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Acquisition of Degree Abstraction: Seeking
Evidence from IPL"

Ryosuke Hattori
Kobe Gakuin University

Keywords : Parameter, Degree Abstraction,
Comparatives, Measure Phrase, Intermodal

Preferential Looking

1. Introduction

The parameter and principle theory in
linguistics claims that the variation of each
language is determined by binary setting of a
number of universal parameters. In the process
of language acquisition, a child will set each of
the parameters (just like turning on/off switches)
based on their language input.

This study looks at such a parameter
involved in degree constructions, e.g. the degree
clausal comparative (DCC) and the measure
phrase construction (MP). These constructions
are considered to be closely related based on
theory of formal semantics, i.e., DCC and MP
both involve a semantic operation called degree
abstraction (i.c., binding of a degree variable in
the structure).

Using the Intermodal Preferential Looking
(IPL) task on English-learning children, this
study seeks a support for language acquisition
process based on the “parametric” hypothesis,
where the positive setting of certain parameter is
related

prerequisite for two or more

constructions, by showing the correlation

between DCC and MP in the acquisition process.

2. The DAP and Prediction in Acquisition
Heim (2001) claims, based on von Stechow’s
(1984) seminal work on comparison, that the
English comparison construction semantically
involves the comparison between degrees, where
matrix and than-clause provide sets of degrees
through abstraction over a degree variable. This
abstraction, is

operation, so-called degree

considered to be involved in the clausal
comparatives where degrees of the adjectives are
compared (i.e., Degree Clausal Comparatives:
DCC), as shown below (example given under (a)

and standard logical form under (b)).

(1) Degree Clausal Comparatives (DCC)
a. This shelf is taller than that door is wide.
b. [[ [Degree Phrase -€T than [<q how this shelf
is t; tall]] [<q 2 [that door is [ap t2
wide]]] 1]

Here the quantifier -er takes two degrees which
are taken from both the main clause and the
than-clause through the degree abstraction.
There are other quantifiers over degrees
that differ from the comparative in terms of their
specific meaning, but are otherwise similar. For
example, the degree abstraction is involved in

the measure phrase (MP), as shown below.

(2) Measure Phrases (MP)
a. John is exactly 1.70m tall.
b. [ [Degree Phrase <<d,i>¢> €xactly 1.70m] [<qe
how; [John is t; tall]] ]
(Beck et al. (2009))

Through an extensive cross-linguistic survey in
the previous studies (Snyder (1995), Beck et al.
(2004), (2009) among others), it was found that
all languages allowing DCC also allow MP (see
Table 1). Thus, it was claimed that there is a



degree abstraction parameter (DAP), ie., a
language allows a degree abstraction or not,
whose positive setting [+DAP] is a necessary

condition (or prerequisite) for DCC and MP.

(3) Degree Abstraction Parameter (DAP)
A language { does/does not } have binding

of degree variables
(Beck et al. (2004), (2009))

Lg. \ Cons. DCC MP
-English yes yes
German yes yes
Bulgarian yes yes

Hungarian yes? yes

Hindi-Urdu n/a yes

Thai yes yes

Romanian no no
Spanish no no
Guarani no no
Russian no no

Turkish n/a no
Chinese no no
Japanese no no
Mooré n/a no
Samoan n/a no
Yoruba n/a no
Motu n/a no

Table 1

In terms of the language acquisition, then, the
positive setting for the DAP is the prerequisite
for children to comprehend these constructions,
i.c., a child must turn on the parameter first in
order to understand both the DCC and MP. Thus,
the prediction we can make here is that there
should be some correlation between children’s
comprehension performance on DCC and that
on MP. E.g, A Child who is good at
comprehending DCC should also be good at MP
or a child who does not yet good at DCC is also
not good at MP.

3. Previous Studies
3.1. TVJT

One previous study (Hattori (2019))

measured children’s comprehension on both
DCC and MP based on the experiments using
Truth Value Judgement task (TVIT) on 15
monolingual
(3;03-5;10), in which a child judges the truth

value (true or false) of the sentence given by a

English-learning children

puppet (which is acted by an experimenter) after
s/he listens to a story narrated by another
experimenter.

The sample story and the test sentences
uttered by the puppet (Cookie Monster: CM),
are shown below. Here, instead of an
experimenter acting out the stories with toys and
props, stories were presented as animation on a
tablet screen narrated by one of the
experimenters. The picture shows the final
image/slide of the story that the child would be

looking at when CM utters the test sentences.

(4) Sample Story:
Girl - 5 bricks tall * 3 bricks wide;
Boy - 2 bricks tall * 4 bricks wide'
Experimenter: “A girl and a boy made walls
out of bricks. Their walls are different. This
one is very ‘tall’, but that one is very ‘wide’”
Girl: "Look at my wall! I made it all by
myself. It is ... (count to 5) this tall.
Isn't it great!"
Boy: "That's a really tall wall. My wall isn’t
that tall but it is a really wide wall,

see? It’s ... (count to 4) this wide!"




(5) Test Sentences:
a. So, the boy's wall is wider than the girl's
wall is tall? (DCC)
b. I know how tall the girl’s wall is. It’s 3
bricks tall. (MP)

In both cases, the correct answers correspond to
a negative answer. If the child has the adult
grammar, we expect that they will answer with
“no” to CM (and should be able to explain if
they are asked “what really happened?”). If they
don’t have the grammar, we expect they will
disregard the second clause in (5a), interpret
them as a phrasal comparative as shown below,

and thus answer “yes.”

(6) The boy’s wall is wider than [pp the girl's
wall] is-taH.

Also, a previous study (Arii et al. (2017)) shows
that English/Japanese learning children tend to
interpret the measure phrases as differential
comparatives when they are young. If the
children don’t have the grammar, then they
would interpret the MP sentence in (5b) as the
following differential comparative sentence and

thus answer “yes.”

(7) Look, the girl’s wall is 3 bricks taller than
boy’s wall.

The children’s performance was measured based
on percentages of correct answer to each item.
This study, failed to
correlation between their performance on DCC
and that on MP (two-tailed p = .9843). Crucially,

the result shows that overall performance of

however, show

children on all the test items (including the
control) were below average, indicating that the

task was simply too complicated for children.

3.2.IPL

There is one previous study looking at
correlation between children’s understanding on
different linguistic constructions based on the
idea that there is an abstract parameter, setting of
which is a prerequisite for their acquisition.
Snyder (1995-2014) has been arguing for the
existence of “The Compounding Parameter”
(£TCP). According to this proposal, the [+TCP]
setting is one of the prerequisites for English
verb-particle constructions (e.g. pull the top off)
as well as for “creative” Noun-Noun
compounding (NNC: e.g. apple box lid).

A recent study (Naigles et al. (2013)) tested
TCP with the Intermodal Preferential Looking
(IPL) task, a comprehension task that is more
simple for young children (Hirsh-Pasek and
Golinkoft (1991)). English-learning 2-year-olds
viewed two, side-by-side images, and heard a
directing audio that matched only one, as shown

in the figure below.

Figure 1

Stimuli tested comprehension of particles
(“She’s kicking it up/down!”), and NNC (“Look
at the hand chair / hand on the chair!”) as well as
a variety of control constructions.

As predicted by TCP, children who looked

the longest at the matching image for particles



also looked significantly longer at the NNC
match. No such association existed between
either particles or NNC, on the one hand, and
any of the control measures. They take this
pattern to indicate that a subgroup of the
children had adopted the target value of TCP,
and consequently could quickly and confidently
identify the image matching either a particle or
an NNC audio. For other children, who had not
yet committed themselves to the [+TCP] setting,
there was apparently nothing to link their
preferred image (the match or non-match) for a

particle to their preferred image on NNC items.

4. Current Study

The current study aims at (i) measuring
children’s comprehension on DCC and MP using
a comprehension task that is more simple and
straightforward for young children to process
and (ii) by using the new methodology, aims at
understanding more of the correlation between
DCC and MP, testing the hypothesis that these
are associated with the DAP. To achieve these
goals, this study uses the Intermodal Preferential
Looking (IPL) task, a comprehension task that is
considered to be more simple/straightforward for
young children. The task has been previously
used and holds some promise for showing
correlation between comprehensions of two

different linguistic constructions.

4.1. Procedure

The subject child sees two side-by-side
video clips while hearing audio that matches
only one of the images. Children’s faces were
filmed as they were watching the videos, and
coded

frame-by-frame using a custom coding program.

then their eye movements were

Coders who were ‘blind’ to the match coded
when the children looked to the left, right, to the

center, and/or away. The dependent variables
were the percent of time looking to the match
side (total looking time to the match) during the
control and test trials, and the latency of first
look to the match vs. nonmatch during the test
trials, starting at the offset of their last look to
the center/red dot before the trial began (i.e. how
quickly they look at the match). The correlation
between children’s looking time/latency to the
match on DCC and those on MP were analyzed
(by Pearson’s linear correlation test). Those
measures were compared to the control ones, too,
in order to make sure that what we are looking at
is not just “some kids are smart and the other
kids are not.” The prediction is that children who
look longer/more quickly at the matching image
for MP also look significantly longer/more
quickly at DCC match.

4.2. Subject

28 monolingual English learning children
(age range: 4;01-7;006, average: 5;05) were tested.
Children were excluded if they exhibit an
obvious response bias, e.g., looking to one side
all the time.

To see the age effect, the children were
divided into two groups, i.e., 14 younger age
children (4;01-5;00) and 14 older age children
(5;01-7;06) groups.

4.3. Stimuli

Here are some sample stimuli below for
DCC in (8) and MP in (9). Here, the left image
matches the audio? (Match side was randomized
and the animation is used in the actual stimuli).
They were presented in a similar pattern: 6
seconds trials, preceded by a 3 second
inter-trial-interval when only the red light was
visible. Two familiarization trials were presented,

followed by one baseline trial and two test trials.



(8) DCC

CIS X £ -

Audio: “Look, Big Bird is building a taller tower

than ant.”
(9) MP
"': RRnal N o lan EEEp
A = ol 5

Audio: “Look, the girl’s wall is 3 bricks tall.”

In the DCC item (8), the interpretation is based
elided
embedded sentences as shown in (10). Children
the matched

on phonologically clauses in the

correctly looking at images
indicates that they have access to that elided
comparative clause, and thus understand the

DCC correctly.

(10) Look, Big Bird is building a taller tower
than ant is-building-ax—tall-tower

For the MP items like (9), the non-matched
image is intended to show the situation which
can be described by a differential comparative as

shown below.

(11) Look, the girl’s wall is 3 bricks taller than
boy’s wall

This is based on a previous study (Arii et al.
(2017)) which shows that English/Japanese
learning children tend to interpret the measure
phrases as differential comparatives when they
are young, indicating that they cannot yet
understand MP. The control stimuli (e.g.,

phrasal comparatives) were also included.

4.4. Result

As a result, there are no correlation found in
looking time/latency in younger group or
DCC/MP against the control items in both the
age groups, but there was some correlation effect
(r2=0.2857, t(12)=2.19, two-tailed p=.049008%*,
by Pearson’s Linear Correlation) between the
latency of DCC and that of MP in the older
group, as shown in the following scatter plot
(Graph 1).

Older age group, Latency to Match

6
g ° ®
: 4
I ®
s 3 . =
; 2 ’ L
= 0g...""" o

2
1 . .$ ®
0
0 1 2 3 1

Clausal Comparative

Graph 1

Regarding the correlation with the control items,
there are no correlation found in latency of
DCC/MP against any of the control items, as

shown in the following graphs.

DCC and differential DCC and Phrasal

(3 . . .

two-tailed p=.144732 two-tailed p=.365755

Graph 2: DCC vs. Controls



MP and Differential MP and Phrasal

two-tailed p=.186833 two-tailed p=.276530

Graph 3: MP vs. Controls

4.5. Discussion

The result shows that the older children who
looked more quickly at the matching image for
MP also looked significantly more quickly at
DCC match. Also, no such association existed
between either DCC or MP and any of the
which indicate that the

correlation between children’s comprehension

control measures,

on DCC and that on MP is not because some
kids are smart and generally good at the task.

This suggests that there is an indication that
the degree abstraction parameter (DAP) exists,
and its setting (+DAP) may affect the acquisition
of DCC and MP, where a child needs to set the
DAP to the positive value (+DAP) first in order
to comprehend the DCC and MP.

The younger children (under 5;00) did not
show this correlation effect presumably because
they couldn’t understand the stimuli in time,
which were presented and needed to be
processed in such a short period of time (i.e., 6

seconds).

5. Conclusion

This study used the Intermodal Preferential
Looking task on English-learning children, to
seek a support for language acquisition process

based on the “parametric” hypothesis, where the

positive setting of certain parameter is

prerequisite for two or more related
constructions. In particular, the study focused on
Degree Abstraction Parameter for two related
constructions, both of which involves the degree
abstraction (i.e. binding of a degree variable) in
their derivations based on the theory of formal
semantics, i.e., Measure Phrase and Degree
of 28

English-learning children (age

Clausal Comparatives. The result
monolingual
range: 4;01-7;06) shows that there was some
correlation effect between the latency of MP and
that of DCC in the older group. This suggests
that there is a DAP, and its setting (:DAP) may

affect the acquisition of DCC and MP.

* I would like to express my deepest gratitude to
Letitia Naigles for continuous help throughout
the process of preparing/conducting the study.
My gratitude also goes to Karina Bertolino for
assistance in running the experiments. I also
thank the audience at the 39th Conference of the
English Linguistic Society of Japan for
invaluable comments and discussion. I want to
further extend appreciation towards UConn
K.ID.S and all the parents and children for
participating in this project. The responsibility of
any errors is of course my own. This work was
supported by the JSPS KAKENHI Grant
Number JP19K23059.

NOTES
' Avoiding an abstract measure like inch, the
number of bricks is used here to show the height
or width of the objects that are compared.
2 All audios were presented in American English
Child-Directed Speech.
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1. Introduction

This paper discusses the agreement and case
assignment. First, we will go through some cases
that are not expected in the standard framework
with Agree. We allow agreement and case
assignment to be explained as the phenomena at
the interfaces based on the labels of the set.

We summarize the basic properties of Agree
as the following:

(1) a. Agree: [uF] acts as a probe, which
searches the c-command domain for the
goal [F] to get its value.

b. Agree respects syntactic minimality and
only the first-located goal can participate
in the relation.

This follows from (1) that only (2a) is a
well-formed configuration, and the ones like (2b,
C) are not expected.

(2) a. T[uphi][nom] - DP[phi][ucase]
b. T[uphi][nom] - DP1[phi][ucase] & DP2
[phi][ucase]
c. T[uphi][nom]
DP[phi][ucase]

&  V[uphi][acc] -

In (2b), two candidate DPs exist for the one
[uphi] on T. In (2c), there are two case assigners
for one DP. These one-to-many relations violate
the syntactic minimality in (1b). Then, consider
the following examples:*

(3) Erlant
he let-3sG him a

ihn {einen guten Mann/
good man-Acc/
ein guter Mann}  sein.

a good man-NOM COP

‘He lets him be a good man.’

(German; adapted from Schiitze (1997: 87))
(4) Juma a-li-kuwa 3a-me-pika

J. 3SG-PsT-be 3sG-PERF-cook 7food

chakula.

‘Juma had cooked food.’
(Swahili; Carstens (2001: 150))
(5) ngunha watharri-ku
that  look=for-PRES snake-AccC

nyurna-yu

warrapa-la-ku

grass-LOC-ACC

‘He is looking for the snake in the grass.’
(Panyjima; Plank (1995: 35))

We can see that (3) and (4) instantiate (2b, c),
respectively. In (3), the predicate nominal can
either be accusative or default nominative. In the
former case, the matrix V assigns accusative to
two nominals. In (4), the verbal participle as
well as T agree with the subject. Finally, in (5),
warrapalaku ‘snake’ with inherent locative also
receives accusative, which is the same case as
the modified head. Although Hiraiwa’s (2005)
Multiple
one-to-many relations like (3) and (4), the

Agree is intended to capture
proposal bears conceptual problem if Agree is an
instance of Minimal Search (Chomsky (2015)),
since Multiple Agree, by definition, ignores
minimality in that Search proceeds even after it
locates one goal (see also Zeijlstra (2012)). Thus,

we do not resort to this option and assume that



syntactic operation follows minimality.
Another problem of Agree is found in the wh
interrogatives like (6).

(6) a. [Which[uQ] cat] do[Q] you like?
(adapted from Epstein, Kitahara, and
Seely (EKS) (2017))
b. Who[uQ] will[Q] be offended if we
invite which[uQ] philosopher?
(adapted from Reinhart (1998: 36))

The underlined wh operators with [uQ] do not
c-command interrogative C. The question of
how to determine the values must be explained.

2. Proposal
Our analysis is based on the following
assumptions:

(7) a. [uF] and nominals without case are
problematic at the interfaces because of

the legibility condition.  (EKS (2017))

b. Agree respects syntactic
(Chomsky (2000, 2001))
c. Agreement and case are determined at

in  syntax
minimality.

the interfaces based on the labels of the
(EKS (2017), Hayashi (in press))
d. The agreement labels with T/R assign

sets.

nominative/accusative cases.

(7a) departs from the standard analysis, which
requires [uF] to be assigned in syntax. [uF] is
problematic at the interfaces, not in syntax in
that the interfaces cannot interpret them. Thus,
we assume that the illegibility problem is solved
if the interpretation of [uF] can be determined at
the interfaces with an appropriate configuration.
We assume in (7c) that it is the labels that carry
out this job. Chomsky (2013: 43) argues that the
interpretive information of the set is provided by

10

the label. Thus, [uF] can be assigned the
interpretation through the label of the set that
contains [uF]. In the interrogative clauses found
in (6), the moved wh operators provide the label
<Q, Q> with interrogative C, as a result of
which the set is interpreted as interrogative. [uQ]
contained in the interrogative set can also be
interpreted as interrogative at the interfaces. Let
us now see the structures of (3) — (5).

8) {s v* {, him[phi] {s Vlet[uphi] {. be
him[phi] a good man }}}}
(0=be, p=R, y=<phi, phi>, &=v*) (cf. (3))
(9) {5 Juma[phi] {, T[uphi] {s Jumatphi} {.
v*[uphi], food}}}}
(0=P=v*, y=T, d=<phi, phi>) (cf. (4))
(10) {, look for {s snake {. grass[loc]}}}
(o=grass, B=snake, y=look for) (cf. (5))

The predicate nominal in (8) is contained in the
set with label y=<phi, phi>, which assigns a
nominal accusative at the SM interface. Label
d=<phi, phi> in (9) explains the participle
agreement with the subject. In (10), assuming
that the verbal label assigns accusative in this
language because of the lack of phi agreement,
grass is located where it can receive accusative.
To allow suffixaufnahme (case stacking), we do
not postulate [ucase]. Nominals receive any of
the cases they can receive, and the realization
varies in accord to the externalization parameter.
Before discussing the externalization, we will go
through a previous analysis that attempts to
capture one-to-many relations.

3. Previous Analysis of Concord in Syntax
Norris (2014) explains the case concord in
Estonian. His analysis is based on the bare
phrase structure (Chomsky (1995)), by which
the label carries the same information as the



head. He argues that the label can inherit [case]
on the head and that it is copied to other
nominals. Consider the following examples:

(11) a. enamik inimesi
majority people.PL.PAR

b. Enamiku-l  inimes-te-I pole

majority-ADE person-PL-ADE NEG.be

selle-ks raha.

this-TRL money.PAR

‘A majority of people do not have

money for this.’

(Estonian; Norris (2014: 180))

The partitive case in (11b) is overwritten by the
adessive case assigned by the higher head.
Norris’s analysis differs from ours in the
following ways i) in his framework, agreement
and case assignment must be carried out in
syntax so that the label shows the relevant
he
“overwriting” of features, we do not, which is

information; and ii) while assumes
problematic in terms of the no-tampering
condition (Chomsky (2008)). The following

section offers an analysis without it.

4. Some Parameters at the Externalization
This
externalized. As assumed in (7a), we assume that

section discusses how case is
case is required at the SM interface. Then, what
happens if a nominal receives more than one

case? Some possibilities are as follows:

(12) a. Externalize all cases.
b. Externalize only one case.

(5) is the manifestation of (12a). (12b) has
further subcategories: i) Externalize the same
exponent of multiple cases, ii) Externalize the
most marked case, iii) Externalize the outermost
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case, and iv) Externalize any case. We do not

discuss (12biii) here (see Pesetsky (2013)).
(12bi)

condition or case syncretism. Consider the

is also known as the matching

following examples.

(13) a.*Wen du liebst st ein
who.AccC you love.2sG COP.3SG a.NOM
Halunke.
scoundrel
‘Who you love is a scoundrel.’

b. Was du liebst st
what.NOM/ACC you love.2SG COP.3SG
Pasta.
pasta

‘What you loove is pasta.’
(German; van Riemsdijk (2021: 133))
(14) {<pni, pri> {Fr cop) WH[phi] {C {EA{T {v {<pni
oni> Wh[phi] {R[uphi], ...}}}}}} {T[uphi]
{* .33}

Both the free relatives in (13a, b) have the same
structure as (14), where the wh operator shows
double agreement both in the embedded relative
clause as well as in the matrix clause. In (13a)
with wen ‘who’, nominative and accusative have
different forms, which is imcompatible with
(12bi). Since the nominative and accusative
forms of was ‘what’ are the same, (13b) is
well-formed. However, there is a speaker
variation. Vogel (2001: 343) observes that either
nominative or accusative yields a well-formed
sentence in examples like (13a). Such people opt
for the option (12biv) rather than (12bi).

We argue that the genitive of negation in

Russian is an instance of (12bii).

(15) a. Ilvan vsegdaest mijaso.
I.NOM always eats meat.ACC
‘Ivan always eats meat.’



b. lvan nikogdane est mjasa.
I.NOM never  NEG eats meat.GEN
‘lvan never eats meat.’

c. Bogatye nikogda ne zavidujut

the.rich.NOM never  NEG envy

bednym/*bednyx.
the.poor.DAT/the.poor.GEN

“The rich never envy the poor.’

(Russian; Babby (1987: 95))

(16) {C {EA{T {nec NEG {v* {..IA.3}}}}}}

In (15a), accusative is assigned by the verb. (15b,
¢) have the structure like (16). What is relevant
in (16) is the case of IA. It is located in the set
labeled NEG, by which it receives genitive as
well as another case assigned by the verb. In
(15b), the negation also assigns genitive, and the
more marked genitive is expressed. In (15c¢), the
IA with the lexical dative cannot express
genitive. We argue that Estonian examples in
(13) also fall under this option, and [case]
features need not be assumed. In the GB era,
[case] is assumed for the visibility condition,
which states that a nominal can receive
theta-role only if it is assigned (structural) Case
(Chomsky (1986: 94)). However, as McFadden
(2004: 18) argues, there is no a priori reason for
the relation between Case and theta-relation.
Ideally, we want to discard the visibility
condition and construct a simple theory based on
the morphological case, not the syntactic Case.
The condition works for the following examples:

(17) a.*It seems Mary to be believed t likes
John.
b.*It seems Mary to be t here.
(18) a. Mary seems to hit John.
b.*Mary seems to hit t.

In (17a, b), there is no Case position in the chain

(Mary, t), leading to the derivation to crash.
However, (17a, b) also face the labeling problem.
Since Mary and to have no agreement, the set
lacks the label. (18a, b) are also discussed in
terms of Case. The problem in (18b) is the
movement from a Case position to another Case
position. However, we have already seen that a
nominal with multiple cases is not problematic
in principle. We argue that (18b) has the problem
of theta-theory, independent of Case. Following
Chomsky (2021), we just assume that a nominal
cannot receive two theta-roles from one
predicate. If we explain the ungrammaticality of
these examples in terms of labels and theta-roles,
we can deduce the visibility condition without
Case, as EKS (2014) deduce the properties of
Merge-over-Move from labeling. However, we
leave further discussion for future research.?

5. Further Extension
This section will bring out the other
consequences of our analysis. First, let us

consider the following examples:

(19) a. Nosotros com-emos las manzanas.
we.M.PL eat-1PL  the apples
‘We eat the apples.’

b. Nosotras com-emos las manzanas.
we.F.PL eat-1pL  the apples
‘We eat the apples.’

c. Nosotros estamos list-0-s.
we.M.PL COP.1PL ready-M-PL
‘We are ready.’

d. Nosotras estamos list-a-s.
we.F.PL COP.1PL ready-F-PL
‘We are ready.’

(Spanish; adapted from Baker (2008: 8))

The subjects show full agreement with T. In
contrast, post-copular adjectives in (19c, d) do



not show person agreement. With this fact in
Baker (2008: 52) proposes the
generalization Structural Condition on Person

mind,

Agreement (SCOPA), according to which a
person agreement requires a local relation.
However, Preminger (2011) presents the case of

long-distance person agreement, modifying
SCOPA.
(20) Ni altxa-tze-n  probatu.
me(ABS) lift-NMz-LoC attempted
[na-@-u-te]aux
1.ABS-SG.ABS-V-3PL.ERG
(Basque; Preminger (2011: 920), cf.

Preminger (2009: 627))

(21) Relative Aptitude for Failed Agreement
(RAFA) (Preminger 2011: 922)
person at-a-distance > number at-a-distance
(> any agreement at close range)

SCOPA and RAFA share the view that a local
agreement never fails. Label-based agreement at
the interfaces can capture this aspect.

(22) Interpretation by Contain (Hayashi in press)
Given the structure
{4 ZIFL - 3 o X[uFT {... Y. 33}

(0=X, p=Z, y=<F, F>)

i) Y, contained in the set labeled <F, F>,
may be given the relevant interpretation
according to the label at the interfaces.
i) X, immediately contained in the set
labeled <F, F>, must be given the relevant
interpretation according to the label at the
interfaces.

Hayashi (in press) argues that X and Y differ in
their positions in terms of their labels. X
provides (part of) the label vy, which is the
interpretive instruction of the set. Then, X must

13

receive the interpretation in accordance with the
label. In contrast, Y can be interpreted in
the label,
interpretations are also available since it does

accordance with while other

not participate in the labeling of y. The
generalization follows from (22) that local
agreement must be the full agreement, while the
long-distance agreement can fail.

The next consequence concerns Baker’s
(2008) assumption that upward Agree is needed

for the person-class agreement in Bantu
languages.
(23) Aba-kali ni  ba-kuhi.

