’'m not angry at Prissy.

(ctf. (22))

(2)3RT L 91T, ML ORET 5 EE
RV ETZENTE RN, ZOZENnD,
WEAE ST MEB LS EEE ) OB
IZIXEL TV D LI Tx 5,

MRS Z OBMEIZEL TWD Z BT,
AV b= a VOBEND BFPITE D,
TV 72 ) if 8 2 A0 AT 2 B0 72 BLR N Do
FTHEH (2015)i%. £ H Lz if HiOFHM
THRHTHD LV I RFEIREICE AL LT
W5, ZORIE, MEFEREHEHGL
TNRWE WD Z L ZFHT 5,

& FICFDORFO T2 W ST L
bala=r—3 g URHIBICIThNDD
THIUE, TUXEHOEMEE LS T
B Y . o if Hi insubordination DFF-OFE i
FIRSREDE B ICIREL T D, DE D | £
@ if i insubordination 2% ME XAl X 7= T4
BIE ) OEFEIZEL TS eI bR E D,
If + not [P] #LH FREFFHTEWRZ B
HZENEFTOWNE LT =20 BH b
2l otz, Ko TZOEMND ., MR N
3FKHDOEFICITREEL TS EF 1D,

Z 2 F TO#Eam T, If + not [P] HESTIE, ME
Elb S EHiE ) LR T Ko

MLEIZND Z Lo T, R%IT, M

-~
]
~



XNESIC3IFHDOEMFIZNDD, T L
HL3IFHEAFADOHICWDDNEEZ D,
F 7, If + not [P] 5 XD _ED FHiZ
AU Ko TEDN D RGER) (IERER) 72 Bk
X HEFCLEIELFICHERIC EYiz<n
Z DR T E D, fEDT Y B ST AR
DEHEAH 2 D5, B EANIIE, YakhEsen
FHEZEAM L TWD EITEZX T, ZNEKT
KRR B WA LTS L3Rk T 2T H 5,

SO EPELTERLEI bOTHD
(Bolinger 1977 #%:H#), insubordination &
insubordination |ZfER - Tz 4 > 7230 T
X, 2D UR 2 D EIRITE VI D,
If + not [P] H§ X DA X, T OE WIS
BN hEEEA LD, FE, GV bT
S D DI%, EfiZf-o 7230 TIER<, X
L ThH D, HETIUT, YU
WNEZIRZ DEBORBLOTTH | FEIFDOFK
HIZFHE L= b D Th D,

BT, I + not [P] HESCOMEP]IE, H
LA % B Mo if i insubordination 234K 9 iy
REICH AT, $TH 5 S, Well, if you
would like a cookie. (= (1a))iL, & Fn7 v
X —Z LN D000 B 7R VRPLTHEE S
N5, 2£0, BEFITFELFENLOH LY
AT LA L L AHETH D, Now,
if Your Royal Highness will be so kind as to
open your hand, hm... (= (1b))b., H& T2 F
ZRAWVT S VD 00 b 7R VR L THEE S
HEFITFELFENODIKEEZRIT S Z &
bWroZ &b TE D, Tl If +not [P] 3L
X ES7ZA 9D, Well, if it ain’t Cinderella
Man. (= (Ic)iE, HOMNZS v F LI~ s
WDIRDLTHEE SN D, [PIEEE LR RE
LTCWD LT 2 HFRERLIBRD720, not
[P] (ZO%E. BORIONIRY T L7
U TROEN S HE) BATHH T L IIL
HTERY, ZOXHC, iffiTrREShdEH
REMEBLI L2 E WO M T, AfE T
T & 72 3 2 if &i insubordination ® H1 T If +
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not [P] M SCIZD AR SV D, T ORFEIL,
IR oo iR O FIRErE 2 RO 5 Z LI
R0 MERIR, A b EEIT3E
HDBEPECH D (1a)(1b) & LT, X0 &
BRIHESL T D LRI ENDH T L 2T,

LAY | If+not [P] #3CI%, Evans (2007)
DIERT D IEERETEAL D 4 BEFEIZIW T,
3FEHO MEE{LINT- A & 4FH
O MHEAL I ORICAIET 2 DIEEF R D,
DOfbamiL. 4 BEEGEE T L0
Evans DFEZDOH D% & XFFT 5,

-
—

5. #5EE

AFG1L, g =K 7 % insubordination ™
If +not [P] #ESCIZEH L, Efizffio 7% D
SCR GBI 7RI 2 B BT YRS ST R
REOEHiZREIELNDLZ &, S5,
U 2% RE ST Evans (2007)0 9B % FERE B i
ERO 4O S 5, 3FEO MEELS
7o LEiAR) L 4FHO U] ORICHL
BT Lm2 8% R0,

pas
"I will apply the term ‘insubordination’ to the
conventionalized main clause use of what, on
prima facie grounds, appear to be formally
subordinate clauses.” (Evans 2007:367)
PRV EFEN = = v ko (A £ PE (Lerner
191 Z2ZM)OFILRZ DI EHLTE D,
Landlady |% Liz @ if filfE < EHiZ2HF55 L T
BV, 2 AT Soifli-yi, want to bathe, your-1i,
put the water in the tub. &\ 9 1 -DDHEFER)
=y F (X)) ZEHLTND,
3(6) T Jim IZHBNE NN TND (KT
THEFL) 2, BENRL LY HERN S
IR A DRRITHEFR SN D,
* Akatsuka (1986)i%, [FELFMEEEL D)
BEIZOWTEIPTRIIZE L LTy, L
ML, (8)723, FEEEITIX You are the pope. & 1
IMENETHDICHED LT BT



ITENEEONEFZ T E L THIEL T
%o Lo T ORI EARS D> & BHHEIZ 12 D
WA ZTRT LD HEATET TR GELTF
BEEECLHINEE~THEbEEND,
> Z OMEERHIIC BEIICE R STV D
DIE, BREEITAEEIC BN TROADY & LT
A RE T 5 ITHiOFMHALETH S, =
9 L7oHEREIE., (1b)DUH & IEFIZITW D,
£, HHBES, KESCH LT O if Hi
(AL T DM EFEOHIC L F
kLTS, LoT, 4yh*~v5yri
LS, WS EED - EEEHRIOBERERIC
BT 2 Z &N ARETE &, EFITHE R D,
¢ kI G A EAE A D b OIZIRET 50
IZ. If + not [P] MU EHHELZ D EE XD
NHMWHETHDH, ZOZ EiE, R Lo
% fifi o 721% D 3L indicative counterfactuals (2
LT EMNBEHLNTH D,
®iEOXFHLE KT D If T hadn’t been
such a fool! ([ 7 > & L~ ZAGFIREES 5
2 k) ) F. —RART L2 LEEEMLO
insubordination DD X 95 7205, REEZE I
%728, Panther and Thornburg (2003)7% [
LR~ % if i) EHAT L6 ODO—FETH
HEFEZ LG NEYEEBbivD, If + not
[P] #E3C L DAEROFEM R GHTIL, 5% D
A & LT,

insubordination
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FIA~—X— [&] OBSHEE

(Conceptual Structure of the Quote Marker
To)

&1 ¥8 (Akira Hiroe)
FI& K% (Nagasaki University)

& — U — [ : direct quote construction, quote

marker, conceptual structure, adjunct

1. IIT®IT

A ClE, LFICFIRS N TWD, 558
& B ARGEO [E 5] H# 3 (direct quote
construction: DQC)] D IERIEAE BT 5,
(1) a. John said, “Perhaps you might like to
ask Mary.”
b. Mary reported to her boss, “That’s my
responsibility to handle.”
KEBIFAEFIC MERRLD X LE-
7o
b. TS T TRIBSETHH A E

A & BRI,

2) a.

£ H2HIT, HARED DQC -~ 721l

H(2009)DIREZET 2 T 2Bl L. <« ORE
MR 20 WIS, IHHQ009) 3257 5
%ﬁ?ﬁ\%%°ﬁ§ﬁém&mewﬁﬁ
AT ENTERNWZ EZiEm T D, 63
HiClx, R & HAGED DQC DOFHER TH
% 5| i~ — 71 —(quote marker) [ & | OFMEZ
HEH L, BAGED [ &) OREEAEIE (conceptual
structure: CS)IZIELBIEL SAYING 23V . £ D
SAYING O A (argument) & L CE #£ 5] H 3C
(direct quote: DQ)Z1EIR L TV % & Doy %

42

RETH, —H., BARGED T O X575
M~ — 1 — N FEHERNCAFE LR WERGE DS
B HDOFFEDR S NT-BFREDO LG D I,
Z OEFEIO CS (2B sayiNGg BfHInE s
ZEIZEY, DQ ZIEIRT H Z LN ARE L e
5 EDTREITH, B 4HITIE, BRI
R EIRR5, 55 HEIITMEETH D,

2. LA Q009D ST
2.1. BE

P ik O YA . DQC T B D 5
(reporting clause)\Z 4= U 2 #@hzalI%, 5 « #His
W) ERAEAT LEEICRFIND AR,
Al & NDARIEZ R TAT 4 & RIR S 4L 2 Bhed
WZIRE SN D & FEINTE (eg, NH

(1979), Kaurihara (1985), and among others),

(3) a. “Damn, the newspaper is late again!”
John said.
b. Mary told surprisingly, “A colleague of

mine has been fired.”

—J. BARGEOLG, ¥EEDO DQCIZAL S
{REEENGA & VTR0 A O DDIRET 2 &1
R T XN EB X DN HENFN, 2220 &
FEWIIZA T 5 2 & A3 H(2009) TIEiEH =

NTW5, UTORZREFLTHLD,
(4) a. [7272nWE) L EFIIREL B
T&ET,
b.  [EIWESE] LML IT—7 iz
DN,
(5) a. [T—ANlcLT< ) ERRITRE T
NoHYET,

b. ROTI] EEEFITERTHLE,

(4a)D FEEZ B3 %D ), (4b)yD [F—7 iz
2L, 26D TFRHHES ], (Sb)d [k
FHT ) X, DR ETHERLTND
EIEEWVEED, I2H b BT, WO



HRELR AR SNLTWD

2.2. 1A 2009)D 53T

AH T, 1A Q009 HRET H HAED
DQC (BT 2 atraiEl L., zoMER%
B9 5,

(LI F1(2009) 1, ATETCTEIZE L7=(4)(5)DHIA,

uT@mfﬁ%éM5i5m\£%°m§
ntu éﬂfcﬁl/\ &%‘:’?Elﬁﬁb

(6) a.**I'mhome!” my son came up the stairs.
b. **“Here we are,” she sat down at the table.
(7) a. **Just leave me alone!” his uncle made
me stand back.

b. **“Stop it!” Kimiko walked away.

DE)DOBINERENTNDHDIE, 5IH~—
J1— (FE7i3HebE) LMEEhD Te) »
HHIHIE L ORBEIT> TN D, L L7
NH, IWAEZEDRIC i%huj:?&fm”\
MR AR ) &0 9 BRIIBESIC K- T
HK%@D@N&%%%ﬁ#TVéMWE—
S S AEAT 2 | BRI (2000:77)), BLF D6 % F
ALTHED,

B *IBIXLI LN TA-TE,
(& FH(2000: 224))

(BIXLO] LE-7HME TA-T& ]
REfEI S, TR Ty & D IRl & 3 RIlG A1)
DRT LT L T2 ENBIEXL
Lo TWD, EIIEQ009) L, MRS, £ 9
FikT 5,

L L, ZOFERICIZMES N 20T T
F2V, LW Db IHARRRT D THFHE
FIREREME ) &\ 5 BRRAIE S 0 BIRi ©
XN E NS R OE D, DFED FORE
RFFRTAIC B RE L TR IT AU T 720 o s,
B DWW, W EDOREREE L 2 TH W
DM EWVD JBBEI N TW R, £,

(6)7) THIZ S Lz, 945ED DQC THMB S
72UN6) & (T)D X D 7o 322 TIRFRIAEREE |
VO BERBEETIEHAT O N TER
U,

3. BEIL(2012,2014)

DQC ® DQ (&, {niE@had (& 5\ M3HsiE
5 & G T R EHi O (B REN TN D
M THL L, ZNETEIRMINTE
73 (e.g., Branigan (2011), Branigan and Collins
(1993), Collins (1997), Collins and Branigan
(1997)). B&IT(2012,2014) Tld, LA FIZHER S
ND &5 2edEL S L1T, DQ TN 2
LTS EDEREITST,

F9. UToFlZmat L THEL D,

(9) a. The man laughed “You really believe
that's true? ”
b. He nodded, “Yeah, yeah.”
(10)a. “Me too!” squeaked the tiny girl.

b. “And then, in 1967, we saw the start of
the plumbing problem--" droned my

uncle.

(92)®D laugh, (9b)D nod, F 72 (10a) D squeak,
(10b)® drone, LA L NZHEGFTH Y . DQ
Z = DS & LTL?R?‘Z) ZEIITERN,

2O LT E, SEEIEICBE S D 2
& TR, Mmmﬂ%@ﬁ%$T5UT®
BBl LTk o,

(11)a. “lhoo” (*-a) aachi.
woman obj say
‘He says, “Woman™’
b. “Hilha” (*-ad) aachi.

dance obj say
‘He says, “She’s dancing™’
(Munro (1982))

ADDOFNE, KE I vy NI 2D T



FBELTW 2 axT VEO—BTH5
T V*—Ekﬁgﬁ L“Cb‘f:?:ﬁ Y —iEDBIT
b5, FHY—FEIIL, HIE~Y—T—0DF
RBH-ANDY . DQ VLS TAE AR = S/
HEUDHZ EIETERNENS Z EE2AD)DF
IR LT 5 & Munro (1982)1XF5E9 %,
ZOFEIT, DQIMmET T ER S T
RNWZEERIFELTND EEX DD,

I, LFOBIZBRRILTH LD (f 2
v J RO TER),
(12) a. Coming back from a business trip, he
found a note from his wife. “I will be
back at four, but the children are in the
garden.”

b. *the note that she will be back at four

(13) a. Ichecked the message in the
answering machine. “He won’t be
home until eleven.”
b. *the message that he won’t be home

until eleven

(12a)l23%1F 5 DQ 1%, RIS D44 FAA] anote D
BEBHRNEEZR LTS, DQ II4FiH] a note
MORMAERINCEBIRS NI L IR Z DB D
D, (12b) T/RSINTWD X 912, 45 note |
HHER 2 BN L7200 [RIERIC, (132)i2B WV Th
DQ XA D4 Ff] the message | ZIEFIR S 41
TWHEIIZRZDHEDD, (13b) TR
TWD L HIZ, message &) AFNTZEHE
HAE A BEIR L2, 612, LT ofls A
THE I,
(14) a. (I was confused) “What did I say?
What did I expect? Going home in a
taxi afterward, I pulled her over until
her head rested against my chest.”

b. (She was perplexed) “Did that mean it

was night time?

44

(14a)(14b)u\a“a%@{ﬂ ZBWTH, ARSI
TV D IREHIE, £ OMECHEFEAIIZ BRI S
%‘:iiﬁ)ﬂ‘é;k ETE2RWTH 0D 5T
DQ IX(14H)DHFNIFFR E T D,

FlEHIZ, UTICBEEND L)1, %
Rk HE Bh A (manner-of-speaking verb) @ that i
2D DESFZOFFHICE LT, AR 22 T
VAR SXAR

(15)a.

b. Francine whispered that we should turn

Sue said, “John murdered a strange man!”

down the stereo.
(16) a. *Who did Sue say, “murdered a strange
man?”’
b.*What did Francine whisper that we

should turn down the stereo?

Wh A E 72X ERZORY M LIZB L, fEkD
HAHING & LTl ST & 72 FEHERIEE)
FAl 0 that &i & [7] U < (cf. Baltin (1982)). wh fi§
HOMDOEROBEH N TE RN E VW) T
WATHIZR IR D BN 2T 5,

VL EDEZ)S, DQC D DQ I EEhq

(& D WHBEBF A ETRERTY) 103
RENHAETIT2 < AAIEZ R LTV
%L, BEIT(2012,2014) ik, RS, % 5 TE
L7z,

4. RE

A E TOBLENL, DQC @ DQ |5z
B & 2V B EEN A A ealkEBic L b 8
RENTITWRWINECTH 5 2 & &
LTC&7, TlX. DQREINI A B =K A

muiéh‘m\é@z’w}:b\OEEF'EJ#ELES
AiwClE, FEhE i<, BiEEH (b
éb\i{z:L ) OSSRV T, B
SAYING DIH L L TR TV D & D ER
%179 ((4a)%Z(17a), (5a)% (17b), (6a)% (18a),
(7a)%(18b), & L CENZEIFE),

LUF Of % FEERGET L TH L 9,



(17 a. TZOREERR! | EEFYa %
i R
b. NI, TE7=b k) &z —

TN,
(18) a. **“I’m home!” my son came up the stairs.
b. **“Just leave me alone!” his uncle made

me stand back.

HAREICIE, HEEOFERICITEND, 5I~—
H—D FkJ NHDHT-0, 17D X H 7 HA
FED DQC IIFFE SN TWD & DRI b
(2009) TITHONTWZZ L1135 2 i oW
TTTICATEL, K TlE, S HIEED T,
AAFEOSI H~—h— [& ] offatEEc
SAYING & WO BENH Y | £ DD H
(argument) & LT DQ NER N TN D LI
K95 (BE L. FEMZARMEITER) (CS:
Conceptual Structure; SS: Syntactic Structure)
(Jackendoff (1990, 1997, 2005)):

(19) CS of the Japanese quote marker zo :
SS: [adjunct DQJtoV

CS : [;,o WITH SAYING [complement DQ ]

(9%, IHA~—Hh— &) 25 DQC »
SS & &) OLCS & xR EZ R LT
%o OFD ., SS TIX DQ IZAFMERE VS R
T—H AN, TE ] O LCS TiXBi%k sAYING
RIS N A, T2bBMHRE LTORT
—H A LT TS, ZO5HTIE (17a) Tl Z
DGR & SN 5] &) HARGEREGE
FEE LTCOHEBICHLAE LTV D,
LILARS, 20 SSIZBWT, [E0nA
NH | EVIERENERE SN TNDITEE 72
WD TIZZ2 W EBGRDN D 5000 LAV,
L2 B, ED X D 7RI L7
ZENbND, UTOREEERL AL,
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(20)a. RIETEREFEF D> T, BREXK
FhAgh2a, WU+ )\l OiF 2 R 6 7=
W, ZOFED EFEEAIZLTE
ZHE 9 L Ly,
b. UL, HIFCEAIRE, tE

ST, HIX, FEPEEUESH S,
EHZ D TN > TV D IR % Bk
O,

(B (2000: 209))

FEH S ERLTNDHEHIZ, 20T, [ZD
FHIED | LD DT FEETS & ITMR U,
Fo, QObITEBW T HREERDB LN LY 37
D, DFE D HEEHEEIZB W TIE N5 |
NEME I N TWND EIEE 2 DR W R
T2 2 b G A UE LT2 AT
T E MR H L Z LT D,

ST, (19YEEETIUZ, (17a)(17b)ZI 1T
5 e 25T LCS =75 &, LLTQ2D)
DX IR D,

(21)a. CSof(17a):
[[[oWITH SAYING [comptement DQ 1]
KICK 1]]
b. CSof (17b):
[[[» WITH SAYING [complement DQ ]] SIT
DOWN 1]]

(21a)21b)ZNZ D LCS T, BA%K SAYING 73
ZOMEE LT DQ ZEINL TWV5 EHE
THZ LT, (1T)(T)NEREND Z &N
MPlTE 5,
ﬂi YEFED DQC DHZAILE I TH A D
o B~ = —DNEWIEEDEA., (22)T

éﬁ%&éﬂé F 21z, DQ ZAfiE & L TR T
X RUMBEEG (H D WIMMeER G 2 & ek
) EIEET S DQ IXARB I NV ER T
HWENH08, ZOTHIIFELT LHIELL 2,

(22) a. TI'llnever do that again!" resolved the



contrite boy.
b. The man laughed “You really believe

that's true?”

DEID L ST, FEEDOGAE, T DX D
BRI A~ — I —NES THRERRIND
DIEA D I,
FEEDOLGA S EEHEIEIC L D MRIEN 2
DEEEMZDI-OICHITHA H, TiED
DQC T, (22b)Z2 B LT, fxEBhGa o
AREEE LT O X 5 IET 5,

(23) CS of the verb laugh in (22b):
SS : [ve laugh [adjunct DQ]]

CS: [ve laugh WITH SAYING [complement D+Q 11
I

HAGED DQC Tl B2 sAYING 235 |~ —
J— Te ] OFEEMaEEImsns 2 &
IZ&D, Tz, =7, EEEO%A. B
SAYING Mm@ O FE sl n L
TWb EEZNE, QD& )2z ELL
2D ENTED,

5. %

Pl k. #EEO DQC TIEERR IR
HAGE CRRBINDIDOIF . 5IH~—Hh—T &
OMEAAEE 1T B SAYING MPIN&Eh 5 Z &
28D AR TR LIRS 2 K ) s
EEENF DOIFE TH . SAYING DI (ffif) & L
T DQ MBIRSNAHZ & THRABIND L
i L C&E e, —JF. #EED DQC DG, £
D & D 7 BWRERE TN F 5 eV MBS
ZE 9 DQC DT R THERBINRNDIT T
72, BHOHFFEDR O N BFAREOL A XA
RENDZLZBERLTE T, DX D 2f
TiE, &) XS sl H~—h —R i
FETCIX, T&) TiER<, BEHFEZOLD
DO SAEE I BI%L SAYING AP E T D

p=1ts
0

46

ERETDHZ LI FARDO A=A LT
HRSIhd Likim L TE7,

RSNz L LT, %550 DQC 2B\
T, 7o ¥R EDOHEF (e.g., blush, laugh, pout,
andetc.) DLEIZD I, BAE SAYING 23E D
BESAEEISAAINT 2 Z LN E VD 2
LD D,

£7-. BARFED DQC DA, HiED DQC
ETRRY AT INOARIEIT R & ITMIR L
WENGE 23 2 W AERERIIZAE L D 2 DIE5I
~—=A—D &) DIFTHLEITKDL D TH
ST, UL, AAGEEFMRICSIH~—0—
ikl L TR OBEREDO L 9 G alch
[FIARD IR FTREN & 9 D, 18 E FE 72 R RE
A1 DR T 5 (see Munro (1982: 314
ff.))o

SHIC BN ERICEHICER LTS &
FExbhd, LFO X 9 e3iEkic DQ &
HOIAL S | KGR CIRBLIZA T =ALT
WA BNDMNEIINBEEBOBEE LTz,
(24)a. ...andIwas “Oh so this is Helen”.
b. Coming home today, he was totally, “Oh,

I’m glad you’re home, let’s go sit down”.
c. Iwas alittle bit “What the fuck?!”
(Buchstaller (2014: 18-19))

AT, SCHRFEA RS A B A
EWESE C (BN 5 15K02608) DB %4 —
Wz T T\ B,
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1. Introduction

Within the cartographic framework proposed
by Rizzi (1997), Cruschina (2011) assumes two
syntactic positions for information focus (IFoc) in
a sentence: emphatic [Foc in the CP domain and
neutral IFoc in the TP domain. If the parallelism
between the clausal and nominal domains extends
to information structure, it will be hypothesized
that the left periphery of the DP domain also in-
cludes a functional projection for emphatic IFoc.
In this paper, I will argue that this hypothesis is
supported by negative inversion in nominal ex-
pressions (Borroff (2006), Troseth (2009)).

This paper is organized as follows: introduc-
ing the typology of focus, Section 2 shows how
emphatic IFoc is syntactically realized; Section 3
reviews some previous studies on the information
structure of nominal expressions; Section 4 ar-
gues that emphatic IFoc in the nominal domain is
substantiated from nominals with negative inver-
sion; and, finally, Section 5 concludes by men-

tioning directions for future research.

2. The Typology of Focus

2. 1. Information Focus and Contrastive Focus
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In the literature, it has been argued that at
least two types of focus must be differentiated:
IFoc and Contrastive Focus (CFoc). For example,
Cruschina (2011: 14) proposes that IFoc denotes
“the assertive part of the sentence, that is the fo-
cus of the sentence, must be interpreted as inno-
vative and the most informative, in the sense that
it contributes new and relevant information to the
universe of discourse”; CFoc, on the other hand,
represents “the assertion corresponds to denying
or correcting a previous innovative assertion or
presupposition that the speaker does not share ....”
For concreteness, let us consider the following
sentences:
(1) a (Context: What car did John buy?)
John bought [a Ferrari]g,.

(Cruschina (2011: 14))

b. [YOUR BOOK]cg,e you should give
__ to Paul (not mine)

(Rizzi (1997: 285), with modifications)

In (1a), the object DP realizes IFoc, serving as an
answer to the question. In (1b), on the other hand,
the preposed DP with CFoc functions to carry the
correct piece of information, creating a contrast
with the wrong piece of information expressed by
the negative tag; furthermore, the rest of the
propositional content is interpreted as a presup-
position.

The next subsection, furthermore, introduces

the dichotomy of emphatic IFoc and neutral IFoc.

2. 2. Neutral IFoc and Emphatic IFoc

Based on the observation that Sicilian, a
Romance dialect, allows non-CFoc fronting,
Cruschina (2011) proposes that the CP domain of
a sentence includes a functional projection dedi-
cated to emphatic IFoc. Let us consider the fol-

lowing question/answer pairs from Sicilian:



2) A. Chi  scrivisti?
what  write.PAST.2SG
‘What did you write?’
B. a. Scrissi n’articulu.

Write.PAST.1SG  an article
‘I wrote an article.’
b. N’articulu scrissi!
an article ~ write.PAST.1SG
‘I wrote an article’

(Cruschina (2011: 58), with slight modifications)

The example above suggests that either (2Ba) or
(2Bb) can be used to answer the question in (2A).
In (2Ba), the DP with neutral IFoc remains in the
TP domain (i.e., the object position), serving as
an answer to the question; in this case, the [Foc
DP does not necessarily convey the speaker’s
evaluative meaning (e.g., surprise, unexpected-
ness). In (2Bb), on the other hand, the preposed
DP with emphatic IFoc obligatorily conveys two
meanings: new information and emphasis, or the
speaker’s evaluative meaning.

Interestingly, Cruschina (2011) observes that
emphatic [Foc fronting can occur in the

out-of-the-blue context (as in the answer to a

wh-question like what happened?):

(3) A: Chi successi?
what happen.PAST.3SG
‘What happened?’
B: Acasa si vinni!

the house REFL sell.PAST.3SG
‘He sold the house!’
(Cruschina (2011: 71), with slight modifications)

Example (3) suggests that both the preposed DP
with emphatic IFoc and the rest of the sentence
are compatible with new information. This prop-
erty is different from that of CFoc fronting in (1b)

in the sense that the latter necessarily includes the

49

presupposed propositional content.

On the basis of Cruschina’s (2011) observa-
tion, Honda (2017) argues that at least certain
instances of negative inversion in English can be
reduced to emphatic IFoc. In recent studies, nega-
tive inversion is argued to carry a polarity focus
reading (i.e., narrow focus on the polarity com-
ponent of the (Leonetti
Escandell-Vidal (2009); cf. Romero and Han
(2004)). In addition, Honda provides an argument

sentence) and

for the claim that negative inversion is compatible
with sentence-focus, by showing that negative
inversion sentences can be uttered in the

out-of-the-blue context, as illustrated below: '

A:
B:

4) What happened?
Not a single person did I meet on the

street.

Example (4) shows that negative inversion can be

used as an answer to a sentence-focus
wh-question. Thus, negative inversion (i.e., em-
phatic IFoc on the polarity component) shows a
similar property with emphatic IFoc fronting in
Sicilian.

The next subsection considers how emphatic
IFoc is syntactically realized in Sicilian IFoc

fronting and negative inversion in English.

2. 3. Syntactic Realization of Emphatic IFoc
Modifying the split CP hypothesis proposed

by Rizzi (1997) in (5a), Cruschina (2011) pro-

poses his original split CP hypothesis in (5b).

(5) a. Force ... Topic* ... Focus ... Topic* ...
FinIP ...
b. Force ... Topic ... CFoc ... Topic ...
IFoc ... FinIP ...

Cruschina’s split CP hypothesis is different from



Rizzi’s in that the former includes two syntactic
positions for focus: CFoc and emphatic IFoc.

According to Cruschina (2011), emphatic
IFoc is characterized by two semantic meanings:
new information and the speaker’s evaluative
meaning. Cruschina argues that among these two
meanings, the latter comes from pragmatics, or
the interaction between the new information ex-
pressed by an emphatic [Foc element and its rela-
tion to the knowledge of the speaker/interlocutors
(i.e., Relevance Theory in the sense of Sperber
and Wilson (1995)). Shimada and Nagano (2016),
on the other hand, propose that the speaker’s
evaluative meaning component has its origin in
evaluative morphology, a research area which
aims to examine how the speaker’s evaluative
meaning is encoded by means of morphemes or
phrases in words and phrases (e.g., Cinque
(2015)). Showing the relative order of Italian suf-
fixes in nominals, Cinque (2015) claims that their
ordering may be strictly determined in all lan-
guages; that is, the correspondingly ordered func-
tional projections for evaluative meanings (e.g.,
augmentative, pejorative, diminutive, endearing)
exist in words and phrases, as illustrated below:
(6) ... Aug(-on-) ... Pej (-acci-) ... Dim (-in-)
... EndP (-ett) ...

Here, if we follow distributed morphology (e.g.,
Halle and Marantz (1993)), it will be the case that
the evaluative functional projections in (6) exist
across words, phrases, and sentences because
they are formed by a syntactic operation (i.e.,
merge). Combining Cruschina’s split CP hypoth-
esis with evaluative morphology, Shimada and
Nagano propose that emphatic [Foc is encoded at
the (emphatic) IFoc projection selected by the
Eval(uative) projection, as shown below (For

simplicity, I omit the Topic and CFoc layers):
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Force... ... Eval ...IFoc ... FinIP ...

(7
Here, they assume that an emphatic IFoc element
is endowed with two unvalued features, the un-
valued evaluative feature, [uEval], and the un-
valued IFoc feature, [ulFoc]; then, the two un-
valued features get valued by movement of the
emphatic [Foc element to Spec-IFoc. In this paper,
I follow their syntactic mechanism proposed for
emphatic [Foc. Thus, emphatic [Foc fronting in
Sicilian and negative inversion in English are an-
alyzed as in (8a) and (8b), respectively.
(8) a. [EvalP_[1tFocP N’articulu; [FinP (scrissi)
(= (2Bb))
b. [EvalP [IFocP Not a single person; [Finp did
[Tp I [vp meet #; on the street]]]]] (= (4B))

[P pro [ scrissi ¢; ]]]]]

This section has considered how emphatic
IFoc is syntactically encoded in the CP domain.
The next section considers the information struc-

ture of nominals, with emphasis on focus.

3. Focus in the Nominal Domain
3. 1. CFoc and IFoc in the Nominal Domain
Symmetry has been seen as one of the key
guidelines in exploring the parallelism between
the nominal and clausal domains from the gener-
ative perspective (e.g., grammatical functions
such as subjects and objects, transformational
operations like passivization). If such a parallel-
ism extends to information structure (Aboh,
Corver, Dyakonova and van Koppen (2010)), it
will be hypothesized that the nominal domain
also splits into discourse-related functional heads.
In the literature on the information structure
of nominals, much attention has been paid to
CFoc. For example, Corver and van Koppen
(2009:3-4) observe that word order alternations in

adjective ordering are associated with CFoc:



de

the pink American

9 a roze Amerikaanse auto’s

cars
‘the pink American cars’

b. de AMERIKAANSE roze auto’s
the AmericanSTRESS

‘the AMERICAN pink cars’

pink cars

(9a) illustrates the neutral adjective ordering,
wherein the color adjective precedes the national-
ity adjective. (9b), with the reversed adjective
ordering, on the other hand, suggests that the
preposed nationality adjective gets a CFoc inter-
pretation.

In contrast with CFoc, [Foc is a relatively new
research topic in the literature of the information
structure of nominal expressions (Corver and van
Koppen (2009), Aboh et al. (2010)). According to
Corver and van Koppen (2009), the research of
[Foc in nominal expressions needs consideration
because their information structure can be defined
at the sentential level (i.e., at the level of the en-
tire sentence). For this reason, they argue that root
nominals can be independent (i.e., autonomous)
syntactic units with their own information struc-
tures. For example, Corver and van Koppen
(2009: 14) cite the following expressions as in-
stances of root nominals:

(10) a. Aspects of the theory of SYNTAX
(books by Noam Chomsky)
b. Dear friends of HOLLAND!

(10a) is well-known as a book title, and (10b)
functions as a (neutral) vocative. These examples
are similar in that they convey new information
on the recursive (right) side.

The next subsection, furthermore, reviews
Shimada and Nagano’s (2016) study, which aims
to provide an empirical support for the presence

of emphatic IFoc in the nominal domain.
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3. 2. Emphatic IFoc in the Nominal Domain
Subsection 2.3 reviewed Cruschina’s (2011)
two focus hypothesis. If the parallelism between
the clausal and nominal domains extends to in-
formation structure, his hypothesis will imply that
there is a functional projection dedicated to em-

phatic IFoc in the nominal domain.

...... Eval ... IFoc ... FinIP ...
...... Eval ... IFoc ... NP ...
However, little research has been conducted to
examine whether emphatic I[Foc is empirically
motivated in the nominal domain, with the excep-
tion of Shimada and Nagano (2016). Shimada and
Nagano argue that Japanese kantaiku nominals
lend support to the presence of emphatic [Foc in
the nominal domain.

Kono wain-wa taka-i.

this

(12) a.
wine-TOP expensive-COP
‘This wine is expensive.’

b. taka-i

expensive-COP wine

wain

‘expensive wine’
c. Taka-i

expensive-COP wine

wain!

‘Expensive wine!’