2-women PRED 2-short
‘The women are short.’
(Kinande; Baker (2008: 171))

In contrast, Carstens (2005: 222) suggests that
the Bantu agreement is always spec-head. Our
framework reconciles these observations. Note
that, in (23), the subject shows the local
agreement. Then, the agreement label provided
there is also responsible for the agreement
morpheme on the adjective. In this way, we
deduce Baker’s (2008) upward Agree from
spec-head agreement and the interpretation in
terms of labels. This consequence covers the
other phenomena with upward Agree. Consider
the following example of Italian negative
concord.

(24) a. Gianninon ha detto niente a
G.
nessuno.

NEG has said n-thing to

n-body
‘Gianni didn’t say anything to anybody.’
b. [Gianni non[iNEG]-ha [ditto
niente[uNEG] a nessuno[uNEG]]]
(Italian; Zeijlstra (2012: 519))



Zeijlstra argues that n-words with [UNEG] agree
with the higher NEG head via upward Agree.
Our analysis also deduces this effect. Since the
NEG head provides the label, the n-words
contained in the set can receive the interpretation
by using the label. This is more than a
directional difference. If we attempt to deduce
Agree from Minimal Search just like Chomsky
(2015: 6) and EKS (2017) did, Agree should be
downward.

6. Concluding Remarks

We propose a new way to deduce the
agreement and case assignment phenomena in
terms of the interpretation of the label at the
interfaces. This is a natural consequence of
Chomsky’s (2013) view that the label is the
the
Relegating (part of) the agreement and case

interpretive instruction at interfaces.

assignment phenomena to the SM interface
that
externalization explains language variation.

pushes the view the parameter at

* | would like to express my gratitude for
fruitful comments to the audiences of the 39th
annual ELSJ conference for their comments,
including Yusuke Imanishi, Asako Uchibori,
Hiroki Maezawa, and Kento Nagatsugu. This
research was supported by JSPS KAKENHI
Grant Number 21K19987.
NOTES

1 The following abbreviations are used in the
glosses: 1, 2, 3...=person/noun class (Bantu),

ACC=accusative, ADE=adessive, copr=copular,
DAT=dative, F=feminine, GEN=genitive,
Loc=locative, M=masculine, NEG=negation,

NOM=nominative, PAR=partitive, PERF=perfect,

PL=plural, PRED=predicative, PRES=present,

PST=past, SG=singular, TRL=translative
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2 A potential problem is the following example:

(i) a.*who does it seem [e to be intelligent]
(Chomsky (1986: 95))
b. {<q.0> Who C...{<phi,phi> it {7 T ... {to Whe
{wt0...}}}}}

There is no labeling problem with who and to
since the copy is invisible for labeling. Moreover,
our analysis does not expect the problem of the
case of who. Since the copy of who is contained
in the set labeled <phi, phi>, it would receive
nominative, and the derivation would converge,
contrary to fact. The complete discussion must
involve the licensing condition of expletives,
which may explain the ill-formedness.
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BEEDBE B TFEEC L BAREORISHESTD
HER EHER: SEEHAO=ZBET LD

BRH D
(The Commonality and Difference between
English Instrument Subject Constructions and
Their Japanese Counterparts: From the
Perspective of the Three-Tier Model of
Language Use)

£)1l FnfE (Kazuyoshi Ishikawa)
B KRR ZFBE (University of Tsukuba)

¥—U—F: SEEEMO=EET L, BEE
L, SURAFIRESC, B, MBEER

1. IZC®IZ
HEETIE, (la)d X 5 12 with A T4 S
b bEELFRZ, (1D X H I ADRDb
DICEBMEICAREIEDLZENTE DL, K
ﬁfiu&@%%ﬁ%%f%ént%@%
FEODIE B AR S L S,

(1) a.
b. The key opened the door.
(Fillmore (1968: 25), LA T FHRUIBEFER)

John opened the door with the key.

PEFRDAFZE Tl JEFEOE B FERE ST H
LTHLRBIND EFE I o0, st O
ZETIE. Q) T/aRT & DIl O & FH
CEricho ZenTEent ans,

(2)a. Mother:
b. Babysitter:

What happened today?
Henry broke the crystal vase
with a baseball bat!

c. Babysitter: #A/The baseball bat broke
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the vase!
(Mack (2010: 244))

Qa)TiX, BB S HMRHST=00 LW
IEGWRELFNOEMICKH LT, NE—v
2 —XQb)EHEHTE 50, Q)M T
%@wo_m EMB, %;@ﬁﬁ{;%ﬁ
X, FIER R L U CREHRI R 0T 324
BHTHLHIEDDLND
4ﬁ\5$5@%9%%u?5

B)* ZOHENZED NT EBIT T,
(A - 210 (2011: 279))
4 ZoENEDORTEETIZLDE,

)1 (2020: 256))

ek, (Ab)ITxIST 2 AAGERBUL, Kl S
Nen3) & iz, LarL, A1 (2020)1%3C
R 7R84 5 FE5E 0l B RS ST ks
5 0 ARGERE ST, B4 & 3 T SURA Rl 2R
Bl (le. IO YEMAT(4)E A LT
%o AR TIL@) % SURA TS & RS,
)1 (2020)i%. (1b) & (HDIATHEN S, H
BFEDO 2 ORESCX, B BT B RS %
Yo, RIET 2HEEZFF> & FiRT 5,
UbZzEEzDE, 2 SOMWREL D,
(5) a. (Ib)E@DIBEEEE (ie. FFEST
RIENL, EDOXIITHETZ 5D,
b. BEIFEL RO HERIC, HEED
Lt SITRRY | Y AARFEOR IS
WU SCRA TR BLE N2 5 B
WD D,

(5a)l H 5B~ ORI @3 2 & Eo
VY (Sb) i DI@EBEE I fF 5 SUER R
DENZONWTOWTH D,

AREIE, Galz >\ T, RS v )
ez R ez 278 mE—FD—>o Lk
LTHETDHZ 2B D, FLYHEN



Hirose (2015), B (2017) THIREIN TV D
[SEEEHO=EET V) ICEMT b5
_&f\6m®%wm%ﬁ@&ﬁ%%525
ZEMTEDLEWNWHIZ L E®WL
AFEORERITLL T i@ Df%é F2HiT
A 02002 B L, BIMOT —X Z M.,
H 3R~ ORESUIZ I8 1T 2 i sl & FHE R
EHALNCT D, HIHTIE [SEEHD
“EETIV] BEAL, %4mfi($@ﬁ
WIZHRFLTED X H ICHERMICHATE %
METRT, HSEITRRTH D,

2. 5’%111:1@)_,\3‘5 %i& EIZIS: UDiﬂu‘?\T%jC
)11 (2020) TlE, EFEDE B FFEME A

M1 L 72 Mack (2010)DBIER A L7Rv 6,

HARGEDLGA EXRIETW D,

2.1. KFERBCCBIT 58 B EFEOW T
T, WEOBA MR T D,

(6)a. # This bullet killed Joyce Alexander.
b. .., and it was this bullet that killed Joyce

Alexander.
(7)a. # The pen wrote love letters to my mother,

signed all my report cards, ....

b. This is the pen that wrote love letters to

my mother, signed all my report cards, ....

(Mack (2010: 247), —EMEIE)

JLREOE B FERE SCIE, (6a)(7Ta)DH LTI
RABINT2, L LR G, EiEMEICA

32 E B4 AL, (6b)D it-432C. (7b)
OFIFRAOBARET OBk Eo 58 & L CTilhE
T& 5 Z L% Mack 2010)(FBIZ2 L T\ 5,
WIZ, BARGEOLE MRS 5,

®)* ZoHENREDO RTEZRTTZ. (=)
(9) a. It was this key that opened the door.

b. TDO T ZFT 2O Z ORI,
(10) a. the key that opened the door
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b. D F7 & BT 728
()11 (2020: 254), —HHMELE)

(B)D HARGEDIE LML, HEEDOLA
ERIBRICARB I NN — T JEGED it-53 3L
(ZKF i3 % (9b) =0l BR A BIAR i L % i~ 2
(10b)D X 912, BEEAFMIIENEN O
XOEREOEFEE L THRETE, DI
BWTHRETIXTATENR R SND,

2.2. XARIZIB 1T HHESLOFEER

WA (20200 1%, SCARICHE T 5 555D
8 EGEM L B ARGEOXISESCOR D %
WEBET S, 1D)OREEX, Fikg—a v
AR CRAAVTORBIR DS R 7 — A DR
TYBIEE Y A RRYEEED L HIzaA
UIMER SN ERAT A5 m Th D,

(11) GUIDE: In medieval Europe, a craftsman
pounded the metal and made these
coins.

VISITOR: Many kinds of coins.

Look at the tools next to the
metal coins. This hammer pounded
the metal flat.

(12)a. # Z D/~ —7)

EHlIZLE LR,

ZDON—RNEDOEREEMNMNT

EHIZLTEbDTY,

(BT (2020: 255), —HHEIE)

GUIDE: Yes.

T DABJEZ NN T

(ADIZHT D PR OE R FFEH# SUIRR S
5 —77  [A] C TR kwfa$;@am)
TIERRBEINT, (12b)D TR G I

RITIIERRIN W ENBlEIND, A
JII (2020) Tlk, (12b)ZRIESLE 72 L, (4
BEINNTESIZ L] &V ) EERICEE -
HRFAEF RISV T ERIZ ED &9 2k
BRI B B O EBGRT B BT & A
728, & L CHEMEH RO TS H



FEDA &2 OWEST, B H R
*)&% bz)xj?)%) &Eaﬁj—éo

RO D

2.3. Topic Question & DF Fnfk
22 BB E R SHITBIEEZED -V,

13)

(14) a.
b.

15)

John kissed Mary Queen of Scots.
What happened today?
Who is John?
John is the one who kissed Mary Queen
of Scots.
(Ishikawa (to appear), —H & IE)

(13)1%, (14ab)DEEM SC~DIRZE & LM
T& 5, LML, (lda)y i B & - HkF
Z R FRILOWRE 2 G LTV D DTk
L. (4b)Z Ta v nEDX D72 N7 Dd
%F"ﬂ 9 Topic Question Th 5, HBRZEWNZ &
L (M4p)TxF LT R LGS, e
/#&wioﬁk%ﬁmﬁ%F%7)ﬁ£K
FAL] &V ) iEEOHKFEFRICE SN
THRHES T 2MRRH Y . IHITE W2 D
ZEMTED, (I5ITFERLTIERL., FE
TR SNBSS T 5,
(13)-(15)DHEEIL, Al (20200055 5 H55E
DB B FFERESCOREO T D68 & D i@
PEREI 2 D 2 &M B (1D)DOTIRITHEH S 4
LML, (15D X D S W2 3 AlRE
ThoHETHMEINDHMN, (16)D X HIZHAHE
b5, £z, EHEEFEMETIX(1T7)D Topic
Question DJRE E L CHMHRETH D,

(16) This hammer is the one that pounded the
metal flat. (cf. Ishikawa (2019))
(17) Topic test:
Q: Tell me about this pen. / What is special
about this pen?
A: This pen/It signed the Declaration of
Independence.

(Fellbaum and Rappoport (2013: 48))
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DFEY, HEEOBERFFEH IO X 5 e
SCARS® Topic Question DFEIZ, B EEFE~D
FE O ITMToN A Z L THRABINTEY,
AR EIX(16)D & 5 BN AEEZFF-Z &
Db, —FH., AARGEOXISHESTIE, (12b)
D K D ITURA TR & SHERMIZIHR L7
FIUTRHE S T B TOR R VWD TH 5,
IEZEESE 225 &0 1 HiCTHER L 7=(5ab)D
RIS X0 BIREIC 22 B3, 3 HiLARETIX, &
LS DRIVNZE 2 5728912, Hirose (2015),
fEH#E (2017) TRREINTWD [SEFEHO
=EETN) 2HET 5,

3. ElEEADO=BET NV

3.1. AMBEC EHB LD

[SREHHO =TT V) 1, UELGE
FROBMRICBED 2 BIG 2 W O B Th 5, 4
HEIERTCIT AR & LCIEE LR ol
(18ab)D 2 Z A FNZH3fif+ 5%,

(18)a. AMHECL: 55 - MFOFK, B F
DFEZFIRE L, BEZEEMO® S
[AWRBATSE ] ONWFELR D,

b. AU EC: BB - Bk LK, HEF
DIFEZRAIEE T T, [RERKD 2

W TRAIR BT 2 ) ODHWFEL 2D,
(cf. Hirose (2015), J&#E (2017))

[ARIE C - ARERBL (TT4)) & RABEC-
MR 1TA)] & O b EEEWVT
M & FOFELZAMEE L TIBZELZHN L
TLHMEIM] ThHDH,
R SRR A LU T Of CTHERE L7\,
(19) a.
b.

Today is Friday.

Today is Friday, {madam/ma’am/Mrs.
Brown/Jane/darling/honey/etc.}.

20)a. 4 RIZARAT.

A BIFEERE (L/TT/TZEN
£973.



(B (2017: 13-14))

(a2 AT 5G. Eo ko H
FlIR L THIRE - fETED, 2FE D,
(m@i”%%ﬁ&bf%%?é&ﬁﬁéh
% (190)DOFINIZIZ ENL B R D),

— 5, BARGETIX, & FITT4 BIT40)
EWVWIHTEREIE A DEGE, BE, (20a) TIEAR
HARERH D . Q0b)D X H (B T,
TSRO [T 2D, MEFoFEEL~
— 735 IH&EFEmMEIR] ML TES
DONHKRTH D, DFV ., HAGETIIMD 5
DE A DEE ZRTGEIL, (20a) A fif
AL, RRBLE L CHRESE 5 —05,

IAGET D HAIXQ0b)D X 5 KB AN %

T, ARBLE LTRTORARE 2D,

DX D ITHFEIL, & FOFEL IR &
LTCT9)2HTE S Z LD [mEkEa FF
DRMIRBNEEDORBL L /LR | H &
FA~OBEMMERRN (AW ECTLERE &
FEoSFonb,

—F. BARGEIX, W& FERBELRVERE
RELNUBFIEL, B - WEEZITHI D
2%, RRBLUCH & FERARBZ DI E
N9 5 86 EIEOFFERBL L~V L
HIRBLEE 2 DD, FAIRBLL, & F~
DEENNTE LR WE AR BB 2 RS E
Blle7o o, BARGEIX. B O~ RPENTELS |
HCEmEDORBNZBIKTH S THAH
LERE] L ZEETAVTIIRES T NS,
U LRSS T NG, ZBET /LT, H
FEDEREO =JERAMRMN R D LT D,

=
%%

=

S

3.2. BEEO=/ERIMR

“REEIE QDTRTLOICEEMEHOF
Bl DHEREAR LD THY | HIGET
X ORRN R D LD (e [M1.2),

(21)a. KEHEIE: BB CAVIRILZ 242
LEWEEKT 5, GBAAYRIm)
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b. RILHEE: AR E C2VRTERE T
JER LT N2 R 2 5o (In R )
c. XIABIRIE: AMBEPMEF LD
ANHBRRICEE S 5, (FE=a9lE)

(cf. Hirose (2015), B (2017))

EINVIE (5 R
RELHE

PSPN:SIER
b A\ BEfR ISR S

1 A E L O IEE X 2: R H Lo B AEE

(B (2017: 3), 1&1E))

¥ 1 OHFE T, FEEEO E RO KT

TR TR L 7RI S T O AR B ST E
DD IR e IR R g & — kL,
Z Iz NBRE NI 5B TH D, Z
DBEIRIZ(19ab)DIR DTN Z T TE 5, &
FEIT. AARGELES T, BET DBRITRFED
RELZVLBELIZHT HEERHETHAD &
(19a)D £ £ CTIREREETH D, REZD LD
[ZIRD D Db D & CRGERE &R
WEBR—AMELTWATD, EHiHTE 5,
S DI ARERHZ IR E O ABILRITHRHL L
IRMERIZENATEETH VU . (19b) DIEFR %
L, S AREIIREER & 72 b, REREE
HID &S & et NBAERIE A3t g 7~ BT
LTWBH7OTh D, (FEEEDOXI NRERET
[N G N S /72(‘: D/XT7 SHED
Rl FTHEBNDRKE L, 2DV TILRER
(2017: 20-22)% 2[R, )

— 5. X2 OMACHLEETHD AR
FECIE, AR O R O AR DL fE D FL
B9 E CAZE N D RERE 12 g 5
ML L TR Y R ARRE &R L —
BELTW5D, ZOBfRIE, Eicbi L
(20ab)®?&5%w%ﬁaﬁfﬁf%§ %, AAGETIX
(20a)Z ML L7 SRR~ v e LTRE
ERTD2ONEND & RUUEREE Y, =
NS LTS TH D, —H. (20b)



TiE, SOICEERBIENH D, MEFER
KEUL, BHEFOFEMELZIMOE D L RIFFZ,
& FLORED AR (g %% - [H
-0, 5 LT & & FomERINEE I B
T 55 ANBFR (eg MBENEHMARE L FZT
DHE L TV AGER O EZMLELT-0IC
LA END, 2F ., HEF~DOLBEET
o BRI NBILRTE IR & SRR TR T 5
VERHDLZEEEWRT 5, REZD LI
WDEES ONE WD & x ABFRE &R
HEP L LTSz, EFATE S,

3.3. BEEW - MERGEREE—F
AEITIEE SICRIIEREE IOV T LD
LR LTS, (22)23)E A TH D,

(22) a. [The speaker is looking out the window. ]
Oh, it’s raining.
b. It’s raining (, because they are walking
under their umbrellas).
(Shizawa (2015: 162))
(23)a. [FE LFNREN LI E R T]
o, WHkE->T5.
b. (BRABRDBELZ I L TNDH0 D)
RMFES THATL #E->TH).
(B (2017: 13), cf. Shizawa (2015))

(222)(23a)I L A HEFE L HIT, G LFNEERE
OHN % R THIERER LRI THY | H
BRI 2 R 3 D5 % TE s —
R ERER, —J7, (22b)(23b)D K D iz, A%
SLTWAANERT w7 mERxZ2@L T
B ES>TWD | EREEET 256

MHgEEET— N LS, E— NiZkW
T. JEEEIX(22ab) it’s raining & RBLFHETH
5—J7, BAGETIL, MEEE— iz
T, (23b) (D72 72 PR MR L, R
xRNV TERBICKT 2 0ERH 5,

FEWR (2017: 12-13)DFLATIZHE - T, Rl
FEE—F2EAbT2EROIHITRD,
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I EXPERIENCE p(roposition).
I PERCEIVE (e.g. see) p.
c. IKNOW p.
(25) e R E— R
a. [ INFER that p.
b. THEAR thatp.

(24) HEEET—F
a.
b.

(Q5)DHIGHZ I, Hedm - (=B - A% - 2T
— R ERnHY | KiELITR2 D AAETI
EDOE— RTIHEMREBT-ONE, IO T
LW (7249 HD~—h—TIHEMIZE
AT LOMEND DL (W (2017: 12-13),
Kuroda (2019)),

4. R LT

4.1. S FE—F

AREITIE, 3 EHONEEEEE %, 2 HiCf
BTz RS EnW o &R, Enk)
SN ERET 5, EDTZHIT, (26)27)D
DHERBLAZHER LIV,

(26) a. I am lonely.
b. He is lonely.
(27 a. FATSTYLL,
bHIT STV
c. TSRS TWVDH/SURLNDS
L
(Hirose (2015: 132-3), —#BIEIE)

FEEIL(262)D L D IZEE L FIET TR M
DLERAED 26b) DX TRIELARETH 5,
—J7. BARGETIE, & LFOLEIL(27a) TH
HH0, MBFEOKFFHIL, MM LAY
BV EWFRICYE D720 (cf #E
(1990)). (27¢)D X 9 7M. TR T LENH
5. b LQRIb)THRT &, BEEMICHYE LT
WESE LCRBITDZ ki, T o
KEHICFVIRSTZD  HODOHEDD X H I
WHRNGNAET, FERIZR D,



COBBEEREEZ T, F#EOT ) BEC
fTHET % SORAFIR A EZELT 5, 28) DR
LrRT o) bEOLEEERT,

(28) a.* PIFHHEMIZ /20 T2,
b, ITHAMZ 2D 72D,
c. MITEENTAR D T2 ATL,

(282)X(27b) & FAERICHIB Sz n—T7, H#E
AR RT T2, SCRAFAIRSL T N7Z] 200
Z5Q8b)NIRBIND, DFEV | KA
KT, MOMFEEREE— FO~—1— L [F]
CEDICRDEED Z bbb,

I, ZOWATHEEZLLFTRLEZW,

(29) a.2? ZOARILFFHEDH LAl & B 6

1z L7, (BHEE LS DGE)
b. ZORITIEFEDOH LWl 2 H &
iz Lizb iz,

FolE EMBEERE ~ — 7 — 20 2Tb)IZ B W
T, M) OKFHLEABDOFREYO XS
WOMGNREL D EER LI, TN EBEE 2
L& HEHDSNNR9)EMHEHT 256, A
@W@%ﬁb%ﬁ&bfﬁ TOFTAEY O X
O IR E T, ARSI N TN 5, —H,
#%%m 3. RONENPEEITmEL
BUVMERTHDLZLE2RTD _\mm%
EHT D HPARICRD Z ERBEIND,
VLG, SORAGIRBUL, TR
EWVW IR T v AN S MEEET —
RO~—A—LAETZENTE, 30)D
ST E— R ELTHETE D, 4%
E—FEEAMETHE, GO LI,

CHTIMZ DL 72D ((Sa)DRIV~DFEH),

(30) K1 E— K
MHEHHREE— RO —>TH Y, 7 LT,
o D RUUT D D AD, ERICHET D
Rz RBINICHREL, TORETHL -
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TEEZFEET D Z &,
(31) I CHARACTERIZE the X as the one that p.

2.
41 DREEFEE 2. GBS,
(32) a. (#) The key opened the door.
b. ZOHENZDORTZITE *(H
D12,

(32ab)ix, FFESIFE— RAREDL LD
£ 9 72 3CHRR°(17Q)D Topic Question % 75
T2 XARTHEEARIEETH 5, FLCT32a) 3%
RSNV, EAEEE TR I
B b, FHCOMRBE S, T4 %5]
T ZFTHWTF (le. agent, cf. Schlesinger
(1989) & L ClE B EFEA IR TE 202
T D, —J7. IURAFIERBLN 7217 1Ui(32b)
NERBENRNEH T, (322) EWATHITH Y |
EHEEAZESETZL LR TE RV
ThbH, XRAFRINET I, HILTYH
IART HEEFFEEFES T 620, OF
V| HEEOE R EFEEESUIEERRC, BAR
FED RIS ST STEMIC B ST E— R %
RIETHZ 2B L T A RINDZ &N
Mo,

4.3. ST — FICfE S SCRAFRBLD
A
BRI, TR ) BN,
— NI T Hilc 2 & T &l
ﬁm@%m LT, ZBETANLRD L

INCHBHAE 5252 LN TE 5,

ANA O EEE T o D IEEIL, R R
E&kﬁﬁ%E##WMwaéoﬁ%@ﬁ
Azl ’%%E%W%ﬁéh/%%%ﬂuoﬁ
et %‘Oiwﬁ%Mﬁ®Eﬁ$® LRI
EVEIND, KR, EDL D hﬁ%ﬁt
D(E R ) O KB — ki & 7
V. SCRAFAIRBLAMELL L2,

MR
S Ty



FLPE CH O EFE Th D BHAGEIT, R
ﬁf&hﬁﬁifﬁ TBEL T 5, BERE D
M EFEABESNT BHS k% rLLSk
d@@®E%L@@?%é_&#%\E%#
EEATLE#REZ S TRVHLOEXRIT 5
CICHENEPND, MR, HEER, SHEE
— R IEH & RIS SO E— R T
FEHIL, SCRAFRIZLE LT 5,
5. FEam
AR ClE, JEREDE B EFEMSC L A ATED
SURA TG SC DR RMEITI, MR — R
K&%Hi%ﬂé%@df%—ﬁﬁ%bé
WO dbEAE R LT, MMA T, Yi%E'E— K
DB HBRIC, HEEOE R T au%j(k I$iE -
T\&ﬁﬁ$%@ﬁ$%ﬁ@i%@ﬁ%ﬁ%
SHEMNZHART 2 BN B D DNITDONT
X, TEEHO=EET V) TIRESIND
HGED = JBRAROEW N LA E 5 2 72,

* AfEi%. Ishikawa (2020)% %, E1E L7
bDOTH D, FERDOUE TG T2 -> TE, B
s FNEMBEAE, SAEEA LY &
Efoc_‘_%%b\tm\to Fo. OBHIERY
I DOEAEF IV EERERTERS
W%wkt% ESEH L B 5, ARl
B A RERCE ITETELDELETH 5,

-y

— =
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WH BRI SXDARBIE X3 D CHET 7
0 —F-RiEF about Z & Te5E4 - MEAIBIFR
RAFIELDBERDEN ) D

(A Constructionist Approach to the
Acceptability of WH-Interrogatives: Analyzing
Differences in Meaning between Full and
Reduced Relative Clauses Containing the

Preposition about)

b = (Takumi Kitahara)
PR F- K5t (Kyoto University)

F—U— R EOUE, B - MR 4A
FAAESC, WH B[S0, 2 R R E w7, a2—X
A e T Ul — MR

1. IXC®IT

K X TIFEALFNHDO WH B0 L
IZBELTZ o mREZRd 2 DORL%
RAFELEIY BT & OFEBIEDENIC
*f U CHESCUHEDBLE D O 3 24TV 22—
NRAFEB LT 7 — FNEIZ L - Tl
AEZAT 9

(1) a.*Who did she see a report that was about?
BEEIA
b. Who did she see a report about? [ #J7]
(Goldberg (2006: 148))

(la-1b)iE, EBHHOHICE g ZITFEIZ DV
TOHRBEEZHIZLTZD0?2 | £ ) A CEE
ERTEARITIIZ L LN TN DR, B
B 1(1a) TIE that & V5 BEHRC4 FA2 R
BIZEENTNDDICK L, (Ib)TIEEEN
TR, AR SCCIEATH % Goldberg (2006)
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IZHEV, UIBE TERE) ST TERBRAR
AFRESC) LREDN, BE LR THERE) &
&9~ THaA BRI A G ST & RS,