(12a) is an adjectival predicate sentence, and
(12b) is a nominal expression in which the adjec-
tival predicate forms a relative clause. The
Japanese kantaiku nominal in (12c¢) takes the
same syntactic form as the one in (12b), but only
the former serves as an emotional vocative, or a
root nominal which denotes the speaker’s
on-the-spot reaction to a given situation. On the
basis of these observations, they propose that the
relative clause undergoes covert movement to

Spec-IFoc in the emotional vocative in (12c).



(13) a. [DP [EvalP [IFocP [NP [Rel pro; taka-i]
wain]]]]
b. [DP [EvalP [IFocP [Rel pro; taka-i]; [NP t;

wain;]]]]

Shimada and Nagano’s (2016) study will be
seen as an important step forward in exploring the
possibility that the nominal domain includes an
emphatic IFoc projection, but their argument is
weak in the sense that the word order alternation
is covert in (13b). The next section argues that the
emphatic IFoc hypothesis is empirically support-

ed by nominals with negative inversion.

4. Negative Inversion in the Nominal Domain
4. 1. Degree Inversion and Negative Inversion
In the literature, it has been observed that cer-
tain degree modifiers (e.g., too, that, so, how, as)
behave as degree operators which trigger adjec-
tive inversion in the nominal domain (e.g., Corver
(1997)). Let us observe the following contrast:
(14) a. The Seventh Seal is too serious (of)
(Troseth (2009: 47))
b. * Johnis very good a student.
(Borroff (2006: 514))

a movie.

The contrast above suggests that the degree mod-
ifier very does not behave as a degree operator.
On the basis of this observation, Borroft (2006)
and Troseth (2009) point out that negation may
trigger the inversion of adjectives in the nominal
domain, as shown below:
(15) a. John is not a very good student.
(Borroft (2006: 514))
b. John is not very good (of) a student.
(Borroff (2006: 519))

The examples (without any degree operator)
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above suggest that negation behaves as an opera-
tor which triggers the inversion of adjectives in
the nominal domain. Furthermore, the preposed
adjective can be followed by the preposition-like
of (Note that a similar effect shows up in (14a).).

According to Troseth (2009: 58-60), (15b)
with negative inversion differs from (15a) in that
negation takes different scopes. For example, the
negation in (15a) serves as a sentential negation,
and allows John to be excellent, just good, or bad,
as a student. In (15b), on the other hand, the nega-
tion occurs as constituent negation; hence, (15b)
implies that John is not anything but a bad student.

Here, 1 would like to add two important ob-
servations which I made on the basis of my in-
formant survey.” First, compared to (15a), (15b)
with negative inversion carries the speaker’s em-
phasis on the negative polarity component of the
polar adjective; as a result, (15b) implies that the
opposite polarity is true of John (i.e., John is a
bad student.). This pattern is applied to other
kinds of adjectives, too (e.g., honest < dishon-
est). Thus, the parallelism between negative in-
version in the nominal and clausal domains pro-
vides a piece of evidence for the argument that
the presence of emphatic IFoc is empirically
supported by negative inversion in the nominal
domain (cf. (4B)). Second, nominals with negative
inversion, as well as Japanese kantaiku nominals,
can be uttered as emotional vocatives (cf. (12c)).
(16) Not (very) easy a task!
This observation also suggests that nominals with
negative inversion realize emphatic [Foc in the
left periphery of the nominal domain.

This subsection has shown that nominals with
negative inversion point to the presence of em-
phatic IFoc in the nominal domain. The next

subsection considers their derivation.



4. 2. The Derivation of Negative Inversion in
the Nominal Domain

Troseth (2009) proposes an analysis of nega-
tive inversion in the nominal domain, extending
the predicate inversion analysis to it. Bennis,
Corver and den Dikken (1997: 90) argue that the
embedded specificational clause in (17b) is de-
rived by applying an inversion operation to the

predicate of the predicative small clause in (17a).

(17) a. I consider John (to be) the best can-
didate.
b. I consider the best candidate *(to be)
John.

Here, the obligatory occurrence of the copula in
(17b) is seen as a “linker” which serves to con-
nect the inverted predicate to its subject (e.g., den
Dikken (2006)). This derivation process is illus-
trated below:

(18) [Fp the best candidate; [F* F(=be)+X; [xp
John [x* t; 4]]1]

In (18), John is generated as the subject of the
small clause (SC) (indicated by XP), and the best
predicate as the SC predicate. Then, predicate
inversion is applied to the SC predicate, and (17b)
is derived; in this analysis, the obligatory occur-
rence of the copula is a reflex of the head move-
ment of the X head to the F head (i.e., a linker).
Bennis et al. (1998), furthermore, apply the
predicate inversion analysis to nominal expres-

sions like (an) idiot of a man.
(19) a. idiot of a man
b. [rpidiot; [F F(= of)+X,(= a) [xP man [x’

t: 41111

In this analysis, the predicative element idiot is
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generated as the SC predicate, and man as the SC
subject. Then, predicate inversion is applied to
the SC predicate, and as a result, (19a) is derived;
in this case, of occurs as the nominal counterpart
of the copula (i.e., a linker).

Troseth (2009), furthermore, extends the
predicate inversion analysis to negative inversion
in the nominal domain, as illustrated below:

(20) [DP not very good[weg]i [D’[uNeg] (of) [FP
t; [ F+X,(= a) [xp student [x" t; t;]]]]

In this simplified structure, the adjective with ne-
gation is generated as the SC predicate, and it
undergoes predicate inversion to Spec-DP,
wherein spec-head agreement is established be-
tween the SC predicate in Spec-DP and the D
head; as a result, the preposition-like element ofis
optionally realized at the D head (cf. (15b)).

By slightly modifying Troseth’s (2009) analy-
sis, | propose that the inverted adjective with ne-
gation occupies Spec-IFoc, wherein the emphatic

IFoc interpretation is obtained.

21 [DP ... [EvalP [IFocP not very good; [IFoc’
(of) [Fp t; [P F+X; (=a) [xp [student] [Xx’
t; 4 11111111

5. Concluding Remarks

In this paper, I argued that the presence of
emphatic [Foc in the nominal domain is empiri-
cally supported by nominal expressions with neg-
ative inversion. I would like to leave open for
future research the question of whether degree
inversion in the nominal domain (cf. (14a)) em-
pirically lends support to emphatic IFoc in the

nominal domain (see also Honda (this volume)).

* ] am grateful to Yukio Hirose, Nobuhiro Kaga,

Masaharu Shimada, Naoaki Wada, Masaru



Kanetani for their invaluable comments on this
study. I also appreciate the following researchers
for their invaluable comments on my presentation
at the 35" ELSJ conference:
Tomohiro Fujii, Yoichi Miyamoto and Nobuaki

Seiki Ayano,

Nishioka. My special thanks go to Julio Pereira
and Rachel Ballew for their grammaticality
judgments and comments on my research. All the
remaining errors and adequacies are my own.
NOTES

! Two informants (one from Canada and the other
from America) reported that the negative inver-
sion sentence can be employed as an answer to
the sentence-focus wh-question.

* One of my informants allows for a null degree

modifier in nominals with negative inversion.
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1. Introduction

It is widely assumed that the base-generated
position of an external argument (EA) is higher
than VP, as illustrated in (1).

(1) [»EA[vVP]]

However, it does not seem that there has been

much detailed discussion about  the

base-generated position of an EA in the literature.

In fact, overt evidence for the relevant
base-generated position is hard to obtain,
because the position ends up being

unpronounced via subject raising in English.
Contrary to the widely assumed structure in (1),
this paper argues that the internal structure of vP
is given in (2), where an EA is the complement

of v whereas VP occupies [Spec, vP].

(2) [»VP[vEA]]

The next section will provide three arguments in

favor of the structure in (2).

2. Arguments for the Proposed Structure

The first argument comes from interaction
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between scope and binding. Pica and Snyder
(1995:345) provide an interesting observation
given in (3) (see also Hornstein 1995:180 and

Fox 2000:64 for similar observation).

(3) Someone; gave everyone his; business card.

(some > every, *every> some)

In the example above, one of the objects of the
ditransitive verb involves a bound pronoun to be
bound by the subject quantifier. It is crucial that
the subject cannot take narrow scope in (3). If
the binder is not a subject, such constraint

disappears, as shown in (4).

(4) A girl gave everyone, his, picture.

(a > everyone, everyone > a)

Let us assume with Hornstein (1995) among
others that the lower copy of a subject, which is
left within vP via subject raising, is calculated
for the narrow scope in question. It is also
assumed that the landing site of QR for an object
QP is vP. The relevant narrow scope reading in
(3) would be wrongly expected under the
standard vP-structure in (1) because the lower
copy of someone readily c-commands its bound
pronoun within VP, as shown in (5a). Under the
structure in (2), on the other hand, since the
lower copy of someone fails to c-command the
bound pronoun within VP as shown in (5b), the

absence of the narrow scope reading is correctly

expected.
(5) a. [rp Someone;, T [,p everyone [,p
someone; [v [ypgave ... his; ...]]]]]
| 4

b. [tp Someone; T [,p everyone [,p [vpgave

... his; ...] [v someone,]]]]



The second argument is concerned with the
argument status of by-phrases in the passive.
Goodall (1997) provides several arguments for
the claim that hy-phrases in the passive behave
like not like The

arguments, adjuncts.

extractability out of the by-phrase is one of them.

It has been generally assumed that adjuncts do
not allow anything to move out of them,
contrary to argument phrases. This is confirmed
by the between (6b-c). The
grammaticality of (6a) that the

contrast
suggests
by-phrase is an argument.

(6) a. Who, were the books returned to the
(Goodall (1997:137))
b. Who, did you buy a picture of #

store by #,?

yesterday?
c. *Which book; did you review this

paper without reading #,?

On the assumption that an EA in the passive
occupies the same position as that in the active
(see Watanabe (1993), Goodall (1997), Collins
(2005), among others), the relevant by-phrase is
supposed to occupy [Spec, vP] under the
standard vP-structure. However, since a
by-phrase follows a passivized predicate, [Spec,
vP] is supposed to be on the right-hand side of
VP in the passive. However, the “right specifier”
has been cast doubt on theoretically and
On the hand, this
right-specifier problem is circumvented under

the structure in (2).

empirically. other

Finally, some type of there construction such

as (7a) supports the proposed analysis. As shown

in (7a), the EA follows the transitive verb phrase.

Under the in (2),

distribution of the EA is easily captured, as

structure the syntactic
shown in (7b), where the EA is base-generated

as the complement of v.
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(7) a. There entered the room an
indescribably malodorous breath of air.
(Kayne (1979:715))

b. There T[[vp entered...] [v [ppan... air]]]

3. Consequences
3.1. Labeling

The structure given in (2) gives a new
solution to the so-called “XP-YP” problem
concerning (2013)
Algorithm (LA), which is given in (8).

Chomsky’s Labeling

(8) a. Suppose SO = {H, XP}, H a head and

XP not a head. Then LA will select H as

the label, and the usual procedures of

interpretation at the interfaces can
proceed.

b. Suppose SO = {XP, YP}, neither a head.
Here minimal search is ambiguous,
locating the heads X, Y of XP, YP,
respectively. There are, then, two ways
in which SO can be labeled: (A) modify
SO so that there is only one visible head,
or (B) X and Y are identical in a
relevant respect, providing the same
label, which can be taken as the label of

the SO. (Chomsky (2013:43))

Chomsky (2013) suggests two ways to label the
form {XP, YP}, where neither XP nor YP is a
(8bA).

undergoes movement out of {XP, YP}, which

lexical item. One is Suppose XP
makes the lower copy of XP invisible and the
head of YP (i.e. Y) counts as the label of {XP,
YP}. Let us call this strategy “Labeling through
movement” following Takita et al. (2016). The
other strategy is (8bB), where Agree determines
the label of {XP, YP}. Let us take (9) as an

example to see how these two strategies work.



(9) [oJohnT [gJohn [v [eat apples]]]].

Given the strategy in (8bA), the label of f is
determined as v because a copy of John within B
becomes invisible in terms of labeling. On the
other hand, the label of a is determined by (8bB)
the

agreement with T.

because subject undergoes @-feature

The proposed structure given in (2) is also
the {XP, YP} form. How is the XP-YP problem
resolved under (2)? This paper adopts Kato et
al.’s (2014) proposal that on the assumption that
V is a categorially neutral root, which has an
unvalued categorial feature ([uCat]), this root is
categorized by the catergorial feature of v via
Agree, as illustrated in (10). That is, o in (10)
(what was called “vP” traditionally) is labeled
via the strategy in (8bB) in a similar way to
labeling via ¢-feature agreement between a

subject and T.

(10 L[V IA]  [vEA]]
Agree
As has been discussed, Labeling through

movement can be dispensed with for the purpose
of labeling at vP-level. However, note that
Labeling through movement plays a crucial for
of

wh-movement, as well. The relevant example is

labeling at intermediate landing site

given below.

(11) What do you think [, what C [ John
bought what]?

On embedded

complementizer C o) does not trigger Agree, the

the assumption that the

label a in (11) cannot be labeled as it is because
a is the {XP, YP} form. The wh-movement from
the edge of the embedded CP makes the
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intermediate copy of the wh-phrase invisible for
labeling. The label a can be thus determined.
Obata (2016) points

German partial wh-movement such as (12) does

However, as out,

not fall under this account.

(12) Was glaubt Hans [, mit wem,; Cpq; Jakob

what think Hans ~ with whom Jakob
jetzt t; spricht]?
is now talking (McDaniel (1989:569))
In (12), the embedded complementizer is C g
similarly to (11) but the wh-phrase can stay at
the edge of the embedded CP without moving
anymore. It is wrongly expected that the label a
would not be determined.

The possibility pursued in this paper is to
reconsider the assumption that the embedded
complementizer C .q; does not trigger Agree. If
C [ can also trigger Agree so that the
application of Agree can make a contribution to
labeling, o in (11-12) can be determined via
Agree similarly to TP, without recourse to
movement of the wh-phrases. If this is on the
right track, all the cases of {XP, YP} are unified
under labeling via Agree.

The assumption that C ) can trigger Agree
is independently supported by Irish A-bar
movement. As shown in (13a), Irish has a
complementizer for finite clauses, which is
realized as GO. When A-bar movement takes
place, the complementizer exhibits different
realization, as shown in (13b). Crucially, not
only the complementizer in the final landing site
of the operator but also C in the intermediate

landing site is realized as al, as shown in (13c).

(13) a. Creidim gu-r
I-believe GO-Past tell he lie.
‘I believe that he told a lie.’

inis sé bréag.



(McCloskey (2002:185))
b.an ghirseacha ghoid na sigai.
the
‘the girl that the fairies stole away.’
(McCloskey (2002:189))

girl aL stole the fairies

c.an t-ainma hinnseadh duinn a
the name al was-told to-us al
bhi ear an ait
was  on the place

‘the name that we were told was on the

place.’ (McCloskey (2002:185))
3.2. The Subject Condition Effect

This subsection attempts to give a novel

account for the Subject Condition effect such as

(14).

(14) 7*Who, did [friends of #,] see Mary?

Let me spell out the assumptions which are
crucial in the following discussion. First,
Transfer applies at each phase level. Second,
Transfer applies to the complement of a phase
head. Third, the transferred syntactic object is
still accessible to syntactic computation (see
Chomsky et al. (to appear) for relevant
discussion). Although it is widely assumed that
the transferred syntactic object is inaccessible to
further syntactic computation, it has been
reported in the literature that there are many
dependencies across phase boundaries. One of
them is given in (15), where the wh-phrase is
licensed by the Q-morpheme in the matrix
clause.

(15) Taroo-ga nani-o
Taroo-Nom Hanako-Nom what-Acc
katta to  omotteiru no?

bought that think Q

‘What does Taroo think Hanako bought?’

Hanako-ga
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Fourth, the process of linearization takes place
phase by phase (cf. Fox and Pesetsky 2005).

Under the third assumption, nothing prevents
the transferred syntactic object itself from
undergoing movement. On the other hand, the
extraction out of the transferred syntactic object
is constrained by the fourth assumption (i.e.
cyclic linearization). Let us consider a given
phasal complement a. Suppose that X, Y and Z
are included in a (i.e. [ XYZ]). Transfer applies
to o and the linear order between X, Y and Z is
determined via cyclic linearization (e.g. X
precedes Y and Y precedes Z.). After the
application of Transfer, if Y moves out of a
across X, the linear order statement (i.e. Y
precedes X.) will be obtained in the later stage
of the derivation but it is incompatible with the
linear order statement obtained at the previous
phase (i.e. X precedes Y.). Thus, nothing can
move out of the transferred syntactic object o,
unless it is at the left edge of a.

Bearing these in mind, let us consider the
derivation of (14). As shown in (16a), Transfer
applies to the external argument a. One might
say that transferring the unvalued Case feature
of o to the interfaces makes the derivation
illegitimate. However, it is assumed that this is
not problematic, if it ends up being valued via
Agree with T. Given the third assumption above,
since o itself can undergo movement, the
transferred o undergoes Internal Merge (i.e.
subject raising), as shown in (16b). After C is
introduced, who cannot undergo wh-movement
out of any occurrences of o, because they have

already been transferred.

(16) a. [[see Mary] [v [, friends of whol]]

Transfer
b. [ [, friends of who] T [[see Mary] [v
[ friends of who]]]]



There is another derivation we have to examine,

which is given below.

(17) a. [,p [,p[see Mary] [v [, friends of who]]]]
b. [1p [« friends of who] T [, who [,p [see
Mary] [v [, friends of who]]]]]
c. [cp who C [rp [, friends of who] T [,p
wh{ [, [see Mary] [v [, friends of

who]]]]]]

As shown in (17a), who moves to the edge of vP
before Transfer applies to a, in contrast to the
derivation in (16). Then the transferred o
undergoes subject raising in (17b). Then C is
introduced. Although who cannot undergo
wh-movement out of any occurrences of a, both
of which have been already transferred similarly
to (16), who at the edge of VP is still accessible
to syntactic computation. Thus, under the
analysis so far nothing prevents who at the edge
of vP from moving to the edge of CP. In order to
exclude the derivation in (17), the following

constraint is proposed.

(18) Nothing can move out of the phrase which

has an unvalued Case feature.

Given the constraint in (18), the derivational
step in (17a) is illegitimate in the sense that
when who moves out of o, o has not been
Case-marked, because T has not been introduced
into the derivation yet.

The constraint in (18) correctly captures the
grammaticality of (6a). Who can move out of the
by-phrase before Transfer takes place. The
movement of who is legitimate in terms of (18)
because the by-phrase is PP, which does not have
an unvalued Case feature.
makes another

The proposed analysis

prediction. It would be possible to extract out of
the subject in the passive. This is because the
subject in the passive is base-generated as an
internal argument of a predicate within VP, not
as the complement of v. That is, the relevant
subject is outside of the Transfer domain at
vP-phase. This prediction is borne out by (19),
which is due to Chomsky (2008).

(19) a. It was the CAR (not the TRUCK) of
which [the {driver, picture} was found].

b. Of which car was [the {driver, picture}
awarded a prize]? (Chomsky (2008:147))

Let us consider how the examples above are
derived, taking (19b) as an example. Although
(19b) involves no by-phrase, it is assumed that
an external argument syntactically exists in an
implicit way in the passive as well. The implicit
argument e undergoes Transfer because it is the
complement of v, as shown in (20a). Then the
driver of which car undergoes IM in (20b). After
C is introduced into the derivation, of which car
moves out of the subject within TP. Note that the
extraction is possible because the relevant

subject has not undergone Transfer yet.

(20) a. [,p [vpawarded [the driver of which car] a

prize] [v ¢]] (e = implicit argument)

g\‘Transfer
b. [the driver of which car] T [p [vp
awarded [the driver of which car] a
prize] [v e]]

¢. [cp of which car C [rp [the driver of
which car] T [,p [vpawarded [the driver

of which car] a prize] [v e]]]]

4. Japanese
As proposed in (2), an EA is the complement
of v. While the base-generated position of an EA



is not pronounced as a result of subject raising in
English, whether Japanese has subject raising
like English has been controversial. Given the
absence of the EPP effect and ¢-feature
agreement in Japanese, this paper adopts the
view that Japanese does not have subject raising
like English, following Fukui (1986) and Kuroda
(1988), among others. Under such a view,
Japanese subjects can stay in-situ. However, on
the assumption that a specifier of a head
precedes its complement, VP is supposed to
precede an external argument as a basic word
order in Japanese, contrary to fact. This paper
suggests that Japanese has the following vP

structure.

(21 [ie EA[p VP [pro v]]]

In (21), it is pro that occupies the complement
position of v. It is not implausible to postulate
pro in (21) because Japanese allows null
The realized EA
base-generated at the edge of vP. Given that

arguments. overtly is
Japanese allows multiple subjects in (22), more
than one EAs can be base-generated at the vP

edge.

(22) Taroo-ga

Taroo-Nom sister-Nom clever

imooto-ga kasikoi.

‘“Taroo’s sister is clever.’

The proposed structure for Japanese in (21)
paves the way to an account for the absence of
the Subject Condition effect in Japanese, which
is due to Saito (1985). The relevant examples are

given below.

(23) a. ?2/?7*Dono hon-o,
which book-Acc Mary-Nom

Mary-ga
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John-ga 1 katta koto-o
John-Nom bought fact-Acc
mondai-ni  siteiru no?

problem-to making Q

‘Which book is it that Mary is
calling the fact that John bought it

into question?’

b. ??/?*Dono hon-o, Mary-ga
which book-Acc Mary-Nom
John-ga 1, katta  koto-ga
John-Nom  bought fact-Nom
mondai-da  to  omotteru no?
problem-be that think Q

‘Which book is it that Mary thinks
that the fact that John bought it is a
problem?’ (Saito (1985:272))
Saito (1985) observes that there is no significant
contrast between (23a-b). Under the proposal,
what undergoes Transfer at vP is pro, as shown
in (24). The sentential subject is outside of the
which

subject

transferred domain at the vP-level,

enables dono-hon-o within the to

undergo further movement to the matrix clause.

(24) [.p[cp dono hon-o; [rp John-ga ¢ Kkata
koto-gal]] [,p [ve mondai da] [pro v]]]

5. Conclusion

It has been proposed in this paper that an EA
is the complement of v while VP occupies [Spec,
vP], contrary to the generally assumed structure.
It has been also argued that labeling at the
vP-level can be determined via Agree in a
similar way to labeling at the TP-level and that
the Labeling through movement strategy can be
dispensed with. This paper has also provided a

novel account for the Subject Condition effect.

* An earlier version of this paper was presented
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B 3504 S0 & 4

(The Singular and Plural Constructions)

/NEI BE (Satoru Kobayakawa)
Wt K% (Dokkyo University)

F—U— N KE, K, W, BORR

TL®IZ

%% THEORINH Y . BHIEIT (B0
aR L, BHOPIT (B 2RKT O @pITh
% (Quirk etal. 1985:274), & Z AMHHI% A<
B L CHD e, HEOED (B0 2RI &
b HIUT EEED (B0 2R T2 L bH D,
T 2T BEES () 0B b3 (EED
ERLIDOITED LTHh, BEEIEN D
DHILHT (HE) ZRKLIDDEFILEH LTHh
RN, WE ISR —MRE 252525,

2. (BH) ZRITHHEPL (B xR
THEER
ZOHITIE, BEETHY 2 b
ERIBEEEETHY 2080 (B 2%
941 % f58 9 % (cf. Du Marsais 1730: 97-98),
(HEQOBNE, BEOEDS (BE) #KT
B (BEIEOELNE) TH D,

(1) a. The Italian is [= The Italians are] gay, light-
hearted. (Jacob A. Riis, How the Other Half Lives)
b. The enemy were visibly cracking. (Collins
COBUILD English Grammar, 4th ed.)
¢. The foot [= The foot soldiers] were divided
into six regiments. (Thomas Babington
Macaulay, The History of England from
the Accession of James the Second, Vol. 1)
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d. [T]he infantry are crossing the bridge.
(Richard Bowyer, Dictionary of Military Terms)
(2) a. The guests are arriving. (cf. ?Uncle Joe
is arriving.)
b. The Queen is arriving.
(Radden and Dirven 2007: 188)

(la)ITRFFL T, ZFOEFEITIAVER THEME
i‘%b FEIMNO LS ICEEZ#Z bND, (1b-d)
FEISENFOSEEL L TR Y B ThH D
z & DHERTE 5, (2)D be arriving (% [Tk 412
FFELTNWD] WO EWAR L, EHEEE
E*‘?‘é L7223 7T, UncleJoe ® X 9 72 B¥k
EIXEX SNMIRO b & TiaRLIcL
*ji (2b) D HHT-7E The Queen 233 &
hé@i\_hﬂ@@®%ﬁéﬁtéﬁéﬂ%
T37% (Radden and Dirven 2007: 188-189)
B e @DBNE, EEOEDS (B 2#KT
Bl (EEIZOBEHE) TH D,

(3) It is written in the prophets [= the book of
the Prophets]. (John 6: 45, KJV)
(4) a. We are [=1 am] not amused.
b. Lend us [= me] a fiver.
(Quirk et al. 1985: 351)

INHDTFHEORFUIFIMAITR L TH S
FOITHEE LTRSS,

3. EATHFA

(o ZRTHEIE L B 2RITEHE
Fhbd T L o2M%EE S 0DIX5HE Du
Marsais (1730: 97-98)D [# DM L5 B2 F
IATE AL, E T 7 7 RFEOFIICEES %=,
HEIE T (HE) 2R THIREEOY T (B0
%%#ﬁﬁ—ﬁ@<ﬁ>ﬂﬁ6<@>%%¢
B0, HBA T (B BIET () BF
ﬁm&i I—HRE LTSN TS, 7
T U AFEOFIINEDEE KA YV FEHGEDOHIC
HWHTE5Z L bHoTh, TOHHIIAL Z1F



BT S (e.g. Gibbons 1767: 74; Blair
1787: 369-370; Wodak et al. 1998: 96-102),
%@@ iﬁ%ﬂ<@@>%%¢%ﬁ@m
= RE WA 2 | Radden and Dirven (2007:
188-189)73& ¥ . UNIPLEX FOR MULTIPLEX & U9
BRIZE Vb EFHIA LT D, BB (Gf
) ARFTREUIFMALTHRWVR, LI
D &FHUL. TR O MULTIPLEX FOR
UNIPLEX [Z X VEiT 5 Z &2 5 THAH 9,
FEATHRIEIZ 31T 2 1Mol 2 v 723
B, R & 72> T B REBLOFRIR Z B892
FMd256DT, £bZEHEI LTEDL IR
FEIROHAMRIZ L > TR A DL DTGNS
HDOPBHBENTIRNWEFZ 5,

4. (HEF & @ —KEOBLRID
LT T REOBRIZH D (B & @0
WA USRI O R A SN 5,
41. REL 7L —Ah LEFEL
}i%@&ﬁf% T DRI, ROER TR L
SRt BN,

REBEOBERICSH 2B&E, L@o~

LU— A5 < (cf Cruse 1986:

197-198; VoBhagen 1999) ,

b. HEOT L—ANIES <RI FIUS5E
HAITHEO DX 5 % (cf. Anttila 1989:89)

c. )KEDOBERIZH HBEIT, L
KITFERD X 9 5,

All Asare Bs. (7) a. All As are Bs.

b. Some Bs are Cs. b. All Bs are Cs.

c. All As are Cs.

(5) a.

==hH
=]

(6)

o

c. Some As are Cs.

(Ba, )N B (Be)ZH T 5 Z &1, (6a,b)
MNH(6e) BT HDOLEREIKTHD, ZD
FEOHERIZ. (Ta, D) D(T) 2 EHT HD L
TR, FICETHD LITMER0NA,
H X L <A T Hd (everyday
logic/syllogism) T& % (Anderson 1976: 347,
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cf. Carter and Seifert 2013: 290-294) ,

411. KEOHME N ELBEO 7 L— AT
3L L ERTH
Ga)DHEMITELTO)D LD SV HE
WORBINH T Hivd,

(8) a. Ireally like to—hate to get up in the morning.
b. It’s at the bottom—I mean—top of the stack

of books.
(Fromkin 1971: 46; cf. Hotopf 1980)

SWVEIEOS LR UITEERBEOMIC RO D Z
ENG | REFRORICEROBUN L TE D,

412. £BFO T L — L ICE S BENE
CEmERICER>L F

(9)D lock (ZDWTHEAT (2008)1%, #hiZ
KL EETHDLEOIT LTV D,

(9) Tlocked {the door/the room}. (FEAT 2008: 83)

EBHHD lock H#EZ T H EWVHIITAIZE
THTZ7L—Ah TRb5H, N7 OREEEX
L2 LICKVHEROREEZELZDEVD T

—LIZEEDNWTE Y, lock the door (F 7T
DIRREZE AL, lock the room [T E DIRREL L
ZEAET D, L THEMNTBRRIZONT
(10)D K S 1Tk~ 5,

(10) #al1X, & 2 FEERBLOEHDOHIEN .
H—D7 L —ALZBf L >> ZD7 L
— LN HNZ 72 5 Ry 72 v LB
EEAMETOESGE L TERTHI L
MNTED, (FEAT 2008: 82)

bt b (oD EBRIAOEROHIENH—
D7 L —LEML] LD DHDIL, (Sh)yD7=H
ThbdrEtEZDLND,



413. XBOMENF LERERICHEV
2L #l

AN HA6)E, [F UFFEHRIC K E OB
DBAEONDL Z L ZRTHITH S (cf. contronym,

auto-antonym, enantiosemy, etc.) .

(11) a.
b. The lights in the old house are always
(Lederer 1989: 88)

She drew [= opened] the curtains and let

The moon is out [= visible] tonight.

out [= invisible].
(12) a.
the sunshine into the room.
b. We draw [= close] the curtains early to
shut out the rainy weather.
(Chambers Universal Learners’ Dictionary)
(13) a. Icould care less [= couldn’t care less].
(Lederer 1989: 8)
b. Make a move and [= Don’t make a
move or] I’ll shoot.
(Quirk et al. 1985: 832, 943)
(14) They had only just moved in; their boxes
lay on the kitchen floor, still unpacked [=
not yet unpacked]. (Nunberg 2005)
(15) He {gave/refused} her the ball. [ X CAUSES Y
{to/mot to} RECEIVE Z] (Goldberg 1995: 75)
(16) a. pejoration: OE s&lig ‘blessed’ > silly
(BEMZRERD D EERRERA~)
b. amelioration (melioration): Lat. nescius
‘ignorant’ > nice (FER R BRI B H
TERY 72 B R )

(11a,b) Tix beout N M2 % & TRLZ 7200
DEHRTHEDLNATEY . (12a, b) Tl draw 23
B %) & D) OFWTHEDNL TS
(FAHIED ZHoRIZ L A6, (132) T, A
K D UITEIZT D) &9 EHAZRT could care
less 78 [F o572 KUIT LRV SV ) B CffD
T3, (13b)TiX. HEMSTD make a move
DEEMTER LTS, (14)IF5] -8 LIEZD
RIMERET 5 H O T, still unpacked 23uffE T
72 &Y ENTCE F O - i E ST
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IRVERT AR LT D, (151X 8 HRFER)
ZFEbED] & [ZFELERN] LW E
AL OZ L ZRLTWD, (16)F, BEHRA(LA
KEOHME e Z & 2T 7 —4 Th b,
DLEMERE L TERL LI E@BLDL LD KE
IRAESCICE D F Thix B C KB OBES
XFE CERICHED L,

4.2, BEEME L L EHEEC

JEETCIX (B & (D X KRNI
KEORBRIZSH 5, MiF 1X(172)D X 5 ICE
ERBIE A, (17b)D K 5 I[ZEEHERE D4
WE o TR EXBIESN S,

(17) a. “one” vs. “more than one”
(cf. Quirk et al. 1985: 297)
b. morphological

unmarkedness VS.

morphological markedness

Jelim L1290 TREDRIRIC S HBEE )
Z TORED & (D ) ICEEHZ 5 L (18)
PN,

(B & (B 1.

— LT HSL,

b. @D T L — A IZES AT, [
CERBERICHEDSE 5 5,

c. (H¥) & (HEEO L. FLSFEE

RIZFERND&E H 5,

(18) a. HEi@o 7L

42.1. (B L (B oX@BEOT7L—L
(D) & ) 13k X5 RfuEkt 7
L—AEEFETDH, (ZZ2TE, 18 EDH
RE BN ERfLE TV 5,)
----- ] e M e
1 2 3 4 5
HEL B

(cf. Lakoff and Nuiiez 2000: 68-71)



422 XEOBRIZIH D (B & (B
BECERBRERICHEOTSL 4]
(18¢) & HAFIT 5 DIX(19)7 5 (22) TH D,

(19) a. This sheep looks small./All those sheep
(Quirk et al. 1985: 307)
b. The sheep jumped over the fence, didn’t
{it/they}? (Quirk et al. 1985: 756)

(20) This barracks is new./These barracks are
(Quirk et al. 1985: 309)
(21) Ten miles of path {is a lot to repave/are
being repaved}. (Waddingham 2014: 191)

(22) HEEIZ & o 7o Z NPRMRA R 0D BLEL & 4L
DB REGE g > Tinb7e<72h |
NP RA TR b EK T L 9 127,

(cf. Quirk et al. 1985: 344-345)

are ours.

new.