Z L CHEETRZ ()Rt Lo icwse
FEOEBRISUIBFR IRV OIZR L, (1b)D
MaRITE DB SUIERBIND Lo | Kbk
DIEXMHERTFET D ENHI L ThHDH, =
DRI L T B A EAT 5 AESHED
FHICBNTHZ OB I TE T,
— T TCHESCSUED KO R BEWNT e —F
T BROL DX ) RBARICH LT
ELWTHAZN TS Z ENTETWRY, X
> TR XD BARITTERTY &Mk e 2 B 7
% B GERERAMm 2 FF o scch o &
LA L. & ORGBVED IR BRI E RN 7
Tu—F LOGHEHAARETH DL Z L2 EET
HZEThD,

2. FEATHIZE L £ DORIE R

ETHAEOHKI G H Y | BROBLRN B EE
MXXOEBMEZ TR L &5 L3 20705
(CR > THIBLL . £ ORER Z iR T 5,

2.1. Goldberg (2006)

Goldberg (2006) (X 1FHAEIE OBLE D WH
DI Z AT 5, ETLERD 3 DOEFE
2T 5. 1) Py Z BRIZELF LM
EFLOMTHLENTEALETHL D,
2) BERNER ALY XHhTHiESRT
WHHFTER CTH HEFT, DF D ITLEEICZL
STHESN D HHEFT. £LT3) FRLE
NEER: EFL2o0 8L 5ICHE LARVWE
Ao DF DIFBEIZEE LT L M & F L O THil
BEROTWDBEF TH- T, LHED A
—ZFICALRWEFTTd 5, % LT Goldberg
X3 EHROOOLERMKENTLERIIETH
BLTHT 5,

ZHIZE S TELL THITE 2803 5%E2
EThHbHQ2)TH D,




a. She[ b B> 7] /didn’t see[fE L K A A
)/ thd report that was about
him. [# FALEER] .

b. *Who did she see the report that was
about? (Goldberg (2006: 132))

2

WO DOHLEALTFD the report that was
about him | EELF the 23 RIET 5 K 912, 55
LT &l & FICEZORRSGEOIFIEN I
el ShTEY, HED didn’t OEEA =
— AL, DEVITERIERTH Y |

ERfbSNTEHRITIETH L] LD T
IZE 0, ELLRb)DOBEMIMAFRTE o0
ETHITE S,

—H TR ZERFETHDHB)TIE,
TEYBFRTELETHEINTLE I,

==l
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D

(3) a. Phineas[ k £ 7] /doesn’t know @ girl
who is behind him.[fE 5 X A 2]

b.*Who does Phineas know a girl who is

behind? (Ross (1967: 124))

LWV DBLEA4TID a girl who is behind
him OANEER] a RET 5 L 912, FELF
& & FITITEE AT DR TR OFIEN
AitE & S TE ST, [Phineas 231> T 5
DlF agirl TiE7e< aboy 721 X oIz, &
BAFNILEED doesn’t DHEA T—TF|T
A>TLED, 2FEVIF, BERAAL L ThH
0 . Goldberg O FHIC LAUFB Tl E T
HENTLUE D2, FEBRITIEZ OBEE 45D
DO UIZRR I N2, [AEROBH T
Goldberg [1X7R > TAFEE CREEL LTWD
FEAEEMX ()b AR ENDLE THILTL
EOZLENMETH D,

2.2. Kuno (1987)

B9 1 DORKWREWRNT 7o —FI|Z
Kuno (1987)73% %, Kuno i 1.3 fi CAH
DRIGE L TWDHEG 4 (picture noun) %

24

BRI A I BT, 720 DR 7250
Nz 52 TWDRER T, RFa L ORI,

BARMIZIZLL T D X 9 2285 buy & lose
D K ITEABTIEF CTHISCOM T, 728
RadIndsme sn2uwmnsiroinsg o
7EAIMERNNLT S,

(4) a. What did you buy a book on?
b. *What did lose a book on?
(Kuno (1987: 19))

Kuno (%(4a)® on D BREIX R 71272 -
TNDHDITH L, b)) TIEAR» TN &
Z,ETLUUTFDO L D RPERECUTEWLZ TR
L7z,

(5) a. Yesterday, on my way home, I bought a
book on John Irving.
b. Yesterday, on my way home, I lost a book
on John Irving.
(6) He is one of the contemporary authors that I
like, and I have all the novels that he has
published. (Kuno (1987: 23))

(4a)l%(52). (4b)IE(5b) & KHE LTV 5 & T
IZ LV, (5a)DFEREEIZRIT(6)DFEEDHKET 5
DIXAARTH D & KunolLE 9, 772 5(5a)
Tlrving 3 L72AZE 5 2 & 1d Irving & &
BET5, —HTEb)D X HIT Irving BNFE L
ToARZ 72 T2 &l Irving 2 EEE L7220,
Z b —2D{EA% Kuno (3 RHT,

(7) BROHLOI=DD My 7 LM Lo
MY 27 ELTEHSEIDOLWTEEDH,
WMo LETFIND,

(Kuno (1987: 23)iRII ARG SCHEH 12 X D)

Kuno (FiBE4GAOMEICxH L T2
AR EEIICAFET A T BT 7'e
—FORFE L THEIC AR LK



BMEDHH Z L THDH, UL, BENR
WHITTIZAR, FO 1 D34S EREE L
TV AHHEKIE L SRR H D,

(8) a. Yesterday, on my way home, I bought a
book that was about John Irving. [554]
b. Yesterday, on my way home, I bought a
[
(9) He is one of the contemporary authors that I
like, and I have all the novels that he has
published.

book about John Irving.

(8-9)I% Kuno O Irving OHI % FHHL L7=¥TH
%o TEAT(8a) L MEFITZ@®b)D & H HIZ(9) %
el T CHORRIEITZE DB 722, Kuno 12
IiEEbHmabout DHAFELELL b E
w7y TRYHLOIDD My 7
SFNICEVBRoTH G L B T Z &R
AEETCHHETHLTLES, Lo T Kuno
TR (la) & MRITE(b)DEW A E L <
THIT D Z ENTER,

PLEX Y TR CIlIfEie & 2B o
BRAZXBTEX 202 2005, (la-1b)DER
PEDIERIFRIEZ B TE T2 &3y
15, 3EILAETRT L 21T, MlE L %R
ENRENENEOEREZ S > Th
HZ EERLTNL,

3. BIUUEIZ X 2017 « BETE LMKITE D
B2 DHkeE

AFER TIIHE LD EF % Goldberg (2006)
et AT | =W g Wb | = Wy =N = el 7 35110
WreOxXIThH D LT5H, £D LT, about
EET e SR LT o L Bk
MHRDESLTH D EERETH, !

A) FELJE : [[NP that is/was about NP,]/[NP;

NPT xS I

B) #EfIE : [[NP; about NP}/ [NP; & NP, ®

25

P CTERT 5]

A & B Tl P ofbf 2 A TR O KEE
IMZIIE R A . AN I E R R L OREERE
ZRLHE LTV D, BRI XL OGKEERERE ISR
To5L, BRBLMAITE G H 21X
report(NP;) that is about John(NP,)”® X 9 (Z
NP, % NP, DYEE TEMT 2 &)
DEMZH>TWND, —FHT, INP & 2 K
ey 7635 L0 ERIT, BRI
BAOBWTHDL Z LVRENTWD, %
DR ECIER S ERE LA LTS 2 L
DHHIND, 2 DOREEE—TIEARWIC L
THERRTIT R SR 71tk -
TEET 6TV 5,

3.1 BEHICHEER 2 WMy 7L Lt
ES503HDh
TERBICRA 7 INP Z 2RI N E > 74k
THIEWVNSZEFTEI NS ENEART
W< 2RI B B > 71X Lambrecht (1994: 119)
TIHARALNTEY , XDOFELDITBWNTIE
By 7 TN P LY hEy s b
L CHRET 2 b D &R,

(10) Q:What do Western artists and theorists do?
A: They glimpse
abstraction (NP,:=2 R b v 7)

that is about addition and plentitude,

not reduction. ((10)A (£ COCA X V)

a___non-Modernist

(10) Tl BEFISL Q IZHT2E 2D A ISR
BBER S TS, T ZTIXFERFD NP
Td % a non-Modernist abstraction 75 E D L
T 2 WP E Y7 LigoTWDHInaERT
W<, BRSO What do Western artists and
theorists do?\ZxfT 5%z & LT, £TF5E
They IZRAFNIR > TNDZ END B0
LRI GELFLHEEFLOMICHEYLIN
TRy THLZ ENGND, RITIE Y



JEBEND 3~ OEBTE TOESGY glimpse
a non-Modernist abstraction that is about
addition and plentitude |J'E P33 & % &
2o THRY ., ZORKTIENP 25 efFHa
R, BB OM SR oo BiiER TH D &
WO ZENTED, LiL, ar<LliED
not reduction D57 Tlx, SEIINP, TH D
a non-Modernist abstraction %z N &> 7 & LT
B U C addition and plentitude T & - T
reduction TIX72\N, &) FHEHMOAHINDAT
bl TWD, Ko TIOFEEFO NP T I0E
Y ey 7 L THRET S, 2RO MY
v 7 LR LN TE S,

4D A= NAPETHIRARD L HIZ, 58
R TIXA0)D X 512 NP IZ A THH->TB
TRV DEIITNPZFLETDH A LBLE
25 not, instead D X 9 70FEIZ X o> Txfkb S
HEIBETENDGZENEBDH, Lo T
ARER TIEX LD BN FIET 5 2 & X0 not,
instead DX DI~ —TI—DH5HT Lxbo
T, 2/ FE y Z7(bDFEIEE T 5,

3.2. 2 A b By Z{LITZEFRICRA B
EWVZDDD

AR 2 WHY b & Z{ER 72 EEZRIEIT
BEODBERTHDLEWVWZ DN EEZ TH
by TOZEIFETANEU)D K D 223
EHARTHDL Z ETHAT 5,

(11) a. I didn’t read a book that is about the war.
I read a book about the post-war period.
b.*I didn’t read a book that is about the war.
I lived through it. EEE=A
(12) a. I didn’t read a book about the war. I read
a book about the post-war period.
b. I didn’t read a book about the war I lived
through it. [T
F TR TIL. NP Th D a book 15 2 IRH)
FEYyZ7ELTHRBEXLTHERSND Z L

26

DTREhsb, UL, THICK L T(1b)
\ZE T D43 1 lived through it. CTlX a book
(BT 5 E KiE 7 < | a book 73 2 IRHJ R E
7 X o TR WD FR IR
W, X975 (11a) Tl a book (IZOWTDF K
DEFLTHRINTNDEIZD, BRREND,

— 7 THERIIE CTd 5 (12a) & (12b) TIX. A
WD XD RO IERIEIL /<. NPy T
H5D a book 2 A Ny 7TV
W EDD,

VL EDOHFEFEBILZITMNZ, RO 48 TR 5
£ 912 COCA IZBWTIXEEIED 2 R b
vy 7LD GBI ZEA B D DIt L,
K CTIXERTHD Z L2 AT,

4, T—NAPE
FERBITNP & 2 kH) By 7 (b3 5 50
DMFAE L, sk I iZ v & v ) i 2 =2 —
RAZ XY WEEETT > 72, COCA ZfEH L.
SERRITEE UL that is about & that was
about THRFR L., ZHZ4 1,000 f & 1,448
Bt > b Lz, 2095 122 BN 4 Ex5
&£ LT3 NP, & NP, OYEE TIERTT 5 |
EVIOERLAEETLILOL LTl LT,
HERIACEE LTIl NOUN about THIZE L,
337,272 R8N e » b L7z, MEFIIBIZEEGHAE
MARHRETH D728, FBTE & RE D 122 4
T U NTHIH LT,

4.1. B2
EJ NESEEAR) - /NS QARG
L CIENP D2 RM) b By 7R ERE TS
S AHALNABHEARICH -T2, EEED that is
about TI% 73 Bl 41 5] (56.2%) T, that was
about 1% 49 B 20 f5 (40.8%) [SEREA
Ft 122 Bl 61 51 (50.0%) 1 T2 R E
AL R BT,
PLIFICi—fla R LTWa, (13)TiE
NP, CTH % a question (2B L TORERA %I EE
~ — W —more than Z ¥R/ C. Senate rules &



Massachusetts law &\ 9 REEDS & HiL TV
%o (1ZITX e~ — D —DOFFET L7202
NP, TH 2D [HEEE & VYD institution] D3 the

Jjoining of man and woman T & - T, same-sex
marriage TIL72\ N &V 9 FUR D% LR
URZESY (R

MORE THAN

(13) I have a question that is about Senate rules
more than Mass law.

ERAIZH L H 1

(14) Well, I think marriage is an institution that
is about the joining of man and woman
together...I oppose and many Americans
Ooppose same-sex marriage.

4.2. MR

MEFIIE TIL NPy @ 2 REY B B » 7 {bhv 4
122 517 3 41 (2.5%) T LR B in- 7=,
— B TE, (I5HD XL ST NPy THDH a
statement OF V) [Tk 1% LT ) & T5E
L&D DRWEFERFER) L) 2 DD
IR about DNFF| TREILTWND LD 72H D
WHrDOMmoT, LirL, 29 L7l 3 il
DR BT RO AFIEK & O TR
Th D, ZAUL2 R R E Y 7LD TERFI
BEDODEWKRTHD EWVWD ZEOFHLD 1 o
Lo TUWND,

ABOUT 51|
(15) If someone makes a statement about a_
higher power he is an irrational fool But
if someone make a statement about an
unproveable[sic] Scientific discovery he
1s “brilliant”.

5. 77— MRE

WIZ 2 DOHMZ > TT U 7r— FNRE
Z11o7, 1 DHIEX, INPLO 2K ME v
kD a7 7 2 MZBWTIXERTE I HEH
LV L BENDTTTHDL ) LWV IR
MOELSZFATLZETHDH, ZHIEAR
HET FRE 1) LMERL OISR T 5,

27

2OFIEINE TERSCTHRIEZIT> TE
7o E MBS H TIE D0 2 AE T
LbDTHDH, DEV, l@EH, BHXTEIHE
mENRNE ENDTEFEOEMLTH -
TH NP 2R P E Y 7T 23T 7
A MZBWTIARRMEOUEER A BND | Z
EEFEAT L ETHD, THITAKRERT
R 2] LRSS OIS T D, FILEI
JIE % 3B > TH TV,

S51. ARE1:NPIO 2RO My 7L %S
& DHHERBESR

A 1 OBIEH X TEEF Lo Wi &
T D Z & AR DIFEEGR NP, D 2 R
My kD a T A MIBWTCREESE
DRI L 0 B2 BTNV ZIFERIT S
ZEZhH D, T4 v — EREMERE & H
W, BEKEEL 5%ICERE LT, FiEE LT
% Amazon Mechanical Turtk EC7 7 — b
HEZITo72, (16)D X 572 NP, D 2 K
Ry Z{bDa T 7 2 NNIZH B 52T
CHY) ZHWrd D 7 )NV—T"% that is about
& that was about D 2 F— L5501 T CTENE
AL100 & SEEE LT, F2FERICA7)D LD
72 Tars 7 2 FRICRWRERE] (CRL)
2 F— AT TR EHE LT, 2

(25 6 [#]
NP D2REI b E Y 7D a7 7 X FHIC
b B
(16) I believe in a real spirituality that is about
how you live and not how you don’t live.
NP D2 MV 7LD 2T 7 2 FNIZ
IROTEETY
(17) 1 am looking for a book that is about a

woman whose mother dies and her uncle
takes her aboard the ship that he works on

as a stow-a-way.

B2 27 I ZRESC T 52 RICARERTH 5 |



o 15 ZRICAERTH D] O 5 BMEGEE
THZETHENI D TH T, WREILT
AV AEETRFBLZHE —SHET LR
EL, S OICHEDOE ZRIET D72 O]
D5 B TIXERMEDO SR AL 5 SO &
HE L, &L FRMENTHET 2 A2 3 M50
L,

%6 (=(16) or (17)) TiE COCA D34
ZHERAL, [5: 22ICARTH D] LS D[E
BEBRUEFICH LT EES B E21TH X
IR LTz, ZDBRICH &b LB TH -
Teb DEMERIIGICEZWZ D0 2B LT,

F1 NP, D2 L OH B L R
HEROTE O BIRIE
that is about
SEEBOEE |ME~DELE
ChY 22 3
cre L 16 16
that was about
FEEFBOEE (MR~ DEL
CHhh 48 19
cre L 25 22

FEFIEIER L IZRT1E Y Th Y | that is about
1% p=0.0041, that was about % p=0.0497 7315
v, IWERSUIFEN SN, P 2FD., 5B
BN 2 Wby 7{bDa 77 A KT
BN BRI ~OES B ZITHFEIC
ITONTZEOEEERIEOHMIINIF ET
EWVWS LR D, Ko TNPID2IRHY M E
v 74k & BRI OMBEERITGEA S D,

52. RE2: NP0 2 R P E » 7{L LS
TR DR & DOIHEIEMR

AL 2 O B S IR G TNPy 0 2 YRS K
vy ko arT s A MIBWTREEREE
M DORRIEDR S SV ZFHT 5 2
ETholo, MEFHE, PRE RS, B
SHEETOBEMITRAE 1 LREOYW 2 H
L7z, EWIEHE 6 MIcBWTaeBaeRi e
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Who did Mary see a report that is/was about? %
BT M 2B TR0 o 15
SERIIERTE D O 5 BEGEE CHE S &
7-t%. 7R (=(18) or (19)) IZT NP, ®D 2
W RE Yy 7bDas T 7 A NR’HDHD
ELRNH D EFER LT 6 BB REFMED
AT —CHERR OGN D BB LT,

[% 7 1)

NP D2RH My 7{bD 2T 7 X FRIT

b % 5B

(18) If Mary didn ¢ see a report about John or
Jake, who did Mary see a report that is
about?

NPy D 2Ry Z{bDar7 7 X b

(ZRVWEERTE

(19) Instead of watching movies, who did Mary

read a book that is about?

#£2 NP, D 2 IREVL DA L SEETEEER 3C

DEFRIE
that is about
ARt deE |deER L
Cdh 19 28
ciz L 1 25
that was about
AtEideE |daER L
CohH 22 17
Ciz L 11 33

FEFITIR 2 IR THY THY | that is about
1% p=0.02. that was about 1% p=0.0066 »3%5 5
L R EGUIFERI S L, DFE Y| BeE
DB TR L TR ARINTZFRFEL Y & NP,y
D2 W PE Y 7D T 7 AN THRR
SNTERED TN | FWRBMEN R < 22 DM D &
DT EMoT,

6. 5BE - I ORICH LN D EHRDOEN
& WH ERSCI & b5 B tE D IERFrft:



& DESfRM:

VL EOFREIZ LY | SERICIE NP, & 2 IR
N 7T L THD Z LR ENT-,
Z?O LT (la)DERBRMXEHET D L.
e SCE about D HRIFEAZIRD Ry 7 L3
5D, TR ORESIEINP, 2D M 7
CTAH, ZDEITRD Ny T LI AR
BEN—F LN R, (la)DRBIEICE
BrhHzTWbeEXbNWD, ZDOXIIT,
SEAR O WH BRI SN BRI NN T &,
TEHRIEICE L TR OO b Ok
AR D H S D,

* AFRICOEITEE L TE L 0 F 4 Rt
REIC 7R o Tz, FRICHIFE T B AFFELIS D A T
HFB RS T2 E X ITE LS FHFREMH LT
PSSR EBHE OB D —RHFIIT0
DJE BEFLH U B 5, 72 FHMEHRICE
FETOmAIRRIEI L T8RS o
KA ESEREHGZ I LR L R %,

FTEEFITHEALE L BT 720, FRZ =
BPEEK, £ L THEE & RFTE O
SEEITIE, AR ST LT B b D E E R
MZ2EWCIBSTEW, 7oA EGERZ R L
EF TR DBV,

WERIR N B ARFR N BT D inlE D% 4 1
T — X OIEMEMEEE TOELIIRICS 5,

ba
PR PEREBEBONT IS o TWAEA LD
(R FHLH L RiF %) . ARFwSCIE about LA

SR DOFTER S B HFFDHDIT, 7o about & KF
B7eiESCE LT D O & THRETEW -,

FLE & ZHHHIE D B2 ZRETER 25 AT
MREZATW 2o 7z, Lav L, Rl Z &I
SEARTE & MERIIE O BRI ISR AR D 23
oV FEEE T < WHIS T & 72, B 2R
A& & on ClIAMEAITE story on 13 4,559 {25 &
v M5 E A, FEAIE story thatis on [T 1
L2 > R L7V,

o TABNZR-> TITEMIZTEEE & fi

29

KIS T2 a 122 1 & BRI i
T X 7z about DA > TH > 72,
2T U — PRI W TREN S EL Th
2 DI AEBINTH A48 Loy W DTl s
& TEMTEW, ZHUXT v — N et
T2, N HMOE DR NWT —
MEFE VBRI L TeoTcledTH D,
SHEREFORIZHEEVWDR RO o7, 7T
EL7, #ATEBRENHR L LS5, that was
about DEAED A WL, EFREAL Tz,
Yl 2133 1. that was about DE:D TC &1 |
D19 LWV EEIT, AEROTERTVOER
(CET 0 & HARTRIEN T RO TR
WinkWnWH TERATAV,
BEHILZOZERICALLFE L BT,
A5 S THRUR LT S22 O ERITE RIS
KOFFEHE BN O TH Y | Kmslix
TERROETOERZHMEMEL L5 L EML
ZbOTIRRWER L BT, Lo TAGR
TH> TRV HNDOFERIZE > T 19 &
WIOBENHTWDLZ EEFE LD,

BE IR

Goldberg, Adele (2006) Construction at Work:
The Nature of Generalization in Language,
Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Kuno, Susumu (1987) Functional Syntax:
Anaphora, Discourse, and Empathy, The
University of Chicago Press, Chicago.

Lambrecht, Knud (1994) Information Structure
and Sentence Form: Topic, Focus and the
Mental

Referents,

Representations  of Discourse

Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge.

Ross, John (1967) Constrains on Variables in

Syntax, Doctoral dissertation, MIT.
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SAI FE : F~UHTOBREND
(Subject-Auxiliary Inversion Revisited in
Terms of Labeling)

/it 2k (Koji Koike)
SZHIREE RS (Aichi Shukutoku University)
F—U— N 55 BiEEEE, T
SRRk, 7 I SC, Wh RS

1. HA
AR EERPAE S ND &, Eib -

HEEE (SAD NEE 2, ZOBGITEE
BIE L PRI, A b AR T e —F0 1o
\Z Haegeman (1995) NEG-criterion 232815 &
L%, NEG-criterion (ZJ % &, (1) T nothing
25 CP FEETR~ATE S 5 & NEG FEMEA Fr
72 TIZ%h & Spec-head Fit ¥z $7-8 C
R ERY | ZOFEEBEIOR R E LT
SAl AL D E S TE T,

(1) [cp nothing C [re I [t cannec)[ve dO trothing]]]]

LorL, RREEEHESK L NEG FMhAFio Tz
FHEEILF H % b Spec-head Bl T iF i
VTRV DTEA 5 7, 1990 AR EES T,

BT O AR SUE O P A CIEBER G 1T
TICEINTNDEDO T, HIFOHRMEREIZ
FrrDHIEIITERY, SHITHRENRZ &
(2 criterion (2O HMREIF 2040 ET°5 &
R ENT, SAl O FZE I R
ELTCRMDTOREDE FHRIN T,
ZOZ EERMEOE R E LT, ARRILIGEEIC

BIFT2 SAl DA Tj =K W% BATOAR L

30

DRI DT T, BARIIZIL T ~AS 1T OB
RPOBETLZEEZRNET D,

E(J;IBE.
2.1, 7/\/I/H FT LY XA
Chomsky (2013, 2015)i. #aEHE D T~
T T VAT ?w:)XAk@ihéW
RICE>TRESNDEREL TV D,
Chomsky KIZ &% & FULAHTFIZIE()D 3
DD =N D,

(2)a. [wHXP]
b. [XP [y txe YP]]
C. [« r> XPir YPH]

() TH & XP BFA SN HE, EEEHT
HDHHNT D, (2b)“C“’EU|?JjE7§§1#A
ST XP BBE)LT-G6E. o7 YP O
TY BT~ D, (ZC)T’EUIEJjEﬁ%ﬁA
S, FNDOOEFEMNILBEOEM F 2o
Bh. F ORI b EERLTND,
Chomsky KX 7 ~AAHF D& A I 2 72D
W TTALFH L LSRR IE D — i 72 & < D
DA[REMEZ /RIB LT 5 23 AFi X Boskovié
(2016) & 3Liz, H-XP #EEIIPFEREIC T ~L
(i &5 —J7 T OXP-YP # & 1 XHR A IC T
AT END ERRET D, ZDRIZONT
@)THEY FIFTELTH LD,

(@ a [Y[we=nHXP]]

b. [XP [z Z [w=y txe YP]]]

|

(Ba) TH & XP MfifF&Ehd e, (2)ichl-
TaDTYUTITICH ERETE D, K
I, H TS ED Y ~FEEBHE L7 L)
FELE9,alXTTIZH E LTI E
NIZBT T HBZBE L THIeLiETT
JAHT ORBUTAE T vy, 20 &5 7T



BENOFEEZE 2D L, H-XP HEI BN
HH I DRI b BOFERIC T LT
SNDHRETHD, KA, (BD)T XP &
YP MG St . FERFICITEZ a D
FTAVTRETE 2N, RIZ, 7oA AFEHE
iz DA S, XP OBEN., Z O T
HD o DEBESNTZERELEY, a AD
XP I Z5RME N 2O TARAMRE B X
A, COICHI S TR ST Y Da DT~ & L
TEIIND, ZOXH T, R E—DAF
Rz d 2 L &E 2 5 & XP-YP #i#13
Kb TERBNERW 3 B —[FEETE
% Be P 72 o HHRIEREIZ T LA T &b
RETHDH, 29 LEEHmMNRERIINZ,
F NPT DX A T DENDE Boskovié
RIZE > TS O EH LR &
&AW TEEE DR IZEE SV TRERAYIC S 1E
LWZ ERNGEESN TV D,

2.2. FMERERK

Ouali (2008)i% Chomsky 23 &% L 7= F#
WA DB 2 23RS, BHERAIZIZ@)O 3
DDNE =P dH EREL TS,

(4) a. DONATE: C ... T (1st option)
b. KEEP: Cj ... T (2nd option)
c. SHARE: Cg ... Tir (3rd option)

(42)> DONATE TiX C 235 T ~FMEF 23iE
SN 5, (4b)D KEEP TI& C 133N F 2%
Ff4 2%, (4c)® SHARE T C & T 2AFEMF
Zomnba o, Ouali Kizons 3 >4
Va VITITERIEN A S S & FE L, ik
P D DONATE TIRAEDR L 72 W IGE T
RO KEEP AR AIREIC /2D L & 5
IZ KEEP THIREDIUR L2 WGEIH =
BRI D SHARE 23 FH FIREIC 72 D & iR L
TW5, M ORE b, FElIEEIE S Twn
7=72< ». Z® DONATE > KEEP > SHARE
EWVWH T U IHITFIERAVLVEEIZBIT D

@-agreement (ZB89 2 F I ORIV H E
fHF BB & Ouali (2008) itk STV
D

WREITIEZ 29 LTHBUL L7 T~ g
& BRI & il - CHERIE SCICB T D
SAl Z T3 %,

3. BREMELIZHIT B SAI
3.1. C EEHHFFO NEG Rtk

LEBE LD T XNAAFTTEHEL DD
1% NEG FME72, AFILG)D L HITEHELD
IRAEIZEBWT C 1L UNEG #EMEE R L, [RU
HiNIZ & 2 B EZEH D XP 13K INEG Fk
& Agree BAfRZHESZ & T OB OMIEN
HEL LTSNS L EZ D, !