(19T HHEIEZ D sheep (2 () & (O
DGO TW DB (20) & QDIFEBIE O
barracks <° ten miles of path |2 (%) & (&
B BHERONTWBHHITH D, (22)1%(16)
DX EREALDE DS, ZDO%5E
BE S HEE O F AL TWD Z L &R
T ERIRTE 5,
ED@EmAEELDDLERDEIITRD,

(23) a. HEGE OBEINIEIL, KEDBRIZSH
% <$i§t> & (RO A CERRAL
DE . BB AZHE O 7o B
XCOD*H%E“C‘% D EHFTE D,
b. BEIE O HEMIEIL, KEORERIZ
5 (B & (#EO 25[FH L;Euﬁf(
NF o NE Y- G I ORGSRV L ¢
XO—MIETHD LHFETE D,

5. (H¥0 b B0 —HEHEROBRHNG

T T, BB (BED (BED &
BHEIEC O () (B OROBERZE T
M & BIROBLR D Dw U Do
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51. (B (EE) Lkl g
Réc)iZ AT LoIT, (HE & #EH o

MOBRIT ) & (2K oROBRIC

RELZTHMIND, ZHUT, (242) & (24b)

NHDIFFETH D,

(24) a. SINGULAR-PLURAL RELATION IS
UNDERSTOOD IN TERMS OF INDIVIDUAL-
AGGREGATE RELATION

b. INDIVIDUAL-AGGREGATE RELATION IS
UNDERSTOOD IN TERMS OF PART- WHOLE

(cf. Wodak 1998: 97, fn. 74)

RELATION

RELATION

c. SINGULAR-PLURAL IS

UNDERSTOOD IN TERMS OF PART-
WHOLE RELATION
(4a)NZIXRHD L D R BAT TN H D, D

DFANTEZIX, BOMEITESMOE L L

THEIND LWV Z & TH D,

(25) Only at a

intellectual development does the abstract

rather advanced stage of
character of the idea of number become
clear. To children, numbers always remain
connected with tangible objects such as
fingers or beads. (Courant and Robbins
1941: 1; cf. Lakoff and Nufniez 2000: 54-56)

(24b) D ELF T 1X(26)0>H(28) TH 5,

(26) a. [E]very part is part of some whole and a
whole is whole with all its parts. (Saint
Augustine, The Trinity)

b. Each individual is part of many aggregates.
(Carlo D’Ippoliti, Economics and Diversity)

(27) a. [W]hile each whole contains parts, it is part

of a larger whole. (Edmund A. Sherman,

Meaning in Mid-Life Transitions)

b. [E]ach aggregate contains individuals who

differ from each other. (Lemuel A. Moyé¢,



“Aggregation,” The SAGE Encyclopedia of
Social Science Research Methods, Vol. 1)

(28) a. [E]very whole is made up of individual parts,
each of which plays a crucial role in making
the whole what it is. (Roland Hoksbergen,
Serving God Globally: Finding Your Place
in International Development)

b. An aggregate is made up of a collective of
individuals. (Mary A. Nies and Melanie
McEwen, “Preface,” Community/Public

Health Nursing: Promoting the Health of
Populations, 6th ed., ed. by Mary A. Nies

and Melanie McEwen)

(EB5r) & (a) DMLY Lok &I
ITH 72 BLRDY (EfR) & (BRI DRITAR
Do, FT. Q)T Koz, G5
& (ZAK) 1% be part of TO723 15, [RIERIZ,
(26b)23 7@ Y | (K & EEAA) b be part
of TORNND, Tz, R7Ta)D L H 2, (&
) & (&%) 1% contain TORMILDH M, (B
AR & (EIR) & contain TO2R25 5, (27b)
DRTIED ThD, SHIZ, (282, b)) RT K
2T, (k) & (EB43) 7 be made up of T
ORWBNDLDERUL LS IC, EEEK & (H
&) % be made up of T2/ D,

Q4c)DEMF Q) TH D, ETHER L

Gy & (k) o oBfR & WATHY 72 B
Ry (BHED & (EE) DRI Y Lo,

(29) a. Cannot it be said that . . . one is part of
ten, the line part of the poem, the verse
part of the chapter? (David Thomas,
Christian Doctrines in Islamic Theology)

b. [T]hree
(Educational Weekly, Vol. 11, No. 8)

c. [T]hree is made up of one and one and

contains one three times.

one, or two and one, or one and two.
(George Ricks, Elementary Arithmetic
and How to Teach If)
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(29a)Tix (HE) & (BEHEO 727 be part of T
DR (29b, 0)TIE HHO & HED
contain & be made up of T2 TV 5,

UboEmacEeod e, () & (H
By 1k (EAE) & AR koS E,
53 & (B O OBRIZARE b 2 TEfF
SNbHEExDH, LT, ENEFNOEEEIX
(B0)D & O e RISBEFRIZH D

(30) (fE{A&) (INDIVIDUAL) & (Hi%0) (SINGULAR)
i (EB5y) (PART) Zxbis L, (BEAHK)
(AGGREGATE) & (f8%0) (PLURAL) |% (4
&) (WHOLE) ZkI&9 5,

ZDHH, () & (IR 12OV TIEGla,
b)D L D RBMRICH D Z LN E TICHE
INTWD, (Elk) (HEE) & &al #E
) OBORRR G & (k) OO
RICRZL X THfRSNTND LT 5 & (Bla,
LIS E (B2, b) DL IICEAD, £ T DL,
B SCOME RN 15 & BB SO BEUHTEIC
DT (33a, b)D X ) ITFHBIN -2 bl b,

(31) a. PART FOR WHOLE
b. WHOLE FOR PART
(32) a. INDIVIDUAL/SINGULAR FOR AGGREGATE/
PLURAL
b. AGGREGATE/PLURAL FOR INDIVIDUAL/
SINGULAR
BRSO (BED & BB D (B
0 13(3a)l L > TEHES T BB,
b. BEMESCD () L EEHESTD (B
O 1 Z@2)IT L > TEHES T BB,

(33) a.

52. (BE#) (BH &71r—&
ZITE. (HEED & (D odtEo7
L—AIZOWTEHICELEEZED, (32a)&
G2b) DD BEHRIZ SOV T ST 5,
(B (EH) M2 G (1K)
IZOWTIE, GHDOFINRT L H T, G



MNREEFIZ (2K) THDHHHMNH Y. PART IS
WHOLE, AND WHOLE ISPART & = 2. 5,

(34) Full ownership comes only when you have
made it [= the book] a part of yourself, and
the best way to make yourself a part of it is
by writing in it. (Mortimer J. Adler, “How
to Mark a Book,” The Saturday Review of

Literature)

T T, BEE EARDOMOBERICEL T, —
XD TR L ORBRR CR/NERR) 25 A
WD TWD, HITalk, 2Ty s
WO DI Th D,
TR EWATANS . (R (BEED AFEIFRIC
(BEME) (EE) THDHB5D X5 2fln
» 7%, T 745, INDIVIDUAL/SINGULAR IS
AGGREGATE/PLURAL, AND AGGREGATE/PLURAL
IS INDIVIDUAL/SINGULAR & 5 2.5,

(35) a. We are one in two; two in one, both in each.
(Hans Holzer, Witches: True Encounters
with Wicca, Covens, and Magick)

b. [Y]ou see how connected we are, one in
two, two in one. (Elena Ferrante, The

Story of a New Name)

ZZTIE, 2ATIAL TATZAENS S
EMMBRENTWND,

PART IS WHOLE, AND WHOLE IS PART <X°
INDIVIDUAL/SINGULAR IS AGGREGATE/ PLURAL, AND
AGGREGATE/PLURAL IS INDIVIDUAL/SINGULAR % &
ARl LT, GONTT & 9 b atEE oM AE 2
WELTZEEZDDIXERTHA D,

(36) a. PART IS WHOLE, AND WHOLE IS PART >
PART FOR WHOLE, AND WHOLE FOR PART

b. INDIVIDUAL/SINGULAR IS AGGREGATE/
PLURAL, AND AGGREGATE/PLURAL IS
INDIVIDUAL/SINGULAR > INDIVIDUAL/
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SINGULAR FOR AGGREGATE/PLURAL, AND
AGGREGATE/PLURAL FOR INDIVIDUAL/
SINGULAR

PLEDOBETER2a, b)idEGsND, bbb
INDIVIDUAL/SINGULAR FOR AGGREGATE/PLURAL, AND
AGGREGATE/PLURAL FOR INDIVIDUAL/SINGULAR & |
D7 L—LEHALTEY, 3a)lXArtiss,
)T Ay ARk L2 b D& LTHHT
x5,
B6OTRLIZE D7 L—Dbom#EMIL,
BNDEHIREZHITL->THEMITLNSL L
(e SR D ZTHORIZ L 2 61) . 38)D &
IRRBDOIETHL b E 2D, T LT, (A
) & GEAN ORIOMERFOBRIL. (39)
DX MEAN) & Fh) OMOMAEMKTFD
BfRICH KT Db DEE X LD,

(37) It [= the acceptance of ambiguity] means that
we know that good and evil are inextricably
intermixed in human affairs; that they contain,
and sometimes embrace, their opposites; that
success may involve failure of a different
kind, and failure may be a kind of triumph.
(Sydney J. Harris, “Learning to Live with
Ambiguity,” Clearing the Ground)

(38) a. Fair is foul, and foul is fair. (Shakespeare,

Macbeth 1.1.12)
b. All for one, one for all. (Alexandre
Dumas, The Three Musketeers)

(39) a. flE{A&LH > TOEEK, LEKH > TOEER

b. AH > TOHE, HEH > TOREA
(cf. Carr 1961: 31-55; Cooley 1902: 1-13)

6. &4V

Z 2 TIlZ., (52) & (5b) % (6)D everyday logic/
syllogism |2 & 0 filAGoE, REDEWKDFE
—DEFBERIHE NS Z L2272, 2L
TZOMBIZ LY BEEHOBEEMIELE
BEHOBZEMEZBE ST, Sbi2, Z



nooHENLED 7 L — 24 (INDIVIDUAL/
SINGULAR FOR AGGREGATE/PLURAL, AND
AGGREGATE/PLURAL FOR INDIVIDUAL/ SINGULAR)
IZHASNWTEBY, T ENFE D7 L—LAD
BhesmmisEsfbLicboThD L%
~ LT,

*ORRRIL, AARIEEE TR 35 Bk (2017
1A 18 B, 19 A, i HALKY) 12k
DIFFRFERICHE S O TH D, BEDRIH
I SESERTHERMHE LOBSEL
T WTRE R, A H IR L B0,
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1. Introduction

This study aims to find the occurrence of the
Optimality Theoretic Faithfulness constraint
AGREE (Pater and Werle (2003)) ranked active
in adult grammar by conducting two types of
reduplicative experiments with adult native
English then

evidence of consonant harmony in synchronic

speakers and searching for
productions. Pater (1997) defines consonant
harmony as “a process by which nonadjacent
consonants assimilate in place or manner” (p.
234). This is largely because, according to
Fikkert et al. (2005), this active constraint is
characterized “the of the
unmarked” (TETU, hereafter) (McCarthy and
Prince (1994)). Pater describes TETU as a
scenario “in which a language generally permits

but the

as emergence

a marked structure, unmarked
counterpart emerges in a particular environment
in which the constraint which forces the
appearance of the marked structure (usually the
Faithfulness Constraint) fails to apply” (p. 230).
We address the following research question in
the

(McCarthy and Prince (1995)) - whether long

context of Correspondence Theory
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distance consonantal assimilation, exclusively in
terms of the primary Place of Articulation (PoA,
hereafter) between a non-word base and
reduplicative onsets, empirically occurs in
English adult grammar when the reduplicants
are derived from the base.

The organization of this paper is as follows.
Sub-section 1.1 illustrates three types of English
reduplication from the literature, followed by the
investigation of directionality of reduplication in
sub-section 1.2. Sub-section 1.3 introduces
Correspondence Theory. Section 2 describes two
tasks asking native English speakers to derive a
nonsensical euphonious reduplicant from a
nonce base and discusses the results of the
experiments. Section 3 analyzes whether or not
there is evidence for consonant harmony in each

of these tasks.

1.1. Types of Reduplication
of

repetition whereby the form of a prefix/suffix

Reduplication refers to a process
provides certain phonological characteristics
(Crystal (2008: 407)). We review a well-rounded
of reduplication which
in  Singh  (1982)’s

“reduplication with no modification whatsoever,

classification is

well-known work:
reduplication with phonological modification,
and  reduplication = with  morphological
modifications” (p. 350). The generative process
of reduplication without any modification, better
known as identical reduplication, does not
provide substantially fresh research impetus to
the present work because this process merely
involves total phonological copying of the base
to the reduplicative form, as shown in bye-bye
([, bar. bar]), (['bu:.bu:]),

goody-goody (['gud.. goud.i]). (The diacritic

boo-boo and

mark ' represents the location of primary stress

and the mark = denotes secondary stress.)



Reduplication with phonological
modification encompasses ablaut reduplication
as well as rhyming reduplication. Crystal (2003)
suggests that ablaut and rhyming reduplication
represent the norm of reduplication in English,
whereas identical reduplication is rare. As
suggested by Thun (1960), ablaut reduplication
frequently involves alternating the high front
vowel [1] (which is a lax vowel) with the low
front vowel [a] or the low back vowel [p], as in
riff-raff’ (['tifreef]), chit-chat ([ 'fit.fet]), and
flip-flop ([ flip.flop]). This [1]
cross-linguistically considered the unmarked
vowel (Minkova (2002)). A nucleus vowel with

vowel is

lower sonorancy proceeds a nucleus vowel with
higher sonorancy. This indicates the contrasting
height of the nucleus vowel in the base and
reduplicant in ablauts (Minkova (2002)).

Noted by Wheatley (1866) as “a remarkable
(p. 4) of English

reduplication, a significant amount of rhyming

peculiarity” rhyming

reduplicative words starts with /h/, as in
hocus-pocus ([ hov.kes. pouv.kas]), hodge-podge
(['hod3z.pod3]), ([ hel.tar.
‘skel.tor]). Other consonant onsets, such as /k/,
/s/, Ip/, and /r/, fill in the base onsets (Hladky
1998).

super-duper

and helter-skelter

For example,

([,su:.pa.
(['pav.wav)), and ragtag ([ reg.teg]).

kowtow ([ kav.'tav]),
‘dui.ps]), powwow
Infixing reduplication, which is construed as
reduplication with morphological modification,
does not occur as lexical items in English as
abundantly as rthyming and ablaut reduplication
(Crystal (2003)). For example,
['brik.a. breek], tit-for-tar ([ tit.for.'tet]), and

bric-a-brac

razz-ma-tazz [ rez.ma.'tez]. This is largely

because English does not have a system of

infixes  (Crystal  (2003:  128)). These
representative  examples show that infix
reduplication in English involves both
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morphemes and words.

1.2. Directionality of Reduplication

Up until this point, we have not considered
which half of the reduplicative word is the base
and which half the The

directionality of reduplication is important when

is reduplicant.
we examine which segmental features of the
base are transferred to the reduplicant. In order
to consider this question, it depends on whether
or not the base is a lexical item. Walker (2001)
refers to lexical items as “those words that serve
as dictionary entries, having an identifiable
meaning and grammatical role and a relatively
constant phonological shape” (p. 13).

Could a non-lexical item serve as a base
from which a reduplicant is derived? Consulting
Collins Online Dictionary (COD, hereafter)
shows us that there appears to be no unified
directionality of English reduplication. Some
reduplicative  words such as  willy-nilly
([,wil.i.'n1l.i]) are made up of a real word in the
left half of the reduplicative word followed by a
word. other

nonsensical Conversely,

reduplicative ~ words such as squeegee
(['skwi:.dzi:]) begin with a nonsensical word
followed by a real word. Jespersen (1942) calls
the left part of a reduplicative word the “kernel”
(p. 4), and conventionally the kernel is the base
and the right part of the reduplicative word is the
reduplicant. Based on this understanding arrived
at by Jespersen (1942), our study follows the
view that reduplication in English involves
suffixation.

A comprehensive review of the data in the
corpus shows four patterns of lexicality
regarding base and reduplicant.! In this study, we
determine the lexicality of two halves of a
reduplicative word by verifying the entry of the

two halves of a reduplicative word in the COD.



As shown in (1a), some reduplicative words
consist of both lexical base and reduplicant and
others consist of both non-lexical base and
reduplicant (e.g., (1b)). Benczes (2012) notes
that the right half of higgledy-piggledy possesses
a morsel of meaning dating back to the Old
English pig and conversely the left half is a
According to the COD,

Present-day English treats the combination of

meaningless unit.

the two halves as the reduplicative word, so
there is no separate entry for each half of the
word in the COD. In current English usage,
there are reduplicatives with a lexical base and
non-lexical reduplicant (e.g., (1c)) as well as
reduplicatives with a non-lexical base and a

lexical reduplicant (e.g., (1d)).

(1) Lexicality of base and reduplicant

a. sing-song ([ 'sm.soy]),
silly-billy ([ st.li.'brli])

b. higgledy-piggledy ([ hig.ld.i. pig.1d.i]),
hoity-toity ([ havt.i. tout.i])

c. gibber-gabber ([ 'dzib.or. dzeb.or)),
super-duper ([ su:pa. du:pa])

d. dingle-dangle ([dmg.sl.deeng.al]),
kowtow ([ kauv.'tav])

This sub-section verifies a past study which
claimed that the linear ordering of the base and
the reduplicant cannot be semantically explained
alone (Cooper and Ross (1975: 74)). Given the
fixed directionality of English reduplication,
left the

non-lexicality of the base does not prevent the

with derivation from to right,

reduplicant from being derived.

1.3. Correspondence Theory

In this section, we review the basic

framework of a constraint-based approach to
Optimality Theory (OT,

reduplication. In
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hereafter) (Prince and Smolensky 1993/2004),
both the base and reduplicant are treated as a set
of outputs (Minkova (2002)). The base has its
own input, but the reduplicant does not have an
input. The input for the base is determined by
the Principle of the Richness of the Base, which
removes any language-specific restriction from
the (McCarthy
(1998)).

How is a reduplicant generated? In order to
this the of

Correspondence helps us see whether or not the

underlying representation

approach question, concept
matching of the input with the output of the base
can be determined and the matching of the
output of the base with parts of the reduplicant
can also be traced accordingly.

The reduplicant is derived from the output
form of the base, and hence technically speaking,
the base and reduplicant are treated a string of
outputs in OT. The following diagram suggested
by Minkova (2002) sufficiently captures the
general schema of Correspondence in the

base-reduplicant relationship:

2

Input: /BASE/

II 10 Faithfulness

Output: RED =) BASE
BR Identity
(Minkova (2002: 138))

The faithfulness constraints check out any
discrepancies between the base for input and
output. For instance, segmental deletion and
epenthesis are noted by dint of /0 Fuaithfulness.
In contrast, BR Identity identifies any disparity
between the base form for output and the
reduplicant that is derived from the base form

for output.



Let us now examine a rhyming example in
Correspondence Theory, in which the input base
/houki/ generates the output base [houv.ki]. The
reduplicant [kou.ki] is derived from the output
base. This process of rhyming reduplication
shows that /O Faithfulness is entirely respected
since the output base maintains the identical
segments to those in the input, whereas BR
Identity is not partially respected because the
reduplicant exhibits a thyming onset filled in its
onset position.

What determines the shape of reduplicative
segments, typically rhyming onsets? Markedness
constraints play a crucial role in determining the
segments of these partial reduplicants, and
markedness with
faithfulness constraints. When /O Faithfulness

constraints dominate markedness constraints in

constraints also interact

the derivation of partial reduplication, it follows
that the grammatical output will satisfy the
highest ranked faithfulness constraints, but this
that offend
The

grammatical output with the rhyming onset

output may contain segments

subordinate  markedness  constraints.
always contains segments that contravene BR
Identity constraints. Accordingly, the BR Identity
constraints are outranked by markedness
constraints. This study adopts the cardinal
constraint ranking to account for the derivation
of a rhyming onset, which is commonly
represented by  [10-Faithfulness » Markedness
» BR-Identity] , as suggested by McCarthy and

Prince (1994) and Kager (1999).

2. Experiment and Results
This
November 2015 to March 2016 and it had two

parts: a "rhyme task" and a "free task." There

research was conducted from

were 18 native English speaker informants that

participated in each task. They were all
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college-educated and without any hearing or
Each
participated in one of the two tasks. The

speaking disabilities. informant only
informants were English teachers who lived in
Japan, and their age ranged from late teens to
fifties. The rhyme task required the informants
to derive a euphonious rhyming nonsensical
reduplicant from a given base as soon as
the free the

informants to derive any type of euphonious

possible and task required
nonsensical reduplicant from the base — i.e., full
reduplicant (also known as identical reduplicant),
rhyming reduplicant, ablaut reduplicant, or
infixing reduplicant. The informants were shown
a list of linguistic stimuli and were asked to
listen to a pre-recorded utterance of each
stimulus on a digital audio recorder (Olympus
Voice Trek V-822). The informants’ productions
were recorded. Thirty non-word base forms were
provided with legal syllable structures and
phonotactic sequences. As can be seen below in
(3), the

disyllabic, or trisyllabic.

stimuli are either monosyllabic,

(3) Linguistic stimuli
a. keam [ 'ki:m], thambs [ 'daemz]
b. thiglish [ '01g.11[], striment [ 'strar.ment]

c. vemony [VI.'man.i:], nooity [ nu: 1t.i:]

The rhyming onset consonant that was derived
from the output for the base was classified
according to its PoA. The classification of
consonants in terms of PoA is illustrated in (4)
below. The onset /w/ was not counted as PoA
regarding the reduplicative onsets because /w/ is
dorsal

characterized as labial as well as

(Hammond (1999)).

(4) PoA of the rhyming onsets
a. Labial: /p/, /v/, /], IV/, Iw/



b. Coronal: /t/, /d/, /t/, 1/, /s/, /2/, I&3/, /1],
18/, 16/
c. Dorsal: /g/, /k/, Iw/

Table 1 shows that the rhyme task produced
384 single onset reduplicants out of 527 valid
responses, whereas the free task produced 237
single onset reduplicants out of 532 walid
responses.

The numeral figures without the parentheses
denote the number of reduplicative onsets
exhibiting an identical PoA to the base onset.
The figures in the parentheses indicate the

number of derived reduplicants in total.

Table 1: Instances of CH in terms of PoA?

Types of Rhyme | Free
assimilation Task Task
Labial 38 (200) | 21 (91)
Coronal 59 (141) | 43 (120)
Dorsal 0(43) 1 (26)
Total 97 (384) | 65 (237)

Although the results showed a faithful mapping
from base to reduplicant in terms of PoA, such
as [vi.'man.i;.br.man.i:], ['0mg.lif.ting.l1f], and
['go:p.ko:p], the proportion of such mapping is
rather negligible. Particularly, dorsal base onsets
were rarely faithfully transferred to reduplicative
onsets; 97 tokens in the rhyme task and 65
tokens in the free task conceivably stemmed
from the direct effects of the active AGREE,
requiring the PoA faithful reduplicative onset to
be derived from the base onset. There are no
cases at all of dorsal assimilation in the rhyme
task and only one occurrence of dorsal
assimilation in the free task: gaupkaup
['go:p.ko:p]. This makes us wonder whether or

not the informants had deliberately avoided the
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dorsal consonant onset in deriving the rhyming

reduplicant.

3. Analysis and Conclusion
The results suggest that in the rhyme task,
labial by

cross-linguistical markedness motivations and

assimilation is  actualized
labials are preferred over dorsals in syllable
initial position (Fikkert et al. (2005)). Following
Fikkert et al. (2005), we suggest that the coronal
consonants are used as the default onset for the
rhyming reduplicants. To provide statistical
this the

hypotheses were tested with a chi-squared test.

evidence for claim, following
The null hypothesis was that the informants did
not discriminate labial consonants from dorsal
consonants in generating rhyming reduplicants,
and the alternative hypothesis was that they
discriminated labials from dorsals in their
production. The chi-squared test gives y* (1) =
14.08, with a significant difference between the
occurrence of labials and dorsals in the rhyming
task, compared with ¥* (1) = 225 (ns.)
regarding the occurrence of labials and dorsals
in the base onsets. Accordingly, the null
hypothesis is rejected, and this indicates that
labial assimilation in the rhyme task resulted
from the efficacious combination of active
AGREE and RHYME (Yip (2001)) in the adult
grammar. Each of these constraints are listed in

(5) below;

(5) a. AGREE: the place of articulation of a
segment must coincide with the place of
articulation of the other one (Pater and
Werle (2003)).

b. RHYME: the reduplicant must rhyme with
the base (Yip (2001)).

c. [LABIAL: the word must start with the
labial consonant (Fikkert et al. (2005)).



In this regard, TETU resulted from Consonant
Harmony in terms of PoA in the non-word
reduplicative generation of tokens. Otherwise,
Consonant Harmony did not significantly
emerge. The chi-squared test gives * (1) = 2.31
(n.s.), indicating that in the free task, there was
no significant difference between the occurrence
of labials and dorsals in reduplicative onsets.
Addressing the issue of dorsal eschewal for the
rhyming onset, we ascribe this phenomenon to

the activity of the constraint *[ DORAL;

(6) *[DORSAL: the word must not start with the
dorsal consonant (Fikkert et al. (2005)).

This

Harmony between a non-word base onset and a

study concludes that Consonant

non-word reduplicant onset is a rare
phenomenon in adult English grammar, except
when exclusively rhyming reduplicants are
generated. The research methodology which this
study adopts, with a contrastive range of
reduplicative tasks, provides fresh evidence of
consonant harmony in the rhyme task. This
methodology would be worth testing in other

languages which are also rich in reduplication.

* The author acknowledges valuable comments

from Shin-ichi Tanaka, Haruka Fukazawa,
Kiyoko Yoneyama, and Kohei Nishimura.
NOTES

! The corpus here refers to a considerable body
of 1,218 reduplicative words collected and
collated from past studies, including Thun
(1960), Hladky (1998), and Wheatley (1866).

2 CH is the acronym for consonant harmony.
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On Two Types of from-to PPs in English and

the Parallelism in Syntax”
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Keywords : coordination, parallel structure,

path/range PPs, English, syntax

1. Introduction

This paper argues in support of Williams’
(1994) observations regarding bivalent PPs in
English (Williams (1994: 12-15)) and his
generalization that from-to PPs form a single

constituent as in (1), unlike other pairs of PPs

(e.g., for-to).

(1) John played the banjo [from Alabama to

Louisiana]. (Williams (1994: 12))
Furthermore, 1 attempt to show that there exist
two syntactically different types of from-to PPs
in English. I then claim that the construction is
better captured if we consider it an instance of
parallel structures (Goodall (1987)), such as
£aps,
constructions (cf. Asada and Kato (2011)).

coordination, parasitic and copula

The organization of this paper is as follows.
In Section 2, we observe that there are two
distinct from-to PPs in English on the basis of
several syntactic tests. Section 3 provides a
syntactic analysis of “coordinated PPs,” which
(1994) bivalent

functors. In Section 4, I show a consequence of

correspond to Williams’s
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the analysis, which is followed by a summary of

the paper.

2. Two Types of from-to PPs and Displacement

It has been observed that from-to PPs form a
constituent, unlike other arbitrary pairs of PPs in
English (Williams (1994)). In (2), [from-to] is
[to-for]

ungrammatical. Since only one constituent can

topicalized, while preposed is
be topicalized in English, Williams concludes

that [from-to] forms a single constituent.

(2) a.
played the banjo.
b. *[7o Mary for Bill] I gave a book.
cf. I gave a book to Mary for Bill.
(Williams (1994: 12))

[From Alabama to Louisiana] John

He notes that “from-to means more than the sum
of its parts,” indicating a path (Jackendoff
(1990)) by specifying its endpoints (Williams
(1994: 13)).

I point out, however, that this is not always
the case. Different syntactic tests show that there
exist two types of from-to PPs, which I call
separable PPs and coordinated PPs, exemplified

respectively in (3a) and (3b).

(3) Two Types of from-to PPs:

a. Separable PPs:
Taro {took Shinkansen/went} from Tokyo to
Sendai.

b. Coordinated PPs:
The range of diabetes sufferers stretches from

children to adults.

We will also see that the latter is actually
ambiguous between (3a) and (3b) in terms of its
structure.

A crucial difference between the two is



whether it is possible for from-PP or fo-PP to
appear independently. In (4), either [from Tokyo]
or [to Sendai], as well as [from Tokyo to Sendai],
can appear as a modifier phrase. On the other
hand, this is impossible in (5) or (6) unless

[from-to] appears together as in (5a) and (6a).

(4) Separable PPs:

a. Taro {took Shinkansen/went} from Tokyo to
Sendai.

b. Taro {took Shinkansen/went} from Tokyo.

c. Taro {took Shinkansen/went} fo Sendai.

(5) Coordinated PPs (path):

a. John played the banjo from Alabama to
Louisiana.

b. *John played the banjo from Alabama.

c. *John played the banjo to Louisiana.

(6) Coordinated PPs (range):

a. The range of diabetes sufferers stretches
from children to adults.

b. *The range of diabetes sufferers stretches
from children.

c. *The range of diabetes sufferers stretches o

adults.
Given these observations, I argue that
coordinated PPs cannot be syntactically

separated, while separable PPs, as the name
indicates, can. In the following subsections, I
show that this is indeed the case through two

syntactic tests, topicalization and clefting.

2.1. Topicalization

Let us observe the data in (7) through (9).
All the examples in (7) are acceptable. The
grammatical contrasts between (7) and (8-9)
indicate that a coordinated PP cannot undergo
displacement unless the whole from-to PP is
preposed, as in (8d) and (9d).
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(7) Separable PPs:

a. Taro {took Shinkansen/went} from Tokyo to
Sendai.

b. From Tokyo, Taro {took Shinkansen/went}
to Sendai.

c. To Sendai, Taro {took Shinkansen/went}

from Tokyo.

d. From Tokyo to Sendai, Taro {took
Shinkansen/went}.

(8) Coordinated PPs (path):

a. John played the banjo from Alabama to
Louisiana.

b. *From Alabama, John played the banjo to
Louisiana.

c. *To Louisiana, John played the banjo from
Alabama.

d. From Alabama to Louisiana, John played
the banjo.

(€))

a. The range of diabetes sufferers stretches

Coordinated PPs (range):

from children to adults.
b. *From children,

sufferers stretches to adults.

the range of diabetes

c. *To adults, the range of diabetes sufferers
stretches from children.
d. From children to adults, the range of

diabetes sufferers stretches.

Next, we move on to another displacement test.

2.2. Clefting

The same contrast holds true with clefting.
In (10), both from-PP and to-PP can be
independently clefted, though the acceptability
is slightly degraded in (10b) and in (10c). Indeed,

even wh-clefts are allowed, as in (11).

(10) Separable PPs:
a. Taro {took Shinkansen/went} from Tokyo to

Sendai.



b. ?It was from Tokyo that Taro {took
Shinkansen/went} to Sendai.
c. Mt was fto Sendai that Taro {took

Shinkansen/went} from Tokyo.

d. It was from Tokyo to Sendai that Taro {took
Shinkansen/went}.

(11) Where Taro went was from Tokyo to Sendai.

I claim that the oddness of (10b) and (10c) is

due to the pragmatic factors regarding
focalization in clefts (Takaomi Kato p.c.).
Indeed, they become perfectly acceptable if they
are immediately preceded by the corresponding

wh-questions, as in (12).

(12) Q:  {From/To} where
Shinkansen?
Al: It was from Tokyo that Taro took
Shinkansen to Sendai. (=10b)
A2: that Taro took

did Taro take

It was fto Sendai

Shinkansen from Tokyo. (=10c)

A sharp contrast may also be drawn between
the separable and coordinated PP in the case of
clefting, as shown in (13). The sentences in
(13b-c) (14b—c)

ungrammatical even if they are preceded by the

and remain  severely
corresponding wh-questions, unlike (10b—c). As
predicted, the sentence becomes grammatical
only when the whole [from-to] is clefted, as in

(13d) and (14d).

(13) Coordinated PPs (path):

a. John played the banjo from Alabama to
Louisiana.

b. *It was from Alabama that John played the
banjo to Louisiana.

c. *It was to Louisiana that John played the
banjo from Alabama.

d. It was from Alabama to Louisiana that John
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played the banjo.

(14) Coordinated PPs (range):

a. The range of diabetes sufferers stretches
from children to adults.

b. *Itis from children that the range of diabetes
sufferers stretches to adults.

c. *It is to adults that the range of diabetes
sufferers stretches from children.

d. [Itis from children to adults that the range of

diabetes sufferers stretches.

So far, we have seen that from-to PPs are
ambiguous between separable and coordinated.
Different syntactic tests show that the latter must
always appear as [from-to]. A word of caution is
necessary here. I do not exclude the possibility
that separable PPs behave as coordinated PPs.
Thus, the separable PPs are ambiguous in this
sense. In the next section, I propose a syntactic

analysis of coordinated PPs.

3. Analysis

First, let us determine the hierarchical
relation between from-PP and fo-PP. Hornstein
and Weinberg (1981) observe that some English
prepositions are irrelevant to binding. Relevant

data are presented in (15).

(15) a. He talked [pp o them;] about each other;.
b. ?The detective worked [pp from Mary;]
back to herself..
(Baltin and Postal (1996))

I assume that fo or from in coordinated PPs also
does not affect the binding relation in syntax.
Now let us consider the relevant data in (16).
There is a contrast between (16a) and (16b): The
Bound Variable Reading (BVR) is available only
(16a), which that from-PP

c-commands fo-PP, but not vice versa.'

for indicates



(16) a. A line stretches from every man; to his;
daughter. (BVR)
b. *A line stretches from his; daughter to

every man;. (BVR)

3.1. Coordinated PPs and Coordinate Structure

Following the insight of Williams (1994), 1
propose that coordinated PPs in English have a
structure resembling coordination. A number of
studies have been conducted in the literature on
the syntactic structure of coordination since the
advent of X'-theory around the early 1980s (see
Progovac (2003) for

propose that a coordinator is a syntactic head

an overview). Some
that projects its phrase (&P), in which the first
conjunct resides in the specifier and the second
conjunct in the complement positions (Zoerner
(1995) and Johannessen (1998), among others),
while others defend the multiple dominance
structure (Citko (2005) and Kasai (2007) among
others, which dates backs to McCawley (1982)
(Naoki Fukui p.c.)). I do not commit myself to a
particular analysis of coordinate structure in this
paper,
proposal. For the sake of discussion, I adopt

since 1t does not affect the current

Munn’s (1993) adjunction analysis of coordinate
structure. He proposes that coordinate structure
is an adjoined phrase in which the second
conjunct complemented by &-head adjoins to
the first conjunct in head-initial languages.” This

is schematically illustrated in (17).

on X

XP &R

& YP

A possible application of this analysis to the
coordinated PPs would be something like (18).}
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(18) PP,
=
fromp; NP top, NP

In the rest of this Section I provide empirical

evidence for the current analysis of from-to PPs.

3.2. Coordinated PPs and the Coordinate
Structure Constraint

In Section 2, we saw that the coordinated
PPs are inseparable. The relevant syntactic
from the
Coordinate Structure Constraint (CSC) in (19).

indivisibility —naturally derives

(19) In a coordinate structure, no conjunct may
be moved, nor may any element contained
in a conjunct be moved out of that conjunct.

(adapted from Ross (1967))

It is widely known that (the second half of) the
CSC is “obviated” when an element (what in
(20b)) is extracted in Across-the-Board (ATB)
fashion, as in (20).

(20) a. *What did Mary [send ¢ on Monday] and
[receive the parcel on Wednesday]?
b. What did Mary [send ¢ on Monday] and
[receive t on Wednesday]?
(Kato (2006: 1-8))

If the coordinated from-to PPs have coordinate
structure (or coordination-like structure) as in
(18), then the current analysis predicts that they
will also show this obviation effect with ATB
extraction. This prediction is indeed borne out.
While (21a) and (21b) are ungrammatical, ATB

movement saves the structure in (21¢).*

(21) a. *What did John play the banjo from the

east of ¢ to the west of Louisiana?



b. *What did John play the banjo from the
east of Alabama to the west of ¢ ?
c. (?)What did John play the banjo from the

east of 7 to the west of # ?

That the data in (21c) are grammatical provides

support for the current analysis and the
coordination-like structure in (18). Before we
conclude the paper,

I briefly discuss an

implication of the proposal.

4. Conclusion

In this paper, we have seen that there are two
types of syntactically distinct from-fo phrases in
English, separable and coordinated. They are

schematically illustrated in (22).

(22) a. Separable PPs:

S G
X’ PP,
A

b. Coordinated PPs:

fromp; NP top, NP

Different syntactic tests show that certain
from-to PPs (path and range PPs) bear
similarities to coordinate structure. The current
study may contribute to the theory of parallel
structure (Goodall (1987)), such as coordination,
copula, and parasitic gap constructions. It has
been observed that ATB-extraction obviates the

CSC in the copula construction as well in (23).”

(23) a. Your grade in Syntax II is my grade in
Phonology 1.
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b. *Which class; is your grade in # my
grade in Phonology I?
c. *Which class; is your grade in Syntax II
my grade in ¢;?
d. Which class; is your grade in # my grade
n ¢,?

(Asada and Kato (2010: 1))

I have argued that certain from-fo PPs in English
also involve non-canonical coordinate structures
that abide by the CSC. The findings of this study
support Asada and Kato’s (2010) observation
that parallel structure is not limited to canonical

coordination.

Appendix

In this section, I touch on a potential
of
(Chomsky (2013)) when it comes to coordinate

problem labeling via feature-sharing
structure. Although the original analysis of
Munn (1993) makes recourse to adjunction, let
us assume that (17), (18), and (22b) are created
via set-merge (not via pair-merge, keeping to the
simplest conception of Merge). Chomsky (2013:
45) emphasizes that labeling via feature-sharing
must involve agreement. Since mere matching of
features does not suffice, {PP;, PP,} and other
coordinate structures may remain unlabelable. I
suggest that the agreement restriction of labeling
via feature-sharing should be weakened in some
cases. For instance, the semantic symmetry of
coordination might be a precondition for this
obviation. Although Chomsky (2013: 46) briefly
notes that the label of a structured coordination
is the label shared by the conjuncts, the jury is

still out on this issue.

* 1 would like to thank Naoki Fukui, Takaomi
Kato, and Hiroki

comments on the earlier versions and ideas of

Narita for their valuable



this paper. Thanks also go to Ryan Walter Smith,
Sara Terre Blanche and the audience at the 35"
Conference of the English Linguistic Society of
Japan at Tohoku University. This work was
supported by Grant-in-Aid for JSPS Research
Follow #16J00637. The usual disclaimers apply.
NOTES

" Although the sentence is degraded, fo-PP may
c-command from-PP when they surface as

[to-from] in (i).

(i) a. 7?A line stretches to every son; from his
mother;. (BVR)
b. A line stretches to his; mother from every
son;. (BVR)

* T do not discuss head-final languages in this
paper. See Kobayashi (to appear) for an analysis
of kara-made ‘from-to’ PPs in Japanese.

* I would like to thank Takaomi Kato (p.c.) for
his insightful comments regarding the structure
of from-to PPs.

* Williams (1994) also provides the following
example in (i). However, there is a possibility
that the data is an instance of the separable PPs
since the predicate is go, which is identical to

(3a), repeated here as in (ii).

(i) What did John go from the top of to the
bottom of? (Williams (1994: 14))

(i1) Taro went from Tokyo to Sendai. (=3a)

Thus, I reexamined the ATB-effect with the data
in (21) based on the coordinated PPs in (3b). I
would like to thank Takeo Kurafuji (p.c.) for
pointing this out to me at the 35" Conference of
the English Linguistic Society of Japan.

> Asada and Kato (2011) successfully unify the
movement restrictions in the copula construction

and coordinate structure. See Asada and Kato
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(2011) for more details.
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FTA#ESUZRIT 54 5 OB e
(Semantic Functions of Noun Phrases in

Possesive Constructions)

/NAEH #i 7 (Yuko Kobukata)
REAR [ K% (Kumamoto Gakuen University)

F—U— N EMERR, EECN)TRERTA,
IR R, gt FEiE
IXCHIT
ZIK T, FEEOPTARE LD A RYFE4 7 )

WCERZ Y TS, BRI, 812003,
2009, 2013)D HAGED AT 2 B £ 2. FEFED
AT A SC D ENERN BN S\ T U 4o
EIRMEREOBLE N D | JEEEDOFTARE S & D
RS T a0 EEZ 2D,

2. EHINE L BERTTREITA
(DIZEBW T, have D HIUFEICEL X
BNDZ ENTET, BRI,

(1) John has {a/*the} sister.

ek, FTAMSTOEMZIRIL. BIREITBIR
R K 4y 72 & O BRI & 2 R b+ 4
FAPHWONAGARICAELD EINTET,
BURBIRSCEIRER /01T, N IZFEIE T & e
ToOIZREIENFTH
FTARESCOEMIFEDOIRK & Ed, (de
Jong (1987), Keenan (1987), Partee (1999)%)
—J7. EEARFREITA OXtOMER L 72D
EIERTREITA BERD SNHHEITIE, Z D%
FixHZnX o iclbins,

REATA & FRITHL, & OBE&AN,
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(2) John has {a/the} book.

ITFBW T, book I, MILAIZFEERIRETH
%, O, BHEEIXERITOARRIN
Do LIciioT, —RA¥ 5 &, FrAMXOE
PERNRAL REIEATRE 7R TR I 7 & 0 9 SR
DFEWIZ L > TIATE 5 L) IcBbitsd,

LINLRR 6, TRIZT Tl ;’c}/@z BAL7RU
B D, B)aHTHEI,

(3) Q. What will you give to Eliza for her
birthday?
A. Eliza has {a/*the} mirror, so [ won’t give

one to her.

Q)YDFRFEIZIHB VT, (BA)D have D HMGE
mirror [FFEEFRETA L RDLOTAFTH D
EMENRDBEL 5,
W2 LT, DX DT, FEFEAFATEE
AT & &3 45 sister SV L7255 T
b EMEP LN WGE L H D,

(4) John has the sister as a dance-partner.

Lo T, BWEEA ORI A BRI E
TERTRENE D &y 5 KBINT K - T EMERD
FITHEYNZHBATE RV E Nz b,

A Tl 55 DT AL O TENERN IR &
W4 2 7201213 SRR OMR A B[R T 5
WG 5 & EiRT % (cf. Kobukata (2009)),
BARRIE, TErAMRy & TETFRHiEIR) o
ZODRERET D, D LT, WEILOHA
AFEO/M EAGRmOTIE L ORE#EZIED,

3. BSLDFEIR & EHSR
3.1. FrAMR

(Sa)lZF\\ T, H AYFEA 5l ) | LR AN P RE
AT & Z<iod, (EHfif] of his own 28 H W B 4L
TWDLZEMBENH LT, Ba)lLya
NEHEHETHHZ L %i%ﬁ/)ﬁ”o DFD, Vs



Y ORNTEMZRFED LS IXEMEE IR XL

Thod, HBOHADBETHLINEINE, T

DFE | O o DIERRE LR TIUT TN BTN,
Wife LW I 4G, YarDFEELoTIE

U Tt LTRHRYT 5, 2D X

DN, FREORHERBMEZ IR 5 556 OfFR
Z TR LMESZ LT 5,
(5) a. John has a wife (of his own).  [ZEH ]
b. wife: a DFE

EELEVOR, FraMIIE, HIGEICRE
ERRITAZ2EZbTAFANHVONIGE
ZHBONDHTHD,

(ERE2Y|

Eliza has a car.

(6) a.

b. FEliza {owns/possesses} a car.

(6a)73(6b) L [AF TH 2854, (6a)lE. Eliza
W THEDL | THDHEW I DRt E£D
TXEHETE D, LoT, [FTAMRI &
%, BAUGBICREIERFTREATA SN2, RETE AT
A2 £ TLAFANTHNONIHEICH
BONDHRTH 5,

3.2. FrRHEIR
RICPTFHRIROG & 2 5 THh & 9,

(7) Q. What can I use to hold these papers
down?
A. Eliza has a mirror.
(A’. # Eliza {owns/possesses} a mirror.)
(Tham (2006: 142))

(7Q)~DIETH H(TAN L., FEIEFTRERT A
EROTAFNPHW G, Bliza NERRIZE
DOHEDOIEM72FTA # (legal owner)7Z & W 9 fif
RETR 570, (TA)L, Eliza 23HEDNTHE
D782 FTEF L T D &0 ) IR AN A HE C
»D, TOFHLZ, (TA)D X H I, EFEICHT
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B &2 ERT HENED, own, possess & T
RETDHZEETERY, £2, 2OLH 7%
2L, @b bR TE D,

(8) a. Eliza has a mirror, but it doesn’t belong
to her.

b. #Eliza {owns/possesses} a mirror, but it

doesn’t belong to her.

(8a) ClX. [Eliza 2N HRUREDSIZ H Y DED
FEICHAFEETH D, TOHEOFTHEH T
72 E S ZERRbINTWDS, £
2R LT, 8b)D &L D7, M EERICHTA T
EERTLIEHFADHNONDELAITIT,

ownership ¥ v > &/L925Z LIXTER,
ZOX O [EENENGEZ, BRIZFIAL
720 IERTE RS H D, FRENSED
FEDOFTAE TIERW) & WO iERZ | [ETFF
) ERESZ LT D, PTRIRIE. (8a)
DX D T 2 TR Ao
M HAERIZ L DGR LN LR T
HbH, DB THEI,

(9) Paul: I have a brother of Jack’s as secretary.

Kim: Oh, that’s funny! Anne has a sister.
(Jensen and Vikner (1996: 8))

(HIZFB T, have @ HIUREIT, FEIEARATHE
FITA % # 1> brother, sister Dt K TH 5,
Paul 23 [ 13 Jack DB Z FEIZE > TV 5 |
ERE LT-DIZx LT, Kim 2% [Anne OFi
FiT Jack DERTZ) LIRET D, Kim DFES
L. Anne (ZEEDIND &9 | Anne D fiLifx B
BRAERXTNDOTIERV, DF D, Anne
VIS D8 =3 DRDBE L OREETZ & D fif
WERD | WEL WO BMRIZEBW T, Anne
TR ZFEA TWVWDIEITTH D, &
> T, (108 FRIND,

(10) Ann has a sister as her secretary, but she



doesn’t have a sister of her own.

(10)DHMEDO L TIX, Ann & FHREFOD sister
& OBIRI, MikBIfR TIE72 < | as AJTHEHL
ENHMELLTOMKRTHD, LoT, #%
FEDOHIT, Ann H B ITEHEN W2 E P72 <
el bid, 2o X5, PrEMERIL, 158
& HIEE & OIC, IRIZ K » THRE SN
BIRDMFAET DA I B D,

b Z Lot iz, £/, & b
IZBIfRZR < BT, REIEFREITA . AR
FrAEDELLEZRDTATFNHNLNTS
BONLMRTH S,

3.3. BXOMRICH &S EMER

U bEZEE 22 & PrAESLOEERRN
WY TE %, (11), (12A)1%, have D H
HIREIZZ N EIGEIE R ATRERT A | FIBEAT A &
KOTHFDHACLIL, EFEOWNIER 2R
BRDT, & 21X (12A)1F TEliza 138i%
BEICFF o TV Db BEAER T LE Y MTE

ZHTLHDIROTEI I ERELTED,

WA DT LT ORI LT &3,
AR BB . = SN FORFIAEA,
I TE AR,

(11) John has {a/*the} sister of his own.
(12) Q. What will you give to Eliza for her
birthday?
A. Eliza has {a/*the} mirror, so [ won’t

give one to her.

L7 > T, BRYRRICREIE RTREAT A, R AT
BATADELLDOATRHNGITNTH,
FTEfERD S DN D561, —RRICEMEZN R
NAET S,

—J7. (13), ADIE. PR G 535 X
RCH D, Bz, (13)DOXFETIE, THE
BOEWTEBL DL LT, Iaunn? |
EMONLHEETHY  MMEREDEVTEHL
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WY /) & 2 RO+ T Nz
NEFALTWDEE S nE ik, MEL 72
H7RVN, DE Y | PEHEIRDMG b D Bl &
2%, TOXK D IRPLTIX, —EBRICEMERR
NIBLNR, ZDOZ EiE, (14D HBYFEN
FEIEARFRERT A OL4FOLE LR TH 5,

(13) Q. What can I use to hold these papers
down?
A. Eliza has {a/ the/ John’s} mirror.
(14) A. I have a brother of Jack’s as secretary.
B. Oh, that’s funny! Anne has {a sister/
Bill’s sister}.

LLbEDZ &g EMERDNENA T 203D
I%. BAYGEA S SEIE N FTRE 2R PT A AR A &
I EWnd Z LT CIEUICHATE T,
HCRERED L D R THWS I, TR
FRR - R RO & B 535 5 b &)
RN E L 72D,

4. HAEORTAE D B B34 8] DR
AEITIL, PE11(2003, 2009, 2013)D H AGE
DI TN, FELE, HAGEOFIEHE
SCROFT AR S & | R4 G & O BRER A
A ANVCEEIZ T 5, £, (15a)
E(16a) & 1E, TFEMSCE LTIE, KRBT &
72 T5, 2O ODIFELIL, LGTEH A
I M EI MTHERY | (152)1F, HATERBN
BHDHDT, WITFIEXEMES, 22T, (15a)
DIFEFEERTH D TR 13, HErRe4 5] &
%,

(15)a. LD LICAR D 5, (SR EE ]
b. TEEEMR T4« fERI4 4]

— i (16T GETRE & PR 720, TE LI,
29 LTeX %, MRHELESL & FEDY, ST L
CEXBIT D, (16a)DERIT., BHRESSY D4
FAIDOXRE 72 D N, 8 DFFEDLGATIZ



RN E WD BTV, (16a)lE, (16b)D
£ BRIFECLSNTE WX H 2 LNl EE
THY ., BT FEREROLE VR D, Fl
X, AR STZ 31T DAFAE EARGE AR )
1%, (152) & 1TV | FERmIAFIA] Tl
T D, TR b MERHAESC DAL ERIL,
(16c)D £ 5 e AR DOT LB XD, %
LT, 2D &9 A R b3 4 5m 0
Z & BRI & RS,

(16)a. ZOE@EAE Z LB TE DAL
AYA4AN (VE L (2013: 254))
b. #fid ZOMEEMS Z N TER
AN
. X NZDOMEEMHS Z LN TEDHA
B TH 5]

51T, FEI(2009, 2013)i, HExR{FEIESC
TR E OFERHERBMR IR L T\ 5,

(A7) a. EFUD)E. KBH DN 5,
b. {E1TDRBIFHET D,
c. K[xXPIEFDRTHDHZTT x D
ERZE T2 >
(FE 1L (2013: 287))

ST FEAE SCTO)C B\ TILBR 47 1R S TEH 4
FAICTH D, (1To)E. (170)D X 9 7 Ek %
KoL, HETPEBLTWD] EWHFTA
WL EWERE D, 202 &b, PEIL
X, (17a)OFT AT 5 [ bAEEA
MO EEHIE LB XD, RICHT ARSI
(R Zfarpsem e 327260, TR
Z [TRES) o B RARCEESF AT
() HLFTAMESL LR TE 23T Th D, L
DL R B, (18a)lXIELTH Y | (18b)id,
FraMESCUANAOEREZ D, Lizno T, 7t
ARESCBIT D TR X, R4 FA] T
L EHEATAE SIS,
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(18) a. *{ET-(10)E. KEE3H 5.,
b. T, KEBAND,
(P11 (2013: 287))

WX, PrAEESCD TAGD)IX B 355/
W5 IZBITS A L BOREKRE, FEIZKRD
SHREIEIC T B (112009, 2013)), & DEE,
HEHFEL TADBRH D) 1B ITDH TAD
Bl #FHMVICLTHET S, LT, £
AU EE DS W T A SO B RIS 2 22
B T THETAREE, SHEEITATUCE
W, BOAFTIZEENNET HRTh D,

9. O HOBMEN, T A —F L IEfl
FAFADORRTH D, (IDITBWT, B
D BICHYS T D450 TR, ThaE], [&
K| 70 E OGN, FERIRIA R & T D,
FEFARNAFA L X, RT A =R EG I, Z DR
T A—HDENREL7RWRY ENEKT
IFIMEZRE TE oW K 5 24z a9, fi
I TR EWIHLFNE, TaDR] Dad
ERRESRITIT, EOANRRKTHLHZ &
BRDHLHZEITTET, [TEFDR] &72o
TIEUHTRERATE R D,

O/3F A —% & IEfIFn4 il (unsaturated noun)
D BR
(19) HEF DI/ Z D a2 — 2D NGEE/ & DR

BOAKEIERZ O 7 7 v ADET

ZOHOBFRA, Q0D LS THE) &
) LOBRTHD, HHHLDONETHD
DE D INE, FRE L ITBIRAR RO D Z LN
TE, TOEKRT &) dfafnsh-43H7T
HbH, LnL, 8% TE=E) 2K+ 2
—HThHY, FOFRICHLB I RWER S
B 272N, DEY, TEOHE] & 7]
EDGEEAFRERBERE 2D, TaDR] &
WOEHEZELLDE LTHRSN S,

@ BRI & RRIEA ATEA 5 oD BA AR



(20) a. ZDERBE(NIENR,
b. FDEWEDENFAE LR,

= O HORRIZ. Qla)y DT AT A 6
LB TH D, (la)it. QIb)DHGITFLESL
ICIWERE o, (21b)D [HF A DA
1%, SUIRIC & > TRR &2 22 RN ATRE T D,
DFEY ., THPRAEDAK] X, <HPEAL
BfR R ZHTHAR> LIRS 2 Z LM TX,
la DA LiX, Qlo)DEME LD, HET
REF, S HEHaBINET HETH D,

@ A & B & OROFEMRIELR R

2ha. HFEANDITENIZS SAH D,
b. HHEAEDKNT- S AAFET D,
c[xMNatBMEREZHTIHARTH D]

FEIE, 29 L7z A & B OBHRIZESH
TSSO BEWAEIEZ RO X O ITR—ET
Do Thbb, PrafL LT, ZFDOIRGEDE
SIVTHERIAFAE L& NTE L Z OREHFAE S
FREORMEL 72D AR E L TEELRRT
HEEL Lo TWNDHLEEZD,

(22) a. KERDEEDIN D,
b. [x DN KBEEDEE T D)% 723 x DAE
WIFET 2
(23) KERIZERA N D,

Bz X, Q)DOFTHHESLOEWHEEIL, KD
E2I2EZ D, T ITFEMMLFTTH Y,
NWNITA=R L L TERHar b, Ta; D)
E[x R ai DR TH D&V D mEREE = b
TEHEAFNTH D, (23)X,. 22b)DEKE
KOTHIFAELENIET S, LT, 20D
HoRTAFIESCAS, ERBED TRER) (2R 5480k
B0 BEERDI(EILR013:292)),
2 TREMT DN E A, FEERA
M) OEH a2, EFEO TKEF 1I2X-T
HAES I ORBRIZH B TH D, EILIE, ThE)
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DIRT A—=Z05, BEWRim L~V TEGEITE -
THE SN DEHE IR & 2L+ 5, D
F0, EARITRD G261 TH, (23)IF,
(24a)D X 9 72 [REB) LISANDERDIND LD
EFRIC S 72 BT X, Q4b)D X 978 TK
B 2 BB D/NT A — X ANDEIRE T
TRV, ZOX DT, WX, FTARSCICE
T D IEEAFILGAD/NT A —HF % FFRICL -
THE SN D AELEH L B 72T,

(24) a. < KERII[RESOBRIFAET D>
b. < KERIZ[ARESDERFET D >
(P 1L1(2013: 293))

PLEZESE 2T, bk, 250 X 9 7epr
HRESL TAGOIE B 2SN\ 5 /85 | DRESIEAE
PREZETH(EIL (2013:297)),

(25 a. [BARWB/&H 5| O SHERHAFLE
XoOBEW®REEEA L., FFIT.
B WNEEA G E L TCOSM &7
LTWnWnHZk,
b. A DERMGIZ [BBNWD/HDH] T
KRINDLBMEEZRT D DEMEA
IZE > THMESNTWHEEN B
DEZMNITARREL TWD Z &)D3
SN TWAHZ &,

5. FTERCE U R METEXT & DEWN
(25)D L D \CFTARESC & L E T U, (26b)
O TRET T, AR E 3R 5720,

(26)a. F: b= LL 72 bD AT, BHAR S
ANEIFS ENWTRILRNPLE ?
b. K KRR L, BHRLS AT
THBRVDEND,
c. K[x DHRDMFERTH D&M=
x DEE LTHEFBND >

(26ab) DXIFEIZIBNT, ROFESIL. (26¢)



DX I BEW®RALRDT, WX, 26b)D T
B O A TIER<, U A MEFE
XET B,

I IZITHEHEE LRIV RIZ,

E11 0 TBHRSADER] Thotzb L
Th. 26b)D FRREOIE, THBHER & A
HETF LWV FRPND ] &V D iRk ZE R D
THIAEMCE X726 0ETh D, 2D
BWT, BIZHYT L [TEF) 1. 21 m
THEHERE R 2R TH Y |

BIHZZRAT EITEZ DN, 2D,

QRSDFNGMICH T E LTI, FraEX
Ll BN SR TAN
FIARESCE U A MFEIESCE Tk, AN E
DX ET DN EIR D, fEMNIZ, (26b)
DY A MAEIZ S EHIINET 523, B D
£5a THE1) 13, 2 OEEEZHD 5 BRm 7
fECH Y., iRt Tch s, —J7, Tl
TR IT 2 B &, fErp4 ) Tide <
BHEAFATHY T OEHENTFEICL ST
FEENHBERICHD, DFV, FratEce

U A MAESUZIE, & BICEHTIET D05,
B N ETHD HARHY BT REIA T A]) 22 D 7>,

BIAL AR IR DINTHRR D,

6. TE1L1(2003, 2013)D434T & D EEE
AREITIE, WLDOSHTZEE 2 T, Ajad
TEEOBBRER T, £, FTAMR L
X, PO SHTICR T DFTHB TR LD
RIS 5 & Wz D, DF V.| FTEFIR
Eix, TEENERGEOEHZ ]l T 556
IZDOBFEONDMINTHD | EHERTHZ
EMTE D, ITAMREZS 5551213, have
D B HIREIZ(272) D sister % D FIEELFNA Gl 3 BL
N55EHHIE, (270)D car 2 DT 5
NENLHEEBEEND, WT IO BREE
FNC S, FARIC S S D AR ) A
FIET 5, 2F 0. FTAEMRIE LN 56
O BAFEA AL, BEATAEVWR D,
Sister ZF D IEFAFNA TN, o s sister &V H A
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(27) a. John has a sister (of his own).

b. Eliza has a car.

— 07, FTFHRR NG O 5 30E, Loy
A MIEXICHYS T HEEZ D, Thb
B FrRHEIR &1, T B BYREA SRS BRI I
RSN DG EICDOHRELNDLFRTH D
EEVRZ D ENTE D, FrREIRE 1S5
BE X, 28A)D X H 1T, HEVGEICEMA
FVNHWLNLGAE D HIE, 29D L D7
FEIRA TN BN D56 b B EN D, AN
A, Z OMWE L EBHEZGLAFTTH D,
LorL, TR 215 2 5813, £ OZHEN
BECHRD TR & 72 5, B 21X, (29B)
\ZBT B sister [E. a’s sister (R HLETH «
DN, FATSUIRIZER ST % Jack &9 fETEE
IZHE > TS, 2FE D, FTAEIROSGE
TR . ZOHAED alE, F—XHOFEGE
Lo THRBEENDEHTIERW(HBRE
H), PR a5 25613, R4 e s
BRI IR EZ S T D E\WVWx b, ZORT,
AR fRIR 2 15 72356 O B BREA s A, F57
AP R AN

(28) Q. What can I use to hold these papers
down?
A. Eliza has a mirror.
(29) A. I have a brother of Jack’s as secretary.
B. Oh, that’s funny! Anne has a sister.

Q7a)lZF T D sister & (29B)D sister [, [F]
Ut CTh o, LNLRBRNL, £DOE
UREEREIT R0 D, SF V| FREAFNAET sister
DEDHEE o), FFEICL > TR NL D
L BBRZURN T b TV 5H D
MEVIENDRD D, VR D L AR
R EPEEIR & Tk, £ 0 BRIEEA FR DB



WREERE NS 72 5, FTAIRIRIZ 51T 2 H GE

BIEA G TEH 203, PR s %fbhéiﬂ
A%, B4 Each s, LienoT, £
DA TN EIELFA) T D D>, farr4 i
I TH DL, BHEEOBERIZITIZER LT
WM HRNWE WD Z LT b, £iilh)
MED XD IREMKEEE b O, £ D Y%
DIXLDRIREBET HMLERHDHDTH D,

7. BHYIZ

K ClE, REEOFTARBIZHOWT, TR
R & TR & 5 O DfiFIR A2 L,
ZDEWDLOEMNRETAT H Z L2l
FTeo PTAMEIR & Pt oE WL, BHUEE
A G OFARIPECFE R ME, 72 SRR D AU
SNDEEDRHDLIMNE I MEV D Hn b
BT ENARETH D, HiEOFTAREL
IR D HWEEATANCOW T, T DOEDT
BHRIIFEUTCTH, EEDROm TR DED
BWERELG8 0805, TOD, 4]
DEWRZT T, ZOBGZHUNIHIT 5 2
EIXTE T AFANED L D Bk THEEE )
BRFODOMNE NI RICEHTHAMERH D,
Z L C AR ED X 5 7 EWsRE 2 R
T SREDORE LD A B & D B
HLOTHD,

*OKERIL. AARIEEEFRE 35 BIRRITRT
% NERRFR B L OVNEH 015 O NEIZ I
K BEEEMZT-HbDOTHD, KEYHICH
Wirar Ly FaLEEo L, ZO%
B TREHOEEZE LT,
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el & wh —BER - B/ ERRIC L 5 —BR
(Tense and Wh-agreement: A Study under the
Minimalist Theory)

AR A (Yuki Morimoto)
BIVE Pe KK 5P (Kwansei Gakuin
University)
X—U— N wh —E, R, ATEGERY, 2
HE T, ¥

1. IZL®IZ

AR Tl HEFEOTHA T L Z OB R OA
& DBMRIZOW T L 5, A FOBE) DT
—Z BT DL HETNERERONE
I Ko TIEMICEREL D Z &3 H
DHIENROND, AR TIEHATFOEROR
LR OO W HGEEI R DR 2 R R L,
WL DINDT =B Z T 5,
(1) a. Iknow who I should criticize.
b. Iknow a man who I should criticize.
c. Iknow who to criticize

d. *I know a man who to criticize.

(la)l XIfii 2 55 > 7o Be M Ei N L 6OIA F 4T
WD, (1b) IR & FF - 72 BREI 23 & £ 4
TWAHL, (le) LR 2 F7 7= 72 G R Ei 23
DIAENTWBE], (1d)IXIH] 2 £ 7= 220 B
REINEZENTWLEITH DL, ZIbE D
ELREMEIAHISCE L THDIAEN TN D
BT O F Db T SUHEM TH
LH, BREIOSAITIE, FERFRIENS & FEC
FEHNZ72>TLE D 2N bnDd, HiEICE
W, B 7% CP OFRERBICFEF O ER M
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i & BIFRET DY & 2 23, A TIXRER] O HIBR A3
RN DIZHRT L CHE CIEIERFRIE X AR &
AR EYAARNIVN ol = SN 4 W N e ANV R
I RMTOWTHHT 2T,

2. BET—X
AHEITIE, EREOMWZ e 2 BRI EHE

EEBEZONDT —FITOWTHERT S,

2.1. BEERERN OB ORI H IR

(2) a. Iknow a man who I should criticize.
b. Iknow a man I should criticize.
c.  *I know a man who to criticize.
d. Tknow a man to criticize.

(3) a. This is the sight which you should see

before you die.

b. This is the sight you should see before
you die.

c.  *This is the sight which to see before
you die

d.  This is the sight to see before you die.

I 6oL, BRETIN OBYEE O MEIZ B
HEENFET DA TH D, (Qa)k, BIfRE
DEFHIFICH Y | WRE TR ER 2R > TN
TWADHL by EPIREIRFHIE ©. AT
[ZHETED 2B, (2c) I XBEFRENASFEREHIE ©
A TN ER 2RO, (2d)IXBIFRET 23 FERE
HIE CHE TN E R W Th D, 2
N ERD L BRET R & B35 413 H
BACEERD D56 bR WEE S SUEN
(272 %73, BAMREI DS IERERI & O 55 13 R 1
=5 N SRRt | ' R E A | NP/ I = 7/ AT
ESEMNC D, Q)bREROT —4 Th D,

2.2. EEAREIN OBYER OFER I HI B 57 4]

@) a

b. I know a man whom I should rely on.

I know a man on whom I should rely.



c. Iknow a man I should rely on.
d. Iknow a man on whom to rely.
e. *I know a man whom to rely on.
f. I know a man to rely on.

(5) a. atopic on which you should work
b.  atopic which you should work on
c. atopic you should work on
d. atopic on which to work
e. *atopic which to work on
f.  atopic to work on

(Lasnik 1990: 83)

(4) & (5) 1L BEIFRE N O Bh 5 0O A0\ i il )
WNEET HHETH D, (dac)id, BIREIN
Rl OGETH D, @a) XA TR EEE
Fh . S OICHITEFRECEC X 0 alEF 238
B L TWDH, @b)E, HAEF R ERER D,
AT A 2 7% L CHUKCTREEN L TV 241, (4e)
A TN BE AR -9, AlEF 2 7% L CH
KCTBEILTCWAHITHD, —FH., @dNiX
BICREI A IERERIEI DA Th D, (Ad)ILHEE
FTRERERL, AiEFEEE A EZ LT D
B, (de)lXBE TN EE LR > CTHIATBE)
LTWaH, @OHITHEFRERELRTZTIC
ATEGZ2 7% L CHIR TBEIL TV 50 THh
Do ZNH &L L BRI R OS5 S
IXRTE R - B - SR AR RV EE T
OBEIO EN G ATRETH 505, BREISJERY
HIETOLA T, HE T AATEFREAE L TV D
BAISUEN E e D0, B % b OB T
ATE IR L CWD EIESEM o TL
F9, LoL, ERORWEE 723 E 7%
BLTWELIENE 2D, G)bRILAE
FYT =4 Th b,

LIETOT—FEEEE 2 D L IR
MOREEDOHEAE 2B 82 & IE0ER
(2725, DFE D BEGCAREICR > TV D
ECEZLNE LN, 23 HiLO 2.4 fi
DT —HuEWH L BT AREE WD
DT TITRNWZ EnoD,
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2.3, HEF BN EFME &z TR SN
H
(6) a. The area on which I try to work is
macroeconomics.

b. The area which I try to work on is

macroeconomics.

(6)VE wh F)3 try DRFEIZ & 2 FEREH i 2
Wz CxolicdhHsd CPOIREHICHEMLT-
Bl TH 5. (6Ll &kttt LT wh A3
BE)L7-f], (6b)IRTEFHZEZ LT-EE wh
FENHEURTEE LI TH D, Z 2 THHIE
Fla o T whRENBEN L T\ D & SUEM &
7%, LInL, (6b)xRDHE, ZNETOT
— X TR D HF RO & 5 HE 1 H
RONBEIT 5 EIEXNAELT TWEN, 22T
X oy ORFEROIERERIET (REFED) 22D &
ErrR oA THAERBE L TV HIzhn
O LT IER E T2 > T D,

24, HEFBIRHIE 282 CTRERSICE
H
(7) a. The man on whom to think that you
rely is Tom.

b. *The man whom to think that you rely

on is Tom.