(5) Cruneg) ... XP(ineg)
Agree

iR DOREZIRET D C EEHMAGED
MR FFO LIET D DITRYE TH D,
29 LB 2B ML IN 2 . NEG SEMED
TLEC 1D T & Zmied LR ERA 72 FEHL
WD, BIKENZ LIz, B)D 7V b ik
TIIEEL DG E A SRR DT %
HIEDOMSUERIT e & WO BTN, BEDH
SERRIZE AU n D35> Tne LW HIE
THND,
(6) Gouzouta ran lennan
know PRTdo-1sg well NEG-that read-1sg
ketal lizher. (Breton)
not the letter
‘I know that | don’t read the letter’
(Hendrick (2000: 23))

well ne

ZZTRWHE D DI Chomsky (2008)i2
BT DWW 7 T~ FE O complementizer
agreement D Cd> 5, Chomsky (2008)i%
W7 7~ 5T o RN SUERIC BB



THHEEE ¢ BUENILIT CITh TR &
R7p L7z, TR ERUM T, AFETIE NEG
FMEITICA 1L C IZH V| WEEOLGAITIEE
IR T ~ER SN D &EFET S, 2

3.2. BRBIBXD T ~NAHF

C71H T~NEG F:% DONATE 35 Z &
T, HEEESIODO L ST LT &
N5 ERET D,

(7) [w=<nEc, NEG> XPNec[c <Tmes), C> [<¢, o> SUb]
[+t [ ... ]]]I] (NEG: DONATE)

(MTiE, EERBE (b o &HEDFUT
Tl internal pair-merge) (ZX->TT 28 C ~
B ERD, ZORE, CDIE D BEFEHE LA
AR D, 2oL T T LY
A LIATE SNTAEEF DO XP L0 b3
S>TEL T OMICI@EFEMES LT NEG & 1
DUF, a DT YLD NEG IZRED, 295 L
. Never have | met him.® X 9 72 SAl L7=3C
DERSND, 2B 218 Tim U2 X 91T,
H-XP #3513 E BB EN e > T T ~ULA
TEINDHOT, THY B> THILET
TN ORBEIZE T RN EIZEEL
TWelE&Eizn, !

C DHFHbZ R DFEMLE L CT@)A %
FToND, T 7 A IEEEITI O IA TR EER
fiC SAl ZFFJ SEE7208, (8a)D X 5 1T X
ke L2 L SEMTH D —F, (8b)D L D
2 if O XD el sUERR S V) 72 L IESERY &
2%,

(8) a. John asked Mary [was she going to the
lecture]. (Belfast English)
b. *John asked Mary [if was she going to the
lecture]. (Belfast English)
(Henry (1995: 107))

AS5H I internal pair-merge 7= C 1dE
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BE72DT(8a) T Pesetsky (1991)I2F51F 28D
Bk CHERECH B2 @ﬁiﬁﬁi » C I
FATE DA, (8b)Tif DX ) RihIIHRET
H5HZOCIHATE N EBHEND, °
KRR, T DEENLEICE E - 7o B O
IRAEIZOQ)TH 5,

(9) [o=2 XPnecilc C [<g, o> Subj [+ Tineay[ ... 11111
(NEG: DONATE)

RERRZ LT, BMEHEFD XP & C OMIC
HBZEMENFEIE LR VDT, o DF~L &k
ETERN, ZOT~NAHTORBIZE - T
*Never | have met him.?® X 9 72 SAI L T\ 72
WXOIESEERFHH S D, ©

4. Wh £ 381F % SAI

SAI T AERNE L2 T <, Wh BR3¢
THEE SN D, WhEERISLD SAIZxT 5
T DT IZ Rizzi (1996) D Wh-criterion 73
P55, Wh-criterion (25X % &, (10a)D
FHRIIEFEE Wh 5ER 30Tl CP e EH I ATE
&z who & Spec-head B4l % f3 7= 8
+WH FEMEFFo - TR C A~y ERsZ &
T SAI AL 5, (10b)DH DHIAAZ Wh &
SCTII ARG OREEIC L - TERIRS - C
MH+WH FEMEZ D, CP HEEMH® who &%
® ¥ F C Spec-head B4 % 9D T SAl 134
C7a\y, (10c)D F5E Wh £E[SCTIE+WH &
PeaFFole T &R—EMITIC L > TEH
R L7T- C 28 CP fEEH# D who &
Spec-head AL%1 % A9 DT SAlLIZAE U720 &
TSN TET,
(10) a. [cp Who C [1p you [r Willpswri[ve invite
twhol]1]
b. 1 wonder [cp Who Cprwwi[te YOu Will

invite twno]]
C. [cp who Ci [1p twho [1i Willpswin[ve
come]]]



L, #mo & Z A7 Wh A] & +WH &
M FFo 7= FEEIEF % 1 Spec-head E 51
TRTFIUZNT 220D s, AFE Tl Wh B[
BT D SAl O5AH T AT & FE
kA TR 2 2 & 2lAh D,
O T HEfii & LT, AFf Tk Chomsky
(2000)IZ 5% . (1)D & 5 IC BRI ST O IRAE
IZBWT ClTuQ FEEZEFFL, Wh AJ2FFD
iQ FEMEL Agree 75 2 & TEOHIDFEZED
NPEEM E LT SND EE XD,

(11) Cpgy ... XPjig
Agree

4.1. FEEFE Wh BRSO T SXNAFT

4.1.1. FARYIEREEE Wh BT
C/HT~QFEM% DONATE T 5 Z & T,

RRFEFRE Wh BERS0T(12)0 L 5 1T ~r

fHFEhs,

(12) [o=<q.0> XPailc <Tq1, C> [<¢, ¢~ Subj [1 tr
[ ... 71111 (Q: DONATE)

(12)Ti%. internal pair-merge IZ L > TT A C
YD BN o TERER. CIFESEHE LA AIHRIC
2%, 7T TIXRMEMARE L RDOT, I
NAHTFT A TY XAE WhAJO XP EfED |
MWoOTE T OmMFIZ@EFEMELLTQ %
HAOF 0D T ~LBQITIRE D, Z 9 LT,
What will you buy?® X 9 72 SAl L 723D
EMEDFIH S 5,

STHRAIZ, T R EEMEICE E > 72560
IRAEIZ(A3)TH Y, Wh AJd XP & C DI
HEHEIEDIFAE LR DT, o DTSRk
ETERY, ZhIZX > T*What you will
buy?? X 5 72 SAl L CTUW WD IESCIENE
AR RV g IS

(13) [w=» XPpqilc C [<g, > Subj [+ Tieyl ... 11111
(Q: DONATE)

33

4.1.2. ®HIAZIEEFE Wh ST

6O IA Z Wh BEff S0 Cid, FEiEhE & o
AR O N BRINBIfRAMFAET 5, Chomsky
(1995: 382fn25) |1 B4R BEIfR & T & Z DAl
ERO T EEBOR D head-head relation & L T
ST LT=, ZDFEZ ) EFLd(10b) T Rizzi K
DIHEDIALHI D CIZ+WH B A2 E LT3
FICHR>TWVW5S, +WH FE A2 Z 2Tk Q
FPEICEE B2 285, Y ORI FRIX
(14) & L CHIRIIZIE R B D,

(14) A question-embedding predicate requires
the head of its complement clause to bear
Q-feature.

C/hH T~QFM:% DONATE L 7=IRAE1Z(14)
DOBEPHIRIER LIRET D, LI > T,
BRI TH D KEEP 28 Q FEMEICEH &
N5, ClZQFEME KEEP 52 & T, #H
IAFAIEEFE Wh EERISTIE(A5)D L 9127~ 1
P Ehsd & EET 5,

(15) [o=<q. 0> XPailc Ciail<o, o> SUbj [+ T
[ ... 11111 (Q: KEEP)

(15)TlE. Wh /A XP & C 235> Q % 4Ll
FMHELTa DT D Q ITIREIND,
Z 9 LT, l'wondered what Ted had eaten.? J
972 SAl L TWRWIIMNAEREND,

KHRAJIZ, (16) T T N C ~eh LR~ 7235
BOIREEZZ D,

(16) [o=» XPqilc <T, Ciap> [<o, o> Subj [ tr
[ ... 11111 (Q: KEEP)

internal pair-merge IZX > T T 25 C ~f#h E
DD E, CITHERHL LIoRERZNDES Q
FMEL T SNAHTICE o TRAIBICR D, 2
D=, TV T A Y X LK Wh AJD
XP & C-T A AROMICI@HEMEZ A TE



FTLoa DTV ERETE RN, £z, 21
HiCim L7 L 91T ald XP-YPHEETH U |
HRIRRFIZ 7 ~UAFIT SN D O T, T 3% |
73> T HAENCWhA] & CoI@mFBEMEIZ L -
T a DT UAHT S D TREME X HERR S
%o 2O LT, 0% T LT LooYeED
FENE % AR A T BB R URAEIIAETE L 72 0
®C, *I wondered what had Ted eaten.? X 9
72 SAl L7 UFIELZ Lt &%,

4.2. EFE Wh 83D F ~uAHT
CHhHT~QFEM%Z DONATE T 5 Z & T,
FFE Wh /301370 Xk 212 T ~ULAfiT &
ns,

(17) [e=<q, @>&<¢, 9> SUbjiqi[T <Tq;, C>[ ... 11]
(Q: DONATE)

(17)Tli&., external pair-merge (Z&Z>TT & C
WG S, CIFERME LA AIHIC e D, &
DIKf Obata (2018)IZ7 > T, T & C ™ external
pair-merge & [RIRFIZ R A TOND, T
ANOATF T T Y X LT EFEWh AL T OFH
WZIEFEEE LT Q Lo DT a DT
AR Q HoelZkEINS, Z9 LT, Who
likes Susan?/I ask who likes Susan.® X 9 72 £
T 6D IA I 78 Wh B SCR AR S LD,

Z 2T, FEEE Wh BERISCIZIBWT do fRA
WEEIEINDRIZEA L TEPRIER L2
VY, AFEIT Boskovié (2016) & H:i2, do A
TEAEFE T 0 | RrHeRE & el 0SBk L
TWRWEARIZETEHASND LB XD,
(18) T C-T @& RIC BBIb L 7z R 45EE &
R-v 7 b B S M7= B SR 1T S A AL Bl
PELCWb, L7zn- 7T, Affix Hopping T
FHEY 2O TdofAITHIESND,

(18) [<a @>&<¢.¢> Subjiailr <Trq1, C> [we [v <R, v>

-1
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Z 9 LT, *Who does like Susan?/l ask who
does like Susan.® X 5 72 do 232> THA X
NI COFESEENTHEN S, |

5. fE7E

NEG-criterion <> Wh-criterion ® ~ T4 U7z
724 Spec-head BN 7e D7 & vy 5 BERTIE,
NEG X° Q Z3tlFHE ML Lic 7~ ATiT o7
W2 LB Sz, F£72. NEG-criterion <°
Wh-criterion Tl 21 H OFEMEN T X2 C IZfF
HaInsZ oot THESNT
W23 AR TIX DONATE X° KEEP &9
FUAREKDFHENSIRESND ERE LT,
29 LT, ToULATT & Rk & v D BT
DA TR CTE 2B TRfE- T 4
F CHEAFPICHL - TX 72 SAl DA
BIRET % 2 & il AT,

* AFEIEE 39 B A ARRGEF2ICHITH A
HEFRIEEZ L7-bDTHD, DT
DIFEHE Th 5 KEMHE LA L HPEZ
FEDBZ DA RO & > TRE /e
WMPEL e o TWAH 7o, T ZIZEL L TEH O
BERT D, £, BRATOFAR KL ORE
M HORKRFHITHBL 2 A M2 FFETL
ol Epid, oAk, Lk HREOH 4
HIEEHTH L BT 5 AWFEIE A AR IR B2
NHEENEEZ T TS GRERE 5.
JP18K12415), 7ods, ARICHIT LA 0 I1T4A
TEZEDHREIZL D,
b2

1 Chomsky (2015)I23E3& | v¥* D7 = oA Ak
I RICIFA S LD EBUET LT R OFF
E A~ B3 D 2 b TRt a k- BB
FEOEMDO T E—[TIRD CP 7 = 4 X THIK
RELTT V7 BAFMBREETH D, ZHIC
X - T, John said nothing.?> X 9 725 7E LT
t T ~fk& S 7= uNEG #ME & A% HINEE
D3FF INEG B VEI#E BT Agree BAfR & #& .5
ZENRTED,



2 e TV b UEETIL NEG FEMEIX C I
KEEP &#1%— 7 C,&5E TIX T |2 DONATE
SNDDNEN D BEHNKRD, TV b EE
NEG F: % EREM L/\fﬁﬂ:?é%?&foﬁ@T
DONATE s T TIZHIUE L7z n-& )2
FENE G) 72 AR A MCAEHINC & §° Stranded
Affix Filter OFAIZE K LIREDHAFET D, L
TZino T, B BRI TdH 5 KEEP 7% NEG
FMEICHEA S5, RRRAVIZ, J55EIL NEG
FMEAZREAIICHEIUE L2 WEFER DT, £
9 L72i#I3E U3 DONATE CYRAE 2SR
T5, LN T, H-ERETH D
DONATE 7 NEG M\ <5,
PRIV VIR D BN T2E BB DR A
FTHD vDIE D BEEFHME LA ATRIZe 5
LV FFRD 721 Chomsky (2015) % 2[R,
ARILVP 7 = A XL CP 7 = A ADFATIE
IZEEDWT, Z0FE % % CP I b7
%, Mz 7T, Mizuguchi (2016)I%, T & C»
external pair-merge S L7255 C DI 9 238
FAL L ARAIBIC 2D EFEL, 2D Z %L
FAEOMY BIFHESCZR E SAL I BRST LT
RRICE->TEH¥LLTWVD,
pair-merge % external pair-merge & ff & #/ED
—FNEE 7N R E XD L —HITY
TIHEDLZ EBRFITH Y TUIE D ERE
THOFERE R L ITEbD,
PTINC AR BNt &9 0o Tinik
REIZ TP 1<g, o>& 7 ULfHITF SND Dk
WO EENAE U D, AFRiL Epstein, Kitahara
and Seely (2016)IZ7EV >, & D BEFED T ~LAS
Tz > THIEMNE S L., £t
set-merge S AL/CAARELRIC L > TEFRS L
% ERET D, (1)TIE, T & set-merge i
Ttk ERIL WP THY, VP OETO
occurrence 25 TP NIZE 45 D TIRALE IS
BRI T Oab— I nftificet-T
AR & 72 5, FEEEE) L - ER O JT/iE
O B— IR LW RS E LT
(X, 7 NVATOFA T OENTEFET

internal
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X5 H LivT | H-XP #iE S XP-YP & b
—HRIZHRERFIC T LA S b SRE T
T H LR,
> ()YDYH R VHGET
INERHAETH D,
(i) 1 asked if have you squeezed the Charmin.
(Singapore English)
ZOERRT A ERIEFLTIES S
T ERERG T RIZFE#T 9%, McCloskey (2006)
DT AINT v REGEDOSHTE ¥ TTR— v
FEEICOBEH T D & WL ONDHEFEHTE T
IZHLDIA SRR C 6 CP recursion 23FF S 4L
%o THEL FIIENMD CIZHA S L, SAl
L 7= have IZMENAZD C (T B35 Z & T(3)
IZAERKAIRETH 5 MBI o220 b L
AWAIAN
¢ (M T/RENTZ X D ITNEG #1144 DONATE
L72URAEDIGRE L T 572, (9)T NEG #
PEZ C |2 KEEP L 7yRAEIT AR A AT e
Thd, BERYHICZORICEALTER LT
{EE o RAMRKKRITEH L BT 5,
DONATE L7256, ZD% TR C ~#0 I
DD WELN & 2705, ZAUTIRAEDIR T 572
DIZARAIRIZAT » T Th b, 2T, HHE
BF& 5 (Chomsky (2013))D F Tid. T-to-C
Bz &0 - 0FEEE B I EE TR T
XD HaT A NIDPNPLRNEEZLND,
INHDOFREIZHS L (9)T NEG FEMEA~
@ KEEP O HIFMHIE S5,
T ()0 X O TR EERE & BhE O R ATE S
e XP EFEME - TA o THH OB %
0 556, EiE Wh SRS TH-> T do
FRABTFESND,
(i) Who does for all intents and purposes serve
as president? (Brillman (2017: 146))
ZOBEFEANLTL EE o7z P thKKIC
BALH L BT 2, xHAIZ, never O X H 7
B VP AN U 7=t i (segment) TH Y |
Affix Hopping Z % L7au &9 @i 72
D2 Bobaljik (2002) 2 &M 72 E 720,

TIX(@b) I YT %
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Tough =FE L LTD HAFED T BAYZE
(Japanese Nominative Objects as Tough
Subjects)

Ai{% KA (Hiroki Maezawa)
R [E R KT (Fujita Health University)
FEBE  FE (Azusa Yokogoshi)
£ B TFE R (Nagoya Institute of
Technology)

F—U— N AJRESC, FA% H HURE, tough
), (EHS OB, &R

1. IZC®IZ

FEAREN G PR -(rar)e 2T IN9 5 2 & T
JRAE S D HAGED FIREENGIX, Z @ HAYRE
X & EROMITERT 52 & HFFT
23, FAE B HIRERE SC(NOC) & xhiitad™ 2 ki #4 B
FIEEHE SCL(AOC)IZ X H BYEE D 1E IR
HCTEWRS D, AR, 23025 BRI R
D SAT T N Lo I A R L L iR o
TCTE ARG ERRTHHDTH D,

AN, ATHERE SC(PC)DAE I >V T
LRI AABLA > TWDHEEFERHLTE
o, A eEERE (720 2556,
-rare (25X L C(1a)Dxt#& B IEE(AO) T,
(1b) D F4& H BIFENO) XA WERIK 2
FNIEBEBRIZE D E VD, (2a)l2”7 T Tada
(1992) DHWF A3 A < Z T AL B AL TV D A3,
(2b)D L 51T AO ITHERBRDIBHAME 27 5
E b EBFE L EE LB OIS 2
FUTHEL D, RFER TIED DD GHE DR
EHRDIAHOOFERIIHNAE G2 H L&
L. BLFTlE(a) & (2b) D Wr % < 25 ff %
ThEN EMA) & BB LIRS,
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(1) a. KESBAHBRETFE>0e005,
b. KESA B 7203 >Tein s,
(2) a. (la): ?2*72\F> -rare/-rare >72 7
(Ib): 721F> -rare/*-rare >721F
b. (la): ?721F> -rare/-rare >72 17}
(1b): 720> -rare/*-rare>72 1}

AT, T 2/ THRATAONICA LN D
3Oo0BRIEEMBIL, 3 HTTOMERE
fafi Lotk 4 BiCotrzfend 5, 5HIT
(3 RE L7 s K0 e 72 5] 2 i B2 4%
WD Z L a2, 6 il R TTH D,

2. FATHNTICRD 3 >DHEEHE

PC %4} FeATHHTITiE. RELZIFT3
DORRDBTED RO D, 2 b iTh
LA A ZHOXRNRET LD, KHIT
ITZEFE A DY A AR ICHEGR 21T 0,

51 OBELIEIL, NO & AO D-rare |24
2 FHE R D3N & 8 & xbi& O 51
HWEHRE TOEWIRT 5 H DT, Tada
(1992), Koizumi (1994), Ura (1996)% 7 Z @
SR AR D, BZIE. Tada (1992)1%, NO 7%
KIBED=HIZ, 3)D X 9 (Z—rare & FHES
&35 VP i - 72 AgroP[+stative] D
FEEE~ LMD LD DIk L, AO [J-rare
DB £ 5 & FET 5, !

AGR,P
WP AGRY

VP -rare-AGR,
[+stative]
t(r e-

%52 OPEITIEIL. Bobaljik and Wurmbrand
QROONNED H DT, ZOHAE, Qa)llid
TERER D 22 BT ABhE T-7207 ) MRS
NGB ALE & NOC & AOC O VP A DE
ARLSE 7Ry W A oY O O i S R & ¥ pYAQ

€)

. NP



NOC TlZ-rare DFHERMAFEAKENFT] VP D F 7>
B2 DTk L, k& ZAT 5325 AOC DX
REENIE S D vP Z #5525 & ERT 25,
H L 7200 BEIROT-DIZ@ITRT LD
(ZLF T bITW WP 2R & L2 QR &35
M= T 575, ZEihs AOC TO Fr-rare &
DIRWVERIRZ & 5 2 ERBI SN D,

@ a
U!
NPyom /\
UP v

N rare

’

PM)/}K\
VP "

DP-dakey, VY

DP-dake,. Vv

% 3 ORETIEAER D Takahashi (2011)1,
ERD 2 oOEHIEAPIR LT L 1721 )
? QR D)5 DR 52788 5 53 277~ (5)
R I B Nl I sl A DY -2 D = e
)& L7 QR 2% 1F 5 L1RET 5,

(5) QR dake ‘only’ is bound to domains of

Case-valuation.  (Takahashi (2011: 763))

m)a/}ﬂ\
subth//gl\\\ SuhNOM//J;\\
ol T T
" [NOM] N [NOM]
tsubi /U\ /\
vP v
TN —r:re /\, —rarVe
PRO /U\ PRO) P /\,
VP v v’
N [ACC [AcE]

Obj,o-dake V Objyoy-dake V

rare 7% v OREEMEEREEIZRIT 5 &9
X, AOC TiE, (6a)lZf2 X 91T dake D
QR DIEHY & 72 5 K AHMETEEI T D IA A vP
TH Y | -rare £V IRVERIKD G L5 DI
%t L. NOC TIE(6b)D L 5 1Tk DI Dk
RILDIAT VP 1T FAEAHEREI T2 < |

dake @ QR [T TP # R & L. -rare &% DAE
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RN 5 Z L2 D,

LI b3 oo8TEIL, £ TQRa)IIRT AT
A DI 2 E L X D0, LV IRWEIPHO
FHELZZEICAND & AT b NEEZ B
HTZEDBHABMNETRD,

3. AT ORER

Takahashi (2011)1%, #&RGITHD < BaTE
ICHIET DREZIER L TV 5, BB, £
B 1 OBETEO T TIX (DTS X o1z,
FHRAIZRE S L722W PP & A TR 22 VE sk oD
HEWERT I ERFHBATE 20,

(7) a. KRESDFZEAMIZT TEBND,
(*721F> -rare/-rare >7217)
b. KEBAFEDEAMIZ T TR D,
(721F> -rare/?-rare >7217F)
(cf. Takahashi (2011: 761))

(7D TEAMZZ T T 1 3fHNE] PP TH Y |
AGRoP X° TP (ZB#)§ 8B 2 Fr /- 72 7z
D, (a, b)) TRICEAEA L 5 & TllshTL
F9, — . 20 OEREAE QRIZE -
Tt 256 2 B3 L O 3 ogzIkix, (m
FIHNO EHELIHD ZEMTELN, £L<
BET DL 3 OOEEEORTIZE 5 TH
LR DEREDFENRHONE D,

55 1 OREIL, 3 SOBELE ML NOC
DT tough ESUIZHRL LI IR D 24 2
HNRNVRTH D, DF D tough #3L & VAT
Lz, NOC 1Z(8)D & 9 722 E i Dk 7R f%
. (9D X S 72 PPITxIGT D NO Z7F 7,

(CKERADMNZY)Z DAY (B 728 e
YT 5 L E(Z DT,

b. CREB{DMNTY)Z DALEED i IRBEDME
TR YT HEIIRDIZEEFT
(HND/RT N,
HRDNHERAR TIT {1 /& 070,
b. ZOXRUBHNPWFEEENTH/ER

8) a.

)

8o



‘a—b\}o

(8)® NOC Tix., NO @i%i
U | rare [TFNAE BRUGEIZ & DRI ITHEE
LS TLZR0y, EL\ (9) TlEt& &R B
PIEEICFHE Y T A2 BEENER CTERILTY
%03 DOFITHEIL ATV & AT & DT T-rare
(2 & 2t #s O W & AR E L’Cb\éf:?i)\
(8)~(9)D & 5 72 NOC IFFF SN Eito T
THILTLE D,

55 2 ORIBEIL, BEE-rare 23 & DO KX
STH D, 3 >OBTIEIMN G ATHEE R O
TERK & LLEG ) SR TR 72 1R & B 2 TRV |
-rare |3 VP L~V DOilg 2 8RN & 48E L
TWA D, rare DT L D RE ez 5
ATWDEEZLND, (10)-(1D)IZRD XD
|2 -rare DFHELIC
HOEOYREIFI S A bAERTLHZENTE
HINHTH D, £12, Kosuge (2016)H3F 9 &
T, T-TWB ] 28 Asp BN OFERE FBELER &
HO D725, (12)D X D 726 & -rare DRHERH
VP L) REWEW) RRE SR 5,

CTHOIAENT

(10) a. KESDMBEDMEZITEND D,
(**-rare > FHE(Z)
b. (EFNEDOARNPELEEEXEY BN
%o (rare> & X FX)
RERSFAE 23 gk 0T B 70 < B & Hi
%o (%rare> T HZ2 )

b. ZDOEENT NPT RAETE D,

(?-rare > #9)

(ID)UEFDARDFEA TVBHND,

(11) a.