(DDBNE, wh A think OO ER O R % B
2 CED FOIERFHIE O CPIZHFH L7 T
%, (TalXATEFRELEOH], (7o)X AlE R
BEOFEITH D, ZOFNZBWNTH, AIE R
BEFEZ S B AT SUENTH D, LavL,
(TR T LI, ZhETOT—H TiIkE
Hl &2~ & DR F O = H UIZHIFR2S 722 >
ST=DITH 0 B R E ) D R 3
ERBEIL TS EFEINAET D,



3. ®BE

INETOT— X 2@+ 5 L BREIN
REFHICTH HELGEITIE, TR EFF L ORI
B A EDRWHAE X > TEMI LD Z &
MTERVD, L0 ) — RIS, £ L
T, 20— b ZFHIT 570120, HET
DOBE LSO A, B O DO FREH] &
EREODT TN T 2LERDDH, D720
DAL LT,y FMEE W) BEOTFEE
"ET D,
3.1. y =

y FBYEIX[+wh)Z 8> C, wh §&. V. P,

T[+tense]IZfii> B Z LN TEXHHRZMTHY ||

ZOHTYH whil e C RO BRI ¢
FHEELEO—FIZLVBEARTNIX R RN
CRET B, £i2, 22Ty BIIHEE T
OO BHREZG T TVWHLIHEETHD LEZ
D

3.2. BENT D wh A

BT oA L LT OFELFFOHEA
¥, ORTEFR), @BEHDRWHET D 3 il
HICEALTE,  FHEOBENDE XD,

7T BREFOHEEAIZOWTIE, x#
MZFi-> THNL D 20O BB 21055
NTWDLHON, —FITLY ¢ FBHEOHEL
ZT TG EITENEB L Sh, B2 X
72 B EEZ D,

AT E FAREPE DS A2 U 5 BRI AT E 54 A B
T BN, ZAUTOWTIE, BE R Y
% wh FEO[+wh|EENZMRET HZ LT
AT F A R [+wh] 2 H b, ZHIC X 0l
HENRAETD EHZZ2D, £ LT, AOHrCix
wh EEO[+wh]FEMENFEERET DR, AU <
WhEB b Oy FJELRMRE LD LB Z,
ZAUT XY | BTEFANZI y FEEZ RO L O
EREI Vb DD 2 ONTFEETDHEEZD,
x FEZFFORTER A & X, Fiko LB 0
BRI ORI D wh FEOFFO[+wh]FE M AT
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LTy FELATEFMICEERE L2 D
T D, ¢ BMERTZ 2 ORIET &1L, wh
FEDOFFO y BYENFMERET D R ATE S
EDO—HIZX o THHES N0, RS
MR Z RN TERTEFA TH D &2 D,

WIZ, BIED R WHEAFIZOWTikam T 5o
T DO IRNHE 21X 2 FEAET D &)
EL, 1 2lF, x BFBEDEEIN TV W
DN BB L S TICHE RNV EE
T b1 DlE, y FEMEESNTZTOE
FERBIT-A, PF CHRE EFEN/HEINTD
DThHEEZD,

LI, 2D &9 70y FEORGERIZEES E |1
(SRR T — 2 &% T LT <,

4. ¥

T, QDT —HIZOWNWTEZX D,

(2a) TlL, B T2 criticize OFEBIZHLIL
C. criticize & C-command BIfRIZ X 5 —EH
&5 LT, BElThD criticize DFFD y
FYEIC XV EFE 7O y BESHES L BR
BHEINT who LW HFIREZRSOL DI
%, BREID C 1E[+wh)FE &2 DT, ¢
FMEZ RO, £ OMFO TP IR T o
Do, x FVEEFFO T[+tense] & O
C-command BAfRIZE D C @ y FBHEDIHES
No, E-oT, y BENEESN CP Iy
FUEPRHESNEHEFRZBET L0 9
Ll b HET L COFFO y FEITIH X
RTIULZR BN ERUE LTy, 2RO 4
THEINTWATDER L2 D,

(2b) T criticize DFFFIZ AR S 412 HF
%, criticize \Z X > T gy FEDHESNEE
EROL T/ o 723, FKifi k PF THEMH
EINTWDHHDOThHD EEX 2, BREO
ClE EROBHIZ LY ¢ FHENHESIND,
LoT, ZOXTHHESNRITITWIT 72
Wy EEBLTHESATVADT, 2b)E
ER LR D,

QRoIZHBNWT Y, HETD criticize 1258 5



Ty FMENRHEES N, BRERSL 1T D
EBEZ D, BRETD Cldy FEMEZFOD, Ml
W TP X IERFHIET T D, T[—tense]lL y &
PEEF-720 DT, C O y FEMEIL T[—tense]
EDO—HTITHESNT IR SNTEE &
5, T9 LT, MESNRITIUIZR L2
COyTMENEST-FFELRDDT, o)t
HLLRD,

(2d) T criticize DFHFBIZAZL S 415 HH T
[ZDOWTHE, BN D D gy BEO—EH w5 1T
Ty BENHEHESNTICEENBNRWE
ETHDLEEZD, o, BRET C Oy FE
IFQo) LRI CHE B CHEINTICRD, &
PEZFF DT O BETEN B TR WERE 123
FMEZFO C OfFRERMICBEIL, CPNTO
Spec-head BfRIC L D WEN—EHTHZ & T

WDy FZEBHESND LB R D, HET

COELLD ¢ FBEBHESINTNDHDT,
QOITLEN E 2 D,

FNT, DT —F %07 5, (4a) Tl
ATE A ABE LT\ b, Z ORTEFAIX
whom 7> & [+wh] 58PN B IR % L?L_YE)@"C
DM,y BIEICHOW LB MERE AT B
rely PO —HEAEZITTHEINL TS EE X
%o Lo T, ZORTEFAIX[+wh]E L £
OMN, y BEEE AV, BREO C oy FH
PEIZ(Qa) & R CEIH CIHE SN D, 29 LT,
A RN & FRIZ 72 O ATE R A) DS o B Z R 72
VW C OFRESICBETL20OT, HEINLD
VEOHD ¢ BENRETHESRL TS
D (4a)lIERTH B,

Ab)D I HTIERb) AR TH D, on 12XV
y SBMEZIHE SV EE 723, T[+tense] & D
—HUT LV yFEHEEEE SN COIEERIC
BE#IL HEINOALEDH D g HBMENET
HESHTWAEDOTIHENTH 5,

(4o)lZ2b) L [AERIC T, HEAETIC
DOWNTIEL, on ITXY 5y FEHEEZHEEIN, &
B aES-EE 72, PF TR EEN/HES
N5, (4b) L FIEEOFLH TRIGRET C © y Fbk
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bIHESND, LoT, HESNLZNE yF
PERETHESINTEY UEN LR D,

AdHIZIB W THEE) L TV 2 RE D
WL, whom OFFO[+wh]FEMEE & HIZ
FHELEMERBELEZLOTHD kﬂiﬂ&ﬁ‘é
Lo T, ZORMERFT y FEE RS, Btk
D CHy RO, 2oL UEHIZED
COylTEESINTIFE- T EE LD, ¢
Z FEORTE I A) 2N & F52 C DR ETBIC B E)
L. £® CP NT® Spec-head FIFRIZ L 5 —
BICL > THED ¢ FBEDHEHESNDL 2D
@HIISHENTH D LB 2D,

(4e)D o3 HTIZ(20) & [FIER Td 5, 3 SRMEDH
EIh, BEREFOL DT o Tl HE 1713,
Y B ERFFLIEE E O COREBIIVE D
T5, 2H9L T, COyRMENHESNTEE
STEEEERDHDOT, FEXNAEL D,

(4D13Qd) L FRIC S 5, ET O FE
ITREME TIIHESI N W EIRET 5, ¢
FVEZRFF LB 3 y BEERFFLTZC

DIFEFICHEE L, Spec-head DEIFR Tl
Dy FMEPSHES I, SLENE 2D,

(6)TlL. try DRI D C DFFo y FEik
X, Zi#)S C-command 9% T[—tense] & D—
HizX o TUTWESNLRWVN, ry ED—E
IZE > THESND, HAE T EEAIITE 1
95 C Oy FMEIE, £i) C-command 7%
T[+tense] & D—FUZ L > THEZN D,

(6a)lZB W T, BEhT HalERFMIE. (4a)
ThHRZE 1T, x;ﬁﬁ%%tf&b\ﬁuﬁﬂﬁf“
bHEWRETDHE, HESNDIVNEDHD y
FMEITT R THEIN TV DO IERN &
I, E(6b) Tl BEIT S DI g FlEE
HESINTLLDEREEZR DI kho Tt
which T 5D T, [RULENTH 5,

()T think BRFRICES C D y £
Z DS C-command 35 T[+tense] & D—E T
HEEINDD, A TDEKIICET S C
Dy FMEIX, Z 4D C-command 35 T[—tense]
EDO—HTITHESN T TEE LR



Do

(7a) Tl%, BT 2 A1EF(4d) & Rk
2y BYEEFFORIER A TH D EIRET D,
Z OFTE DRI ¢ BEEZRFEFL
FEDOCOREMBIBEHTLHOT, CPHT
@ Spec-head BAMRIZ L 5 —EKlZ L » THH D
x BHENHEEEIND =0, (Ta)lTSUEN L 72
Do

(7o) TiX, BEIT 2013y FEEEESH
FHIE & ST E A D whom THDHDT, Zih
DNy TR 5 COMTICEML T
—HREZLP, CIT g BN FE L
720 FEIXHRAEL D,

BB, (DI L TaOtrzik~2%, (1b),
(Id)IXZENZ1(2a), ()& R LFEOT — 4
THDHDOT, RO RZEDE E Y TTE
Do

(la) TiX  FEYEDEFA criticize 12 K > TH
£ SV who D3y SATED T[+ense] & D—%K
IZEViEEESNTE C OFREBICBEENIT 5D
T HESNDIMLEOSH D y BENETHE
SINTWDLI=DOEN &7 D,

(Io) T, ¢ DHESNEIEZFF -T2 who
2, Q)R UBEMAICLY ¢ BESHEESN
TV C OIFEBICBEIT5, 2D C &
%% C-command 7~ 25 @7 know & D—FZ
Ko CTEMEI DO COyBMENTHESN DT,
E L7 D,

5. At&OWE

AP TIE, x FMEDO—EIZ, C-command
BEIfRIZ A5 —F L. Spec-head PAfRIZ K 5 —
HEHNTHDEN, Zih 2 DORKRIZES
Z e ORI O AT L 5 TT
RTCOT—FEWH ZEMARENE Ik
W) IV DN TR, S OBREE Lizvy,
Flo, yFEEIT R EDL I FEUETHD
D, O BAREHEIZHOWT %2 & 5
EROTWSRLELHY | ZORIZONTH
LS% ORI 25720,
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[a/the N][the N of NP] FEXEH & T X)L
T EREE
([a/the N][the N of NP] Sequence and Labeling
Algorithm)

VEJE  {2BH (Toshiaki Nishihara)
FIR K% (Nagasaki University)

X —U— K : DP, [F&, I8, 7~ 4T

XL ®IC
9%53 X, (VIR T & 5 e RBUE A ]
Hb?&)éo

(1) [a city] [the size of New York]

TR, R E )oBEXEEDLDE
THEDNEREESZ LT 5, (H)oRAIX
FEEOERBIZEDLLTIA Hnbiu b £E
X Thsb, Afaix, —H DN EXOHE
1Y« ERAFH# A % %2 L, Chomsky (2013)T
R INT T ST RHEIEICE SV IR
A= AL ERET D, T2, 22 TDS
Brid. a-FERFNAFAICERET 5255126
HWHTEAZ L2 LNITT S,

2. Z“E DN EROMFER - BHRARK
KRHIE =2 — X Z (Corpus of Contemporary
American English (LLF. COCA) . British
National Corpus, Corpus of Global Web-Based
English)) T —H DN ERXEZHRREL THD &,
(WIZRT L 912, =2 H® DN HEEDOEIC
the size # E TN LN LR DML, L
ML b, BEOIEHUL the size of & D
HEDEITRE ST OMAGHE S A
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RBTHH, AENTHL, QBN DOFEEL
ALTWD, £, T AU BHEGEIZHONWT
Corpus of Historical American English % 5, T
H% & [ the size of & & T» . H DN JEZT 1900
FEIZHLAL, the color of Z & TeEH H 1910 4F
BN TWD, ZoHEIFEE, —HE DN BN
FIFFREHICH O Z 2R LT
W5,

(2) a. a tree the height of a skyscraper
b. a child the age of mine
c. a cake the shape of a dog
d. a flower the color of milk
e. a paper the length of my thesis
f. a quarter the price

(3) [a city] of [the size of New York]

GIWI/RT L 91T, —HE DN EEHDMIZ
B of NITETED Z LMD, (DITH
the size of New York (%, EZH city @?ﬁ%ﬁ{ﬁ
BEEEOTWLEIICEZXD, L LR s,
RIE ORI FIZ of ZFE 5 b TixZa <,
IAERTEEZR BB RN in DA R E § & 1
5 & AR &I S DA BEET D,

1%, Bl

(4) a. a child in the age of mine
b. a cake in the shape of a dog
c. a flower the color of milk

d. a paper the length of my thesis

A2, [ DN #EHH 1T, B OGS
AR N AR TE D,
(5) a....the sky [above the trees] the color of a

bruise
b....A city [of 600,000] the size of
(The Guardian 2016/06/28)

c....I have been visiting the world’s largest

(COCA)

Milwaukee

refugee camp, a city [made of mud and

sticks] the size of New Orleans called



Dadaab, in north-eastern Kenya.
(New York Times 2015/10/09)
d....and poked a hole [in the picture] the size
of the end of my thumb. (COCA)
INHOEEIT, ZoOHDO N 2E50EFRIT
FE T < O APIEAZLE 2 STV D Z &
L TWD,

52, “oHD DN EE TSN B T,

ZOHEGOFNIRERIANERLTE S,

(6) a....in the case of [a couple] [the income of

the partner] and [the size of the family]

(COCA)
b....[a population] [one-tenth the size of the
U.S] (Wall Street Journal)

(6b)ik, MERIZFZLRIAN _OHD DN
HHIZETLTVD LV I RTNHERLET
b2,

(7) I have never known a patient make [quite so

rapid a recovery]. (Radford 2004: 78))
(8) [pr [DEGP [p- [D] [NP]]]]
(9) Only constituents of the same type can be

coordinated. (Radford 2004: 86))
Radford (2004:79)1%. (7) THEIMIR L 7235457
@) OHE LR L E L. BRERBITZ
AUH & Degree Phrase # kT 5 && 2T
Do D DFEEEFEAHERIZBE D D HIK
DEZEzHbEHE, ZoHD DNEEHIL,
O DIHTELEoTMEE L, DP
L TWD EF XD,

fin i, —H DN JBERUL, BA2KE L TH
DP ZE LTS EEZ LGNS, ZORE
BiL, DP NAECDNLE, $7abb, i
& AITE R O HFENLE A E R O =% Lo
FEALE., CHHARGEOMEICAELDH I LENT
X5, (1) ZDOFEFEERLTWVD,
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(10) a. Mr. Barton equates the two by comparing
[a city the size of Ithaca, N.Y.,] to the
continent of Europe. (COCA)
b. With [a face the color of tomato],...
(Daily Mail 2015/06/30))
c.“It's crazy for [a city the size of
Maywood], or for any city not to know

b

what it has,” said Lowell Goodman, ...

(Los Angeles Times 2016/10/27)

d. Harcy then poured us each [a cup of

coffee [the color of sunlight velvet, and

we drank... (Eater 2016/11/29)

“HDNEAADP 2L TN LD THhi

(I, null-D 2 LEETL 04 TN E L D56

MWD& BRANEEMRETHDL Z L&

FHT 2, ZOTFHIE. ADA2)NHIE LW
ZENDLND,

(11) a. It described a man with [eyes the size of

(COCA)

b. From major cities such as New York to
[cities the size of Huntsville],...(COCA)

c. Laredo has become a city of global

clocks].

commerce, with [truck stops the size of
stadium parking lots].
(New York Times 2014/05/17))
(12) ...a thick-necked guy with shaggy hair and
[a bushy mustache the color of beach
sand]. (COCA)
%12, —H DN B0 ERARHEIZ il
5o —OH®DP L, FRAIZILFEREH & [F
FRICHRBIANAER L TWD, (13)TiE. =
>H® DP (% someone DFFHTHLEDOE
(B L THEZRIFI Z N2 T\ %,

(13) Someone was staring down at her-a face
the color of ginger ale, long and straight

black hair, and large, dark, teardrop-shaped



eyes. (COCA)

3. _E DNEXROIRE

Z 2T, ZHE DN BEXEE s & o
EOMRAI =X LI E > TIREESN TV D
DA ELT S, —#H DN ERXAEHIT,
Chomsky (2013) TR S L7z 7 ~LAH T
BRI SWTIREESh D B2 6N D,

(14) The Labeling Algorithm (Chomsky (2013))
a. When a maximal projection XP and a head
Y are merged, Y becomes the label.
b.When a maximal projection XP and
another maximal projection YP are
merged,
1. if XP moves, Y becomes the label,
ii. if the head of XP and that of YP have

the same feature F, F becomes the label.

(1D 7 ~NAHFEFHEETIE, fFESns 2
DOEFENILICFERE R ThWEHE., — R
BEIL MO EETOLENRZ DL HICL
IFnEZR bR w, BRICRZZ K DI, ZE
DN X%, £ @ DN #EH{) DP %
L, 2L LTHDPEZEKRLTND, T
SOV RHFEIRICE 201, O — 5 DN B
XX ZOODPEZRLTWNWHDT, EHLH0

ODPRBENLRITIE R b2 &t b,

“SHODNHHTH S DP, # B =t/
B, —2HDDNEEHTH S DP AT (A~
THRE) SEHZLICLY, By TN
UL DP &72 %, fEHRE LT, DPy A NG
DN % A5, 2 8 CRICHERE RS A 2 %
D2 EMNATREIC 2 D, 5. DPy BB L,
be BiF & BE S AL S5 A DPy I EFENL
EA~HNEHFE S 4L, H—sr O 7 ~1d DP,
WZHASWNW T TN Z L7 b, T OIRAEDR
BE®RT, 5)BIREShDZ Lichs, !
F1E (2016)i%. DP is DP X° DP (Z##5¢d 5 [A]
I ZCoafraiA L T b,
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(15) The city is the size of New York.

DP, 3B 8) L, (IR 4 5 0 2 IRA T,
RO ENTRIND, (16b)2> 5B 5
X 2T, T E ToAERKSCIEMZE (Hung
(1982) %) TIIATINHEE D & D & H U IZFH
IS ENEMEN TS, “HEHDNE
KE2EGOERO-WHICEESHLAZBEHS®
LELANDTRT X I, Rk R 5,
SF D, IR ZHE DN ERICBEIT S
DP, X, fHInfEiE A2 FroEHR & R U2 H
BT ENDND,

(16) a. He was angry [when she hid what]?
b.*What was he angry [when she hid
what|? (Radford (2004: 218))
(17) a.*The size of Tokyo, I want to live in [a
city [the-size-of Tokyeo].

b.*What city do you want to live in [a city

[the size of what-eity]]?

b X5z, 7T EHREICES<
JREIL., ZHE DN BERX A S @O IREE 5
FEHZIDHIENRTED, LNLARL, Z
DT ~UAHFFFRBICE S S IREICB W T
MREE 725 DI, BRI OERE TR »~ MM
B TR L AT PFAIC L DURED A S
RNDNENH T L THDH, T 2 TlE, Rubin
OONIZHEV, T AR M HiEEH I
D DL, {XP, YP} DU 775 b AE #i g
Mod(fication) & & e 855 & (K E T 5., Rubin
(200312 L AVIX, A EA), BILREIET, FIE
)72 EITIIFEREREE Mod 2MFFE L., 0
WES BH LSz oL L THERE T de,
ZHn7EETIE na, b LS Fng, V—~v=
T TlEde PAEL D E STV D, (18)-(20)
DEINZ OFEFEEZRLTND,

(18) Chinese

na yiben (zai zhuozi-shang *(de)) shu



that one Mod book
(19) Tagalog
bahay *(na) maganda

house Mod beautiful

at table-top

(20) Romanian

Nu-mi place covorul *(de) sub  masa

not-to-me pleases rug-the Mod under
table
‘I don’t like the rug under the table.’

(Rubin(2003: 665))

Rubin O3 HTICHE 21X, HWEFKE CTH 5
Modification % A3 25 & IO N LT
ANHEAIND Z LTk d, 22 THE. %k
@ DP NIZ 1 Modification 23(F7E L 72\ &)
ETDH, ZOREDS & TiX, BED DP M3
b DIREBE CTHIET 256, By MG
WM S, T AIAHTEHEIEICE SN T
WF D DP 3T BEE . 720 LIZEIHE
FEnbZ it d,

4. ILRDHH

4.1. a- TR % B T HE
ZOHEITIX, 3 TR LULIEIREN, QNI

AT a-ERFAEGUEHMBEICLEHTE S Z

LEBRET D,

(21) a. the baby (now) asleep

b. the house ablaze

Markus (1998)X> Nagano (2016)I2X % & a-
TEATNCIIT 2 ald, BRFAYIZIZ, &K, on,
of, in 72 EIZH 7%, the house ablaze, the
baby asleep THALIX., ZILZ4L, on fire, on
sleep ICF% 4T 5, ZOxSEMKIZ, 18T
R "H DP Bz G LHEEHLFI L TH D,
a- T A FIC B L Cld, Nagano (2016)D 55 # %
2 A L . P head 7° Predication Phrase head D7
EICBH LT a-l2&fblL, &fkE LT
Predication Phrase Z JEA L T\ 5 EARGET 5,
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7272 L. the baby asleep @ X 9 72 HEH DA |
the baby 1%, a-2 457 & 1 ¢¢ Predication Phrase
DIEFOMEICNGINTE LT, the
baby asleep [T &fAk &L L TIZIDP THDH EE %
5, &KL LT DP ThdLEXDRILE
RQDHEFENLEDLZENTE D,

(22) a. Hold the baby (now) asleep.
b. As she pictured the baby asleep in her
arms,... (COCA)

c. Give a smile to the baby asleep.

QIE. a- AT Z & Tod §H 3 Bh 5 <0 Hil i 5
OBEWFEMEICARTEDLZ EE/R LT
%, WASTHUE, DP NERTHMEE D
TWDHZ &I | a BRI % 5 e RE o
BHIZIDP TH D Z &b,

S HiZ, MEOH#ESE N 2K L LT
Predication Phrase #JEk L T\ 722 &1,
RKOEFEENOHOLNLTH D, /INE (small
clause)ld. Bowers (1993)D 3 #riz Liuif,
Predication Phrase Z /% L T\ %, Z DA
Q)P BN E ST, AP IZ Wh-BEID
WAIZAHETHD, LOLENL, 23)E1T
XFHRAOIC a- BRI Wh-BE) O HIL T &
NI BRI TN D,

(23) a. I consider Bill happy.
b. How happy do you consider Bill?
(Williams (1984:134))
(24) a. There were people asleep in there.

b.*How asleep were there people?

Z DFEIFEN G a-E 4575 Predication phrase &
TR L. & DFEEREZ DP Al TV D L
IONTFBRATE 2V ¥ bnd, DI,
ERELTDPZEK LTS LB LD,
Z 2T, a-fBEFEETe DP IZ(14)DYREN
WHAIND EE %X %L, DP, Predication
Phrase 73Epk S V72 BEREC 7 ~L AT EHE



EIZESE W — BB O %%
THZ LD, a- BT A G Te Predication
Phrase |27 ffF& 23 M 415 & | the house
ablaze O X 972 DP AR I 4L, )57, DP
NEE) L be Bh7 & BhE ST 55556, DP
(X EFEALE~WNAPFS S 41, The house is
ablaze.D X 9 NV ER SN D Z &I2 D,
Predication Phrase % 72 3" a-TE A5l ~ T f &
MDA IND &, ZOBERIIMINLEZ S D
HT LD, ZEZTHIMNIEZ HD D Z &
ERBT L SHEERIIOVTHRRAELZLTE
<o MINEEZ B2 EFHEIT, )BT X
N FBIEAZ AN X CTHHEE 2RI LD,
RO Z L0 a-FERF %2 5 10(26)TH H TIL
£5, ZOFEENL, MBED a- B AT~
TORFE A S AAIEE DTS &
SR (HDIREDLFFSND Z LT D,

(25) a. the student with long hair in the corner
b. the student in the corner with long hair
(Radford ((1988:189))
(26) a. the baby asleep in the crib
b. the baby in the crib now asleep

Fio. a-BRFEETe DP IZ(14)DYRAED
HInTWa &HhedZ LT, (24b)IT bk
NE5 252 ENRARRICR D, BRICRIE XD
(AL IE D & D YR D& H UIFFHIE S
b, TZTOHRHI T, a-BRFDNINNL
B D TWDOT, Wh-FE) o LRIk
AL, (4b)FIEXIT D EEZBD,

I 5T, (14)DOIREIFQHOEFE H T
ZHTENTED,

(27) As sure as | am that the sea is dark, Right
now, seen from up here, with [[the water]
[the color of jade]] and [[the sky] [ablaze]].
(COCA)

Q7OFIE, —HE DP @ & WITH et &

a- TR iZade DP N E L, B hoF Ui
WEZ 72 2 LT L » CTHEr A& N AT REIC 72
STWBBITHD ERRT ZENTE D,

(28)
DP1
DP2
DP1 DP2
(29)
DP1
" prear2

T
DP1 PredP2

CDIZB W THEMER SN Z>DOHEFET
& % the water the color of jade & the sky ablaze
I, TRENERYQ)DHEEE S LEE XS
nbs, TOERELEEB2ED L, &
DN JEX A LT\ % DP & a-fBRG &2 &
Lo DP 3[R CIREZTZE D | A UHE&EE £
T OV N R D FIREIC 72 D 2 & 3R
HHDTHD,

4.2. -able B B & & To# 4
Bolinger (1967)236%i L T\ % X 512, DP
|Z-able FERF D MERE T 5,

(30) the seat available

ZOFEHET, -able BRFE a- B AT
L TCELHARELRETHHDT
H5LH, L)L, G ART L 2IT, (21)
EUFE2 D | -able TEAFLEF SR E 5 O
HAREE, KOV EGEEICAERT D 2 LT
HETHhD,

(31) a.*Pat took a seat available.
b.*I looked for a seat available.

c.*A seat available was in the last row.
(Sag and Wasow (1999: 254))



% 7= Larson and FrancMarusic” (2004)1Z LK 4L
X B0)D X 5 &AL HIED LA . Bolinger
DBIEE LITH2 Y | DL EOIE G LB
ToHY ., WA S>—FLHANINLE T DI &
BUEBNEVERZRTRITNIXR LR,
BN ZDHEFEERFLTND,

(32) a.*the rivers explored navigable
b. The rivers [explored][navigable in the
summer] were surveyed.
(Larson and FrancMarusic™ (2004:271))

I 5T, -able FERFAIL., a-TE & & 1T HRAY
(2, BN ENARETH U | £ 5 OHINLE IZ
ALBHZENRTX S,

(33) Let us consider all available options.

(B2)BIIT A LN DR EIL, BHIMTA %
95 a-R L ITR 2D b DTH D, Eo
T, -able JTERF% & e DP 1L, a-ERG%E &
T DP X UM RTE RN &ichkd,
-able JE& G 2 B e 8HIX. DP Z B L T\
BHe ZODOZ EIE, G EMEA WA S
TWAHZENbHIFFEND, 31)-B)TR
L7293, -able B & 71X modification
phrase % & 7, 10> BT A 038 H S i
THIMELEZ 5D L E2RBELTND
LEZOND, P I THET XL, A
TRETEE, #a VE, LV—~=T i

TEARD . GDITRT LI I, EETITER
FIHAMOLE  XTFENEE IR &
IEERETH D, HEOLE, <TG DM H

TEWERICREIND EEXDND, TR,

PEEEDOY A, (32b)O A% T, 34)72 L
THFEERD Z & BB I N D, AT
& DA &OHIE & A D B3 A U
D E VIR & 72D,

(34) a.*a book yellow
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b. a book yellow with age

5. AR
AFETIX, —HE DN ER AL B RBELOKGE

By, EWARE A 5N L7c, “H DN B

XF, TN OHED DP 2Pk L, 2k

ELTHDPEZRLTWAZ EEH LML

7zo £7o. ZH DN JBEROKEMIREIZ. 7

ST RFREEIC LTI A B 2 8 2

DIRAEIZ L > THEIOXR L7 5 DP, 23T

AL E %2 D TnD 2 & a2 TH L

IZL7c, 512, RBROIRAEA I =X LN

a-lE Rz E&ie DP IChb#HTE 52 L, a-

4550 % 4o DP & -able B &% & e DP &

TIHIREN R D Z L 2P EMNT LT,

e

' ZCHEICAe D D%, ZHE DN JBEROY;

&, DP; TiZ72 <. 721 DP, D A3 BB x4

ERDDMNED HTH D, Moro (20007353

PFrileabt =& 30 —HDN EKX

[T 2SDDP 2 ANEZ D Z LITTERY,

L7235 T, DP, & DP,Z1dd 5 D FGR B

BRAVEITHELR SR TR B2 EARGE

LTEL, ZDZLiFE, (1506 bXFFsh

HEEZLND,

2 -able AT 340 7 AL et IS HUMC

£ U TV D EA 1T, Predication Phrase % JEHK,

T5HEEZLI, Wh-BEIOEHNAIRETH

Do

(i) a. How available was the drinking water to

the workers? (COCA)
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1. Introduction

There has been substantial debate over
whether nominal combinations, such as ice
cream, constitute N-N compounds or NPs, and
yet no definite answer to this question has been
found.! A problem is that these forms exhibit
behavioral non-uniformity regarding the
word-phrase distinction. Some combinations
behave like words, others behave like phrases,
and yet others show mixed behaviors. For
example, a stress pattern is very popular as a
criterion distinguishing N-N compounds and
NPs; main stress falls on left-hand nouns in the
former case and on right-hand nouns in the latter
case. However, notoriously, nominal
combinations have various stress patterns. This
is illustrated in Table 1, which indicates on
which nouns OED and two pronunciation
the

Some

mark main either

the

dictionaries

left-hand or

stress,
right-hand nouns.
combinations may have lexical left-hand stress
while others may have phrasal right-hand stress.
Still others may have both types or an even
stress. Furthermore, interestingly, different
dictionaries may mark different patterns on the

same item (the abbreviations used in Table 1 are
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the following: L= left-hand stress, R= right-hand
stress, E= even stress; ‘~ also denotes that the

items in question have variable stress patterns).>

Table 1 Various Stress Markings in Dictionaries

Items OED | CPD | LPD
apple pie L~R R R
beef-steak E L~R L
city hall R R R
girlfriend L L L
ice cream E L~R R
master key L~E L L~R
night school L L L
nightwatch L L~R | L~R
oil well L L L
peanut butter | L~R R L~R
Another  example of the  behavioral

non-uniformity is given in (1).

(1) a. * ahair-net and a mosquito one
(Giegerich (2004: 12))
b. I wanted a séwing machine, but he

bought a washing one.

(Bauer (1998: 77))
(my stress marks)
The above nominal combinations all have
lexical left-hand stress. In this sense, they can be
assumed to be N-N compounds. However, the
nominal combinations in (1a) and those in (1b)
differ in syntactic opacity. As seen from the
ungrammaticality, the former are opaque to one
substitution. In contrast, the latter allow the
right-hand noun to be substituted with the
pro-form one. In this sense, the nominal

combinations in (1b) are analyzable as NPs.
This paper aims to offer a new proposal for
the status of nominal

derivation and



combinations in terms of conversion.

Specifically, we demonstrate that nominal
combinations constitute NPs and not N-N
compounds in English. Based on this

demonstration, we claim that putative N-N
compounds in English can be best analyzed as
converted nouns; they convert from phrasal
categories, i.e. NPs, into lexical ones, i.e. N,
The organization of this paper is as follows.
Section 2 points out that N-N compounds are
quite exceptional in English, which suggests that
their existence in English is very doubtful.
Based on the discussion in Section 2, Section 3
shows that putative N-N compounds can be
described as converted nouns. Section 4 makes

concluding remarks.

2. The Exceptionality of N-N Compounds in
English: Does English Really Have N-N
Compounds?

It is widely assumed that N-N compounds
are very productive in English. However, this
assumption has no evidentiary basis. It is
pointed out in the literature such as Snyder
(2001) that N-N compounds are productive in
some languages but not in others. Thus, even if
N-N compounds are not productive in English, it
is not unreasonable. In fact, upon closer
inspection of some facts about compounding in
English,
English really has productive N-N compounds.

it is highly questionable whether

For example, the questionable productivity
can be seen by examining the productivity of
root compounds in English. In this paper, N-N
compounds mean a subtype of root compounds.
Roughly, a root compound can be defined as the
type of compound that has morphologically
simplex words as heads. We would like to point
out that this type of compound is unproductive

per se in English, which is clear from the fact
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that English imposes rigid limitations on root
compounds.
This the

combinations of syntactic categories available to

is illustrated by limited
English root compounds. English does not allow
any syntactic categories to freely combine to
in English, N-N

compounds might be possible but other types are

form root compounds;
impossible or unproductive. For instance, it is
well known that N-V compounds are ruled out

entirely in English, as in (2).

(2) * to truck-drive (cf. to drive trucks)
(Ackema and Neeleman (2004: 58))

Furthermore, the following statements show that
A-N compounds have no productivity and

cannot be freely coined in English:

3) a. The type blackbird has probably
ceased to be productive.

(Marchand (1969: 64))

b.  If I want to refer to a nose that is

large, 1 do not coin the A-N
compound * ldrge-nose [...].

(Allen (1978: 99))

It is safe to assume that other combinations are
subject to similar limitations.

The limited combinations mean that English
limits input categories to root compounding. In
English, verbs and adjectives cannot be inputs to
root compounding.

Now, consider the structural types of root
compound. Structurally, root compounds have
two types: asymmetrical and coordinated. For
instance, in N-N combinations like ice cream,
two nouns have a head-nonhead relationship
because left-hand nouns (e.g. ice) modify

right-hand ones (e.g. cream). In this sense, the



N-N

asymmetrical structures. The other type of root

combinations under discussion have

compound is exemplified by Japanese

compounds such as those given in (4).
(4)  (N-N) sin-rin ‘forest and grove’
(V-V) omoi-egaku ‘to think and picture’
(A-A) koo-tee ‘high and low’

(Shimada (2013: 91))
The components of these compounds are
coordinative. In this sense, the compounds
illustrated in (4) have coordinated structures.
These compounds are known as dvandvas.
According to Bauer’s (2008) definition, they can
occur independently, and their two components
stand for one concept. As shown in (4),
dvandvas are very productive in languages like
Japanese, but Shimada (2013) observes that they
are not attested in English.

From the observations so far, it is safe to
conclude that root compounds have no
productivity in English. Given this conclusion, it
is unnatural that English has productive N-N
compounds; we may wonder why it is only N-N
compounds that English has as productive root
to the lack of

productivity, a reasonable assumption is that

compounds. Instead, due
English has no N-N compound.

Recall here from Section 1 that putative N-N
English

non-uniformity. This indicates that they are not

compounds  in show behavioral
compounds in a true sense; their generation does
the word formation rule of

Based the

non-uniformity, Spencer (2003) and Giegerich

not involve

compounding. on behavioral
(2004) claim that they are not compounds. This
point becomes clearer when the behaviors are
compared with those of synthetic compounds

like watch-maker. They are roughly defined as

105

headed by deverbal nouns, which establish an
argument-predicate relationship with nonheads.
As pointed out in the literature, such as
Giegerich (2004) and Liberman and Sproat
(1992),

consistently as words. For example, they show

synthetic compounds behave

no variation in stress pattern, consistently
putting main stress on their right-hand nouns, as

shown in (5).

(5) * a watch-maker and a cabinet one
(Giegerich (2004: 9), my stress marks)

Furthermore, the ungrammaticality shows that
synthetic compounds are consistent in syntactic
opacity, disallowing the application of one
substitution in (5). Plausibly, these consistent
behaviors come from the fact that synthetic
compounds are truly generated by compounding.
Certainly, putative N-N compounds may have
some lexicality, but it does not result from
compounding.

In this connection, it is interesting that
is

affixation impossible for putative N-N

compounds, as exemplified in (6).

(6) * [deer-flesh]y (cf. hairy)
(Allen (1978: 240),with slight modifications)

This impossibility demonstrates that they are
NPs and not N-N compounds. Affixation is
unavailable to phrases. This general fact is
formulated as No Phrase Constraint, which is
given in (7).

(7) Lexical rules do not apply to syntactic
phrases to form morphologically complex
words. (Botha (1984: 137))

Thus, No Phrase Constraint tells us that putative



N-N compounds have phrasal status, because the
lexical rule of affixation does not apply to them.
To sum up, since root compounds are
generally unproductive in English, we can safely
assume that English has no N-N compound,
which belongs to the class of root compounds.
The behavioral non-uniformity suggests that
putative N-N compounds in English do not
derive from compounding. In addition, the
impossibility of affixation suggests that they
originate in syntactic phrases. Given these points,
we propose that they have status as converted

nouns, which are based on NPs.

3. ‘N-N Compounds’: Analysis as Converted
Nouns
3.1. Conversion: Reassignment of Categorial
Labels in the Lexicon

We start this section by elaborating on
conversion. Normally, this word formation
process is defined as changing one syntactic
category into another without any corresponding
formal change (see Bauer (1983: 32)). We
suppose here that “changing one syntactic category
into another” means giving a new categorial label
to the same form. For example, consider the
following V-to-N conversion:
(8)  tospy: [vspy] — aspy: [nspy]
In (8), the verb to spy undergoes conversion to
obtain the new categorial label of a noun.
Furthermore, adopting relisting approach to
conversion, which is defined as in (9), we
assume that it takes place in the lexicon.
(9) Conversion occurs when an item already
listed in the lexicon is re-entered as an
item of a different category.

(Lieber (1992: 159))
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Based on the discussion so far, we give our

definition of conversion as follows:

(10) Conversion is a process in which a relisted
item is reassigned a new categorial label in

the lexicon.

If we take a closer look at observations in the
literature, we can notice that putative N-N
compounds in English are also reassigned new
categorial labels in the lexicon. For example,
according to Spencer (2003) and Giegerich
(2004), the expressions under consideration are
lexicalized NPs. Moreover, Liberman and Sproat
(1992: 150-153) observe that NPs become
lexicalized gradually, which can be schematized

as follows:

(11) [~p [ice] [cream]] — [ listing in the
lexicon] — [wo [ice] [cream]] [assignment

of a new categorial label (N°)]

First, NPs like ice cream are listed in the lexicon
if they gain unpredictable properties. In the next
stage, they change their categorial label from NP
to N° That

observation implies that the lexicalization results

is, Liberman and Sproat’s
in the reassignment of a new categorial label to a
listed item, i.e. conversion. Thus, the present
analysis tells us that putative N-N compounds in
English can be analyzed as converted nouns;
they are products of conversion from phrasal
categories, i.e. NPs, into, i.e. lexical ones, N,
The following subsection looks at motivations

for our conversion analysis.

3.2. Motivations for Conversion Analysis
The first motivation is that conversion has no

limitation on inputs. Following relisting

approach, Nagano (2008: 85, 105) points out



that an item of any category can undergo
conversion as long as it is listed in the lexicon;
not only simplex words but also lexicalized
phrases are open to conversion. For example, in

(12), phrasal verbs, i.e. VPs, convert into N'.

(12) [~ make up] [~ let down] [~ give away]
(Ackema and Neeleman (2004: 162))

As mentioned in Section 3.1., Spencer (2003)
and Giegerich (2004) analyze putative N-N
compounds as lexicalized NPs. Based on this
analysis, they point out that these NPs are listed
in the lexicon as such. Given this listedness, we
can assume that NPs are possible inputs to
conversion. If so, it is reasonable that they are
converted into N% just as VPs can be.

Another motivation is that putative N-N
compounds are parallel in behavior with
converted words. In Section 1, we observed that
nominal combinations are not uniform in that
they do not always behave as compounds. This
behavioral non-uniformity is also found in

Lieber (1992: 159) and
108) state that outputs of
of

non-uniformity because conversion as relisting

converted words.
Nagano (2008:
conversion show a certain degree
is not a rule-governed but rather a random
process, just like normal listing in the lexicon.
Thus, if NPs are listed in the lexicon to be
converted, the non-uniformity of putative N-N
compounds follows from their listedness.
Furthermore, parallel stress patterns can be
observed. As well known, nominal combinations
tend to have left-hand stress. This tendency also

characterizes converted nouns such as (13).

(13) a. totormént —  atérment
to permit —  apérmit
b. togétaway —  agét-away
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—  alét-down

(Plag (2003: 110))

to let down

Verb-noun pairs like (13a) mostly have two
syllables and Romance origins. As verbs, they
have main stress on the second syllable. On the
other hand, as nouns, they shift main stress to
the first syllable. In (13b), phrasal verbs are
nominalized. In phrasal verbs, main stress is on
the second element, i.e. particles like away. On
the other hand, in nominalizations, main stress
shifts to the first element, i.e. verbs like to get.
These examples indicate that converted nouns
are parallel with putative N-N compounds in that
both types of nominal have left-hand stress.
Thus, under the present analysis, the left-hand
stress of putative N-N compounds can be
captured as resulting from stress shift, which

characterizes converted nouns.

3.3. Left-Hand Stress as Formal Adjustment
Nagano (2008) analyzes the stress shift
exemplified in (13) as coming from formal
adjustment on converted categories. If we adopt
this analysis, the left-hand stress of putative N-N
compounds can be regarded as an instance of
this formal adjustment. Then, this point also
motivates our conversion analysis. Regarding
the formal adjustment, Nagano (2008: 157)
observes that “[c]ertain relisted words need to
have their forms adjusted in such a way that they
can express their category unambiguously in
their morphosyntactic contexts.” For example, in
(13), stress shift occurs to show clearly that
converted categories are nouns. In English,
nouns strongly prefer fore-stress, whereas verbs
173)).

Nagano points out that this preference triggers

like end-stress (see Jespersen (1909:

the stress shift in question; converted nouns like

(13) use stress shift to adjust their forms as



required for nouns. In this connection, Liberman
(1992) make
observation on lexicalized NPs. According to
their the of

lexicalization, a listed NP “may lose some or all

and Sproat an interesting

observation, in final stage
of its internal structure as well as becoming a
lexical category (Liberman and Sproat (1992:
151))”; the NP loses its internal word boundaries
to be reanalyzed as a monomorphemic word.
Consequently, it “becomes subject to
phonological and phonetic processes that would
ordinarily only apply [within monomorphemic
words] (Liberman and Sproat (1992: 153)).” Our
assumption is that, in this stage, putative N-N
compounds are formally adjusted to undergo
shift. Under the

Liberman and Sproat’s observation elucidates

stress present analysis,
the final stage of conversion.
Our considerations so far state that NPs,

such as ice cream, convert into N’s as follows:

(14) ice + cream [merger of two nouns]

— [np [ice] [créam]] [derivation of
NPs]

[ne [ice] [créam]] [listing in the

lexicon]

[xo [ice] [créam]] [ conversion
/reassignment of a new categorial
label (N%)]

[~o ice créam] [loss of internal word
boundaries]

[no ice créam] [formal adjustment

by means of stress shift]

In Step 1, two nouns merge to form NPs. Next,
these NPs are listed in the lexicon. In Step 3,
they undergo conversion to be reassigned a new
categorial label, i.e. N° Then, the resultant
converted nouns go on to Step 4, in which they

lose their internal word boundaries. Finally, they
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are formally adjusted to undergo stress shift.
This results in their left-hand stress, which
characterizes N’. Thus, our conversion analysis
tells us that this stress pattern, which is alleged
to be specific to N-N compounds, appears as a

result of the conversion from NPs into NU.

4. Concluding Remarks

This paper has explored the derivation and
status of nominal combinations like ice cream.
Because of their lexical properties, e.g. left-hand
stress, they may be viewed as N-N compounds.
Challenging this view, we have observed that it
is doubtful whether English really has N-N
compounds. Based on this observation, we have
proposed that putative N-N compounds in
English can be best analyzed as converted nouns,

which involve conversion from NPs into N,

* An earlier version of this paper was presented
at the 35th conference of the English Linguistic
Society of Japan held at Tohoku University on
November 24, 2017. I would like to thank Yukio
Hirose, Nobuhiro Kaga, Masaharu Shimada,
Naoaki Wada, Masaru Kanetani, and Akiko
Nagano for their helpful comments.

NOTES
! Note that the terminology ‘NP’ has no
theoretical status. In this paper, it is used to refer
to nouns extended by prenominal modifiers,
which exclude determiners.
2The spellings of the items listed in Table 1 are
adopted from OED.
3 Seemingly, N-A compounds like ice cold are
productive. Nevertheless, we assume with
Spencer (2003) that they are not true compounds.
Observing that they are semantically restricted
and sporadic, Spencer (2003) states that the
great majority are idiomatic lexicalized phrases.

Normally, nouns cannot modify adjectives to



form phrases. Thus, one might wonder how
putative N-A compounds are generated as
phrases. This is an open question. However,
notice that a certain type of nominal can
premodify adjectives to have an adverbial
function (e.g. tem years old, ten centimeters
wide). We speculate that nouns also have an
the N-A

combinations. This points to the possibility that

adverbial function in relevant

such nouns are converted into adverbs.
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1. Introduction

This study explores phonological optionality
(free alternations/variations) in loanwords in
Japanese, and reports the results on a statistical
survey on the authentic speech of Japanese
speakers. A large number of loanwords in
more variants in

Japanese have two or

pronunciation that do not entail semantic
distinctions. For example, it is well known that
the English loanword baggu ‘bag’ is often
pronounced as bakku with geminate devoicing
without any difference in meaning (Ito and
Mester (1995, 1999), Nishimura (2003), etc.).
This survey of the authentic speech of Japanese
native speakers reveals that such phonological
optionality occurs more widely than previous
studies have found, and little attention has been
given to the majority of instances of this

phonological phenomenon.

2. Corpus
In this study, I collected data from the
Corpus of Spontaneous Japanese (CSJ; National

Institute for Japanese Language and Linguistics
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(2008)), which comprises 3,202 recordings of
speech (around 661 hours, 7,500,000 words) by
1,417 Japanese speakers. In this corpus, the
pronunciations of all words were transcribed in
katakana, depending on the auditory perception
of the recorders.' Phonological/phonetic variants
in pronounced forms were tagged “W.”* This
survey extracted every loanword noun with a
“W?” tag that appeared in two or more tokens in

the corpus.

3. Results

CSJ contains 14,321 tokens of 5,427
phonologically different variants of loanword
nouns.’ In this report, I classify loanword
variants that appeared in two or more tokens into
seven patterns depending on their observed

phonological alternations.

3.1. Overall Results

The graph in (1) shows the details of the 831
phonologically different loanword variants with
two or more tokens in CSJ. The total number of

tokens is 8685, the details of which are shown in

(2):

(1) The number of phonologically different

variants showing loanword optionality by

pattern
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(2) The number of tokens showing loanword

optionality by pattern
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The results reveal that alternations in consonant
quality, vowel quality, and vowel length are the
of

optionality in loanwords in Japanese; they take

major  patterns phonological/phonetic
place much more frequently than other patterns
in the actual speech of Japanese speakers, as
shown in (2).

Note that although the corpus builders
of the

canonical pronunciation and its corrupted variant,

recorded these examples as pairs
the two variants are equally acceptable in most
could be

preferences depending on the speaker. Therefore,

cases, while there individual
unlike other Japanese word classes, deciding
which is the “correct” variant in loanwords is
not a simple task. For example, the English
loanword doa~doaa ‘door’ shows an alternation
in vowel length; since English does not have a
distinction in vowel length apart from quality,
and the -sound is completely lost in both forms,
there is no straightforward way to determine
which variant is “correct.”

Furthermore, faithfulness to the original
word is only one way to determine
“correctness”; it is open to discussion whether

faithfulness is a prerequisite for choosing a

canonical form. In other words, the
canonical-variant judgment is subjective in
many cases and has little bearing on
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phonological inquiry. Phonologically speaking,
the important point here is that Japanese
speakers ignore the differences between two (or
more) phonologically different forms and regard

them as one identical word.

3.2. Alternation Patterns

Let wus briefly examine each of the
alternation patterns with a few examples taken

from the corpus.

3.2.1. Consonant Quality

In CSJ, alternations in consonant quality are
observed in 231 phonologically different words
(27.8% of the total) in 1766 tokens (20.3% of
the total).* This pattern includes consonant
change, epenthesis, and deletion as shown

below:

(3) a. [horumanto~forumanto] ‘formant’
b. [tsuu~tuu] ‘two’

c. [sueedeN~suweedeN] ‘Sweden’

As shown in (1), the alternation in consonant
quality is the most frequently found in number
of different words, among the alternation
patterns in actual speech. This pattern can be
further

depending on the target consonants.

analyzed into several sub-patterns

3.2.2. Vowel Length

Alternations in vowel length are observed in
214 phonologically different words (25.8%) in
4130 tokens (47.6%). This pattern, which
includes long vowel shortening and short vowel
lengthening, is most frequent when it comes to
the number of tokens appearing in the corpus.

Examples are shown below:



(4) a. [deeta~dectaa] ‘data”
b. [memorii~memori] ‘memory’

c. [pataaN~pataN] ‘pattern’

The great majority of changes showing this
pattern happen in word-final vowels as in (4ab).
However, there are a few words that show this
pattern word-internally as in (4c) (See Mackawa
2002 for a detailed survey with CSJ).

3.2.3. Vowel Quality

Alternations in vowel quality take place in
172 phonologically different words (20.7%) in
1874 tokens (21.6%). Consider the examples

below:

(5) a.[aidea~aidia] ‘idea’
b. [kom'unitii~kominitii] ‘community’

c. [tekusuto~tekisuto] ‘text’

This alternation pattern is often involved in the
realization of an original vowel as shown in
(5ab). However, some words show this pattern
in the selection of inserted vowels as in (5¢).
Again, this pattern can be further classified into
several sub-patterns depending on the quality of

target vowels.

3.2.4. Mora Deletion/Epenthesis

Changes in moraic structure, which include
mora deletion and epenthesis,® are observed in
140 phonologically different words (16.8%) in
696 tokens (8.0%). A few examples are shown

below:
(6) a. [guraundo~gurando] ‘ground’
b. [oraNuutaN~ orauutaN] ‘orangutan’

c. [firumu~fuirumu] ‘film’

This pattern is often found in heavy syllables as
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in (6ab) and vowel insertion as in (6c¢).

3.2.5. Voicing/Devoicing

Alternations on voicing, which include the
voicing of voiceless obstruents and the
devoicing of voiced obstruents, are observed in
88 phonologically different words (10.6%) in

489 tokens (5.6%). Examples are shown below:

(7) a. [d3akuzii~d3agu3zii] ‘jacuzzi’
b. [badomintoN~batomintoN] ‘badminton’
c. [beddo~betto] ‘bed’

As reported in Tateishi (2001) and Nishimura
(2003), devoicing is very often triggered by the
co-occurrence restriction on voiced obstruents as
in (7b). However, voicing also takes place in a
few words, violating this restriction, as in (7a).
As reported in Ito and Mester (1995, 1999) and
Nishimura (2003), devoicing on geminates is
also a typical example of this pattern, as in (7c).

of

phonological varieties in Japanese have mainly

Previous  studies intra-language
focused on voicing alternations of obstruents
(Ito and Mester (1995, 1999), Fukazawa et al.
(1998), Tateishi (2001), Nishimura (2006),
Kawahara (2006), among others). This pattern,
however, does not stand out in number among
the patterns of loanword optionality in actual

speech of Japanese speakers as shown in (1) and

).

3.2.6. Gemination/Degemination

Segmental alternations on  geminated
consonants, which include gemination on a
single consonant and degemination on a
geminated take in 48
phonologically different words (5.8%) in 376

tokens (4.3%).

consonant, place



(8) a. [ookee~okkee] ‘OK’
b. [webu~webbu] ‘the Web’
c. [supagetti~supageti] ‘spaghetti’

As argued below, geminated consonants are
often found in borrowed words from English, as
in (8ab), even though English phonology does
not allow consonant gemination and therefore
words do mnot have

original geminated

consonants.

3.2.7. Metathesis
Metathesis happens in 20 phonologically
different words (2.4%) in 416 tokens (4.8%).

The following serves as an example:

(9) a. [fimureeto~fumireeto] ‘simulate’
b. [kom'unikeefoN~komin'ukeefoN]

‘communication’

The great majority of the metathesis involves the
movement of a palatal feature as in (9ab). The
complexity of the palatal segments likely causes

confusion in the linear order of segments.

3.2.8. Others

The “others” category in (1) and (2) includes
variations that cannot be classified into the seven
above, 186
phonologically different words (22.4%) in 631

tokens (7.3%). Typical examples are complex

patterns which are found in

combinations of multiple alternations (e.g.,
obusutoruento~obusutoranto ‘obstruent”).
Haplology (e.g., aidentitii~aidentii ‘identity’),
(e.g.,
kurasu~kura ‘class’), and slips of the tongue

accidental structural omissions

than
(e.g.,
tsuaa~tawaa ‘tour’) are also included in this

group.

caused by linguistic factors other

phonological or  phonetic  ones
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4. Discussion
This

provides several significant suggestions for the

survey on loanword optionality
inquiry of phonological theory and its adjacent
areas; among them, I would like to mention
three of particular importance. The first two are
the

phonology, and the other is for second language

implications for inquiry of Japanese

education.

4.1. Ignorance of Phonemic Distinctions

Interestingly, a large number of the loanword
variants ignore the phonemic distinctions of
Japanese; even though Japanese speakers can
phonologically distinguish  variants of a
loanword, they ignore the differences and
regarded the pairs as an identical word in actual
speech contexts as shown above.

For example, vowel length is distinctive in
Yamato (Native Japanese) words, as in the
minimal pair obasaN ‘aunt’ and obaasaN
‘grandmother.” However, as shown in 3.2.2,
vowel length is often neutralized in loanwords,
especially in word-final position, and two
variant forms are regarded as equally valid
forms of one word, as in the variant pair deeta
and deetaa ‘data.’

Similarly, voicing on obstruents is distinctive
in Japanese phonology, as in the minimal pair
hata ‘flag’ and hada ‘skin.” However, as argued
in 3.2.5, the voicing distinction on obstruents is
insignificant in many loanword variants with
two or more voiced obstruents; for example,
both badomintoN and batomintoN share the same
meaning, “badminton,” and are equally possible
in actual speech.’

Such optionality, with few lexical exceptions,
is not possible in the Yamato class and the

Sino-Japanese class, which form the great



majority of Japanese vocabulary along with the
Loanword class. These facts suggest that the
phonemic system of the Loanword class is
different from those of the other word classes.
The relationship between the identity of words
and their phonological/phonetic structures varies
among the Japanese word classes; this study
shows that they are less strictly related in the

Loanword class than in the other two classes.

4.2. Bidirectionality of Alternations

Another important finding of this survey is
the fact that some alternations can take place
bidirectionally independent of the markedness of
phonological/phonetic structures (see Nishimura
(2016b) for a theoretical account).

Again, take a voicing alternation on
obstruents as an example; voiceless obstruents
are cross-linguistically less marked than voiced
obstruents, and devoicing of obstruents often
takes place as argued in 3.2.5. Previous studies
considered the markedness to be the motivating
factor for the voicing alternation in loanwords in
Japanese (Ito and Mester (1995, 1999), Tateishi
(2001), Nishimura (2006), etc.). However, this
study reveals that not only devoicing but also the
voicing of obstruents is observed in actual
speech, as shown in (7a).

Similarly, such bidirectionality can be found
in other alternations: vowel lengthening and
shortening as shown in (4), mora deletion and
epenthesis as shown in (6), and gemination and

degemination as shown in (8).*

These facts suggest that phonological
optionality in loanwords in Japanese is not
triggered solely by the markedness of

phonological/phonetic structures but also by
other factors such as speakers’ knowledge of or

(un)familiarity with foreign words,

morphological information (Fukazawa and
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Kitahara (2005), Mutsukawa (2008)), ambiguity
of underlying representations (Nishimura (2016a,
b), lexical frequency (Kawahara and Sano
(2013)) and so on. This statistical survey of a
speech corpus reveals that these factors make the
range of alternations more varied and complex

than previous studies considered.

4.3. Pedagogical Contribution

I believe the findings of this survey are
significant not only from a theoretical point of
view but also pedagogically. A Japanese

speaker’s pronunciations of loanwords can
greatly influence his or her pronunciation of
foreign languages; the alternations discussed
above may appear in their pronunciations of
words and incorrect

foreign cause

pronunciations. Especially in the case of
beginner students, their pronunciation patterns in
second languages borrow heavily from the
pronunciations of loanwords in Japanese.

Take a geminate alternation as an example:
the difference between a single obstruent and its
geminated counterpart is distinctive in Japanese
kaki

‘persimmon’ and kakki ‘vigor.” However, as

phonology as in the minimal pair
argued in 3.2.6, the alternation of geminates is
allowed in some loanwords in Japanese without
causing any semantic differences. A similar
alternation pattern is often found in the
pronunciation of foreign language learners. In
the case of English education, many beginning
students  incorrectly  pronounce  obstruent
geminates in English words (e.g., beddo ‘bed,’
burakku  ‘black’), though  English

phonology does not allow consonant gemination.

cven

One of the triggering factors of such an incorrect
pronunciation is Japanese speakers’ insensitivity
to the distinction of obstruent gemination in

loanwords, which is illustrated in 3.2.6.



Similar situations can be found in the
alternations in the other alternation patterns
argued in 3.2. Therefore, language teachers
should have knowledge of the phonological and
phonetic features of loanwords in Japanese,
which may cause incorrect pronunciations by
their students, in order to more effectively note

and correct the pronunciations.

* This article is based on my talk presented at
the 35th Conference of the English Linguistic
Society of Japan held at Tohoku University in
October 2017. 1 appreciate the audiences at the
conference for their helpful comments. This
study was sponsored by the JSPS Grant-in-Aid
for  Scientific
16H03427).

Research  (Project Number:

NOTES
" It should be noted that that this transcription
depends on the phonological/phonetic abilities
of the recorders, who are also native speakers of
Japanese. Another noteworthy fact is that some
phonetic structures are not recorded in the
transcription because katakana characters are
not accurate phonetic symbols.
> The corpus builders regarded these variant
forms as lazy/corrupt pronunciations or speech
errors. However, this view is not correct for
loanwords in Japanese; as argued in 3.1,
loanword variants are equally acceptable as
“canonical” forms in many cases.
* Almost all loanwords in Japanese are nouns
except for a few derived cases such as guguru
(v.) ‘search in the Web (on Google)’and kuriinna
(adj.) ‘clean.’
* Since some alternation patterns simultaneously
appear in one word, the total of the percentages
in this section and the following sub-sections is
greater than 100%.

> This variation is the most frequent in this
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investigation; it is observed in 2050 tokens, and
occupies 23.6% of the total.

6 Alternations in vowel length, which are
discussed in 3.2.2, are not included in this
pattern.

7 This fact does not entail that voicing of
obstruents is phonologically insignificant in the
Loanword class. It is still distinctive, as the
minimal pair kaato ‘cart’ and kaado ‘card’
shows.

¥ The direction of alternations is, however, not

easy to decide, as explained in 3.1.
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1. Introduction
English has

compounds, which have a non-head and an

compounds called genitive

apparent genitive suffix:

(1) a. fool’s paradise, bull’s-eye, cat’s cradle,
lion’s share, death’s head
b. woman’s voice, girls’ school, bird’s

nest, cow’s milk, mother’s love

Although the genitive compounds in (la) are

semantically lexicalized, there are also

semantically transparent genitive compounds as
in (1b), which the

compounds’ productivity; for example, women's

exemplified indicate
magazine refers to a ‘magazine for women’ and
girls’ school refers to a ‘school for girls’.
Therefore, the suffix attached to the non-head of
the genitive compound is not genitive, but one of
semantically empty connectors called linking
elements (Mukai (2008)). The meaningless
characteristics of the genitive-like element are a
challenge for head deletion. Saito and Murasugi
(1991) claim that head deletion is allowed
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through an agreement between a D head and its

specifier.

(2) a. Mary’s attitude toward research is
more impressive than John’s attitade
toward-research.

b. [pp John [D [np attitude toward
research]]]

In (2a), the NP attitude toward research of the
John's attitude toward research is omitted.
Notice that the remnant John s has a possessive
meaning, which is expressed by the suffix -%.
This suffix is a realization of the D in (2b). Saito
and Murasugi noted that the NP deletion takes
place in (2a) because the D agrees with its
specifier John.

If a head nominal is elided through an
agreement between D and its specifier, genitive
compounds do not undergo this operation.
However, this supposition is incorrect, as the

following data indicates:

(3) It is not a men’s magazine, but a women’s
fRagazine.
In (3), the

magazine undergoes

genitive compound women s
head deletion, which
requires a reconsideration of the status of the
suffix. This paper examines the nature of the
suffix in question by considering the head
deletion mechanism. In particular, by adopting
Corver and van Koppen’s (2009) proposal that
foci are relevant to NP deletion, it is argued that
the head deletion in (3) is allowed if the remnant
of the operation has a contrastive focus.

The remainder of this paper is organized as
follows. Section 2 introduces the framework for
this paper and demonstrates that the DP includes

discourse-related functional heads, one of which,



the Focus head, mediates the head deletion
observed in DP. Section 3 examines the core
hypotheses with  Distributed
Morphology (cf. Halle and Maratnz (1993,
1994), Arad (2003), Embick and Marantz
(2008)) that the foci are relevant to the head

deletion of genitive compounds as well to the

associated

DPs. Section 4 gives two consequences of the

present proposal, and section 5 concludes the

paper.

2. Framework

As discussed in section 1, head deletion
applies to both DPs and genitive compounds,
and they are formally similar as the suffix -5 is
used to connect two nominal items, even though
the suffix of the genitive compound is
meaningless. These observations indicate that it
is possible to explain genitive compounds from a
DP structure. To pursue this line of thought, the
DP structure is elucidated in cartographic terms

in the following discussion.

2.1. Left Periphery in DP
The of
inflectional has
elaboration of the complementizer domain, or
the clausal left periphery (Rizzi (1997)).! The

clausal left periphery consists of the scope and

the

allowed for

development verbal and

domains an

discourse/informational projections, with the
latter including both Top(ic) and Foc(us) heads;
Top and Foc are the syntactic articulation of
topics and foci, respectively. The schema in (4)
illustrates these discourse/informational
projections. The highest projection is ForceP,
which encodes the information about the speech

acts, and FocP is sandwiched by two TopPs.?

(4) ForceP-TopP*-FocP-TopP*...
(Rizzi (1997: 297), with slight modifications)
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In consideration of the parallel developments
between the clausal domain and the nominal
domain, the DP structure can be refined as

shown in (5).

(5) [op ...
NI

b ...

TOp ... Foc [NumP [Num [FP

(Aboh (2004: 4))

As the schema in (5) clearly shows, the D head

disintegrates into several
discourse/informational projections, such as
TopP and FocP.
2.2. Identificational Focus

There have been several arguments

regarding focus. E. Kiss (1998), for example,

classifies Foc into information focus and
identificational focus, where the information
focus encodes new information, and the
identificational focus is defined in semantic or

functional terms, as follows:

(6) The function of identificational focus: An
identificational focus represents a subset of
the set of contextually or situationally given
elements for which the predicate phrase can
potentially hold; it is identified as the
exhaustive subset of this set for which the
predicate phrase actually holds.

(E. Kiss (1998: 245))

In addition to the semantic or functional
differences between the two types of focus, the
identificational focus syntactically differs from
the informational focus; that is, the information
focus does not trigger a syntactic movement,
while the identificational focus triggers a
syntactic movement.

E. Kiss claims that one of the syntactic



constructions encoding the identificational focus

is the cleft construction:

(7) a.
b.

It was to John I spoke.
[cp [ip It [Iipasq [Fp to John; [be [cp ti

[that [ip I [Tipasy [ve speak [ep ti]]]111]111]]
(E. Kiss (1998: 258))

In (7), the PP fo John carries identificational
focus and moves to the spec position of F in
order to check the strong features of F such as a

[+exhaustive] feature.’

2.3. Relationship between NP Deletion and
Contrastive/Identificational Focus
The both

syntactic movements and ellipses. In contrast to

identificational foci trigger
NP deletion through an agreement between D
and its specifier, Corver and van Koppen (2009)
argue that the same deletion operation is evident
in the contrastive/identificational focus, as
discussed in the following.

Corver and van Koppen claims that in Dutch,
the NP deletion

exemplified in (8):

i1s observed in context

(8) Over konijnen gesproken...(Talking about
rabbits...)
Ik heb gisteren een zwart-e __ zien lopen.
I have yesterday a black-e  see walk
‘I saw a black one yesterday.’
(Corver and van Koppen (2009: 18))
(9) Ik heb gisteren een zwart(*-e) konijn zien
lopen.
I have yesterday a black-e rabbit see walk
‘I saw a black rabbit yesterday’

(Corver and van Koppen (2009: 8))

The utterance in (8) indicates that of all rabbits,

the speaker saw a black rabbit on the previous
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day. In this context, the nominal element konijn
‘rabbit’ is omitted. The suffix -e for the remnant
zwarte appears to be an inflectional ending for
the adjective. However, it does not appear when
the nominal agreement with the adjective is not
deleted, as shown in (9), which implies that the
suffix has a different status from a regular
inflectional suffix.

Corver and van Koppen argue that the suffix
in (8) acts as a contrastive-focus marker and that
the adjective with the marker carries contrastive
focus.* Therefore, they propose that the adjective
had an [+Op] feature, which encodes contrastive
focus and move it to the spec position of Foc to
check the [+Op] feature of the head.
agreement with Merchant (2001), they also

In

suggest that Foc has a [E] feature that ensures
the complement of a head with the feature is
deleted; therefore, the complement of Foc is
deleted at PF. Since zwart is already extracted
from the deletion site, the element that is deleted
is only konijn. Given this explanation, the

ellipsis in (8) is shown in (10).

(10) [pp [D, een [rocr zWartij+op) [Foc(g, +op), -€ [[;_p[
zwart; [X konijn]|]]]] 0
PF-deletion

(Corver and van Koppen (2009: 18))

3. Focus Projection for Genitive Compounds
3.1. Single Engine Hypothesis

Sections 2.1 and 2.2 demonstrated that the
DP includes Foc, which breaks into information
identificational foci; with the

foci and

identificaitonal foci triggering a syntactic
movement and enabling NP deletion, as shown
in section 2.3. Against this background, it
appears that these same explanations can be
extended to the head deletion in genitive

compounds, as shown again in (11):



(11) It is not a men’s magazine, but a women’s

magazine.

However, given the compound status of genitive
compounds, the same mechanism is not used to
explain the syntactic behavior of genitive
compounds. To avoid this problem, the Single
Engine Hypothesis is adopted here, which is one
of the hypotheses of Distributed
Morphology (cf. Halle and Marantz (1993,
1994), Arad (2003), Embick and Marantz
(2008)).

core

(12) Not only phrases but also words are created

in syntax.

This hypothesis states that both words and
phrases can be created in syntax, and implies
that the same tools that are used to create a
phrase can be used to create a word. In this
paper, it is therefore proposed that a compound
can be built using the discourse-related features
for building DPs.

3.2. Relationship between Compounds and
Discourse

Using discourse-related notions to explain
the nature of compounds is not inconceivable;
for example, Morita (1995) uses the notions of

focus and topic to explain compounds:

(13) Sally opened the shallow drawer of the
writing table, took out a book of stamps,
extracted one, affixed it to the letter she
held in her hand, dropped the stamp book
back in the drawer, and put two pence
halfpenny on the desk.

(Morita (1995: 470))

In (13), Sally took a stamp from a book and put
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the stamp on a letter. Therefore, in this context,
the stamp is the focus of attention. The focused
noun stamps is placed at the end of the DP,
which is in line with the principle of end focus.
After she puts the stamp on the letter, the focus
of attention is shifted to the book itself. In other
words, stamps become old information, while
book becomes new information. This shift in the
focus of attention and the principle of end focus
leads to the construction of the compound stamp
book.

3.3. Syntactic Status of the Non-head for
Genitive Compounds

Before explaining the data in (11), it is
necessary to clarify the syntactic status of the

non-head of genitive compounds:

(14) a. The potter’s wheel was in his back
yard.
b. John bought a second-hand potter’s

wheel.
(Adams (2001: 80))

In (14a), the modifies potter and the potter
functions as an antecedent to Ais. In contrast, in
(14b), both a and second-hand modify potter’s
wheel as a whole. Based on Abney’s (1987)
claim that specificity/referentiality is encoded in
the functional head D, the contrast in (14)
indicates that the non-head of a genitive
compound is not a DP; therefore, from the
contrasts in (14), it is assumed that the non-head

of genitive compounds are NP.”