4. tough BEYGHT

AFETIX, tough A3 & OFERIMEICHES X |
(132)? NOC & Z UKt % AOC D(13b)
IZZFNEN(14a, b)OMEEE R ET 5,

(13) a. KES23A B 232t 5,
b. KESSAHH Z2oteiv 5,

iﬁrﬂﬂl uj’?‘—’ﬂzg *EIWEEI uj\

7<EB75>%
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(14) a. b.
/VK v RE (A
}K \/rare-

TP C

/\ZK [ACC]

DL r- t.

F3. (1) DOHEENEFE A O 2 1E L <
B ZEERD, (14b) Tk, NO [THDIA I
IS A AR S T2 2B A 1 & [FE ST 1&.
FHAEMEINDIZOICEH/HT & Agree L.
T DIREMB~EBIHT S, 7> TNO (TLT
rare LD bEWVMIEL DD, —J. (14a)
D A0 [T OIALHIN TRHE Z AT 535
72, rare LY HIRWEICHRNS D,

ZLTMD XD ZflTiE, HiZ 1-721F )
AJD QR WS ER NG5, [-720) 2
Rooth (1985)7% only (Z5- 2 5 (15125 LUVE
WRFERERFOR D, ZNEMIME 7= DP X
QP [AIf. FEEWRARIR O 72 60 | iy REAO HEIE 2 12
& L7 QR 25175 Z L2/ b, %
WERNAHTZ L35 &, NO & AO 1X(16)D X
INZENZIEH & HOIALE vP ~D QR
BN, 2O QR (E-rare & DREERR A
B2, FERLE L TRaDHWNESND,

(15) Jonly] = M AP.Vy[P(y) = ¥ = x]ie(ten.0)
(cf. Rooth (1985: 28))

[Tp KEEDS [[p ti [[\/PE B721F 2
[[cp ... VoTe 1- ...] \-rare]] v]] T]]
b. [re [ [vp [cp [tp ARBE2Y i [[e ti [[v» &
H 7200 % \->Te -] v]] T]] C] V-rare] v] T]
TiX, £f B OHEIED X 5 IS

NBTEA 90, [-720F ) Mirare £ 0 JRVWEH
WAL VEDLZ LI ATEDNES MY B

(16) a.



P ZEEE%RT 5, AT, AT B
DFEHEIZ & T tough AT LIS TP
IR LG AR Z A L. (I)IX(17)D
WEZFHEL L EET D,

7

>>%>
S|
=
Q

KERHS | 19

\/rare-

i 0 T

™

bop »
T [ACC]
HH#% Vot r-

TP I INIARZ AR L7226 QR DFE I &
1372 69, -rare BT D WP IZOWTH[HE
FRCTHD, 2 1-T, T RTLHIIC T
H7ZJ %) @ QR 2SRITEERY & F 5 DL
D CP THY, ZOBHE L -rare #5728,
M OVERBEIRITYEET 5 2 &2 5,
(18) [!P [tp KBS i [ [wti [ [ ti [[vP ti

[[w A B 722" N>t -] v]] T[]

\-rare]] v] T] C]

Tl i, 20 A DGEXIST 5 QR 23K
FHEZRDTEA D, BlG, (IHI/RT L 9 7
BIRERT 72 B EN IR SN D D72 A 9,

(19) [% [rv [op Lo [ Trp AERAS ;[ 6
[[w 45 B 7200 % N->te -] v]] T]] C]
\-rare] v] T] C]

22T, -2 AJo QR 23, QP IZDWT
Miyagawa (2006)75 E5:3 2 D & [AIERIZ, (20)
(2759 Fox (2000) D AE Ik DRRFEHEIZAE D &
WELEI, FETDEL (IRITAD LI,
(17) TIFHLDIAA vP 725 EHi CP ~D [-72
1 A]D QR IX-rare & DAERHERE % 2L S
B, o THAEIND—F, (14b)DHEED
BE . (19D DIAI VP 225 CP ~? QR I
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TEHIERBILRITAT B 28k & B 2 720 2D (20)
DT TRAISNRNZ &I D,

(20) Scope Economy

[Scope Shifting Operations] that are not

forced for type considerations must have a

semantic effect. (Fox (2000: 23))

WIZ, (DD XD 72 PEAD 7120 & &

LB ORI FR S D 0 T
i A DLGENORFT 5, (Ta)DfllE(1a) &
[FARICERIAFTRE T D, TEAIMUIIZIT T 238
DIATE VP ~OFFINE & L CTEREARK S D
72, 1T ©OHBEE TEAMZZO ) 13, (21)
(RTIED BRI A TRERTLHL O WP &
R E L72 QR 2%, £ EOBENIH)
BeS T 2Rz, 1o T TEIRIZT) 1%
rare XV ERVERI O A A & D2 212D,
1) o [ [or Tre KEBAY [y #0%

[[ep BAKTZ U/m[w t; VR -] v]]]]

T]] C] N-rare] ...

TIXTO) DRI E D L 5 L TEn
L7125 97 NOC DA S, THM7Z T 1%
(22)D X 912 PP @ B WIFEALIE D5 ST vP JE
SEE o~ & FHAOIZ QR 22T 5 A, Op 2ME
REAMS L R7rsd7eh, AOC & H7e
VIR DBERED QR EHRN R A FFO 1> T
[EAMZ T ) o CP ~DOBENTRT S, &
IZ QR ZiEH I D Z & Trare & OIEALL
MWEET 5, fEFRE LT, NOC TiE IHH
720F ) & -rare OFEXHERBUIIEL & 72 5,

________

[[v [pp BAMUZUT 108 [[ve ti \/ﬁ’\-] v]]]
T]] C]] N-rare]] ... C]

— . NIRRT LT, BB OFEHIC
Lo TliE. NOC 7213 T2 < AOC T [



720 & -rare DFEXHEMBUIER TH 5,

(23) a. KER2EZEIRIZT TR D,

(721F> -rare/-rare >7217)

b. KEEDFADEAMI T TRLND,
(721> -rare/?-rare >72 1))

AOC T [#72 ﬂ DIRNEIR DS B35

L RYD LT, ENBHEODIAI VP D
ﬂﬁ#ﬁ%ﬁ ZFEHH) QR 75_’% \F 721 | -rare DIFAF

TR EH CP ~L—ZFITBET5Z & T,
-rare & DREBEIRNHIE LIGEH D TH D,
(24) [% [rv REBDS: [Le o t [t [Lp £0% |

4
[Tee BB CT 6 [ 4 VEER-]VI]]]
T]] \/—rare]] v] T] C]

5. KV EMELRE
5.1. . tough 1
(D TR L ST, IR O tough #
T, ZIKEExﬂ%Tfﬁzhé H E’T%L%@E?%
DT NED P, (25)-26)D X D1z, N
R CHICEMBREERBND Z & ?6’(% %
(25) a. ZOXRUDBHIIPNEN{EIT H/EE
SRS
b. ZTOT—T AR E/DVET D,
ZOT—T N Z /B E E S
<, (Tada (1992: 96))

(26)

(25)-(26) D F AN D FEk& A M) DY tough FFE7R
HIE, 2 D HOERKAFMIEE D X 5 Al

T E2FFODIES S, ERTRE RO 1 D0,

W2 o4FAS 1200 2L EFEK

DS I TR N R 2R 5 T D,

Q7 a. ZOXUDBHWFIET EET D,

(721F> -rare/-rare >7217)

b. ZOXUPPWFEIETNET D,
(721F> -rare/*-rare >7217)
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DT =T DB 2 BT B,
(721F> -rare/-rare >7217)
b. TOT—T PRI T E
(721F> -rare/*-rare >7217)

(28) a.

5,

(27b) £ (28b) T [-720F | AVHVMRIR % 7= 72
W, TN EHICREAR I TV
L ETAET S, AT (25a)FQ29)D &
DN 2 DOLEFHE T OBE & 5 —H tough
HESCOFITE & F5E3 5,

29) /z’;\
T DRV

S

[ACC]
t, VE k-
AL EFEN T VP OFREICALE TS 2
E1E. (303D ’ﬁé%%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%ﬁf\%é
SFED . (132D EFER(14a)ll T L 9|
D VP HEEBIZH D725 F U Hﬁfm@ NO
IF5EAT. 552 O NO IIEFe T 2133720, 2
DO TFRNTIE LW,
(30) a. T DX HIKER (AT AN TR
(FETH/EERT UV,
b.22KER{ MY Z DAL DN TEA
{(FT2/EEZRT V],
DT —TILRRERDNT
(BT H/MEEIT W,
b. * IRERAMDNZY Z DT — T VB
(BT 2/MEEITV,

(31) a. VERDS

L L Q9)DHEEMTE LU 6, fiTh(32)



DX RPNIRRB IR DTEA D I,
(32) 2. 227\ VRS =
LT,

c. *AEHRA Z
WZ< Wy,

DNUPN{ET H/EX

DT =TIV {ET D/ E

H L2 DOHBEFBENIEFE LGSR, 2
SO NO OFEIAIFHTH LWL HITEz 5,
ZDZ LI, (33)ITRT Pesetsky (1982)Dif%
%@é%@@&g@ﬁﬁﬂgﬁﬁﬁééii
45, Richards (2001) 13815235 L 5
c:\ HAGETIL PCC DIk_DH L AL TE
T 2 DDORBKITAZZE L2 T e B ey,
Z LT, VP L~ULDAHINGAD vP O JE iR
NMETDHERETDHE, GHITRT I
AR DOXEAL TR AT T UL, 2 OB HERR
BAVTAT NG ORI 0 S, ZHD3(32)D
REEEDRRTEEZE 2D ENTE D,

(33) Path Containment Condition (PCC)
If two paths overlap, one must contain the
other. (Pesetsky (1982: 309))
(34) e FINFDS | [Opi [[e S DD
[ka@.nﬁwq[m[HPHﬁﬁkaHTH]CH
\-rare]] v]]

5.2. ZEHE DAL

(8) THR.7- L 51T, AIEEMHESTIT tough HE3C &
AL < EEE%E@E@B@M DFE Y EHA T OR
FEEER BN 251, REITIL, 2 2 TOHHH
(35D X 572 NOC & iﬂi\?“é AOC DIE 2
WEIELS THIT 22 &2 /5,
(35) a. (CKEB{DMTHIEFDNZ DOfLF A2 Y
THEOIWDOLND,
b. (CKEB{DNTHZE DEEN  Opi fE 103

ST L L HIWDBND,

=

BANZ, (35b)D NO 1E(352)> AO & 7
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0, HOIALTEE TIEF23 ] IZHITLTVD
SUACTER L2V, ZAVERTE AN R IREE D 2278
%%%%ﬁ%ﬁn &@é.éﬁca) FRETH Y
NO 23HL 6O IA A FFEIC e 2 (36a) 1 T
WY HERRE NS, —J, (35a) T AO I EiR
HA[HEZR DT, B6b)DFEINEITFR SN D,

(36) a. *(KER {7 DAL TF- 032 DH: Y
THEOIWDOLND,

b. (KER{NIN)E DIEF 2 AL -3 02
THEHIBDHHND,

WAAERIEIRIZ DWW TR D, EH LA
i B OFEH DT, LU TNZAEFE B IZOW TR
REEAT O, EH D OHWTIX, (37a)D AOC
TIXHERZHH 5 3 5OEHZED H b (7217 ]
D BIRWERO LD ND, 2D &I
WO L IIZHBARETH D, 2FEVB)IZH
HE2IT, TZ2ORET] X QR ICE - Tk
HIRWVETO VP JEEEERICHE D B3 528, B
% CP ~DOBENIMEHBBIRICE N E 5 R 78
W2, QO)DRRIF ST Lo THEBR S 41,

[Z DRI ) X EALOFENITIL Y T 720,

KESHAE T NE DRI T Zdi i &
Wrs<T&sb, (FET>-rare>lis5/
*-rare >7C\T>Wr S/ -rare >WrE5>7217)
b. KESDRZDORIZTBIE NG AT &
WrETx5, (> -rare>li5/
*-rare >72 1T >Wr S /*-rare > 5 >7217)
(38) [ve [cp [TP PRO [ip [cp [tp 1ETF 23
"L FOARET % VEEm] T]] C]
VL)?:. s-] T]] C] V-rare]

(37) a.

F-. ZOEBIZ 1 oo FRE ST 59, B
H. b L [ZFOKRET) 25CP~E&#0 EM
528 TIDMER A ) BREEE R 6,
NN @mVEREE & 5 Z & ARE
725 TH D, (39a)EQO)NIRTIED, Z D
TRNZIEL < Bbhv s,



(39) a. KESHENNZE ORI T HFATL &
WrETxb, (2*7200> rare > W5/
?-rare*>__7_”§ (F>Wr S/ -rare >Wr5>7217)

[vp [q})_ h[_l:liI_)RO [VIF [C:P [tp FEDD

VIS s-] T]] C] V-rare]
HELMEEDNEDORIZNT Rt AT & Wr
ET&5, (> -rare>lr5/

-rare >72 T > /-rare >WrE>7217)

(40)

(392) TiX, (BIb)NZHRD X ST, i FALd vP
JE¥mRER S CP ~OBENL QP [FENN] %
8z 5 T DI ERIEDZEL L, 2000
TERRBINHZ L ERD, THUTED ., EH
WAt WS 28 <O vP ~0 QR 2
HlZAgeE 2 T Z2OKRZEF AN Hirare &
s OROIERERE L 2FANE LD,
LorL, RO CP ~DORBE) Ik BIfR 2 24
ZIRW=OIZFFEN T, 72T b mn
R B2, — ., (40D X ) IThk E
MOFEFED QP OLAIX, THIEY 7217
DEbEWVIRALELND,
UL, (37b)D NOC T NO A i
WERIB A ROt L ONFRTo 20 0 S 32 1T
@R X 21T, ZNNEENICIEEA R S
NHZEMBEDITEN NS,

@) [ e ZORET B [0 Ops [[rr ...
[ve [ce ti [[1p ... [vo ti V3t m-] ...] C]]
VI s-] ... T] C]] N-rare]] ...]

6. fEim

AR ClE, BAGED Tk B FERH Lo T
b EEXEHRN, TZICALND
NOC/AOC DAEBIG: & AE IR B %
FEIZX L, NO 2 tough FiETHH EDE
RO T CHBMEHE 5272, £/, B2 D
A2~ 9 2 DOBFEEH N, Z OFEVDN
fC L TAELBDMNEHS/NC L,
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ba
' [EARIZ, Ura (1996)i% NO X LF TOHE M
I Lo TT &L REBMRE RO, £ Z TIEH
W EZ T D &5,
2 #%E O RRIZ(T)O NOC T [-721F | NEE
IOEVEREZ D2 &L ROERE B ©
FEEIZE S TGO X H 1T AOC T [A] UfF
WRHRER Z LI k> T EN D,

(i) KESAAE BT ZoTeZau,
720> crare/*¥ 72 N> 72 17> —rare/
72N> rare >7217)

FEBE IR
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LRI R QR R RURBRI DRLFE « B RS
(The Syntactic and Phonological Structures of

Contrastive Foci and the Post-Focal Reduction)

AR K (Daiki Matsumoto)
FALKRFRFPE (Kyoto University)
A AR B2 (Japan Society for the

Promotion of Science)

CNCES
L EA
HARGECHGE Tix, xh Ml s 2 #

(Contrastive Focus: CF) D& v F7 7 & K
DFEFH S, BRENERNE AR
T %, FrICZOBREREZR O bE ., BREA
#E % (Post-Focal Reduction: PFR) & IFE5

(Sugahara 2003, Ishihara 2003) , ()& & 51
7oy (LR, *HERERZRFTERL, %
BREREZ a0 TRT) o

(1) HIEFEIZERIT D CF LU PFR O
a. John bought Paul’s v atbum, (Ot
George’s).
b. Yarik (Va—vYoTiEiel) F—

IV D LWT AR AEE ST

Nagahara (1994)(%. Z ® & 5 72 CF{Z & % PFR
DRI CF 1T L D %M D B T)() 5t
DHIBRIZE 2 D72 & FRL TV D Uit
s (Optimality Theory) OFSHAIZISIT D
[AIAR D FE L2 OV TIiL, Biiring (2016) % &
), BARBYIZ, AARGETIL. o 25 ERAEJEK
B0 Oy FIER (Wbwd X 27
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v 7)) OAELIIEHETHLEZEZLNTE
D E T AT v T o DESER T LI
v b &5 (FFiZ, Selkirk and Tateishi 1988
ZHBM EN7-\), Nagahara (1994)IC L5 &
CF IXZic#fic T2 o R ZHIBR L. CF %
UG —0 ¢ ZIERT 2R NH 5
EImLTWD, LEDORREIZNED &, (1b)IT
BITD [R=OF LT AN AEE ST
X, LT OB RS 2 £,

() ((P B—IVDgiLornrsnsi-r)
@UTRESN TS & 51T, Nagahara DFERE
[2& DL, PFR X CFIZ L% ¢ BERHIBRIZHE
VAT UAT v AL Db DR EEwmOT
bivd,

L72>L 727285, Ishihara (2003), Sugahara
(2003), Kratzer and Selkirk (2020)fth 24D Ht
ZETCIE, By TF Uy M & ORBRRY 72 FEHL
ZItll, CF 2O L ORERO (i) 5
ROBIREZ &R ZTbiFTiERnz en
REINTND, ZHHLDORIRITHES &,
Nagahara (2 & % [PFR @ ¢ BE5FHIBRIHT)
RIS SN2 E b D,

ULENS, AFE T, T728 PFR &\ 9 B
BINET DD &0 IR E LT
STWD EE X, ZORBEO BRI 23
BB FEZZ OREE, HiE - THEICBIT S
AV B =T ADBENOERL,
Richards (2016) THER LT\ 5 [ EERR |

(Contiguity Theory) DAL 5 HA % 38
I %, F DT IREN TR A E T 5,

2. B

Richards (2016)(Z, Richards (2010)DHEZE %
YLk U7e THEEEREGR ) 2R RE L T\ 5, Bk
HEIX., £OFMAE L TSelkirk (2009,
2011 DA (Match Theory) ZH:A L.
AR IS DRSS L IATHYIC | BRSO FEAR



HEEOHEIND &EERET S, BEEHHmOF
L % (3)Z#B# 9 % (Richards (2016: 115)),

(3) a. BT OMGEFHIILFRMERE (prosodic
word) olZ%nd 5,
b. & T O & K& H XP X & # 7

(phonological phrase) @IZ*fInd %,
ETOHEIFA Y P xr— v a A
(intonational phrase) UZX}hsd %,

C.

QTR BN D & 5 72 A2 I,
Richards (2016:115)IL3&R « — 7 & DIk
BAFROAEZEITEE LT, (4), OIS ZET B0,
WaE - HEROA V H—T = A AZB VTR

LI LIRET D,

4) HHEFHH & (—BBRR2ED) B
R %75 SHXP (X, — DD EFRI)O AT
3753, XPixzoEEagoH
TN EB L TRt nide e,

(5) oS ERARAVIZTE ML S AL 7 B BRA] DY 1T
B9 20, olIBEERICEB L T 5,

-
—

Friz, TERAERICTE M L S v 7z B B R o0 b )
(22T, Richards (2016)!%Richards (2010)
ZEEEEL | H D FEEO RO TR I
LBROFENS | MO FEIIRB T HAE
HUSIEME L SN ERRADImAIRE D &+
R 5, FlxIE, LICAE L9 ICAARFETIE
B AT T ORISR O ST Y
Ty hENDZERMLNTEY ., ZO%HE
25 B ARGEITIEMEAL S 7= F A O o &
FFoL&Ex b5, & HIZRichards (2018)14,
KHETHOAARGELRROX T 2T v I
B 2R 8WSCHLT 7 22 BB SR
52 Enh | HEES RERIC A NEYEZR 5 5E
ThDHERBELTND,

INHESTEIZ, @-C)DBWVNILTEE
FEDR DTN E TR D0 %, (6)IZFT
CEARfIE & HITR TN,
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(6) a. What did you buy?
b. HARIIITEHST=D?

F 9. (6a)) B LK 9, (6a)l, did you buy what
Ze H RS ISR, MAHMICIEY &L 2D
FEEMEEIX(7) OB RIS 2 R ISR D (R
BRI AIEM L S e BRA DA, T
BTRT),

(7) (didc (pyou) (pbuy (ewhat)))

WhE 35 Cd Hwhatl. CEwhBPEIZOWT—
FEEZ T, (@)-ONTED & QDD
D IESHIZ DN T Em e SR IT s
2V, LI LB, ()T Z O30
72 ZH TV,

PR CIIwhEENCPIEEHICBEIT 5 =
ETC, ZOMEERBETE S, Q)ITRLI
HENT, whBEINEZ 57256, D%
PRIZRIEZ STz S,

(8) (Uewhat) didc (pyou) buy)

Lo T, MR I, FEEENBEAENWE
B2 FOR T HHEEDN, Fah - BREDOA X —
7z A AGMENBIB IS,

VT, (6b)ITd D AARGEDHI A R o7

W, (6b)DEEJEFE RIS & (TR T

9) WedH7R7213) (@fiT %) B > 7=Dc)

(9)TH. (7) & FEEIC@)-GO)Eiili7= ST/
VY, RichardsiZ L5 &, HAGEDLG A, whi
FoBEILIAMZ, /ML (Grouping) & U
EZEAT 25 2 & T B Y e iaid 2 i
TAHZENTED, ffbLid. H LXP 2
BBl D &) 7o BT 2 8ETH 5,
OBV T, HEXPIZZENZNC & whEEFH
Mirz | 23T %, £D7H, )IZHAL



ZHEMT D & QurraNE RGO Y)Y B
S, LT OMEPHEE S ND,

(10) (p&>72721F) (ofiT Z) H 72 Dc)

E6IT, YV EE STz @onra USSR
LT (ANt Ens,

(1) Wed 72 721F) WelTE)E - 72 Dc))

(10)-(LIZIBUNT , e DLE L e D LETE AN
LTS, LoT, HAETIL, CPHRE
EA~OwhBE 2 DT & bwhD—H A7 r
TOEEBENIHLIC L > TSNS,
ZDHHT O & Tl HARGE Tldwh-in situ
WA ENDHHEEL | FEETIIwhiB TN &
BHTHDZ ERH—MICHA SN D,
IO, BEREEZBETLLO1>0F
Bta RS, (II2d 5, AvmlEtEn>FEE
BEMSFHEOMSEHERMEL R onzn
(V-T-CII#EFIE SR E 7).,

(12) ((XP@) (wh-phraseq) V-T-C1)

ZOREE T, @-O)NIFRTE N, e
P2 B1E, V-T-CONH IS Quhphrase D AT (ALTE 5
72D Th 5D,

Z DX D 72854 Richards (2016)I2 X5 &
BEEZfT AN (Contiguity Adjunction) & U 9 #fE
ICE > CIES R FEMEAHET H 2 LN
T&E D, BEEfn& %, BEREICBSWTT
POATHLE T D EHE & | TR 5 AR
BN EALOBEFRO—E LT D X 91T,
RIS %Sm0 ) 3+ 28ETH
5o ZHAUZHED & @ T D V-T-CH Quh-phrase
AmEN S Z LT, B)EIRESED Z L
MTE D,

(13) (XPo) (wh-phrase V-T-Co))
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(1) % RAVEHA L2 L 512, ZOFETIE
D-5)M 7= LD, RichardsiZ X5 &, A
A FEIREDSFETIXZ O L 5 2Bt
ERWD Z & Twhd—E &R 5 HiatE
EAEREND,

UL ESEEBEER OB 1 T D, FRICHEESE
H:(4)-(5) Z it 7 T BRIC E E e & E 2 F e
BIEZADICE L DT,

(14)a. XPFREEH~DBH)
b. Bk
c. BEEEMHIN

WREN Tl ARE RS U7 B PiR 2 V¢
CEREDLHIITHE SN DONEHEE L.
PFR &\ 5 B2 %3 2 R EL A 3 B % 5l A
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3. ’BR
AT, A CHEE U 72 iR RS A CF

CHILET D, AT CRIZwhO—BIZ oW
TIE, 1 LUV T4, DN 7= Sl b7
WZ & xR, T CFiZED L~ TRE
PR AWM SR ITIER LR NDTEAD
73

ZORMEICE LT, AHH TIE, Reinhart
(2006), Selkirk (2002), Szendréi (2017)72 & @
Blgg - FiEA b LI, CFlidnpd L~ TR
AlEN D & FEIET D, Selkirk (2002)1%, H 5
BEEUHRA REEICBWT, CFOT 7 &
> K iZall new sentence® FF8RZA D 5 7 7 &
YIEBREVEFHINIZ DT, ZOMFHHIT
LAULTCCF BENR D HM LTV RITH
ERbRNENI A U F—T oA AR
X5 b 072 L5 L TW5, Reinhart (2006)1%.,
ZDA B —T = A AFM A REE S — B
JiBE (Stress Focus Correspondence Principle)
&S,

Szendréi (2017 246 DO FERIZEIT H1
MEDEITERSNDDNEBLEL,



Hamlaoui and Szendréi (2015)(ZF25VNT, #E
FEREIE ALV O REITONT ORI T
To—FERELTWD, TOREIZLD L,
FHUIEROBEFHOAET HMEIZL - T
EFRIND, LI -T, HEFEOLHIZT
NERFECH HFRETIE, TPAUCEBR SN
Do TDIH, Q)DMEEGR LI EZ D &
H SCRE X LA T O MBS RS & Fr o,

(15) (wep (t1p ... ))

PLE% % 12, CRIZOW T O L
LT, AR TIX(16)ZRET 5,

(16) CFldure TS ATz S 72 572
AN

(16)I%, CFOEKGR M B b X FF S5, Rooth
(1985, 1992)Li3k, XL~V OCFIEfE, 7
BROHLTPL L TREESZ EWEHAEICE
&9~ % “Alternative Semantics” 23, & 55 K
BT EROT FTa—FLpoT5
OT Fa—FNELWEEZ D L CRIIHE
BEHROA X —T 2 A ZAZBWTH, M
BWROA 2 —T oA AZBWThH,
TPLL T IND Z &7 5,
ZOHEEZE, (16) &I SR DR HL
EEZ, LT CREICHREFEOCFREN &
DXL TRAISIND DN EHERT D,

-
0 —

S
1=

=H.
e

3.1. TFEDCFIEE

Richards (201)IZHEVY, HEREIL— I/ I
DIEMHEENT-SFETH D EMETH &,
(la)lXLL T OffaER L OV E RS & R,

(17) a. [cp C [tp [pp John] T [vp bought,.v.r [pp
Paul’s [xp new album] ] ] ] ]
b. (ice C (ip (@John) boughty.,.t (@Paul’s
(pnew album))))
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(170) T, @romPITIEL TW D728, CFT
B B paurs D3 trp D H T REEE S A4 (4)-(5) & i 7=
LT, L2rL, (4byaiEf+ 52 &
T, MEL TV Do & BIVEEL . (18)% T
T 5 ZENTE B,