3.4. Analysis
Based on the arguments so far presented, the

structure of women s magazine is represented in

(15).



(15) [Focr WOomenip+op) [FociE, +op), -’s [@ Wwomen;

T

PF-deletion

[X magazine]]]]

In (11), magazine is not the most important
information because in the present context what
is important is whether the magazine in question
is a men’s magazine or a women’s magazine.
Therefore, in terms of information structure,
magazine is the topic and the non-head women s
is the focus, with the non-head carrying
This is
shown in (15) by assigning an [+Op] feature to

contrastive or identificational focus.

women;, therefore, the focused noun women first
merges with the topicalized noun magazine, with
the focused noun women being required to move
to the spec position of Foc to check the [+Op]
feature specified in the head. In this paper, it is
assumed that the feature is realized as -5, which
is similar to the adjectival inflectional suffix -e
being used as a focus marker in Dutch (cf. (8)).
The head also contains an [E] feature, which
means that the complement of the head is elided
at PE.°

It has been demonstrated so far that a Foc
with an [+Op] feature is relevant to genitive
compounds that undergo head deletion. In the
following, the two consequences of this proposal

are detailed.

4. Consequences
4.1. Iteration of the Non-heads for Genitive
Compounds

One consequence of the above proposal is
that genitive compounds can be observed to

disallow any iteration of the non-heads:

(16) a. *Macy’s
department is tiny.
(Anderson (2013: 214))

b. *a boys’ children’s school, a women’s

boys’  children’s  wear

121

citizen’s movement

In (16a), both boys’ and childrens are non-heads
of the genitive compound boys’ children’s wear
department; however, these types of multiple
non-heads are disallowed, as shown in (16a) and
(16b). The question is why multiple non-heads
are disallowed for genitive compounds.

This question can be answered because
for

English disallows multiple realizations

identificational foci:

(17) *It was [rp to Mary; [cp that [ip it was [rp
John;[cp that [;p we introduced t; ti]]]]]]
(E. Kiss (1998: 264))

In (17), there are the two identificational foci fo
Mary and John. For the PP to move to a higher
FP, the spec position of a lower F must be
vacated. However, it is already occupied by
John, which prevents the fo Mary from moving
to the higher FP.

As 1illustrated in section 3, identificational
focus is related to genitive compounds in
contexts similar to those in (11). Here, this
analysis is extended to genitive compounds in all
contexts. A genitive compound contains a Foc
with an [+Op] feature; if this is the correct
assumption, then the same explanation as with
the cleft construction in (17) would apply to the

genitive compounds in (16).

(18) [Focp bOysi[+Op] [FOC[+Op] [Focp Chﬂdrenj[+0p]
[Focprop) [xp ehitdren; [X [vr boys: [Y
school]]]]111]

In (18), the focused element children first moves
to the spec position of the lower Foc, thus filling
this position; therefore, an additional focused

element boys cannot skip over this position to



move to the spec position of the higher Foc. Due
to this intervention, the [+Op] feature of the
higher Foc is not checked, which causes crash at
LF.

4.2. Reduction of a Classifying Function of
the Genitive Compound to the [+Op] Feature

The second consequence of the above
proposal is related to the characteristics of the
genitive compound. Shimamura (2014) suggests
that one characteristic of genitive compounds is
the classifying function; that is, the non-head of
the compound creates the subset of the head. For
example, women's magazine implies that there
are other types of magazines, such as children’s
magazine and men’s magazine.

In this paper, it is assumed that the genitive
compound contains a Foc with an [+Op] feature,
and that the non-head has the same feature and
moves to the spec position of Foc to check the
head’s features. As Corver and van Koppen
(2009) claim that this feature corresponds to the
identificational focus, it is concluded that the
non-head of the genitive compound carries
identificational focus. As E. Kiss argues, a
function of this type of focus is to create “a
subset of the set of contextually or situationally
given elements for which the predicate phrase
can potentially hold (E. Kiss (1998: 245)).”
Therefore, the non-head of a genitive compound

is able to create a subset of the set of the head.

5. Conclusions

The suffix - § in genitive compounds such as
women's magazine has been regarded as a
linking element because of its meaningless
nature. In this paper, it is argued that although it
does not carry a possessive meaning, it acts as
an identificational-focus marker for the head

deletion. The analysis in this paper explained the
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reason why multiple non-heads are prohibited in
genitive compounds by assuming that the
genitive compound has Foc with an [+Op]
feature. Based on Corver and van Koppen’s
(2009) claim that the feature is relevant to
identificational focus, this paper demonstrated
the possibility of reducing the -classifying
function of the genitive compound to the feature.
However, it is beyond the scope of this paper to
of the

identificational-focus marker.

confirm the status suffix as an

* 1 thank the audience for their helpful
comments. I would also like to express my
gratitude to Neil David Parry, who kindly acted
as an informant. Needless to say, any remaining
errors and shortcomings are my own. This work
is supported in part by a Grant-in-Aid for Young
Scientists (B) (No. 17K13473) from the Japan
Society for the Promotion of Science.

NOTES
' For the theoretical background and goal, see
Shlonsky (2010).
2 The symbol ‘*’ denotes the fact that topical
elements can be iterated.
3 The [+exhaustive] feature functions as a trigger
of syntactic movement in other languages such
as Hungarian. See E. Kiss (1998) for the details.
4 To explain the data in (8), Corver and van
Koppen (2009) use the term contrastive focus,
which is notionally equal to identificational

focus.
5

the

framework, the NP in question might correspond

Based on Distributed Morphology
to nP, which is composed of category-neutral
elements called Roots such as VDOG, VCAT, and
VBIRD, and a nominalizer represented as n, one
of the called

categorizers. For details about the nature of

category-assigning elements

Roots and categorizers, see Embick and Marantz



(2008).

¢ Okubo (2017) applies the present analysis to
Japanese genitive compounds such as
haha-no-hi ‘Mother’s Day’ and mago-no-te
‘back scratcher’. In contrast to English genitive
compounds, Japanese ones resist head deletion.

For the details, see Okubo (2017).
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Just Dt A\ BIFR TR RE -

(The Interpersonal Function of Just)

Ki% % (Mai Osawa)
HHLRF (Toho University)

F—U—F: LD 7THRA, RE, KRE,
& FOAMHEK, H IR

1. IXIC®»IC

Lee (1991)72 & DSEATHIZEIZ BT, (1a)ic
BT 5 just & (Ab)ZEIT B just (XZFLZ 45
OHIETH L STV,

(1) a. He just lent the car.
b. Ijust don’t like it. (Lee (1991:43))
AT, ZOMIZBITHENZENO just
EHAGED L0 7o TRE 23Xl IR0
b, AAGED [KIRE) FHO LD T2 THRE
2 T EFOAHEBNE] & v ) FEHRIER
LoD L, #EEIIE TRIRE] 286
KTFFADGFEET, ROV ICHKT 5 TR
) OFIF just DFRBEOFERGRI IR EZ Lo
LWV D T EEIERT S,
2. TRRE] & TRFRE] D&V 7=TERHR
P (2015)1X. AARGEDO L D 72 TRBlA
MRRE) ThFRE) THARL) TRl TRRSS
(SRS ] &V D 6 DOFERICHIEL T\ 5,
QUTZET D L 9 KRB AAGED TIRE ) O
VTR E L THEIND,

) 720, Lo, iE0n, 2% (57)
(B (2015:84))
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MRE] &V TRBUT, HDOFMB LD
T2 CIHEBICONWTORYTILEY  fho
FIFPEBR SN D Z L2 E T, HlIERDEQ)
T, (72T R T Ik > TEDOERN
FEHTWD,

(3) a FACHZELTINE B 2otz
b. FAZ 2T BHAEL TN, /A
Ly LT otz

Ba)TiL, MEL T Niz) 2 &% 721 »
EVTTWLHTe), T TUNOZ LT
LTWRWZ EnRIND, £72, Bb)Tid,
TFMZ) & 720 e T e eTT
WAHTD, TRUAOHEIZ HE LT
EWVWIHERIZARD, QD BARFEDH &R T
ZEEFEETII@D L DI, just ZHWTHER
TIENTED,

(4) a. He just lent the car. (He didn’t give it.)
b. He lent the car just to me (not to anyone

else).

(4a, b)DZNENFRIMNIT R END K 91T,
just 2% lent <> to me &\ ) BRAEMTH 2
T, ZOBEFRLSND Z ERPEFRES LTV D,
Lo T, HFED just (XFAAFED [RE] O L
DI TRIUSHIST D E VWA D,

—J05. TBRE] & RxDO@ %235 DnR(5)
2T D TRE] 2SN D ENT-THR
BTh D,

B) TH BFIR), b (Rbb), Z2An (F
) (BFH (2015:84))

[KBRE] D&Y - TRET, Wbwd N1T
ML 2RI, LVETAHRERICERLT, [
HOLONIENIZHLH D Z & EaFERERT
Bz L TC05b, 6%, TeAh] BNANS



NTWBHHITH D,

(6) A: T72ZMRICWDWZ BT 0 d )
B: 130 A GO THIEHED ? |
(A ARGEFCR STENTES (2009:138))

ADFEFH LT BRI N EHEODHZ L &
BEL TS, 2oLk T3y & ki
N TENETHIET, v T VUi
LEZ ORI fEHOOEDE L TIa ]
EHRLTCWDZ ENEEIND,

Al U &9 edhmzzR LR GEDE23(7) T
05,

(7) A: You’re thinking about Charlie, aren’t
you?
B: Maybe I need something to get my mind
off of him.
A: How about a movie?

(Desperate Housewives “Farewell Letter”)

R, Fvy—V—DZ L EnEZTCNDHT
L?] LEbn=BN, Moz tixEhn
LD LTIE ) DB K] EE 9,
ZAUZx LT, A % How about a movie? & &
2, 2F D A ILB DOFEEIZEIT 5D something
DM E L TWA WA S S H T amovie Z 1
RLTWDIDOThHD, 20X pHEicisi)
% How about a movie? % H RGEICEEHZ 5
ELTED, KIREDE D T2 TREL 1724000
CIBLE ) 2 & 0 7= TR T 7 A E D 2
ETHONRARIEEEDIS, L)L, How
aboutamovie? & V9 RHLUZIT [72 A7~ IZHH
BF DFEIHTE TRV BLZ Tl A

SibLEoET5L, Q) PO X

9 IZ or something (like that) &\ 9 FRELZ DT

5Ll D,

(8) How about a movie or something (like that)?
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Lo T, FEHIZBWT, BARGED [IRE]
DL T TRI LR UHE %23 5RIIL,

[~AM[73) &) EMA T or something
(like that) T % L\ 2 %, 7272, bEDE(8)
D X HIZF P72 < T How about a movie?(Z
K oT TR ZpAdy E95 21 &) BRI
EIXNDDTHD, = 2hb, (DL 5 Ik
o B b,

(9) EEEIZIX IXREI D E V= TEEE L
T < 1FEL-ULOREIFENT2 0,

ZZET, BAFED IRE] DLV -TH
BUZKIR T 2 OB HEEEDREIF just Th o —
7. BAGED TRERE) O &0 7= TERBUKS
SIS D BEFEDREIFIL R &V D xS BEfR %
HCE, BEHTE A LI L DT, (1a) & (1b)
D just (THER R D &9, (1a)D just X

(7207 T2 kb L, TIRE] OEKE
FZLTWBZEBDLNDM, (1Ib)D just 3 E
DEHIREREREL TNDDES D D, RE
TIXAb)D X 5 22 HIED just DEBRIZOWT
EZ D,

3.just D TEBE]
PEEORIF just OEBRIZEET H0F5EICE
VT, Lee (1987)7 & fiealt D FeATHIGE £ T
HWLTEbNTWDDONR, lust OEMKIZO
EDIZEEDLRV] EWVHZETHD (Lee
(1987, 1991), Wierzbicka (1991), Aijmer (2002),
Tagliamonte (2016)7¢ &) , $FIZ | Flt D 1547 )
D EREM A AR L TR L D &
(10)D X 912, just DERITEAR L LTEE
S TRBLT, £ - e
TETWHENI,

(10) ...at the beginning of the twenty-first
century, just is still polysemous and fluid.
[...]1ts (new) functions are still developing

(Tagliamonte (2016:163))



L2sL, 005 & o TEERGRICE RN A U
DT TIEZ <, AT Tlddm L C Lee
(1987)D 4 Z3¥AIZHE U 7= B R % just DFEARNY
BHRELTWD, LFOADNH(14)D3 Lee
(198D 4 53FETH D, 7036, AARGEFIIA
% (2010) & 8 2013)ICLDHLDOTH D,

(11) a.
b.
(12) a.
b.
(13) a.
b.
(14) a.
b.

specificatory (& HY)

I just finished my coffee.
restrictive  ([RER)

He lent the car just to me.
emphatic (FRFIHY)

The weather is just marvelous.
depreciatory (HEAHAY)

I just don’t like it.

(= (4b))

(= (b))

ZOANED O L, (12)DRERHIED, W
PPBIRE]DE Y 1= TREUTKET S just
Th O, (14D AED(b)IZIIT D just
Tho, (14b)ix. FlziE, IeExnziET
RO LENZEEID, TEpbro
CIFELoRWATE LR &0+
LHEZIIHWOLND,

FREMHED just (£, 2 HiTHAZE T,
B L2 BER U Db DEPRT D LD
BREZ AL TCWD Z EIEFHLNTH L, Lo
L, B HED just IZE D KL 5 7elfie a2 A
LTCWBDEA D D, Aijmer (2002)1%, Lee
(1987)D 4 532 £ 2 72086 b R AT just
DEWEHET D20 TIERL, 15D L5 7%
just DIEEEZ TEFRT D Z EICEWRNRH D L&
CTW5,

(15) ..just has procedural meaning, i.e. it
functions as an instruction to the hearer to
interpret the utterance as the expression of an
attitude. (Aijmer (2002:158))

Aijmer Q00212 EL B L, GELENRED L H 72
FEECHRITFL TCWIONEREEFICHLE
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HTENWTEDEWD just ODREREIZ L - T,
Bz 72 just OISO TE D L9,
Z D just O¥EFEE B 2 BT, (1b)D just, D
FOBREAHED just OFEFEIZBLEL TV
<6

4. BERRED just 25 b OKEEE
AR TE O just DRFEIE, EIT 3 mE8S
Hd, 1 DODOFREN(16)TH D,

(16) EBEALIIHIVE D just (TE35H D LAJREIE 2 3
THIFTH D,

BRI HIED just 13, MBENFIZEEL 5 2
20, ATD LD T just BH->THRLTH
XOEWIIFRTTH D,

(17) a. Ijust don’tlike it.
b. I don’t like it.

AU, EEE SR ORIFIC R S 5 FE LR
CLTh o,
(18) a. Amazingly, he escaped with only a
scratch.
. That he escaped with only a scratch was
amazing.
(Huddleston and Pullum (2002:772))

A S OEFEIL, MEOMIH D, DI
B, (18a,b)DEEHZ NN T X D2, GEE N
he escaped with only a scratch & U 9 i EANZ
% amazing 72 & o TWBH Z LEERTON
amazingly & W I EIFZRDOTHD, DFD
ANDOHFE . (172)D just (X, AENEICE
B B2 RWEEHEOLIEBEZRTEHAE
M OFEIF] & LTV TWD Z Enbnd,
FTo, —IXNIZEEN 2 DB D & x| Eh
FAR A O RIGEHIMANT | FEFE S ] 00 Gl EE A3
PN < D EWVINEIZZ2 2 D14 < FEEZR W



-
—

M, FDWITID ERBINI2NEND
DR STV 5,

&

(19) a. Happily, Max carefully was climbing
the walls of the garden.

b. *Carefully, Max happily was climbing

the walls of the garden.
(Jackendoff (1972:89))

(19)TlL, FEH OLIIRERE 23R T happily &
MRENE ZELT 5 carefully 73— 3CNIZHE
L TWb, (19a)TiL. happily 237Mil,
carefully 2SINRIDIAEIZ 72 > T\ b, ZD L X
SR S FREN D, —F, (19b) T,
carefully 234MH], happily 73 NI DIAIZ 72 > T
B, LIFRBI R,

COHEREEEZ, jut DEEET A ML
THD, just & only | TFRE] OERD & X
(X MCE®RZERT, 202 5% —XHIZ
e S DARQ0). 21)Th 5.

(20) a.
b. #Only take just your shirt off.
(only > take off / just > shirt)

Just take only your shirt off.

c. *Take only just your shirt off.
(cf. He has only just arrived.)
(21) a.
b. *Only just take your shirt off.

Just only take your shirt off.

(20a) & 20b)DXFHAT 51 L 517, just 78
SMALL only 2SO G 1E 4 < BIREZR S,
ZOWNTIe D LB I N, 72721, (20b)
TlE, only 7 take off %, just 73 shirt Z &£
LTWSEWIFAFITTE S, Ll 2
D E O just X FREFIHIE] D just Th 5D,

F 72, only IFENEDEZAIZHELS ZENTE
B2, (200)D & 9 7eFBlE S ATRE/R 1T TH
DR, ZOHEDLEoTSFRINR N,

onlyjust & W9 EEIEN &V F2 DI T3
WV FEIMNDO X S, just 28 TH 9 &) &

>
—

127

WO ERERT REEMHE] OAICIX
only just &) HEHIIRIEETH 5, (200D X
EPEDN D Just (TEEE B M OFF] & LTl & |
only [IXHNERZEM L TWD EWNZ D,

(20)1Z. only 73 your shirt Z{&fifi L T\ 545
BB, QDD L 9 IT take off ZEHG L 78
BIZHFEILZ ENNVZ D, 21a)D L H 1T just
D3FMAL, only SN CHIVTUIFRB SN D
R, ZTDOWTHDHRIDNIER IR,

PLE LY LD just 1L56H DO
REEZRTHEIGIE L THIELTWS v
Do Lo T, mENFICHEERER LR TY
Fnekwnws Z it d, 20D, 22)D X
IR 2 OODRHHNFT B D,

(22) BARBYFEED just D ERIT S B L S hic
< I/ \O

FAT 4T F 2w %THE (23D L HIT
just & only A —3XHICHE L TWEHLE
23D X HITRT T L —XT D,
(23) a. Just take only your shirt off. (= (20a))
b. All you have to do is take off your shirt

and do nothing else.

(232) TlE, only iX TBRE] DOEBETHRL,

[y VERSUANDZ 1T L7 TEW
CHRETH LWV, just DERITIEZICHT
WLONE D & ST DT E LV &
WO CH D, BZ TV D D THIUL just
IZ &> Tit’s not a big deal &\ 9 Z & ¥Mrb
STIEL DD, just IZFDERDBHDHDITT
X720V, Z OFBNEIETF IR TH
V| BARAED just D 3 DO DRI
ARSI

(24) BEALHY VA D just [ LKAk & L THED
o,



Bl ZIE. B AHKEE 9 1T 77 & X I2R1m X 72K
FETAHAZEERESTWAD AT LT, ki
LIZAMTBHTHAIREEEEZEZTHD,

(25) John invited Mary to David’s birthday party.
Mary hesitated to accept the invitation since
she didn’t know David and his friends who
were supposed to come to the party. Then,
John said to Mary:

a. Think about it.
b. Just(, ) think about it.
(= Well, think about it.)

(Q5a)i, FEERETIX BXTHATE LR
SNTWD, AL XD RGHETR5b)D L
IZE 22 LB TE D, just RO~
Fin L L TRER DT CTldie < FEERFIZAR

— ANBEINDZEEFRLTND, ZDE X,

just DFEFEMEWRITIZE A E 7L FHINIC
HHEDIT, TEFpEXTAHATL] LR
L EBRGEICHCGILS well ERIT LD
2~y DR & L THWLR TS
£ 9 (Tannen (1993)),
BAMHED just BHOZH 3 DORF
X, MRE) oLV =TERIAL LTHR
EMRIED just IZIXALNRNE D TIEEH
%o LU, BB HVED just & FRERIHITE
D just XTFE ST BIOEKREZ L OZENEI
HIp o7z just 7209 DT TIHARVY, just D
BRI ET TIRE) OBEWNHLATTND
DTHDH, HlxIX, HE (2013)1X,. 26)I2k
AR AED just IZOWT, 27D XD
IZEEB LT 5,

(26) a. Could I just borrow your pen for a
second?
b. Can you lend me just one thousand yen?
(27) BE AR HY T R 1T PR E B TE R D F5 D e
AN L TV D, [QONICHIT 2 BAIHY
(WD) just 13, [—F/FH721T 1 &
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BV 7= Tl Rpfo&ek8 % T2l BTk
7o) EPEPIZ IRET B
((26), (27): % (2013:282))

F 7=, Brown and Levinson (1987)7(28) D] &
A, just © TEBR) & THERE) ZHBIEL
L72bDIZ72 > TN 5,

(28) a. I just dropped by for a minute to ask if
you...

[J]ust conveys both its literal meaning of
“exactly”,
delimits the extent of the FTA [face-

“only”, which narrowly
threatening act] and its conventional
implicature “merely”.

(Brown and Levinson (1987:177))

(28a)l%. just Z BREMIHIE & BALHIHIEO
HIHERST 25 2 LN TE DAL TH D,
ZOEE JustTFEREY 72T T3S L,
N RVASE oY il R PRIV SE 3D U4 N
DO L3 d L) ZEaEFRL, BT
*LUTIE, vk, RULTEAEHEZNTSZ &
MIRNE WD T & EFERGRIIICIR 2 DB HE
EboLno,

(15) TH7= & 912, Aijmer (2002)73, just (Z
FFELFREDOL O REETHIFELTND
DONPEBEFICMOELEEND D Lin L
TWb, 2F0, bebé M[RE) OBEKE
& just VA2 HEE LTHWLILD
EEITE, THEF~0AEEZ TRV &
WIORELRORGREEEZET V2D, Lo
T, QYD EIITEEDDLZ ENTE D,

(29) BARBY FED just ZAWVWTC, & FoA
HEBHSELZ ENTE S,

BREMAED just Z W TR IND T X
FOBEMEP &5 2RI, BARGE TR
[RE] D EYTZTREEHAND Z & THERED,



5. BRHARAED just & TIKFRE]
P (2015)C [RGE) O & 0 7= TR
SEENTWA b OIL, BAZETD R SOESE

2 (2009 Tix, NEMLEFRT LV 7= TR
ELTH ﬁéh,@m®iﬁmﬁ%éhfw
50

ENLERT L ZTHRENCIE, [H)
[Tty T TheE] Bbb,

b. ENLDOLEVEETEIX, XOHDHHE
FhaLVIT, FEOLDORIEINIC
HHEEFERERTZEICKY,

AW®%%%ﬁEf5:kf%éo
(H AFEFLIR SCUEMZEZ (2009:137))

(30) a.

DOFED HBHDO LV TRAEHNTER %
ENT LT, LEERDLIT 2R H 5
EWVWIHIDTH D, FlZIE, 3la)°(322)D X
FRE] DEVIZTERE ITH) X [l »
WL LDORRITENZEIL(31b). (32b)
DX EIND,

B a AKICTHEHZIZIV,

b. BEXNTONENEE-T-HDTIX
RGBT O 1 22T R0k n 9
RLFETDHZEICE ST, XER
SIFDMRN DD,

(A ARGEFLIR SUEMTFES  (2009:144))
ZDT TR E NI T,
EDICHAREERSH D Z L AR L
T, Eo X VIRRDZDEHRETHH D
Thd,

(H AFEFLIR STIERFSE

(32) a.

£ (2009:149))

XEERDLIFED (Fo& Y Lk ~5Z &
EWETZDTHZ LICLD RERELTHX
FIZRT ML OT e EREEEND Z &
2725, ZIZhb, B)DEICELEDH T
ENTE D,
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(33) BAGE CIE, [IREI D & Y o TR E
Ann Z&T MEFORMZEREBSYE
Do

& FOAMEE) &V )R EFFO LN
IRT, BAGED [RE] D&Y7= THH
ERRMHED just TR T THD EEZD
N5, ZOREEFREELDLHECHD LD
272 %,

(34) TIRE] OLVETHRETHD just 1L
BIAHEE LTHOY LD & X1
MEFOAHAZEBIED LWV XA
FAfRAEIRE 2 A 5, ZAud. AAGE
O TKRE] D&Y7= TEHEO Bk
T AH5HDTH D,

AAGEICIL, [TRE] B L O TRKERE) HH
DEVTZTRENHY, [KIRE] D&V T
TRBUZ L > T IH & FoOAHEERE] L1 )
RAERT, —J7, FEETIE, [BRE] O &Y
T CRBLE LTEEBENTS 205, TRBRIE )
D&Y TTRIE LTEBIFNIZRW, 723
HEWoT, AARFED IKRE] D&V T=T
RKBUZ K-> TEEIND [HE FOAMEBE
EWVW IR AR RO TIEAR L, TRE)
DEVZTRETHD just OB HLEZE
HE LT, & FORBERE] v o 2R
ERTOTH D,

CDOXIRIIEST N L OBWA VB K

(ZE 2 THIZ,

6. BHOVIZ
D BEE
Huang (2000)(%, STNZELSE O RUSBEIR % B
BE « BHEREAIICER T D2, GBI E T D9
& WO ZDOFERIZE - THE
language & syntactic language (Z457%H L T\
%o AARGEIL, RUSPAREZ RTIVEE - HGEHER
RIE7Z2R < FEARmIICERT LD 2805

: Huang (2000) DIERIER A4 &

% pragmatic



pragmatic language (Z 3 FH S AL, BOGIZ, #iak
HIIZ B BEER & 329793513 syntactic language
23S Tnad,

PG BEFRICES L Cld, Huang (2000)D$2%
TOLFENENTEE VR DA, TETIET TR
B D just 23 DRIDO HIEN G5 HHEEE
ZeaB HEm AR LTt NBfR 2 i35
EVWIHIARFRTHATEL LD TRIADO A K
R DIRONDFERITERTL L. 2O
e ix, JEEEIXIER I pragmatic language 1Y
lEZHETWD EVWR D, Zhut, i
HRE 7 syntactic language Tdh 5 & 73FH S iU
LDDOEHIMENI N ERITNT L&
(227285, TERE - BRI TF B N IR W IGHRIT
AT 5 O SOWEEL R E RV E WS Z EiT
<, EHmNFEERE b TENLERT,
Lo T HERISFHED EOBRICKSAE S TS
MZE > T, ZDOFFED L FFETH H )
FEHRRIITH DN NWR D Z LR DHDT
IL7RNTEA D,

*ORRRIZ. AARIEEETRE 35 Bk (2017
11 A 18 B, REALKRT) 1231F 5 OBE%E
RICESNTWD, HERIELZTHWE:
FRAZBILF L BT 5, £72, ESLEEEME
FrtEMZE 7 0P = 7 b IR EFEF OB
PO R AARGEOERECGE (V—2—
B R) | OREO—ETH 5D, JISPS FHif#
JP16K16857 DBk &= T b D TH %,

e Z BN
Karin (2002) English  Discourse
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Aijmer,
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Brown, Penclope and Stephen C. Levinson
(1987) Politeness: Some Universals in
Language Usage, Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge.

Huang, Yan (2000) Anaphora: A Cross-linguistic
Approach, Oxford University Press, Oxford.
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HEFHL = (2013) Just %Mt sk 2
o1, [EfBE -8 e A D =X h—]
271-286, BAFHLL, .

HAGERC IR SENFTES (2009) [HA A AGE
W 5S—H 9L V7T 510 # Rl
<A LBHR, B

BP RS2 (2015) THAGE & AL UEED &
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A/A-bar X473 & Improper Movement
BE
(A Reconsideration of the A/A-bar Distinction

and Improper Movement)

KIE %5 (Tomonori Otsuka) !
JUPNIESZ K (Kyushu Kyoritsu University)

¥ —U— K : A/A-bar [X57, Improper
Movement, POP+

1. A

1.1. A/A-bar X5

AR SUIED R L CE BBl o —
DI A/A-bar X7 DFERMNET Hivd, A
SRCITEERICBEBIR N R S, BEC
IXARE) L Abar Bl &V D AL EEDMFAE
T 5. A BENIRITHIICHIR S 415 25, A-bar
BENIEG L2 ey RERECAT
=5((1)), F7o AJEBRO FAESIL—H K AR
THDHMN, A-bar IEEFZOWTIEZE S Tlidze
WV, BARIIIZ, (2a)1F A-bar BENOHITH D |
PO/ R, RS C ERDBIZEIN
LM, (2b)D A BENOFITIL, DL S IeiE
KBRS HT, 2oz st <t A
JRBFCIXFRFE D that HiLL T IXFMEE I
WEW DT, ARBIOXRINMEZER LT 5D,

(1) a. John was hit ¢.
b. *John seems [that it was hit £].
c. What [did he eat #]?
d. What [did you say [that Mary
believed [---he ate £]]]?
(2) a.??2/* Which argument that John; is a

genius did he; believe ¢?
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b. Every argument that John is a genius
seems to him, to be flawless.

(Fox (1999: 192) (—#BEIE))

ZOBGHIKRI L, GB BEERORRIZIEL, 6
ALIER L-mark OEIZHEDE | (LE OB
B RN B IV, #i OFRE LRI
BT D0, ANLE, A-bar (L& & FETND
MWLEDHE S, TNENONE~DOBEH
ABE), Abar BE)E LTI,

L7y L., #WF9EEERS 28 Minimalist Program
MP) 25 &, Z D X H 72 GB BEar 04y
Brid, €D A/A-bar ONLE DOFEE AN E 728
Bt 2 k< 2 b REBDBEL o7,
MP #JH# DIREARIZ 1, Chomsky (2001)@ Probe-
Goal Agree HAFICHS S MHAADRIRE I
7223, A/A-bar KB b D LR 5,

% D%% ., Chomsky (2008)? Feature Inheri-
tance (225 < Phase F=EHRERENR 0D Pl A
DOFFRIZED | A/A-bar KTDERNDOE F
TEEDLZ L&D, ZOMMADE & TiF,
R 15 I (Transfer Domain) D NAFOBLE D 5
A/A-bar X533 E K ATREIZ 72 5 72((3))s

3) [Phase-Head [Complement-Head -]

Transfer Domain

A %@T

A-bar F£)

BEARBIZIE, A BBl 1E, R SN
Phi HVEICHESE AU D, EEHEEN OB E)
ThHY ., ZOBEPEEEFEIRAE B 2N &
775 Phase N AMRSAF(PIC)DBLE NG A B
B JHPTPEDN T S e, — 5 A-bar BB,
Phase =273 7> Edge Feature(¥is& M) 2 &
V5| X Z &4 5 Phase Edge ~DBEITH
0. ZHANEEEEIEEE A D Z L, PIC
(R IC R IR ClE A N AR & Sz,

Z DX HIZ, A/A-bar KI3IZBIT Daskamid.
Chomsky (2008)?> Phase =& B BRE 0O HLH
HDH ET, ~HOWREE R,



1.2. Improper Movement

AiTED T .72 A/A-bar X3 IZEHE TR 5

& & LT Improper Movement 2326 (F 5415,

Improper Movement & (%, BERE 3 AUIX, ZHR
D Abar BENZRBR L - ABITHZ L%
UMK THD, BEEFIE LT, LD
(Ab)DBFNZDNTE 2720, ZOFE, Al
TIE A BEIDIREHEBNOBIETH D Z &
B PIC Db LRI S D LB S Th5,
# L 245% NP 23— & Phase =2 O FF-> Edge
Feature [ L 0 CPHREMICHI T FHFELIL, £

D%FE ABBIZ L7z & 91, PIC IZIHK
filt L7gnZ2 b & D, LML Z DL S 2BE)
I, EFED Abar BEN LD H A BEI 21T 9
& ) #ARIAY 73 Improper Movement C& % 7=
D, MBIZERINS AL, KR E LT D LD
NI SN E ST,

Z @ Improper Movement DEEED S & | (4)
DOFDOIEEM B IAR 2SN, EHH0
LOPRAE S B A-bar BEID A BE) &
WO IR E & ATV D728, Improper Move-
ment £ IRAETH D AL & 72 %,

(4) a. *Who seems it is likely to leave?
b. * Who seems will leave?
(Obata (2012: 55))

SEATHFZE Tl Improper Movement D —#i%
bz ED & 5 ICHEEmIICT] & 3BT
% g m IE T ﬁénf%toGB@%®ﬂ
FLAZHS < May (1979)TlE, A-bar B#E)ICZ
EIVAECLEEE, ARBEIED NP & DD
HAEFEE C BRI S NI R &,
MP #JHA DO PR 712 353 < Fukui (1993) Tl
Chain Uniformity Z JRAEFICHIEZ DED b
& EEHOFEEIT IS S BB A DALz,

L7~ LHTEI O#m & AR, MP ORFRIZA
% & ER/NROBED S & —ixfbZ2E<
FIEPER S, D& & LT, Obataand
Epstein (2008), Obata (2012)DHEZREINE Y L
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7o ZTHUHDOHFFETIE, Chomsky (2008)D
Phase = L EREN R D A A2 1T HE D & |
Feature Splitting OAREIT L 0 FADGAA 5
iz, FHOMEOHERE LEEMIXHIZ 223,
BENHRIEICBERBZ OB PGS 5 &
HIED S & A-bar BH) Lt%’%i I Phi
FUERTFE L\ 2 & AV B IS BEER 1238
ML, §E- T A-bar BE) Lt%%ﬁx%@ﬁé A
BE3 5UREIL, 4% A-bar BB O FFE
(2 Phi BMERTFIE L2V 2 L bR S LT,
PLE®D X 512, Obata and Epstein (2008),
Obata (2012)DEZE Dt & 1Y Chomsky
(2008) DA A2 ¥\ YT, Improper Movement
D b —EDRFERUICE -T2,
1.3. BE)O = v —H5s LR
AERSCE TR, BHBIZIEL, BRI EDOR
R, BE) L7 oirE IR (trace, )23 S 41
5L INTE7, Lol MP Cid, JEEFOUR
D T O AT Inclusiveness D SN 5
HELLRWZ D BEVO T EIZITE
B Ci37e< \ BBIEZEOa v —RkEhb L
BEINIZ(E LER E [ ORFEITBE
HEHNHEINTND), 1E> T, BEIOR R NP
DA E—=PEHAE L Ik IO DR E S
AL, TALO S DOPNERE LTI 2 & 12725,
Z DA E—ZEED IRBIOERIT, FRHERY 72
EE LTRSS ZITANLIL TN D,