(18) (1cr C (@John) (irp boughty.y-t
(@Paul’s (pnew album))))

L2 L, (I)IZEWTHCFBHEIIERR S 172
W, TEECEFIEA RN NTET 572D T
b5, ZOWE. bxoE12)-(13) TR X
I (M4e) 2 HEOESIRICHEMN T2 2 L T
ANZETRT 5,

(19) (1ce C (@John) (irp (@ boughty.,.t
Paul’s (pnew album))))

(19)DHEEIZ BT, CETH D @paws DIHTEAL
SN Tl B RE L TR Y, LTz » T
CFOBERESENRB A S D,

3.2. BAFEOCFHEE

AARGEIZOWT G | BRI m S TE (L S
NE-EfEThH»d, ZOZLICHERLEET,
(1b)DFEFEFR L OEBRMEIEQR0) 2 L o7z,

(20) a. [cp [[opY 3 2 0E] [op H—ILD [ BT
LW LS A Z] Holovar] Cl

b. (1cp (e (930 3 L1T) (@F—/LD (¢
LWT AN LE)) EHo7yvr) O)

QOL)IZ DN T H, (10)-(11)IZ 7= & 9 12 (14b)
ZEATHZ LT, QOMEEHBETE D,

21) (1ep(@™ = 1) (up(@ AR —/L D (FT L\
VI ZaYS 7@?)) %Z D 7':’_\/.\1.1“) C)



QDIZBWT, CFTH D @s—nolTirp®dH T
BERICHLIEE L TV D 728, CRERBESA: 23
=&, LI -> TCCELRAIEn5,
3.3. CF§HZ L PFROGEIR

(ANIZFB VN TCFD RS2 i 72 S 4T
WAHIPHZ 7 L7722 E Sz,

(22) (1re(@boughty.,.t Paul’s (pnew album)))

Q) Hbosd LoD, BRSNS
Z il (BEEHPH) wpDWNEC, CFM UPFR
EZTDERENAEG SN TND,

AAZEDOHIQRHIZOWT S, (23RS X
I upDWERIZCE & PFRZ 52T 5 BN 5
FNTND

(23) (@R —Iv D (eHT LT /LR A %))

Eéi' D 7L: V—V-T)

TS DHFEFENS, PFROFH & B
MN—E+2 2 LniEnng, LoT, 24N
wHEND,
(24) PFROFEPAIE, BEEEFLPH I XS D,

Z 2T, Q) DFFOMEEA K ORREBRAFI A
IZOWTIRRTH<L, £, Ishihara (2003)
DEEMIZER A L o2, HRAEFSIIBITS
m%%iﬁm%mﬁﬁmk%%%@:#o
IshiharalZ X B &, 2D X 9 whEHRIZ L -
THEEZENDPFRL £72, whEEF LCE
T A S TREN & ERIN D, ARROHE
HDHETIE, ZOBERITZOEEQRIITE
STHHIND, T7hbb, whBRIZXD
PFRIZ, 1cplZXId %,

% C. Ishihara (2003)fth 52BN T,
PFR O [ 13 8 s/ whis 51 O A R R IG
THZENREINTWD, ZTOFEFEE F-,
CHIZ L > THEN B EZ 52 o5, T
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7o ARSI E RS 23 1T D M di e
IZRHE L TED Lt@afCF»ME%@
MFIZEBNT, ZILE e Eep DB DOEEFE

[FPFRZ 33, fERIICE Shau,

VL b, AT, BEEEER O Db &
T, CFDORFAI & Z 32 L HAPFROZNFIZ DO
T, #ah» BHADA VF— 7 = A ZADBLED
I E 5272, KIEDL & T
PFR O i [JH & & M G E’ﬂ’lzﬁﬁﬂ?i)\ﬁﬁ;ﬁ‘é%
FEbFELHRITHE LIS,

WEITIX . AFG D el A & %f b6 8

(Contrastive Topic: CT) |Z HLIET X 5 A[HE
PEERD,

4. $L3R

REES 2 B REIE AT 5 EHRILCF
7207 TiX 72w, Tomioka (2010a, b)<°Constant
201472 P TEELLHLHATNS L 9 Iz,
OBV TKFTHERINTWVASCTS £
e, REESEZEAT D,

(25) (Nh—E—=E Ny ME AT EN—T 41
FFoT&ELD?)
a. Harbiecr brought the pianocr and Patcr
brought the guitarcr.
b. "N—E—rlI T S pr o TE T,
Ny berlIdFF —crFio TET,

(ﬂ%@ﬂ%ﬁﬁ%A%éﬁﬁéwf%m
. BEEEGR OBLE S HCF EHEIL
‘fﬂ%% ZEnHIfEE D,

Richards (2016)i%, H & OBEHGR % CTIC
HILIR LT, HEEOCTOHR D B A i HLIC
i U CU%, Richardsid, Constant (2014)IZ &

DM M 2 S &1, CTIZCEZEES & 30k
BIfR A RE ST, 2 B2 DM TEESA T
72 SNRTIUTR B RN EREL T
%o BFIZ, RichardsiZ X 5 & | FLEEDOCT Eicr
IXZ N EALAH* & L-H% CEB I, FiIS

(ZERERO AR A TEM LT 5 & iR LT



5o DI, HEEOCTIXEEMOAMIT
B2 v 72 S TR B 720, (252) D g
b &7~ B E & (26) 12T,

(26) (C (irp (Harbiect@) broughty...r (pthe
pianocr)ice). ..

(26) TIE. Quamie N ITAEL TV D 72D, CFEE
DR S L7200, AT, QHaie DDA
o TR Bk L TR =6 CTRER:
BT SR,

ZZ T, CTZCPfREHIZBEISED &,
CT. CFRJ7 DB T S D S Atk
WERNAERTREIC 2 D, £T. CPHRER~&
CTHRE) L 7oA SN D, Q7)) DR %
e+ 5,

(27) ((Harbiecto) C (irp broughty.,.t (@the
pianocr)ice). ..

QRNING. broughtlZ BB INZ A L, Iz
TCHCTIZBEEMINT 2 & .21 HEH D,
(28) ((Harbiect@)  Cicp) the

pianocr) ...

(ure(@brought

(28) TlE. CTAcp DA T@)-(5)Z 7= L
CFDup D CHEREMICEHB L TV AT ®,
CTR UCFEREE R AT S5,

HAZEDHI(SHIC SOV T H, ZHE TLIE
UL RN G 265, 9, BAGED
CTIXEARMIZCFER UHLTY 7 &> b &
ZFHZEICEREEINTEW, oF D BAGE
DCTIL, HEFEOENEITERY  B@FHY
A O iEE S ® 5, Lo T,
HAGETIX., CT. CFDOXMITHNREA) D e
TRRAIaNn5,

ZORERE - LT, 25b)DOff L =
N R E R EQY) Z L b 7=,
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(29) (wep(irp(@/>—E—crld) (@B 7 / 5 %) FF
> T & Zyar) O)...

I TR L DT, CF A= 7=0Ic,
CTOONFALIZ L - TEID BES AL, (30)1ETRk
AT 5,

(30) (we(@ ™ —E—crld) (BT / 5%) FF
S>TE 7LC\/.V.T) O)...

BO) B D X H I, CFEENRTSND
i TIXZ O ECTOMESRM LIS
%o LTeDo T, Kotrob & Tl AARGE
IZBWTHCTIZR L CHHEGROBLE D
BEORDIEBEA AN THESND,

FRIZ, HARGEIZ DWW T, CTO BEEHLBH  Sacp
THO., LN TCZOMEFHMEOF CTCT
IZ L DFBREIRDER I ND Z R THIS
5, SEEE. Nakanishi (2002 &> T, HA
FEDOCTIX, it EEZDOPFRE | S 52 &
DRI TN D,

A OH ETIE, ZOXHRCTICLD
PFROZNEIZDONT S, 4 DELE D HELH
TX 5, T7bb, CTICLDHPFRIE, CTD
BEERIH CTH Dl K> THE SN D,

5. fE

AR TIX, HEFEIZIBIT HCFLUPFR & W
2 BIGITKE LT, v EZR OB B B
%A T2, FFIZ, Richards (2016)0 Mz
HEmA A L, MEFEICE O TCF AR HT
KLHESLET 72y hEEDRTIER
HRNWEWIBIZEEZ S LT, CFlidipD N
TSRtz SRR bR EREL
oo MA T, ZOREDE & TIL, PFREAE
Rk O BRI OW T H R ARHAEZ 52 5
N5 xR, S6I2, [FAEOFIAZCT
IZH 52 6D A[EEMEIC OV T him Ui,
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disinclination Z &3 EERBLDOHEVFIT D
HEHIZHONT
(On Factors Influencing the Choice of
Expressions Pertaining to Disinclination)
#& A (Sadashi Mori)
fEH TEEFHEM R (National Institute of
Technology, Fukui College)

& — 1T — | : disinclination, inclination,
NEG-Raising, confidence, pragmatic strategy

1. IZC®IZ

disinclination & X, subject (EHiZEFEDS |
D&% conceptualizer [BE&LE]) 23 p
Ze — AL T ) & LT DDA R Ckf
EEBE) 22X TEHETH D,

@ ...

control cycle), where the subject inclines

an inclination stage (in the epistemic

toward a positive or negative judgment (i.e.

inclination or disinclination) without yet

being able to definitely resolve the matter.
(Langacker (2009: 261) : 59L& %)

disinclination (LIf&, d £iebH D) & F
TREIZIL, UTOXIRL0RH 5,

(2) Disinclination: doubt, don t {believe / think /
suppose / imagine / -}
(Langacker (2009: 316))

disinclination & O% inclination (LARE. i 50
H & DH) NA U D inclination stage 1%
NEG-Raising Bl & #4212 > T b,
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(3) Sumnicht (2001) argues persuasively that
negative raising is only found with the
inclination stage, where the matter is still at
issue. (Langacker (2009: 262))

SF VD QDOBFENEHIWGE FFIZ 1 A

HEBIE) & LT b6 o3 nix,

MRz p LR LTSE . Ak [pic

%9 % disinclination (§EFN7e58)] &3

FTZEITmA T, ELoERH L), @

[—p (2% % inclination (757 A D FEFA

H7eEiR) ] 2RT N TX D (FERHR

D ETFIR) Lo ZELThD,

NR H S OFEREMIRESL & LTk, OEE
firp s NP (B 21X, until) OFEA. O%F
SIS INEERIE R @ T3 - BhBhaa ] & (Horn
Clause)x ®HF 5 Z & TE %,

(4) NR constructions exhibit very peculiar
syntactic behaviors. Among the most famous
are the licensing of (strong /strict) negative
polarity items occurring in the embedded
clause, the particular formation of tag
guestions, and subject-auxiliary inversion.
(Mori (2009: 10))

FIEORDIBENETDHEERILE LT, |
don’t know that Z 28\ F 5 Z LN TX 5,

(5) a. I don't know that Santa comes around
these parts until Christmas Eve.
(Horn (2014: 191))
b. I don’t know that it’s very important, {is it
[*do 1}? (Cattell (1973:623))
c. I don’t know that EVER before had all
three boys napped simultaneously.
(Horn (2014: 190))

SHIZ, B)-(NDEorRmbbREND,

(B



(6) Both I don't think that P and I'm not sure that
P conventionally convey, via SCI, a weak

(Kay (2000: 16))

(7) 'm not certain that your dog is ill. [non-

assertion of — P.

factive; the dog may not be ill]
(Langacker (2009: 279))

(5)-(7) & v . disinclination (ZBg4> % ik GE
LT, B)DibGEEZIMADZ LN TE D,

(8) Other Expressions Pertaining to d:

1 don't know that, I am not {sure / certain}

(that)

I TCHETARIE, OICRTE®RTSH
50

(9) I {don’t know that / am not {sure / certain}
(that)} p. # | {know / am {sure / certain}

(that)} — p.

L7273 T, I {doubt (that) / don’t {think /
believe /suppose} (that) / I don’t know that} p.
O[] kO [fRkEE] 13 TR0 X 5 1or
T EMNTED,

(10) 1 {doubt (that) / don’t {think / believe /
suppose} (that) / I don’t know that} p. @
Bk
[J5i55] disinclination toward p
[#3E#&] inclination toward — p

CZCHIEE R ONR. d]i BRI ERE
BREDX SN IToNTND 0 EWN
DT ETHD, LIzD> T AFEED BHHIIL,
d/i ZRTSHERBLOMNSIT O GBI
HK) ZHLMNCTEHZLETH D,

2. NEG-Raising HRIZE T 2 RASTERN
Z5

52

2.1.Langacker (2009)

Langacker (2009) Cix., i / d (B X W
non-inclination) % (11) X 5 (ZFiH L7 £ T,
I~3 Z#MEL TN D,

(11) One possible outcome is a positive in-

clination (which I will simply call
inclination). As shown in diagram (b), this
results when Ci’s projection of RC;
(dashed-line ellipse) leads to P’s incor-
poration. The opposite outcome, labeled
disinclination, is when the projection
specifically does not include P. These two
possibilities, illustrated by believe and
doubt, are of course instances of capture
and avoidance. There is however a third
outcome, where mental projection does not
result in either. (FHI%) | will call this
non-inclination. (Langacker (2009: 315))

inclination

-

3 L
B’

©

RC,

1 (Langacker (2009: 315))

disinclination

%] 2 (ibid.)

non-inclination

% 3 (ibid.)

Z LT, B EN RIS EDBEWE R
T DX DEBIN A T =X L% (12)D



L OIZEH LTV D, i.e. the subject’s inclination toward — p
may/must block his inclination toward p.

(12) (21) a. I don’t {believe / think / suppose (%) In addition, we have proposed that
/...} she can trust him. the shift from D-mode cognition to I-mode
b. I {believe / think / suppose /...} cognition, that-deletion and the Reducing
she can’t trust him. Effect play crucial roles in the development
---To account for the rough equivalence of of I dont {think/believe/suppose} to an
(21)a—Dh, all we need say is that the negation epistemic marker that indicates the
in (21)a affects the polarity of the speaker’s positive judgment (inclination)
inclination, changing it from (positive) toward —p. (Mori (2009: 233))
inclination (capture) to disinclination
(avoidance). That is, it affects the direction noninclination
of C1’s mental projection of RCy, the result ’ . J | . ) ’
being that it does not reach P (the case of  jbseein  dsndhostion o resdfcosptance)
inclination) but instead reaches its <] 4
alternative (~P). On that interpretation
(21)a is “logically” equivalent to (21)b, oy | E'
which specifies a positive inclination '
toward ~P. The expressions represent A N
alternate  ways of construing (i.e. PN |

conceiving and portraying) the same
situation. (Langacker (2009: 317)) 5

2.2. Mori (2009)
Mori (2009)Ti. NEG-Raising 315 % (13)
DX IR L, 4~9 ZIEL TV 5D,

(13) In Chapter 6, we have proposed that the NR
phenomenon is cognitively motivated by a

shift of focus (profile shift) from the T
recognition of the distance between the ¥/ i:’ﬂ
main subject (C:) and the positive T ——" "
proposition p to that of the distance ®
between C; and its negative counterpart — 7

p on the scale of the psychological distance

between C, and p /— p, and that the profile
shift is a cognitive basis leading to a

pragmatic inference like the following: the
subject’s disinclination toward p may/must

be caused by his inclination toward — p,

53



4: Propositional Attitude and Psychological
Distance (Mori (2009: 118) D AT HR)

5: Profile Shift on Psychological Distance
Scale (Mori (2009: 119))

6: C1’s i toward p (Mori (2009: 119))

7: Cy’s d toward p (Mori (2009: 119))

8: Cy’s i toward —p [via profile shift]
(Mori (2009: 120))

9: Cy’s i toward —p [epistemic marker]
(Mori (2009: 132))

3. | don’t {believe / think / suppose} (that)
DEENG T DEHE
Wierzbicka (2006) TiX., | {believe / think /
suppose} (inclination ™ 3R H)Z1%. confidence
DIFENRDH D Z LS N TN D,

(14) If we compare it with | suppose, | believe
sounds more confident. If we compare it
with | think, | believe also sounds more
confident, although the difference is not as
sharp as in the case of | suppose.

(Wierzbicka (2006: 214))

(15) The component “I don’t say I know”
explains why | believe sounds more

confident than I suppose: | suppose implied

“I don’t know,” whereas | believe implies

only “I don’t say I know.”

(Wierzbicka (2006: 215))

ZDZ ENB, 1 don’t {believe / think /
suppose...} (that) p X, [(p i&xf5 %)
disinclination / (—p (Z%}3" %) inclination] (2
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BiF o b®E (55&) @ confidence D E A
WIZIS U T W RN STV b & HERI
AZENTE D,

(16) confidence D LS :
55 — 1 don’t suppose (that) — I don’
think (thaty — I don’t believe (that) —

(16) 1% L BRAIERE R EE (Mori 2009) 1T,
10~13 D XL Y XRS5,

d toward p [/ don t believe]

-0

¥ 10

i toward —p (via profile shift)

X 11

d toward p [l don t suppose]

-
P

4 12

i toward —p (via profile shift)

]
e

X 13

4. 1don’t know that & | doubt (that) @
VG DEE
£1(1980) Ti. 1 know that p ([ LT,
A7ND X HIZFH L TV D,

(17) I know that p IX, # p & SFESMESR D
Frxy 7 LT, FEERZETND,
DFEY, BBHESTRH D,

(FEF] (1980: 202))



EEOFERMNAIELWET S L | don’t know
that p (213, piZincline 3% 721 DFEHL - 1R

AR E N D Z BT D, T DLARIREEIL,

p IZxf4 % disinclination (—p IZ%4 %
AT 5 (HMmM R
disinclination / inclination) .

inclination )

(18) T. POLING: ...l don't know that she had a
mitochondrial disorder prior to July 19th of

2000. | had no evidence of it in any
biological tests.
(CNN LARRY KING LIVE, 2008/03/06)
(19) WECHT: 1 doubt that they will release that
information at this time, because they may
want to wait for DNA, which is another
thing we could talk about.
(CNN TALKBACK LIVE, 2002/05/22)

(20) TiZ, Idon’t know that p & | doubt that
p 2% but TEfE L TW\W5D,

(20) Mark Henderson looked somewhat startled,
obviously unused to such bluntness. He
retained his smile, but it became a trifle
forced. “I don’t know that | can make you
happy, Captain, but | doubt that you’ll be

bored. It concerned two of your men,

Detective Starsky  and Detective
Huchinson.”

(William Blinn, Starsky and Hutch)

| doubt (that) |ZB8 L C. but (2 X % H#E % )
ZET 5 &, HEO (Because) It concerned two
of your men, Detective Starsky and Detective
Huchinson Z ML & L T, p X7 5
disinclination (—p (Zxf9 % inclination) %%
Bl L C\W 5 (Ff %A 7 disinclination /
inclination) &5 x HiL 5, Z DLAIREEE X,

| doubt p @ semantic components (Wierzbicka
(2006: 260)) D—>T& % [l say this because

55

I want to say what | think when | think about it]
WCHLDHDTH D,

PLEDZ &725, | don’t know that p 1%,
REF Y p IZ incline TX %721 ORI (Basis)
EFRo TRV ERRL TV D54 (X 14)
(2, fth )7, | doubt (that) p IZ. AE&E 2N p Ikt
L T decline 9% (—p T incline %) 7217
DIRPAFF-> TN D LR L TV D5 (M
15) 12, Avnehnd L FPHITE 5,

I don't know that p (—B = without Basis)
o »
1
=]
[ 14

| doubt (that) p (+ B = with Basis)

Y

~

ERe

[ 15

5. Idon’t think (that) & | doubt (that) @
FENG T DEHE

FEE X, p (2% LT disinclination (& %>
IZ—p ~@ inclination) %} EERERE 2 LD
Gt T OHEEEE (BRIL) 2/ L TWDiX
TCH 5 (Idon’t know that p (2B L Ci. Hil
fizzBoZ &),

Aikhenvald (2004: 64) TlX. evidentiality |
HET HHEEIC, inference (FARIZEES < HE
) L assumption (GEFRICHESSHER) @ 2
NS D &SN TWD (—RIIZ, 7l O
J5H3, confidence & OBIFIED EY)

(21) The domain of ‘inference’ is subdivided
differently in different systems. A major
distinction appears to exist between an

inferred evidential covering inferences

made on the basis of visible or tangible

results, and an assumed evidential



involving  general  knowledge  and
assumption based on reasoning.

(Aikhenvald (2004: 64))

il Z1F. I don’t think / | doubt DA,
1(23) DX D 7RFEBINRE v b D,

(22)

(22) BUCHANAN: ...
judgment, that the American people by

and why is it, in your

almost two to one believe NAFTA was
failure?
MATSUI: 1 don’t think that poll

necessarily accurate because [’ve seen

is

other polls that indicate the American
public slightly favors the NAFTA.

(CNN CROSSFIRE, 1997/11/06)

(23) STUART TAYLOR: | doubt a grand jury

member would do that, because grand

jurors tend to do what the prosecutors ask
them to with very rare exceptions.

(CNN LARRY KING LIVE, 1998/07/01)

VlEDEZZ NG| [ GEEERT 5) Fll
MR (RIL) & ofE > & OFRgH] —5i
FIOEEWE, [Fl—fE#H, AR TH->T
b, FERERHCR T DRI (D58RE) DX T
TEALT 52— BPEEHEICEE L T
RRMERENEEZBND

(24) confidence Di8FH & OFHE -
gy <

v

58
T T

assumption inference
O Idon’t think: inference, (assumption)

O Idoubt: assumption

6. Counterexamples (Zx}3" 5 55 Fimf e
(25)-27) ((26)-27)ix &R D=2 T2
2 N FTO/H) 1ZWb b REITH 5,
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(25) I would recommend this class to anyone. It
was straight forward, organized, and |
thought that the labs were actually very
interesting, rather than confusing. | had a
bit of trouble remembering test due dates
but | appreciated that homework was due
on an easy schedule. I don’t know that |

have any recommended changes for you
because | think you have run your class
very fairly. (Student Comments)
(http://home.miracosta.edu/jturbeville/online
%20student%20comments.htm)
(26) CALLER: Hi, Anne Marie, | have a
question to you: what really attracted you?
His looks, his power, or his wealth? KING:
I don’t know that he is wealthy that is — |
don’t think he is. ROBINSON: I don’t
believe he is, no.
(CNN LARRY KING LIVE, 2001/07/13)
(27) Ms. IFILL: ...How is that more orderly? Mr.
MCcLARTY: Well, Gwen, first, | don't know
that I said -- and | don't believe I did -- that
it was more orderly than the prior selection
process... Ms. IFILL: Oh, it wasn't?
(CBS FaceNation, 1994/05/15)

O LBz LT, (28) %1% T %,

(28) Politeness Strategy (FTA D)
The use of expressions pertaining to weaker
{disinclination/inclination}
= The use of expressions pertaining to
stronger {disinclination/inclination}

58] 1I2nwbhd s FTA Tho | ok
WELT, 7 MHOEROEXE] 2 A0,
MFEORIG (BOFREFE) RET, (KEIZ
V) TR BRWGROERB] OFRICET
THHMEID & VWD R TTHh D,

EC DT DA R D A & L



T(29-(30) (W nb [HaR] o= 7 72
T TOMEM) 2% %,

(29) CALLER: ...Maybe health-wise, | could do
some things that could prevent it.
PHILLIPS: I don’t know whether it can—1
don’t think at this point that it can be

prevented.
(CNN LARRY KING LIVE, 2002/09/20)
(30) NOVAK: ... His campaign manager. Joe

Trippi, predicts that the doctor will leave
the DNC before 2008 to run for president
again... What about what Joe Trippi says?
BEGALA: I don’t know whether Governor
Dean is going to run. He says he’s not.
(CNN CROSSFIRE, 2005/02/09)

| don’t know whether @ 573, | don’t know that
IV b, TRVFHNGREOKRE] THY | (28)
DHMED—ERITAES T HZ LN TE D,

U EDZELENG, GfFEMIZIX, TiLo
confidence D R EIZF51T DAL (& & FLdihiz, ff
WIS T AT D IR L GERME
BROEH) LTWH ETPHRTHIENTE D,

(31) confidence DFEA N :

9 «— | don’t know whether — 1 don’
know that — 1 doubt (that) — I don’
\suppose (that) — | don’t think (that) — I\
ldon’t believe (that) — 34

7. BV T
AFEFOEMIE, | doubt (that) p, | don’t
{think/believe/suppose} (that) p, T don’t know
that p 5 disinclination % 9 S iERHL O
WTORMELRD Z L Th o7z,
AT &2 ez, {p/l —prlc k95
{disinclination/inclination} B¥ B B (2 35 1 5 D
[confidence ?Di®55]. @ [MRALDOAE], @
[ EEREILE & LT inference, assumption

57

EOFFE] O 3 OOBRERZHE L, £
DIENC LN DD Z & ZFlRELT-,

R OB LTI, A DB —
[confidence M3R55] Z Jiih & L 7= FTA Ok
WA ER L SHEEROB R — DA
HEThHDHI a2 LT,

SR A FA(solit) & DI L&D, S5
72 DRI DWW TIX, A% OBEE L7zuy,

=H.
CI=]
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BhEhEA ought D TE(LIZOWTT
(On the Grammaticalization of the English
Auxiliary Ought)

A& #ES (Toshiro Mori)
Al B R RFPE (Nagoya University)

F—U— I :ought, SCAL, AR, A
P ST

1. XU®ic
T &£ TBEE] ought 1X, (DIZHIRS
N5 PTA % £9 H9E5EOAREN R agan & LR
IZFFo, TLTQIIREND L)1, £

33 ought O BT HRFEN LB SN D,

(1) pa Deniscan ahton wealstowe
the Danes had  of-battle-field
geweald
power
‘Danes had power (control) of the battle
place’
(ChronE  (Irvine) 833.1 (Plummer
63.9-11) / Kaita (2015: 110))

(2) nan man hit nah to

no man it not-ought to

geahnianne

claim as one’s own

‘no man ought to claim possession of it’

(colaw2cn,LawlICn:24.3.79 / YCOE)

BURIEREE TITBIZE S 720 ought DFFME &
LT, B L FEAFMELDZE T 6D,
RERK & 13, ISR 2 B T S e
WL RRIRIEDS | RFIC AN E Rl &8 2. Tl &
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NTCWHBRELET . (2) T to NEFHIN
O B IIEE hit N EEIOEBICBEI L TRV,
> Tid ought 2SR Z 7F L T Z &8
5302 %, Mori (2020)1%, 2O X 9 7 HIGE
BN L2 RRIE )0 B (4~ DGl
ThbdERELTND,

3) [ve ought [pp to [vp Vennelen/e-v [vp tv ...
Obj ... 1111 (vP is not a phase)
(Mori (2020: 76))
(4) Sub_] eee [ModP Ought [lan to [vP tSubj V—\/
< AR
h A\ 4 /
[ve tv ... Obj ... ]]1] (VP is a phase)
: .
(Mori (2020: 76))
(5)  The infinitival morpheme functions as an

argument iff its Case feature is licensed
(via Agree or inherent Case assignment).
(Tanaka (2007: 48))

(3)-(AIZF T, ought 1 TZNZEIABFI(V)
EVEBIENFI(Mod) & L CThLE S Hbivd, #l
WMAEMHE & L TENLEN PP L
Inf(initival)P 23RS TW 5, T B)ITDOW
T, REFAHINR»OTPP & LTNESIT S
T\ Z L1, to ANE A3 Al & Fa A1) & 45
MBS ATRE TH 7= 2 & £7-. to AT
(KA 5- (L9558 © 5H%-enne, HIEEE - HIY
Fs-enfe) L TWeZ ElC kD ZFfranb, 2
Mori 2M&HL9-% Tanaka (2007)DIEZE(ct. (5))
IZ LU, REFIRER I OB AT 22T 5
ZLTHE LTHAIET D25, (3) TILANEF
ELTD to IZ KD 5D T CAREFFRE
ENHTEE L CTHRET D720 W 7 = A X
TRV, — T (4) TIESCEL & £ 72 ought
DSFERERIE Mod & L CHEHOIEMESEZ I
RFF7- 7. g O LFE(Sub)) DA E R D
NIEELTHEAINDZ EIZRDT2D, WP
X7 = A X ThH D, DRI, FHERICED S
HRGERBEIN 7 = 4 ROREEBH L2



ABENTH D &3 % & (cf Tanaka (2009)), 7
x A AR A (cf. Chomsky (2000))(Z &
D, Q)OI TOA LN S
Bl B, LERoT. G)hb@E)~D
HIEZALO5E TIZEW R ST T 5 &
By (e

Mori |2 XAV M OMEEEIT 14 il
IZSET LI, DX 9 africt 5T, 15
Al 2 S TeHEEED ought M(EMEFEL
D NPT 2 )60 R S ivd K 9 70FEAN
MHESCIC B BIND Z LM E 25,

(6) [...] any thyng for which hym oghte
anything for which him ought
to pleyne.
to lament
‘anything for which it behooves him to
lament.’
(CMCTPARS,288.C2b.12 / PPCME2)

(ONZFBNT, RHEDOMRAF hym & to A E R
EilXE I Z 4 ought OfRERF IH(EXperiencer)
& FEIE(THeme) & L CEIR S D, K
Tl FEAFHESC E AFRESCIZH1T 2 ought
D F il LN IRERERE | FASRERE &
RS, 2D X D eI AFRESCAY 15 HRdiZds
WThRaBBEINS Z 2k, 14 fibkedic
ought OIIEALDNTE T L CHREE N KbiLTc
& 9% Mori D3AT & 136 FAJIZ, ought DIH
IENTERIZITRDUTWRWGEERNH 5
ZEERET D,

A LTl R 22— /X2 YCOE, PPCME2,
PPCEME % W72 Fi#&IZ K U | ought DIEA
FRMESCs 15 pd gk Lic 2 & &R L,
Z OJFIRIXIRIFFY £ TIZ52 T L7z ought DB)
HEk Th D LIRET D, EHIT, KFEERD
RRITHASE | ought OFELAYFEED KB
R,

2. ought (281} D IHFEAFMESLDIHEEK

Ono (1989)X°H & (2016)1Z L 4LiE. ought
DIENFAE LT GCFEIN B L 722y A
FPH N [FEIRFI & T CTh 5 72 D IH R RE 23 ik
BEIZIIHA LN TR, 22T, ZOHILOME
S FEE AW 52N T 5 72012, Mori (2021)
IIRHME AR S A1 O ought IZOWTEHHA L T
WD, R TIEBEICA T ORI IR LT
W5 Z LR SE X AT ORISR E % 1
I (N-(10)D & 5 225l 2 ULEE U 7o, RIS AR BR
# . ought, ought 3¢ % 5 REFHITHDHE
BIEIX, ZFNFAB, K7, TEE v
TRENTWD, (D-ONREND LI,
ought € X HHEIZIX, to AEREITINZ .
for-to NEFHICIFREAREFH b E END,
F72. AOITREND Ko I2, REFENE
ME STV DB FET D, iR, BHE O
FEANFRESL & 1T R0 | 2BV TERE
(it AFNR, 2D Z Lk, FEENET
B 5 IENFE ST B W CTRERED AR R E
HThbHZ & EXRITH D,

F 1: ought DI NFRHE SO I S 58 12

EESE W e
(-1150) (1150-1350)
0 0
% W] TR e ITAREEE
(1350-1500) (1500-1710)

46
1350-1420: 24 0
1420-1500: 22

(Mori (2021: 49))
@) ought to preyse and loue it

me ought to praise and love it

‘It behooves me to praise and love it’
(CMREYNAR,14.275 / PPCME2)
(8)  ‘Sir,” he seyde, ‘Thave nothyng done
sir he said
but that @ ought for to do
but what me ought for to do

‘Ihave nothing done

““Sir,” he said, “I have done nothing but



what it behooves me to do™’
(CMMALORY,198.3059 / PPCME2)

Wherfore oghte [...] have pacience
wherefore us ought

)
have patience
‘for which reason it behooves us to have
patience’
(CMCTMELIL_218.C1.37 / PPCME2)
(10) if man love Jhesu Crist lasse than
if man love Jesus Christ less than
oghte
him ought
‘if a man loves Jesus Christ less than he
ought’
(CMCTPARS,298.C1.416 / PPCME2)

F VIR THESRE D, ought DIEAFR
S IB I SR ICBE S R | RIREET O
Kb ETITHEE LIZZ ENgNnD, BE D
FEAFME ST 16 HACITIHR L2720 (cf. K
f9 (1987)). FEAFD ought 1L H HIZEA D
FEEEMERIZLY 1 RS ER LS
z bbb,

3. BHE DOIEAFELDHE R

FEAFRD ought DIFELFFEEEIZ OV Tl U
DENT, EHEOIEANHELOIRE, BLY
16 HALICTER L2 BRI DWW Cagim ™ 5,
FRIZRTEIZ DWW T, ETEENE A = AFRHEE D
JEHT & E R T B D DR T D,

Nawata (2011)IZ K4uiE, TRH& EX+IEAFR
B+ TH #i) B OIEAFMESIA)D L 5 I
IREESND, £7°. BEEit 23 P FEETICHEE
JEAERR SN D56 T BNRESERMA GO ¢ F#
PE(uep)) 3 ERE & —F L TERMT T v, EE
X = AR O R 2~ T,

(1 1) [TP T[u(p] [vP it/ pI'AO 1% [VP EX VImpcrsonal

NOM ACC

THClausal] ]]

»
|

(cf. Nawata (2011))
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— 5, KL BB ERT WD ERE
pro 23 vP FEEFICAR T D & | [uelllid—2
T HHEMNFEE T ZABREROENT 7
N RELTEHEZALND, EHLLDGAEHE
%@ﬁiiAﬁiﬁwﬁﬁéﬁﬁo

UL EDSHrIC FiE EEE it b7
#Aﬁ%ﬁ@ﬁ%ilﬁﬁﬁ BT 5 pro O
HEIZETTSND, —5. it 21 5 HSCTE
REGFEE TR T %, LL, 2O U A
I$ ought [Z13&H TIXE 572\, FEAFRD ought
FHARSEEEICB VT it 22 B TIEEL
TWRWEIT T (BRI DREHIZ B
THREMEZLEY Z LR, E512, HRN
HIZoWTH, 16 kA7 T hgED &
DY FETITHE L,

4. IEAFD ought DR AR

ought DIEAFRE L OMERE L L C(12a) % #2
BT D, B-@GLFERY, AL ERT
ought 7% v O EIZIEJEARM S, AEwHi
EAHERIC & 2, RRBRETILE OB EHIEA
S %L, ought "HNTERS & L CRIE A5
N5, WPxIT, HEEE it/pro 23 vP FEESBIZAE
o AR im\o ought |Z Mod D7~ &
Bl L CHA EZE (e (13) &2 BT 2,
GRSV CIEE ought IZBUED R &
A TR L TV =72 8(cf. Ono (1989))748)
HEHTh D —J7. IEAFRD ought THLH T
RBRE R A AT 5 A CRBEEFNTH &

5o ZORHEMMEIIEE ZEH 2 IET D

WX VAN D,

(12) a. [1p True) [Moar Mod [,p EX [, ought]

INH
THclausa]]] (impersonal ought)
b. [tp Tiue] [Modr M‘?d [w» EX [, ought]

NOM

THciausat]]] (personal ought)

(13)  [mod [v ought]+Mod]



Z LT AT LS f#éﬁ%@kﬁ%
LOREE L LTU20)Z2RET S, (12b)I2
WTH vICEERAER ST 0ught7§>?'§ﬁ§%
RERBEHAZEANT S & & HIZ Mod ~ & BE)
L THEAEFEMBEZIERT D, (12a)& 1%, T2
FFOMueIZ DWW CIRAEDR B2 5, (12a) Tl
[uellZ = AREEDOMEN T 7+ & LT
B2 525012k L, (12b) Tk vP R ERIC
A SRR A EH A [ue] & D — K DOFER
ELTEREMEIND,

U EO#EgmNIE LT uE, FEAFRE S
ought O 3IELIZ X V&N (3) D B (12a)~
EEL LI LTI HBL LT, £72. ought
WS 5785 E b &R CHEME 2 BRI K
DL RBRFHAEATHZ LN TE R
0 IEAFAE ST R LT (cf. (4), ZDO—HD
wm@@%kbfﬁﬂﬂ754b@ﬁ 173

FiFohbd, 21 \—Téhéij Z. ought
I3 &b & RERIZEBIT D agan OWELT
HoTeD, 12 ﬁn’ﬂ?ﬁﬁ%fﬁfﬁ/& LTHH|
HFATEEIZZ2 0 | 15 AL TIT ought 75 owe
EERE LTz, LA EOBIERIZESE | IEARD
ought |FBhENFI LR PER T & 5 1% 1 958
BT, 15 Hidokkby £FTIcE b
BIEAL R CGERE DI ALY & 1
AR ) HR Lz & TET 5,

7% 2: owe/ought DEEHI/XZ Z' A L
thERE

HiAE
owe, oughte

HIHLT

HIE
ought

(cf. T (2000: 233))

WIZZ, v ISPCEST DRI ought
ﬁ‘é‘FA?’Tﬂﬂ/ﬁ%%OfiEﬁ ZOWT, AR
IEAHRETHO ST EhE & OFEHENE
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R HID, % OEFEADMUOEFIZ ED LS
IR B b BRI 5 2 72 34 1 O FFJER
LT DM, 72 & 213 Gregersen (2020)133% 3
(R TEHEIC KD AR L TND, 3y
g EEMICBEICIE AN E LR LD
(GE)BYRIAN & O #E(Z &L W BEHOVE 733F
ANPRE A5 T2 , W P o dB N I3
VEMZRT S HICE < OFE]~ & HER
PERL TV D, ZORIZ OUGHT & 723k

NFRHHED R ATRE & 72 o 72,

7 3. [EENI BT D IEAFEDOESR
OE 12th c. 14th c.
(GE)BYRIAN —  BIREN  —  BIREN
(GE)DAFENIAN BEHOVE —  BEHOVE
" (THARF?) OUGHT
" MOT
(NEED?)

(Gregersen (2020: 161))

5. ought DCHEAL
VL EOREEmICEED & |
DA % DL TIR T,

ought O 51 i 122

7 4: ought DI EEDFAEIFR
KT 2 A AOFIR
A
W ~1300 ~1400 ~1500 # fX
SR BEGE
AP ought : :
S ——
(Vetf. (3) i ;
FEA\FF ought i i i i
e —
(v cf (12a) i i
AR ought ' ! i
_——————
(v cf. (12b)) :
S92k
A owe
AFr ought
(Mod cf. (4))




NS ST RS 208 L CRIZR S D 3,
ZOAEMIFIIA R TR D, BIEDO R
Z BTG CR T YW 5855 £ ClIARE)E &
L CAZIEAHT 415 B3 (cf. (3)). Bl X7 # A
LRRIR LD BT RFEIZA D LR EIE
TRT LI EBEERINLES T &+
DX D172 5 7= (cf. (12b)), T DELFEIZI N T
HAMEIL ought IZXVEAINHTZD, (3)
DN H| Z e & BT S LTV, I
fil N7 2 A LOBEEIE 15 ALK E Th
WD, ARROBIETE owe 23 15 I 554
(b D= 2 REhFa L & R E S DRI,
ought |33 T 2 52 1 Ml A 1L BB & L C
b LT T2 B 3T S 4178 < 72 o T2 (cf.
®)o

— 07 FEANFHESC(12a) 1374 W 98 (2 R
L7y, ZHuL v ~OSUEBICEE L CTHEH#fED
WBLEZ TR THD, ZD%, AFMEL
(12b) L 1T 0 | JEIFTORIRDTET T 5 15
HACKR £ CHRAE Lo, AMESCICIS T D6
CITFZ2Y . FEAFED ought 75 15 HHALDHE
b FETIEbERNT Z LT, FEAFMESC
D RS IEERE DS 155341 O FTREME & AHA
RN ThDLEEZEZLND, 2HOFAET
AL LTz 46 BlD 5 B flFEASERIEIZIEA
FrHE%E L 5 repente ‘repent’ 23T 2 1 44
DAFET D728, Z i3 7% B 1 (Warner
(1993) Dl & LT EiFHEdE~D 8T
DERMDR B 505, Z DO BNZ DUV TITRE
RERFIEDS ought IC L » TEHASN TS Z
EDRHLNTH Y FoHrOBEHIIT 51
%, LU, 16 AL E TIZ ought 2% Mod &
LA b SnBEEEZERITK D & R
FIEEENTDHZ ENTE R 20 IEARH
HESUIHER LD TH D,

6. fEag

ARG SCClE, ought D IEAFRHESCAS 15 itk
HUZWHR LT 2 & 2o L, 2 O JRRIVEIR R
F TIZ5E T L7z ought OBIENG L CTH 5 L 1%
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LTz, 51T, (FHAFF ought O HI%E
EORKG & | BePER 72 30E B & 5 BLE
bR L7,

*ORER ST A ARIEEE TR 39 BIRAITRT
LD ABEBRFERIEEZNZ D TH S,
AW A HED DI L, REMIEEAE, B
B2, £ LTI EANBITEE 2D
SrlAW, £, HHERETIE, £ 0O
SeAETT X0 REAR 72 TS 2 TE
Teo ZO%EAED TEHOBEEZRT D, 25,
ARSI BT D MR TR TEEOE
Tz k%,

ba
U OKERSCCIERRRINC GG LR WS, (DD
FERETE T Harwood (2014)IC X ViR ENT=
FERUE S AV 7 BhEal ) ESK 2 ought to DAFIE T
JLEEL72 O Th H, Mod EEHIZHEA I
% ought 73R T 2 AN E F Hi(InfP) D 3=
F A N ERER to N ED TS, 2O X
O I EE AR E T D EMIZ OV T, Mori
(20200 B S NI\,
2 Q) TR EFME, to DSATEF & L CEhE
AR & D03, 2D XK 5 i A ET
DHARPLIZ DOUNTIX, Tanaka (2007) %22 S 4L
720,
3R 3ITBWT, KHI LA & RENXZ1L
£ #1changes into’ & ‘influences’ & 7§,

BE IR
Chomsky, Noam (2000) “Minimalist Inquiries:

The Framework,” Step by Step.: Essays on
Minimalist Syntax in Honor of Howard
Lasnik, ed. by Roger Martin, David
Michaels and Juan Uriagereka, 89-155,
MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.

Harwood, William (2014) “Rise of the
Auxiliaries: A Case for Auxiliary Raising
vs. Affix Lowering,” The Linguistic Review
31, 295-362.
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T MERIEEENTIE] 4, 45-67.

Ono, Shigeru (1989) On Early English Syntax
and Vocabulary, Nan’un-do, Tokyo.

Tanaka, Tomoyuki (2007) “The Rise of Lexical
Subjects in English Infinitives,” Journal of

10,

Impersonal

Change?  Revisiting Loss

Comparative Germanic Linguistics
25-67.
Tanaka, Tomoyuki (2009) “Scrambling from
A Case Study of
Restructuring in the History of English,”

Infinitival Clauses:

Ivy Never Sere: The Fiftieth Anniversary

Publication of The Society of English

Literature  and  Linguistics, = Nagoya
University, ed. by Mutsumu Takikawa,
Masae Kawatsu and Tomoyuki Tanaka,
475-492, Otowa Shobo Tsurumi Shoten,
Tokyo.

MR (2016) [HHoEREORRRTE & K]

PSR, HUR.

63
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ARBFROZ BB ST HI T 5 AREFD
T RF IR SR
(A Diachronic Study on Infinitives in the
Passive Complement of Perception Verbs)

i 52—EB  (Souichiro Muraoka)
HARKZRKZPBE (Nihon University)

*—U—F B, ZBE e, 7
Ay b, FERLE

1. iIXCBIC

AT e STPRAP St U [ S G D e e
£ 912, REBNARM ST AR E R BULE 5]
Eoto REFERD, 2055, RIEAE
TR OTERENE A | BUE DRI
Ze 7 to ANE F | I N RO R N O
ICESSHERZR T LV ),

(1) a.lsaw him walk across the road.
(Allen (1974: 186))
b. I saw him walking across the road.
(ibid.)
c. | saw the figure to be that of a woman.
(Bolinger (1975: 399))

Z O~ T XBEMICTIE, 2 D& Iz,
to ANiER & BUEFA W H 523 A
TERA D BB LA,

(2) a. The dog was seen {*cross / to cross}

(Gisborn (2010: 122))

b. Carl was seen reading Barriers.
(Miller (2002: 253))

the road.

64

B (1990: 227) DA v 7 —~ > FMRAET
X, 2O XD BRZEER G END O TAE
MOMPBIRND, R LTEL 720D, HDHWEE
DLENRIRWNGEETH Y (BB TRE 25
BIXREEREE VD &S, EES - M
(2004: 53) DA 7 F—~ MHEICL D
&, see X° watch 7¢ & C to NERZ LD %
BRI EVHEH LAV ENIEENEL
HEERGEEEE I L > CZ O ENEII AR AT RE
TR THLHED BARTIEZ < FFICE BN
ROVR D ITREEEA WO ND VD, Eh
(2. %P (2010: 410) (%, to AiERZAfE S &
TEFOZEEDOL AXEBIEEZRTNE
TSR A IR 23RS R R HuE 72 KT
HAnoihvs o, (2a) OERAHIZON
Tl L7k (2020) (2 kv, (3) 1o
ERESPANTSC R UESE B2 U Rl
N N R U TSR E R R T E W D,
(3 I saw him {walk / walking / to be
walking} across the road. ([ELf2%0%)
[ECEERELE - 5 [ B [ 55]

S 51T, KR (2020) 1% (@) ITRT LI
STEVEM ST BT 2 EEE L £ 207
AT MR A RO U R 2 R T LR
AR OSBRI RERO M TH
HERERE (FEE) AR S, MR OHE
& (J9VEEIWE) 22705, be seen Inf Tl
JFIEAREFANTERED T AT N & [k L 7=
TRWVEHGEIWEZ R L, SihEH Lo rEL
T mRIhntns, 20—J,
BUESr 30 to REFNIFE A EFNL D H 55
UNEIEHLME A 2 U EE BN A OS2 B RE & B
WHET D e/l BRI EWVI,

(4) He was seen {*walk / waking / to walk}
across the road. (FIHEENT)
[ EBEREE - R /) 59



LU, /NBF - % (2009: 141) 12 KL,

(5) ® X oIz, FiE (2020) DEHIE 72D

B 17 Al E CTHET D L9,

(5) through the gloom were seen Ten

thousand Banners rise into the Air.
(Milton, PL. 1, 544-5)

AWFFETIE, (5) DOFIAFIRE (2020) DA
(272 0155 D7 BIITPIEEED b I AR
FBETCOT—HEWNEK LI a— 1" ATh D
Early English Book Online (EEBO) % VT
A ZITVN, 17 bl E ToFnR BRI SIS
BT 2 B IR EEICR 6N DT A
X7 MEEER LT RN EEH LT
L. (5) DFIEAES E 7 BAIEGEICA D
N EDRT AT Fafil2 T, ZDT AN
7 N U T REWE A2 FR 7= 7 T2 o S0k
B TH o 7= A REMEIC DWW Tilgim L T <,

2. ZEBMSTIZEIT S to REFOHB
F MR EE O ®EEMCIZHIT DS to
REFDOHBUZOWT, A (2020) 1%, =
D to NEFIIHERERSLMBR T 2R & Fik
T5, TOFHLE LT, (6) 226 (11) TR
SERERENET OND, AR B ORETRE
HisCIZ BT D IR AR E G L E T 2 &K
7=lZ, (6a) 2T X9 ICHBEAREZK
ReZ R B 2 M SCICER D Z LN TE R,
L2>L, (6b) DX o IcHERE AR I ZEREM
LIZBWTIEL, ZD X ) eHlBRF S v,
WRAEENEA A2 W2l b SUER & e S D,

(6) a.*Isaw John know French.
(Hornstein et al. (2008: 200))
b. John was seen to know French. (ibid.)

F 7 AR B O REENREMH SCIZ BT D IREAR
EFNLEFEANR 2R3 72010 RS 135
WATA & FRICFEE L TV RITIE R S 72

65

W, DT, (Ta) DX D R5E T A Ew %
stz Ensenas, (7b) O Lo ICHRZE
T to REFAMSTICE W TIL, FEBIRED FE
REFAMSC L B0 TG L FTAT 403
FIRFCHDMENRL, HFRENnd,

(7) a.*John saw the lawn have been mown.
(Jf k= (1984: 96))
b. The lawn was seen by John to have
been mown. (ibid.)
I HIT (8) ITRT XL HIZ BE + BifEsrailld
REENAE OO JF AN E Fl Al ST HBL T & 72U,
to NEFAM L TILENDFIRETH 5, IRAE
#a#d BE + ESw b £ (9) (IRT
£ O IZREENRBAH S D JRIE AR E B CIE IR A
LB INTNDN (cf. (6)), HEEZE
T to NEFM L TIEFRIN TN D,

(8) a.*We saw John be drawing a circle.
(Felser (1999: 26))
b. He was seen to be walking away.
(Palmer (1987: 189))
(9) a.*Isaw him be rejected.
(Bolinger (1974: 69))
b. The children were seen to be beaten.
(Palmer (1987: 199))

(10a) @ X 5 ICEPEHR % £ T REERED K
TEASE R SCITE A, 28 U TN WD S 2 4
LINZE DT ENTERN, EDO—F T, ZH)
RED to NEFIMISCIIHER Z KT 7=, (10b)
D E D ITEEFFE L) RED L TE D,

(10) a. *We saw only John not run away.
(HF E (1984: 96))
b. Only John was seen not to run away.
(ibid.)

F7- Bolinger (1974) <°#H#F (1989: 425) |



FAUT | to NEF & O F R B E O BB
ik, (11) o X 9T, apparently & X7 7 L
—XARETH D LD, ThHDFFHFEFED
OB SO to AEFITREBIREM SCICF
T AIREARER & R0 | MRS DT
EEARICEKSHELR T EELOND,

(11) John is seen to be their best hope.
= John is apparently their best hope.
(Bolinger (1974: 80))

3. ZENBMAXICRIT 2 REAEFDOIEHE
EARTE (2020) D43HT

ATEIIC IV T, ZBiEflisCicBsiT 5 to R
EFIIEBEARCHEZR T LIoNT
RCTET2m, REREAE T & W72 il gk
SVEH L IR ENDDIEDH DD, 2D 2T
DWW, AT (2020) X, EREhRI O SIS
HELT 2 HEFEENIT T A7 METF T < GE
S 2R3 &85, Aikhenvald (2015)
2 KA, FELE ORI T AT kiR
WXL D & L, Abraham (1998) [EHL
PEIZSETHIC K VW AELZHANR SV LR
L7034 (2020) 1%, FETE THR G F AL
BERLDDESHT D, AkO@E Y | R E)
FDOREENRBIC I31T 2 IR A E Gl ST, FERE
PEIZ T < AR EG OBRLA A & KRR
SFVERERBE LI LEEERE TS
W, (12) O XS IR EFM ST EDT
AT NI Uz OGERLE 2 3% LU, R
INE DT EGITI LT i iomeE
EErRoTWnWbZ eakd, TO—T, 8l
TE R SUE— Rt 2 R T L & bICmREF
ZO—HOHEABME LI EEERET D
72, EDOT AT MK LT, R ER
LV HEFVGHMEEZ R L, FRE B E DR
FHITX L TR O NTFEIL LR > T e
WZERFEEARER LD b IEIGE & £
T I DI, EHARICHES  HEECMB
AR THRHED to REFMLIL, to Db

66

OARFERYEIC LD | BV REIWE A KT,
(12) 1 saw him {walk / walking / to be
walking} across the road. ([EL£251%)
[EHERELE - 5R /1 55]

ZOFELE LT, AT (2020) 13LLF OF %
HIF TV D, FUBAE fM SCLATR O ) |
TN OSEREMEDAE & OBk L7258 E B2
AEEZ R T2 TOMREHFREZFTHIHT
RKIUILHETE 22, Lo L, IR ER &
D b9 OGERLE A2 R BAES RSO o R
FERIMSCUZ BN T, £ DT HRZ T HIH
FTRIADKEETE D,

(13) a. | saw John {*enter / entering} the
room, but I didn’t know whether he
actually got inside.

(#1557 (2010: 408))

b. Martha saw Fred to be driving too
fast, but he actually wasn’t.