2. HRHER : POP+
2.1. Free Merger

AR D MP Tid MP AN I SHERIZ THF
“(Merge)| & [BEi(Move)] & LTEKS
VT E THBED £ E 4 External Merge (44
MIPFA. EM). Internal Merge (NHIfFE . IM)
k L C., H—OEE Merge ® FAL3EETH D

agrEahTnWsg, ZZ T, POP+TIiZ,

Chomsky (2008) DAFEFA A2 5 K& < Hffdv, 3
T D Merge #fEIE FEMHEIC IV IR S
NoDOTIERLS BHREA SS L) Hik



Wl ITz, o T, 1k ) L S
Nz b, IREFERIZEHETH D &
WO Z B D, ek, REmCH T, BT
TH, AOHIK(EDOTZDIZ M & [FBH))
ELTEATDHIERDHDRITHE LT,

2.2. Labeling Algorithm

AR D K 912, POP+OEFA A TIE Merge
O H I L0 IRENTON D3, £ DO
Re L TREMT DHIED Interface THED D
T=OIZIE, MY label 2321F H i
HVEND D, Z O label PE DIEFEIL, MP
WD Z AIERE B O NIZHFE BB ED
HIZHAIA ENL TV, POP+TIE I v E
Merge OiEFED> B RSN L ST L 72 Algorithm

(23D & label 2307E &415 & LT, Labeling
Algorithm (LA)2MEZR S L7,

LA [35/MEEICESSBIETH Y . Hi%
EAICRBIT DR bWV EER % Label & LT
WEST D, BARRINTHD & (Sa)Dix b AMI
DEAITE > TR bW EEERIL, £ DOWNHE

CHDHXTHY, HZEAD label 1TX &L
THREIND, BREARWBLTIT—E LT, @
O D72, [XP] L& 5 ER
AE HWTWD 2, MP @ Bare Phrase
Structure DR DL, HiZD TXP) 1Lk

BIZITHIZIX) LD ZLITHEE LV,

— 5T, LA ERJEE D00, (ShITH
Hivd, LIFULIE XP-YP Rie LTEKRS

NARMTH D, =2 Tl bIMIDOESD
iz, SEEEEICHDIAENZ TEH X &Y

PEEL, ZNOITFERHTH DL Z &b 2
DFEE T LA T HREEA D label ZR7ET
HIENTE f;b\o Zuzxt L, (Se)d k9
(2, W EEE 238 O prominent feature % FT
HL., S OICHED Agree BfRICH D & X|Z
(D, Prominent feature sharing option & L T,
W ORMEITHAS L label ZRETHZ LN
T& %, (50)TlE, MEHEFAIN & T T Phi
FHEEZALTEBY, SHICZ B EFREICEH
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95 Agree BURIZH D Z Lvb | YELEN
<Phi, Phi>& L Clabel %75 Z LN TE D,

(5) a{xeX, {vpY,...}}
b. {»{xrX,...}, {xr Y, ...}}
C. {<phiphi> {Np Niphi}, ...}, {Tp TPhil, ...} }

(prominent feature sharing option)

3. EERE

AHITIE, AR Dm0 Fl & 72 5 RS
Rafafid 5, BARMIZIX, Free Merger @
fER, ZROMENE T 5 L FRT D,
FRED : POP+OFFAA TIX EM, IM O il

FEERAYIC AN ATRE

BEIZ A7 X 912, Free Merger DEED
& Tl Merge BAERKRIZEBEH S, b
L%O)ff*% FERIZSER L 7o M85 23 label f+F

(ZRBCT AUIE, SRR interface THE®H
73?1/ WRAE L 720 | full interpretation ® & R
HEINDZ LT D, 1> TZONHHD G
& TR, AR ISR ZE O s b i
% Z L1372 < Free Merger OFEEDOHIZE
ENTVD IM ITH L, A/A-bar (2K DXy
RFNCE S HIRZTT 5 2 & 1385 LA
BEL 72D, Tad AR ST TV 7203,
POP+ ClX Phase Bx[&(T Téiﬁ%ﬁﬁfj@
shift DIEE S RSN TIY | SREFHEIC
< A/A-bar K53 b ERRNATRE S 72D, TiEO“C
POP+DHufL A D ¢, & Tlid Chomsky (2008)7
A/A-bar X532 3R L . A/A-bar DFFE
TOMEL 2D,
MREQ : HAEHINTIRED D EFSWRY , =
— XA PRI AR B PTRE & T

(6)

[<phi, phi> John seems [£ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ f... to be a
genius]]. (EHIRR DIEBF D HER)

(6) TlL, EFE John DNEFIEFE L L T<Phi,
Phi>® label ZRET 2 E TIZ, £ OHRINL
& Tl B 22 B B & L“Cl/\‘é LT )



£ 9 BBEHOLEOEB O BT 5T
FERRIERITZ M3, Free Merger O b & Tl fix
FEAOIZ label (F1F239 L WSIRY | IRAEHE
BIIFREShd e TSNS, #E>T, (6)
DX REOHBLEZRANTE LD E W
D FH _ORENET B,

ZOH ORI T D — D DR D T
REME L LCL(6)D L 9 7RURAE% | Abels (2003)
EPNFE LTS X 972 anti-locality (22 Y
BRANT D ENI T =T NEZLND N
H Lz, BRIIZIE, [Rl— 05 o NE
TOB#Z, /iR E % & o Bl bHE
B a2 BETHD, 207 Fa—FnH E£L
W IE(6) D RTEIT SRR S U5 25, BEIC A 72
£ 912, Free Merger D & Tik, IM 2] 5
DOFIRZ T D L H 2 & 1T EIE
HIZNEETH D,

ZHUCK L, RESCCRAT A 2 Lt b
BOT 7Ta—FIL BHOEREEZDH LW
2D THD, I, (6)D &K 5 RIRAEEIK
EATREME S L CIRAFET 28, 2D X 91Tk
BICAEUZERICONTIE, EKHMIC
interface TIIME N2 E B 2 B A[RENET
boH, ZOWEEMEX, PEENZ & 20k
BECHIBRT 2 EWVWOBEDODL ETHEL Z
EINFRETIE® 2 08 IEBOHIBREME L V) 9
Bl 2B EA T L 5 8T, Z ORI
FITREFER L IX V22, o T, 2Dk
D 7o RN E AR & Al SN KL D e
RO ERDIRE TE T MP & LTI R
IZHFE LW, WIS XEE R L, 2
OT7 7a—F OO & Tk, RN A E
IZIM OFERELCD NP Db — L LTESR
TAHZERARARBIZRDEN) ZETh D,

4. R
4.1. A

LA Tl. POP+DOFA D & & A/A-bar
X5y LR 2 PER L. Improper Movement
DIt~ LA ILET 5, £97., Ao~
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BT, LT O=RICENTE 5,
(DFree Merger Tlix, EM/IM (ZHlIBRZ 7T &
A
@ =2 B2 HS IEBFO EFEIX. Free Merger
TIFRFFTE 20
OMP TITH7Z R ILEDOFANITAFE L <720
FF. OOFER. A/A-bar X531E, BEIO
R OBLED O TR JEMOBLE N5 E
BOMEEST ) T LITRD, 2. @QDFER.
ZOEBBERICONT b, BT R ERD LI
LD LT D, BRI, OITESE, 2
S O R REREIR O 72 O\ 12 70 35 (8 38N
THZEFGELL 2N &6 feb B
M 72 RIS 1X. Merge, Labeling, Lexical Item
D=ZDODBRDHINGEPND D LR D,

4.2. BE
K LTI T DL AE1T9H

A JEBRII<Phi, Phi> label TH 5,
A-bar JE BRI variable & L T < JENZ L
T REREIHH Th D,

(7)
(8)

WHIZEBWT, (7). Q)DIEED L &Vl
LT3 HiCOMBERPIFERINDNERD,

4.3. HT
4.3.1. A/A-bar X5y

EPARHLTIZ, DITBNT, LAICEY
PE &5 <Phi, Phi> label 75, {&#EH 72 I FE
TO A RBE LT EBET D, BEN
2. AR OO & JLT-u,
(9) They were all hit ¢.
(9)DZE L DHFIIE, Sportiche (1988)IZ14FE &
5 WERER B DGR E ST 0 b LTI, all
DSEGEER ) A BEIOH I A IRBROAE
IZERE ST B TH D LR END,

Z 2 COAREICTIE, £ 97, Epstein, Kitahara



and Seely (2016)® Phase Cancellation @ 73T
ZYLa LT L, 59 Phase @ vP 1L, £ D
WNEBIZ 3T, <Phi, Phi>DRED A& FF L,
NP O&fH 5247w EBET 5, FEAR
A B = A LDV T Otsuka (2017)% 2R
Y AR %OTK%ﬁTi\Q@Wi%
LUFA0)D X 5 If8ET %,

(10)  [<pni, phi> They were [<phi, phi> all-# hit].

(10)TlE, =E3FE they 73 2 > D<Phi, Phi> label
HREICEE L TWD, 2055 FALO<Phi,
Phi>/Meft IR B TO AR THY . 2 2
2 all WERES D & T T D,

F7-Z 2T, Phi FEMEIT MME-B-AW) FE
HEDOELGTHY, H ETH NP OFFOH#EME
D BESITBE RN E VWD Z EICIER L
ﬁw\ﬁﬁzmwﬁﬁwst~ﬁ HOH LT
IZENIR S EOEFEDOa e —Thsb Z
LD IR & ZOJEATEIO NP O[RIE DI
BRIIVLEROND, KL TIEHETH A
JEWRE Phi FBED label THDH Z &b,
O Phi EMENRED NP Db D Th D DMFEIE
TOHMAOHBENMNETHLEEZ D, 2D
1EFEIE C-I Interface (
LLFOAD)D &L H I

-
—

HET 5,

(11) AJEBFO[FE : <Phi, Phi>% i it 4 %
LD NP &Rl —EEE & 72T,

(IDEHL ETHEN LD THY, 5% D
MR CREMZENR T2 L &350, ZDlHE
TEDORFEBAIRIT, F o7z < LUVVRNL L7=
YETIE72< . #il 2 1E C-1 Interface TOIR4 5
DIEFEDORE DRI LI L I 5iEEE & [
BOLOTHD EEET S, ﬁﬁﬁ“(“ﬁfﬁﬁﬂ’ﬁ
L0, ZOFREDWEDT-DIZ, ABEIODJE
A S D Z &l \_72%’)0 FHEIZE
BMZ®H 7225 H DD Phi FHED label 7217 Th
HTENL, KmLEHTREL S 72, AR

IZTITbh b D EE X,
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PR RAMPEDRFA D & FiET 5,

— 5T, (8)TlE., A-bar JEBMI Lexicon (Z
{EAET D ARSE L 72 5B 52 H (variable) T 2
EREL VD, 1o T, IREDFEMITKE
DOESE EEIZT D03, £9 wh BB LiEFEHE
E variable |ZEFEH) EM I LV BAfRZ R |

DHDIRAET wh BROHRN IM IZE-T
’3[%%@52}%6 EEZ2D, Lo T, Abar B
BT %A, Mi% wh B3 L variable 13,
Merge |2 XY #aERIICEAREEE N TE TV
L7, FIFED A EMOLED X ST,
C-1 Interface (Z351F 5 [FlE DR IT M4 E 72 < |
ZDOZEND, A-bar BEIO R BRHEEDHA
SNDEEERT D, £o, HBiZ wh BEHR L
variable 7% Merge 7~ 5 BRIC wh BFROEHRD
variable B2 EERIN D Z EI12XK Y, A-bar
R OFERMEOFRHA G ARETH D LB X D,
BT, Y RZHREDN R 72 EM 2T & LT
WAHZ LD, wh B33 & variable D, DFE D
operator-variable D —%f— 0 %} BIR 2MRFE
S 4. FTid Bijection Principle MR 23 AT HE
7B RICHER L2V, b LEED operator
% L <1 variable & EFEHIIC EM % & 31
I&. sideward movement <° multiple dominance
DX D RFFREP BB L 2 53, 2 b
IZ POP+DOHEA TIIHER ST D

4.3.2. Improper Movement

1%\ ZAH T Tl Improper Movement O 7t B
2B %, LLFTIE, (12a), (12b)DJEIZZ D
Wt 2 il %

(12) a. * Who seems it is likely to leave?
(= (4a) : Super-Raising)
b. * Who seems will leave?

(= (4b) : ZEIRAT5)

F9. (12a)TlE. FEiE who 2 it 2 T
%@wa o__fﬁgﬁ® . 2O
I CHEENDERAEFFOT-0OIZ1E, who I3



leave DFEEL L TR NI R B2 E
WO ZETHD, KL OPRATIE, Zh
5 OfIX, C-1Interface T, (1NDH &, TAL
D<Phi, Phi>» %> T it Z 56 T & 7dik LT
LEWV, leave DHEBAROFEIRN 5 F < i
RNTE DRSS & EIET S, BB, (13a)
DI IITYRAELTZE LT, C-I Interface T
IX(130)D L H 1T LpgiAEn s nsd 2
ElZ/a %, LUFCReml 2 Aoy,

(13) a.  [<phi phi>who WhO seems [<phi, phixic it 1S
likely to [<phi, phi>who l€ave]]].
(122)D#EFE LT OURKE)

b.  [<phi, phi> Who seems [<phi, phi> it 1S

likely to [<phi, pi> leave]]].
(C-TITiE B D IRTE)

C.  [<phi, Phi>who WhoO seems [<phi, phixit it 1S
likely to [<pni, phi-i leave]]].

(C-1 TREAEL- 7= 45

- >
N — —

F9(13a)1E. (120)DFFEIRETH Y
TlEx MO TFETH D who 1T D THLD
VP {23 T<Phi, Phi> label 29 5 23, o
[ O 8 IA Z2Ei Tl <Phi, Phi> label % it 12 K&
VIR S, e EALOEI TIEHEOY who 12X
DI STV D, LvL, ZOIREDRER
% C-I Interface (21 2 BEOEHIL(13b)D & 9
272 %, BEEROIL, #iffi TR~k 91T,
<Phi, Phi>® label iZ [ME-%- AFR) DOAED
DEAETH Y | ATFNCEE T D IERITHE T %
HLTWDHRTHDL M- TUNDIREDE &
AT DRIENME L 72 DM, (13e)2dH D X
21z, A)DH & C-llnterface Tl ir LV T
NLIZ & % <Phi, Phi> label X C% it & [FE L
TLEY, MRELT, (132D L D ITIRES
L72& LT%., C-I Interface TiH(13¢)D X 9
L g AR T, MR (12a)l28 W T
who 3 leave D EFE L 72 HfERITE HE H 15
LR E NS ZEIZ D, UL EOFBIL,
DM Superiority OFIOFIZ &S H T
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XA REER B D,

— 77 T(12b) Tl who 23D IA I D TERI
& EHITHEICEHEZZIT T D D EE
LD, WEm, [—ERAH G S 7z NP 3L
BEoD label BN Lo T ABE
AT Z & B ARETEAS . MP CII I JREL
WZEME DT D AIVIEEBADMF £ Ly, BUF Tl
Work in Progress T 5725, Hiic /2@t D ]
REPEZ SRR T 2, ETUT DL D ITRET 2,

(14) #222 : <Phi, Phi>® label {&-7E DR, Case
(ZBE9 215 H S label IZINZ HALD

Chomsky (2013)CiZ. <Phi, Phi>C label -5iF
LTV OEAIE. TTFEM] 2RIz B
LTWH AR RENTEY, 20l %
AFWICCIX, <Phi, Phi>® label (21X, B#EIC
1L Phi FEMLANOIE SN AITL ST
FRICBE D )R b B END Z & 2R
95 LfRIRT 5, 1> T, <Phi, Phi>( Agree
DEEIZ Case DIES E E AL, <Case, Case>
D label LIRTES LD LFEZ D,
ZIZTHEBRLEWOR, Phi EMEOHE &
OEDNE EAUE, H7Z label [ T4 G &R L
MRz >Z LT THD, BlE LT
[ M- B - = AR-TE48 ] DOFMEDOES T,
K45l he & RIZEDHDTH D, /- T, (12b)
TOYFZD label 23% D F F il Interface (3%
5L 56 Inclusiveness Condition (Z3E X L
72V T, label £11F OFER, Lexicon FF T
fFAELR Do ImRAFIDHBLT 5 LW 5 | K
BRI E I D, RERIS, 2D X5 7R
AFNIFFE DR T T M B0 OHANT XY
Resumptive Pronoun & L CH FEJIZ BT
5HEEZ D, Resumptive Pronoun Dt
L, 2 E—IZESIEBMOERDO S & T
A 72 BE 2 B L T2 I HIER L7ovy,
VL EZESE 20 AFmSCTHE, (12b)DBIA3,
ITHEREE, &0 BRI IR ORREREIR N I [F]
—IREORAFNH D Z LT L0 | AR5



BDOb LICBRA S D et fn T 5, M
. SR B OERICOWVWTHEAR HELE
DNEE L 72508, Z DWW TIEA % OWFE
WZHERTZE TS,

5. fEm

KL Tl £9°. POP+® Free Merger ™D
% & TD A/A-bar [X43<° Improper Movement,
JEBMCBIT 2 BERAMES 2 L7z, 20
. Merge. Labeling, Lexical Item (235 X |
BB E OB ANZITH Z &7 < . A/A-bar
EIEM O EFK 1TV, Improper Movement
IZOWTHatADREMEZ R L, 2RI X
Y AR SCE MP @ Phase BER O & & 72 2 PG
HIFERIZEER L7z,

*ORER ST B ARSGE R R3S (R - )
FERF)TOHBEHKRE —HBEELZLDT
%, AlROEBEMERAE L BERa AL
~ 2TV Z R S Al EAET-Je s, =g
FRAERIILDETHT7RT Ol 2 Z LT
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1. Introduction

English has nominal expressions called
gerunds. Gerunds are further divided into three
types: (NG),
gerunds (PG), and clausal gerunds (CG).

Nominal gerunds possessive
In the
first type, an internal argument appears with a
preposition of, and an external argument with a
possessive Case, as in (la). The second type is
different from the first type in that an internal
argument receives an accusative Case, as in (1b).
The last type is further different from the second
type because an external argument occurs with

an accusative or nominative Case, as in (1c).

(1) a. the girl’s reading of the sonnet NG
b. the girl’s reading the sonnet PG
c. the girl reading the sonnet cG

In this paper, after overviewing previous
analyses concerning CGs as in (1c), I will point
out their problems, and then provide an
alternative analysis. the
algorithm (LA) proposed in Chomsky (2013,
2015), I will argue that the label of CGs is

NominalP, which is determined via nominal

Adopting labeling
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feature sharing. The proposed analysis will
account for why CGs and their subjects receive
the same Case.

In the next section, I will overview the
previous analyses on CGs and point out their
problems. Section 3 provides an alternative
analysis based on the LA. Section 4 supports the
proposed analysis in terms of coordination and

ellipsis. Section 5 concludes the paper.

2. Previous Analyses and their Problems
Abney (1987)
so-called “DP Hypothesis,’

the

which provides an

1s  well-known for

influential analysis of CGs. Abney proposes the

following structure for John singing the

Marseillaise.

(2) [Dp -ing []p John []' 1 [Vp [V sing][Dp the
Marseillaise]]]]] (Abney (1987: 141))

For Abney, CGs are DP, followed by IP. John is
base-generated in the Spec of IP and assigned an
accusative Case from I (AGR). The nominal
morpheme -ing is the head of DP, which is
lowered to V sing, via I, forming singing.

Existence of IP/TP in CGs has widely been
accepted. The primary evidence comes from
availability of the expletive there and sentential
adverbs on the one hand, and independent tense
interpretations on the other. First, the sentence in
(3) shows that the expletive there is available in
CGs.

(3) I approve of [there being a literacy exam
for political candidates]
(Abney (1987: 72), brackets in original)

If the expletive occurs in the Spec of IP/TP, (3)
supports the view that CGs contain IP/TP in

their internal structure. Second, in (4), a



sentential adverb probably occurs in the CG.

(4) John probably being a spy, Bill thought it
wise to avoid him

(Reuland (1983: 108),

cited in Abney (1987: 115))

Given that such a sentential adverb adjoins to
IP/TP, the existence of IP/TP is evidenced.
Lastly, the example in (5) demonstrates the
availability of independent tense interpretations.
The tense in the CG has a future interpretation
with respect to the matrix tense, as clearly

shown with the adverbs yesterday and tonight.

(5) Mary worried yesterday about [Paul coming
dinner tonight].
(Pires (2006: 25),

italic and brackets in original)

Hence, the existence of IP/TP is empirically
borne out.

Abney’s analysis correctly explains the fact
that CGs appear in argument positions, as well.
As (6) shows, CGs occur in a complement
position of verbs (6a) and prepositions (6b, ¢) on
the one hand, and in a subject position (6d) on
the other.

(6) a. Mary favored [Bill taking care of her
land].
b. Susan worried about [Mark being late for
dinner].
¢. Sylvia wants to find a new house without
[Anna helping her].
d. [Sue showing up at the game] was surprise
to everybody.
(Pires (2006: 20), brackets in original)

Although he does not provide a detailed analysis,
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if CGs behave as DP in external distribution, it is
straightforwardly explained why CGs appear in
these positions.

However, Abney’s analysis is problematic
empirically and theoretically. Empirically, his
analysis cannot explain the fact that a subject of
CGs can be PRO. To see why, consider the
examples in (7), where each illustrates that a
subject of CGs cannot be a subject of passive

and raising predicates.

(7) a. *Paul is preferred [swimming in the
morning].
b. *John appears [liking Mary].
(Pires (2006: 27))

In order to deal with these facts, Abney has to

assume that an accusative is obligatorily

Then, the

sentences in (7) would be excluded as receiving

assigned to a subject of CGs.

two Cases: one (accusative) from I (AGR) in the
CGs and the other (nominative) from I (AGR) in
the roots. However, this assumption is not
motivated, and incorrectly predicts that the
sentence (8) is ungrammatical. In (8), the subject
of the CG is PRO.
(8) John prefers swimming. (Pires (2006: 39))
If an accusative is obligatorily assigned from I
(AGR) in the CG, then, the PRO in (8) receives
the Case, which is undesired. In general, PRO
must bear null Case rather than an accusative or
nominative Case. Therefore, Abney’s analysis
incorrectly excludes the grammatical sentence in
(8).

Furthermore, it is theoretically unclear why I
(AGR) in CGs assigns an accusative. Generally,
I (AGR) is assumed to assign a nominative.

Abney does not provide any reason, and he just



stipulates.

To solve these problems, adopting the
Movement Theory of Control (MTC, Hornstein
(1999)), Pires (2006) proposes an alternative

analysis of CGs, with the hypothesis in (9).

(9) The Tense (T°) head of a CG carries an
uninterpretable Case feature that needs to
be valued. (Pires (2006: 41))
To see how the hypothesis in (9) works, consider

the structure of John prefers swimming in (10).

(10) [tp2 John [1 [\p John [, prefers [vp prefers
[tp1 Fohn [ AGR [,p FJohn swimming]]]]]]]]
(cf- Pires (2006: 45))

In this structure, TP2 and TP1 correspond to the
matrix clause and the CG, respectively. The
subject John is base-generated in the Spec of vP
in the CG and receives the first theta role. The
Case feature of AGR, the head of TP1, is valued
by the matrix v and an accusative Case is
assigned to AGR, under the hypothesis in (9).
John further moves to (or internally merges
with) the Spec of TP1 in order to satisfy EPP in
T1 (AGR). Then, it moves to the Spec of TP2
via the Spec of vP in the matrix clause,
satisfying the EPP requirement. When it passes
the Spec of VP in the matrix clause, it receives
the second theta role.

When a CG has an overt subject, he assumes
a slightly different derivation. Consider, for
concreteness, the derivation of Sue prefers John

swimming, illustrated in (11).

(11) [rp2 Sue [1 [ Sue [ prefers [vp prefers [rpi
John [+ AGR [,p Fehrr swimming]]]]]]1]
(cf- Pires (2006: 50))
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In this case, the derivation up to VP proceeds
similarly to (10). It differs from (10) in the way
the theta role assignment to and movement of
the root subject Sue, as well as Case assignment
to CG subject John. Sue is base-generated in the
Spec of the matrix vP, where it receives a theta
role. It receives a Case from the matrix T, and
then, moves to the Spec of TP2 to satisfy EPP.
CG and its subject John receive an accusative
from matrix v. John moves to the Spec of TP1,
satisfying the EPP requirement.

Pires argues that the hypothesis in (9)
accounts for the reason why CGs occur in
argument positions: T in CGs has to be valued
for its Case feature (and assigned a Case), so
that CGs appear in complement positions of
verbs and prepositions on the one hand, and
subject positions on the other, as in (6).
the

problems with Abney’s. In Pires’ analysis, it is

Pires’ analysis partially resolves
clear why an overt subject of CGs receives an
After T

accusative, it is, in turn, assigned to the subject

accusative. in a CG receives an
of the CG. This is why CGs appear in argument
positions, as observed in (6). In addition, the
analysis correctly accounts for (7) and (8). (7) is
ungrammatical because T in the CGs is not
assigned any Case. In (8), T in the CG is
assigned an accusative from the matrix verb. The
subject of the CG John moves to the Spec of the
matrix TP, receiving a nominative, before the
accusative is “transferred” from T in the CG.
However, the idea that T itself bears a Case
(and Case)
independently being a

feature receives a is not
motivated,
construction-specific stipulation. In general, T is
assumed to bear phi-features rather than a Case
feature. Therefore, both Abney’s and Pires’
analyses have some problems and should be

revised.



3. An Alternative Analysis

This section presents an alternative analysis
based upon the LA in Chomsky (2013, 2015),
which solves the problems discussed thus far.
For readers who are unfamiliar with the LA, I
will overview how it works, first.

The detailed contents of the LA are given in
(12). The situation in (12b) is called the XP-YP
problem because we cannot determine a label

automatically as in (12a).

(12) a. When a phrase XP and a word Y are
merged, Y becomes the label, as in (13).
b. When a phrase XP and another phrase
YP are merged,
1. if XP moves, Y becomes the label, as
in (14).
ii. if X(P) and Y (P) have the same feature
F, F becomes the label, as in (15).
YP

XP Y
YP
YP

(13)

(14)
L)/(P YP

(15  FP

N

XP

XiF Yiry
In addition, Chomsky assumes that root R in
general and T in English are too weak to
determine a label.

Given the LA and the assumptions above, I
CGs.

Assuming that the nominal suffix -ing is

propose an alternative analysis for

introduced by nominalizer n, 1 argue that the

top-most label of a CG is NominalP because of
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nominal-feature sharing. For concreteness,
consider the derivation of the enemy destroying

the city, illustrated below:

NominalP

T~

DP R-v*-T-nP

N

the enemy

(16)

n
DP

PN

the-enenyy

-ing

R-v*P

the-enemy destroy the city

The way of labeling up to R-v*P is the same as
that in Chomsky (2013, 2015). The nominalizer
-ing is a suffix, which needs to be attached to an
element. Thus, after root destroy internally
mergers with v*, which further merges with T,
-ing is lowered to v* via T, forming destroying.
Since T is too weak to determine a label, the
label of the whole phrase at this stage is the
amalgamation R-v*-T-nP. The CG subject the
enemy is base-generated in the Spec of R-v*P,
and internally merges with R-v*-T-nP via the
traditional TP-Spec position. At this point, the
XP-YP problem arises, which is solved only by
taking the option in (12bii). Since it is the
nominal feature that these two phrases have in
common, the top-most label of the CG is
determined as NominalP.

The present analysis correctly explains the
facts discussed in the previous section. First, as
we have observed in (6), CGs have to appear in
argument positions. This is because both CGs
themselves and their subject require a Case.
Under the present analysis, a CG subject and the

nominalizer -ing share a nominal feature. As a



result, Cases in CGs and their subject are
licensed when the whole NominalP is assigned
an accusative (or a nominative in the case of
(6d)). Second, it has been observed in (7) that
A-movement of a CG subject is barred. The
ungrammaticality is explained in terms of failure
of assigning a Case. In (7), the subjects, Paul
and John are assigned a Case from the matrix T,
but the CGs themselves do not receive any
Cases, which is the reason why the sentences are
ungrammatical. Lastly, in (8), an accusative is
assigned only to the CG itself. Rejecting the
MTC, I assume that the subject of the whole
sentence, John is base-generated in the matrix
Spec-vP. Although the nominal feature is shared
between the nominal head -ing and PRO, an
accusative is licensed only in the CG head, -ing
by assignment of the Case to NominalP, since
PRO does not have a Case feature. Therefore,

an accusative is assigned only to the CG head,

-ing.

4. Further Concequences

This section presents new data concerning
coordination and ellipsis, which pose problems
to Abney’s (1987) and Pires’ (2006) analyses but
provide further support for the present approach.
I begin with a discussion of coordination.

As far as I know, it has not been noticed that
CGs can coordinate with other nominals. In (17),
CGs

coordinated.

and deverbal derived nominals are

(17) a. John preferred destroying an existing
notion and creation of a new idea.
b. John preferred destruction of an existing

notion and creating a new idea.

Pires’ analysis cannot explain the fact, while

Abney’s and my analysis can. In Pires’ analysis,

142

the top-most projection of CGs is TP. Then, it
will incorrectly be predicted that coordination
with other nominal expressions is disallowed. In
(17) would be excluded as
coordination of different
illustrated in (18).

other words,

categories, as

(18) a. John preferred [rp destroying an existing
notion] and [pp creation of a new ideal].

b. John preferred [pp destruction of an

existing notion] and [rp creating a new

idea].

On the other hand, Abney takes CGs to be DP,
which correctly accounts for the fact. In the
present analysis, the top-most projection is
NominalP, permitting coordination with other
nominals.

The examples in (17) also cast doubt on the
MTC, which adopted by Pires. The
derivations of (17a, b) under the MTC would be

as follows:

1S

(19) a. John preferred
existing notion] and [creation of a new
idea]

b. John preferred [destruction of an existing

[tjonn destroying an

notion] and [#n, Creating a new idea].

In (17), moving the subject of the CGs is
tantamount to extracting an element only from
one conjunct. The derivations clearly violate the
the Coordinate Structure Constraint (CSC, Ross
(1967)). Therefore,

problematic in terms of coordination, which, in

Pires’ analysis is also
contrast, provides further support for the present
analysis.

Next, consider ellipsis in CGs, which has not
been discussed actively. It poses problems for

the two previous analyses while it supports the



present analysis. As shown below, a verb phrase
in to-infinitival and tensed clauses in (20) and
(21) can be elided (verb phrase ellipsis, VPE)
when an antecedent is a CG. The corresponding

non-elided sentences are also grammatical.

(20) John preferred using a computer and Mary
preferred to use-a-eomputer, too.

(21) I know of Chomsky criticizing the Viet
Nam War, and I know that Obama did
eriticize-the- Viet Nam-Waz, too.

However, reversing the relation between an
antecedent and an elided position makes the
sentences ungrammatical. To wit, eliding (parts
of) CGs is impossible when an antecedent is a
to-infinitive and a tensed clause, as in (22) and
(23). Since the corresponding sentences without
ellipsis are grammatical, we can attribute the

ungrammaticality to the ellipsis.

(22) *John preferred to use a computer and
Mary preferred using-a-eomputer, t0o.

(23) *I know that Chomsky criticized the Viet
Nam War,

eritieizing-the Viet Nam-Wat, too.

and I know of Obama

Notice that even when an antecedent is a CG,
eliding (parts of) CGs is barred, as in (24). The
corresponding is

non-elided sentence

grammatical.

(24) *I know of Chomsky criticizing the Viet
Nam War,

eritieizing-the Viet Nam-Wat, too.

and I know of Obama

The examples in (20), (21), and (24) indicate
that the ungrammaticality of (22) and (23)
cannot be accounted for in terms of the

syntactic/morphological identity condition. In
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(20), the head of the antecedent is using while
that of the elided element is use. In (21), V
criticize is elided even though the corresponding
position is criticizing. In these sentences, despite
the morphological
permitted. On the other hand, in (24), the forms

mismatch, ellipsis s
of the antecedent and elided heads are exactly
the same, yet the sentences are ungrammatical.
the

ungrammaticality of (22) and (23) to the

Therefore, we cannot attribute

syntactic/morphological identity condition.
Then,

(un)grammaticality of the sentences above? I

how can we explain the
will explain it in terms of the licensing condition
on ellipsis proposed in Lobeck (1995), who
argues that ellipsis can be applied only to the
complement position of functional categories (C,
T, and D). The present analysis gives (23) the

following structure:

NominalP

T~

DP R-v*-T-nP

VAN

Obama

(25)

n
DP

AN

Obama

-ing

R-v*P

Obama criticize the Viet Nam War

The derivation proceeds similarly to (16). The
label of the whole phrase is determined as
NominalP by nominal feature sharing. The
crucial point is that R-v*-T-nP is not placed in a
complement position of functional categories,
hence violating the licensing condition on
ellipsis. Therefore, (23) is ungrammatical.
Abney’s cannot

analysis provide a



satisfactory explanation. The structure of the

elided position in (23) would be as follows:

(26) [DP 'ing [I}’ Obama []' [ | [VP [V CritiCiZC] [Dp
the Viet Nam War]]]]]]
(cf- Abney (1987: 141))

In this structure, after the morpheme -ing is
lowered to V via I, we incorrectly expect VP to
be deleted since it is placed in the complement
position of I, which is a functional projection.
The ellipsis data go against Pires’ analysis,
too. His analysis would provide the elided site in

(23) with the following structure:

27) [rp Obama [ AGR [,p Obama [, [
criticizing][yp [, eritieize][pp the Viet Nam

War]]]]1]

Here, the same problem arises regarding ellipsis.
After Obama moves from Spec vP to