(Moulton (2009: 129))

Z OFEHLME TS B AR A SCIZ B3 2 HEEh A
IZH Y T E % ZEREM ST ENRE H O H
AT Cd 2 FRE R L OEENER S f, M2
HRHERE (BIWVEEIWE) 2 X720, B
AREF LD b 55 ELHEREHLME 2 R T B4y
RS0 to REFZMLITE DT ENTE D,
L7 L. be seen Inf TILFTEAE 7235845 D
T AT N SO U7 RO BRI &
L. SZENRENE T HE RO MR (59 G
) OB L SFEEN EOFEE XT3 720,
B SR,

(14) He was seen {*walk / waking / to walk}
across the road. ()

[ ECHEEE - R /) 59]

Bolinger (1974:87) & %7z (14) DJFEARE



FNTENEE NNV DIZZ T -EIS 2 M =
RAIBRVWHRHZRWHIZE> TS DL o7R
KELE 720 BB TERVWEWVWS, L,
(14) OJFFEATE FAI LB Z DAFIED e
WIS TEY ., /N - g (2009: 141) (3%

D XD 2FNT LT A E THAET D LD (cf.

(5)), ZDOZ LizHW\T, EEBO %#HW\T
HWEZITH-T2E A F LD XD ITFEBRORE
Y= 15y aWi

1. EEBO (23T % be {seen/heard} Inf
15¢c 16¢ 17c TOTAL
8 45 288 341

FIHD 9 B beseen Inf DJFEEAETNIC

EkF 7 %, be heard Inf (ZIZFEFE % £ 8
FVNAWHEIRTWe, 2D &9 22 pilid72 8
RFNCTFAE L 2 T2 D75 9 Dy, IRETLARE, T
FRIEFE O 0 T B Fal 4l SO B 2 MEB) A I
BREFEICAONDT AR NERLTE
LT EDT AT N e LT REIUWE A
KL TR, 2D X D 72 FIN%E
WINTWeEW ) araetEzam U T <,

4. MEEFMTCHBET I HEEHFO T AR
7 R BRI

Rk @ Y | 0 F BRI ST mﬁﬁéﬁﬁ
FilE LCL FUEARE R i’ﬁlﬁ%%@
BAE il XA R FR D IESE fi%:i‘%*f& =
ﬂfwéobﬂb\ﬁﬂo%mwfﬁﬁéﬁ
S TefES, (16) IZR oD B0 &7,
B OFNTH T AD T L » THBE) AT
RE7R RYEZFF O MAY) 58 & AL E B O
AEFANHNO N TWAHITHD, ZiLh
OBNE, (17b) D X 912, BURIEEE TIEIEX
ERERI2INTND

(16) wee haue seene the axe lie at the roote

of our greatest cedars, (1606. EEBO)

il
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(17) a. I saw Bill {lean / leaning} against the

side of the house.

(Kirsner and Thompson (1976: 220))

b. I saw the ladder {*lean / leaning}

against the side of the house. (ibid.)
#HE (2006 46) (2 LAUE, JRIEARE R SC
IoER 2R L, BRREIC B I L3RR
HHNDHTH, (17a) O L DX EHE DA
PEDG AT, TR A ER & BUES R D &5
SHLHWSNEN, MEHEFEOLE (=
17b) T ABENRD LT, AR E
IIRB IR, O, ML EFENEAE
MERBEOLE i LW ABREZ I 2 D81
TR DBRNEZHERINCIRD LV D, S HIT
EEBO Tix (18) k52, ADOFIZE-T
BENVAS AT RE7R B @%ﬁ’ﬂﬂié%zau e VA%
B FA ORI ETA D OBV T WD 6
i, Zhboplb £72(19) D L 91z,
BUAROERE CIIIESEN L e STV D

(18) a. whensoeuer wee see the church stand
in neede of our helpe, (1583. EEBO)
b. you shall see a castle stand at the

foote of the hill then you come to the

(1625. EEBO)

IWe saw Rome stand on the Tiber.
(Gisborne (2010: 206))

Towne of santos,
(19)

#HE (2006: 46) 1%, (19) OHEENG]OFIE
AEFAM ST 31T 2R BE#E I o HBLIZ D0
TR HRFITRRE R e R o5E T LT
FHLLITAONT, FRTERNET D,
72 (18) O X 5 72 FINBUE S FIMESCTHW
HIVTNDH S R H S 47z,

(20) and then you shall see a church standing
vpon a hill which is called saint bent,
(1625. EEBO)



L7 L, BURIEFE T (20) OBIAES
@iﬁK#i%%&ﬁﬁéﬂéo

rRalE(21)

(21) a. *New Orleans is lying at the mouth of
the Mississippi River.
(Dowty (1991:174))
b. *I saw the Statue of Liberty standing
(R (2021c))

on Bedloe’s Island.

%P (1999: 128) (2 KX, Z OFEDOHEATI
I, EFED TWOETHZEOEIZRN] &
WO T—RptE ) 2RI 700, B D45
LA DO LS I
M. B L) O LS ICAMPBFEEMNZ D
ZEIZEoTENT OO TRITNIT L2
Wekno, £72 (2la) ok oz, @i L
WH ., BTV 0N TEFE <5k R
FTEFDETIE Tl R VWEHR E LT,
EREDRBE LWL b o3 #EITED
FT [—WpME) 1280, EEPSHBTEDONL
EEAHNDE W) BHREFEFONLTHD &
WH, I BT, (21b) Of A=A LAk
(2021c) I LAuE. (21b) DOHISCIERIIC
&é%ﬁ%fﬁﬁéﬁx%ﬁﬁﬁ%%%ﬁa
LY R EBETALAICROND &
woo_ﬂ%®§%$%#% I AREEEE D %N
RENFAIM S BT 2 HEEEI O T A7 b
SF D (FF) o OEROEVIIEIR TH -
TeBEZDOND, FER2ICABND LI
(16), (18) = (20) L\ o = flIF B GG
ICBWTHERENTWAE (ADFIZE-T
BH AT Re 72 B 2 R D IEA M) O 4l SCF5E
BUEDEIMS0) L b2 mHSn TV 5,
B R 2IZBWVWTERBY TR > TWHEHT
IXBLREEE CILIESQEM L Al SV 5 6 &
ZNE S

HOENT 5600 Wit (W,
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# 2. EEBO 128 b “see + MW 55
(+movable) N7 & Bhia oo UedhFH]” (cf. I
2021a)

stand lie hang
+movable
+ - + - +
Inf 35 | 31 | 66 | 29 | 45 2
-ing 25 | 23 | 78 | 13 | 37 | 55
Z L CHAREFEIZRB W TIENERN & 7 S

OB ERREFICRRLIZLONRE 3 TH
—WT D&, ﬁﬁ%ﬁfiﬁuéﬂ@“
B 17 iz IZHEIML7e Lo Ic i &
VAR _hi1516ﬁﬁifwmﬁaﬁ#
DI NWZ ERERLTNDEEEZBND,

# 3. EEBO 28T 5 HAIEE
VWM (cf. *ﬁf] 2021a)

mBShi

15c 16¢ TOTAL

2 58 184 244

6, (23) o&H LMt shT,

(23) ...see all doores be shut, (1611. EEBO)

IS OBNTBAIEFE TIIRR IRV,
get + -en <> (being +)-en [IFBIN TV D

(24) a. I saw him {*be / get} rejected.
(Bolinger (1974: 69))
b. I saw the children (being) beaten by

their rivals. (Palmer (1987: 199))

(24a) DOFRFRAIEMEITEMEZ B DR RS H)
PRBEICR D LEZEZBND, 2D XD IRH
T B 5] OO JRLJE AN ZE Rl A SCIZ F 1T D R RE
DHBUZ DWW TIE, ARRO@E Y | RAEA 72
REFITHKAE R ZFFOTET LR E TR A
b, IEENEARRIND (fFR
(2006: 46)), Z D Z LIz T, BNC X




COCA ZHWWTHEZIT - IfbE R, 3 4 OfE
BTGB, Tk & BT being + -en 23— %
ThDHMN, be+-enlIn2 Vb ThHo71-,

75 4. BNC 3 LT COCA DEnE @M I
BT 5% HE£E (cf. Fi (2021b))

BNC COCA
be + -en 4 1.1% 335 8.8%
being +-en | 354 | 96.5% | 2394 | 62.8%
get + -en 4 1.1% 879 23.0%
getting + -en 5 1.4% 207 5.4%
Total 367 | 100% | 3815 | 100%

[FEEDOFHA A EEBO & WV TIT o 7= . £
SICRT L DI, F4 LAY being + -en
L be +-en O43AI A WHE L TUNT=,

#5.EEBO 2875 see NPbe -en & see NP
being -en (cf. F1ff] (2021b))

15c | 16¢ | 17c | Total
see NP be -en 3 33 | 170 206
see NP being -en 0 9 32 41

TN D OEFEFEED ST B S B
T HHERFA DT A7 MREEI 17 LIPS
WTIIENL L TR BT, (la-h) TR7ZT X
X7 FOBEBNIBH THoTEEX DD,
FBIEEE TIIFEEM L A7 S D be
seen Inf 3FFEL TW R & (la-b) THR
o7 AT N OEWBIER T H o R
HpHZ b, (5) X (15) TH7- be seen
Inf © X5 RRBUTHIT DB AEFTLE
RIEFEIZAON DB/ MED T A7 MFRE
RO TEBLT . ELEDT AT Ntz
e U7 iR EEGERUE 2 R L TV o
7oz, RRINTWEEEZILND,
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5. ¥¢&®

I (2020) (2 LAviE, FniEEh A SC o UE
FhFll LT DT AT N & ML 72 GERUWE &
T, BEAEFEITEMmEEZR L, HkFED
WBAEREZRME LIS W BEBRIZR D720,
BEHGEIWYE RN RNRBUC e D, —H, to I
EFNETEHR, KRR 2R L, MEMRESC
HER TR & DY EEEREILE 2 23, 0 B
DOZENRET MFRIR & e D MREHEEZIENL T,
HE ST HRFELZ G EOH W D L L
TRELTWD, 207, MRS OZH)
RECIL, JFRIEARER L 0 EBEELE D55 B
Eoa o REFNHNOND, FD—T,
be {seen/heard} Inf TiX, FAEFDET
ST K EOEHEREWEZ 58 5 4, JTE
i OZ BREN KT IO FEILE & B A E
B NER TR E LR & TR A
NENT, SHEH EOFEZE =170,
BRENLNEWD , ZOBHT OB &7 %
BIZHOWT, /NEF - iR (2009) 13 17 i
ETHERIND LW 923, EEBO Z VTN
N OIS BT D EE G O T A
N Z DWW T Il RE RIS 53 BT &2 4T - 72 A [
(2021a) (T XAUE, ITARSEEEICITBR KGR
TEHAB SN2 WEINZEL L LGOI AE
7 & BLE 0 Fl X B R BIC IR Th - 72 Al i
PEEZEM LT\ D, F72/h8 - Gk (2009)
D F AN, S A 2 IR & T B FA A SIS
BlY 5B T 227 b REKRTH -7
RN E 72D 2 &nh, 17 fibfdE TS
% be {seen/heard} Inf DFIEARETNIL, B
REFEICAOND KO RT AT N & ff-
T F O % KB U TG & FE = 7729 |
BURGGEE & 1T 72 0 SUEM Th o 7o L HERI
SND,
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The

Relationality and Nominal Modification

1.  Introduction: Encoding  of

Adger (2013) analyzes the functional head p
as relating two nouns to encode relationality in
nominal phrases. According to this analysis,

edge of the table has the following structure:
(1) [»> edge [> of the table [, VPART]]]

The relation-denoting head is covert and hosts a
light root to name the relation between two
nouns. In (1), it hosts VPART to denote that edge
is in part-whole relationship with table. A
common assumption is that a set of nouns
known as relational nominals (e.g. edge) takes
PPs (e.g. of the table) as its arguments to encode
relationality. Against this assumption, Adger
argues that the relevant PPs are arguments of p.
Shimada and Nagano (henceforth, S & N)
(2018) apply Adger’s (2003) analysis to nominal

modification by a set of denominal adjectives
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known as relational adjectives (RAdjs) (e.g.
nuclear (electricity)). These adjectives relate
their base nouns to their head nouns to classify
the latter. In this sense, they are parallel to
relational nominals. In fact, RAdjs can be
paraphrased into PPs (e.g. nuclear physics =
physics of the nucleus). S & N analyze the
nominal modification nuclear electricity as in
(2), where the covert p hosts VKIND to denote
the kind relation between nuclear and electricity;
nuclear electricity is a kind of electricity.

(2) [» nuclear [, electricity [, VKIND]]]

Interestingly, S & N point out that the
kind-denoting p is covert in English but overt in
Japanese. Observing that RAdjs correspond to
nominal predicates (e.g. gensiryoku-gata ‘lit.
nuclear power-type = nuclear’) in Japanese, S &
N analyze their classifiers (e.g. -gata ‘type’) as
overtly-realized forms of p. This analysis tells us
that nominal modification by nominal predicates
also hosts VKIND in p. Thus, the nominal
modification gensiryoku-gata no denki ‘nuclear

electricity’ can be represented as in (3).
(3) [» gensiryoku [, denki [, VKIND (= -gata)]]]

This paper aims to explore why the covert p
in English is overtly realized in Japanese. A key
to our exploration is Morphological Markedness
Hypothesis, which is proposed by Miyake (2011,
2015). This

generalization of the contrast between English

hypothesis is a descriptive

and Japanese. In terms of the hypothesis, we
claim that the ‘covert-overt’ contrast in the
realization of  can be considered to reflect the
general contrast between the two languages.
Another to conduct a theoretical

aim 1S

exploration for the descriptive generalization



given by Morphological Markedness Hypothesis.

Adopting Competition Theory (Ackema and
Neeleman (2004)), we demonstrate that the
general contrast in question can be best analyzed
as resulting from the competition between two
grammatical modules: morphology and syntax.
This paper is organized as follows. Section 2
observes that English and Japanese contrast in
their realization of heads beyond nominal
modification. In terms of Morphological
Markedness Hypothesis, Section 3 examines this
observation to reveal that the ‘covert-overt’
contrast can be captured as an instance of the
general contrast between English and Japanese.
Relying on Competition Theory, Section 4 gives
a theoretical explanation for the general fact
described by the relevant hypothesis. Section 5
makes concluding remarks.
2. Covert Overt:

Modification

A Beyond Nominal
Beyond nominal modification, we can see
that covert heads in English are overtly realized

in Japanese, as illustrated in (4).

(4) a. He walked to the station.
b. Kare-wa eki-ni
he-Top station-Goal
{* arui-ta / aruite-it-ta}.
walk-Past  walk-go-Past

‘He walked to the station.’
(Miyake (2011: 182), with slight modifications)

Manner-of-motion verbs, such as to walk and its
Japanese counterpart aruku, cannot encode
motion events. However, in English, these verbs
can occur with goal PPs to encode directed
motion, as shown in (4a). Zubizarreta and Oh
(2007: 135-141) analyze a covert motion verb as

heading VPs in constructions like (4a), which

72

are called directed-motion constructions
(DMCs), to encode directed motion. In contrast,
in Japanese, the verbal head is overtly realized
as iku ‘to go,” as shown in (4b).

Another example can be found at a discourse
level. The examples given in (5) show that
speech act requires a special form in Japanese

but not in English.

(5) a.

b. Kimi-no

Your home is very close to the campus.
ie-wa daigaku-ni
your home-Top campus-to
zuibun tikai*(-ne).

very  close

‘“Your home is very close to the
campus.’

(Miyake (2015: 248), with slight modifications)

(5a) can be interpreted as requiring the hearer to
agree with the speaker. This interpretation needs
the sentence-final particle (SFP) -ne in (5b). A
cartographic assumption is that speech act is
licensed by its dedicated projection in the CP
domain. It is known that languages differ in the
overtness of the head. For example, Tenny
(2006: 256) observes that the head is overt in
languages having morphemes like SFPs but
covert in those having no such morphemes. This
observation means that English has a covert
head for licensing speech act because it does not
possess morphemes like SFPs; on the other hand,
the head is overt in Japanese, which has SFPs

such as -ne in their overtly-realized forms.

Based
Markedness Hypothesis

3. Analysis on Morphological

3.1. Morphological Markedness Hypothesis
Section 2 confirms that the ‘covert-overt’

contrast is attested in a wide range of

English-Japanese translation pairs. Miyake



(2011, 2015) formulates this general fact as
Morphological Markedness Hypothesis:

be
morphologically marked, while English can
likely be
(Miyake (2011: 180), my translation)

(6) Japanese is strongly inclined to

morphologically  unmarked.

This hypothesis captures the fact that a particular
meaning needs a corresponding morpheme in
Japanese but not in English. Miyake notices that
quite a few construction pairs share this contrast,
which is exemplified in motion expressions like
(4) and speech act like (5).

3.2
Modification: A View from Morphological

‘Covert-Overt’ Contrast in Nominal
Markedness Hypothesis

The present analysis is true of nominal
Markedness
Hypothesis tells us that English can encode the
‘kind’

marking, which allows p to be covert; in contrast,

modification. Morphological

meaning of without morphological

because of its morphological markedness,
Japanese requires the same meaning to be
morphologically marked, which results in the
overt realization of p as classifiers. S & N (2018)
assume that the selection of either a covert or an

overt » is a mere coincidence. However, the

hypothesis maintains that this selection is
inevitable because it depends on the
morphological markedness of English and
Japanese.

The point is that the ‘covert-overt’ contrast
seen in nominal modification is an instance of

the general contrast in  morphological

markedness between English and Japanese. In
this sense, the contrast essentially parallels those
seen in motion expressions like (4) and speech
like (5). the

act As parallel phenomena,
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‘covert-overt’ contrasts ranging over different
construction pairs can be given a unified account

under Morphological Markedness Hypothesis.

3.3. Motivations for the Present Analysis
The

motivated because the covert existence of a head

present analysis is independently
parallels and accounts for puzzles in different
constructions. S & N (2018) point out that the
exceptional occurrence of RAdjs can be
explained by the covert existence of p. If
different instances of a covert head in different
constructions are parallel in reflecting the
morphological unmarkedness of English, then
the covert existence of heads may explain
exceptional phenomena beyond nominal
modification by RAdjs. In fact, an exceptional
interpretation in DMCs can be accounted for by
the covert existence of a verbal head.

RAdjs be

predicative, as shown in (7a). Nevertheless, a

Characteristically, cannot

predicative RAdj seems to be allowed in (7b).

(7) a. *My relatives are all chemical.
(Levi (1978: 256))

b. 75% of French electricity is nuclear.
(S & N (2018: 63))
Levi (1978: 249-269) analyzes seemingly

predicative RAdjs as resulting from the deletion
of their head nouns, as shown in (8).
is nuclear

(8) 75% of French

electricity

Levi observes that the deletion is licensed in
contrastive contexts. For example, in (8), 75%
invokes a contrast in that it implies the contrast
between 75% of electricity and the remaining
25%. S & N (2018) examine why the deletion



needs such contextual support to be licensed.
According to their examination, this is due to the
covert p, which needs contextual support to
recover the deleted head noun because of its
covert nature.

Parallelism can be found in DMCs. In (9), to
walk occurs with in to form a DMC. This means
that in can be directional and is interchangeable

with into.

(9) He walked {in/ into} the room.
(Nikitina (2008: 178))

Nikitina (2008) points out that the directional in
is licensed only if the directional meaning can be

contextually inferred:

(10) John walked in the room from the outside.
(Namiki et al. (2013: 197))

In (10), the directional meaning is inferable from

from the outside, which denotes a starting point.
Head nouns can be deleted in nominal

modification by nominal predicates as well as by

RAdjs, as exemplified in (11a).

(11) a. denki-wa

electricity-Top

Fransu-no
France-Gen
gensiryoku-??(gata)-ne
nuclear-type-Gen

denki-da.

electricity-Cop

‘French electricity is nuclear.’
b. Fransu-no denki-no
France-Gen electricity-Gen
75%-wa gensiryoku-(gata)-ne
75%-Top nuclear-type-Gen
denki-da.

electricity-Cop

“75% of French electricity is nuclear.’
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S & N (2018: 65) observe that nominal

predicates’ classifiers license the deletion.
Therefore, in (1la), the omitted -gata ‘type’
induces ungrammaticality because
licenses the deletion of denki
However, (11b) shows that the addition of 75%
to (11a) licenses the deletion without the
classifier. This fact leads S & N (2018: 86) to the

claim that contrast-invoking elements like 75%

nothing

‘electricity.’

are parallel in function to the relevant classifiers.

In Japanese, the interpretation of directed
motion can also be licensed without motion
verbs. Thus, -ni ‘to’ is directional even without
-iku ‘to go’in (12).

(12) Byoogatyuu-no gokenin-wa
sick-Gen servant-Top
dairi-no mono-o yakata-ni

substitute-Gen person-Acc castle-Goal
hasira-se-ta.

run-make-Past

‘The sick servant made the substitute run
to the castle.’

(Namiki et al. (2013: 197))

Shibatani  (1976)
sentences like (12) imply accomplished events.

Based on this observation, Namiki et al. (2013)

observes that causative

claim that the causative (sa)se- ‘to make’ implies
an accomplished motion event to license the
directional -ni ‘to.” In this case, we can assume
that the causative morpheme is functionally

parallel to a motion verb.

4. Toward a Theoretical Explanation: A
Competition-Theoretic Approach

Our consideration so far has confirmed that
Morphological Markedness Hypothesis is valid
because

it properly describes the general

contrast between English and Japanese.



Nevertheless, as Miyake (2011: 191, 2015: 268,
n. 9) himself admits, this hypothesis is merely a
which

theoretical explanation; the ultimate reason for

descriptive  generalization, seeks a
the generalization in question to be valid
remains unexplained. This section explores a
possible theory regarding why the kind-denoting
7 1is morphologically marked in Japanese but not
in English.
Here, we return to  Morphological
Markedness Hypothesis, which is given in (13),
and consider the underlined part.
(13) Japanese is strongly inclined to be
morphologically marked, while English

can likely be morphologically unmarked.

(= (6), underline mine)

The English

morphologically unmarked but does not have to

part implies that can be

be so. Thus, morphological marking, that is, an

overt realization, is possible in English.

4.1.
Morphology

Covert vs. Overt Syntax vs.
The following paraphrase confirms that
English can overtly realize the kind-denoting p

as nouns like type:

(14) nuclear electricity = nuclear type of
electricity (S & N (2018: 82))
Combinations like nuclear type in (14) are

normally analyzed as nominal phrases.
Therefore, if nouns like type are overtly-realized
forms of p, it is plausible that this head forms
nominal phrases with RAdjs. Additionally, given
that the overtly-realized forms are free-standing
nouns, we can take p as a free form. It is the

smallest syntactic unit. On the other hand,
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Shimada (2004) that nominal

predicates are compounds most of which consist

observes

of bound classifiers, as illustrated in (15).

(15) * (gensiryoku)-gata ‘lit. (nuclear) type’
* (komugi)-see ‘lit. (wheat) made’

* (sankaku)-kee ‘lit. (triangular) form’

A bound form is the smallest morphological
unit.

These facts suggest that the contrast in
morphological markedness has something to do
the distinction between

If so,

helpful for our exploration because it is a unified

with syntax and

morphology. Competition Theory is
approach to cross-linguistic variations and a

morphology-syntax distinction.

4.2. Competition Theory
The core assumption of Competition Theory

is that morphology and syntax compete for

structural  realization, which results in
cross-linguistic variations. Under  this
assumption, languages are classified into

syntax-preferring and morphology-preferring
languages. The former prefer to morphologically
realize an abstract morphosyntactic structure.
The latter prefer a syntactic realization of the
same structure.

Nishimaki (2018) analyzes

syntax-preferring,

English as

and Japanese as
morphology-preferring, observing that phrases
English

compounds in Japanese. Thus, the English

in consistently  correspond  to

nominal phrase old friend ‘long-standing friend’
corresponds to the Japanese A-N compound
kyuu-yuu ‘old friend.” Both share the structure of
nominal modification by an adjective. In our
the above

competition-theoretic  approach,

correspondence means that this shared structure



is syntactically realized as a nominal phrase in
English because it is syntax-preferring; on the
hand, the

morphologically realized as an A-N compound

other same structure is

in Japanese, which is morphology-preferring.

43. How Can the ‘Unmarked-Marked’
Contrast Follow from Competition Theory?

Markedness
Hypothesis, Competition Theory points towards

Given Morphological
the possibility that the unmarkedness of English
results from syntactic realization while the
markedness of Japanese is due to morphological
realization. In what follows, focusing on
nominal modification, we pursue this possibility
to demonstrate how the ‘unmarked-marked’
contrast can follow from Competition Theory.
Competition-theoretically, the selection of
either an unmarked or a marked option must be
consistent with the realization pattern required in
a particular language. If so, the selection of an
unmarked option in English, that is, a
syntax-preferring language, means that this
selection is consistent with syntactic realization;
the selection of a marked option in Japanese,
which is morphology-preferring, means that this
selection fits in with morphological realization.
The unmarkedness of the kind-denoting p in
English does not conflict with syntactic
realization. This head and RAdjs are free forms.
As such, the former needs no morphological
support by the latter, and vice versa. In addition,
? has no lexical content because it is a functional
head. That the head has

morphosyntactic nor semantic motivation to be

18, neither
overt in English. As a covert free form, it
constitutes nominal phrases with RAdjs to
satisfy the requirement of syntactic realization.
Therefore,  can be morphologically unmarked.

On the other hand, the markedness of the

76

same head in Japanese comes from the fact that
it must be compounded with nonheads for
morphological realization. Compounding
requires overt lexical items. As a result, the
kind-denoting p is overtly realized as classifiers
in Japanese. Since many classifiers are bound
forms (see Section 4.1.), they must combine
with other elements to form morphological units,
such as compounds. Thus, bound classifiers
necessarily trigger morphological realization. S
& N (2018: 84) state that “[t]he morphological
amalgamation co-occurs with  word-order
inversion” in nominal modification by nominal
This that

gensiryoku-gata no denki is derived as in (16).

predicates. statement  means

(16) [, gensiryoku-gata-no [, denki[, __ ]]]

t |

Competition-theoretically, this derivation is a
of the

morphology-preferring nature of Japanese. The

natural consequence
morphological amalgamation naturally follows
if we assume that a classifier as an overt p
involves compounding to meet the requirement

of morphological realization in Japanese.

5. Concluding Remarks

Adopting Adger (2013), S & N (2018)
postulate the kind-denoting head 7 in nominal
modification by RAdjs. This head is covert in
English but overt in Japanese. RAdjs correspond
to nominal predicates in Japanese. S & N
analyze their classifiers as overtly-realized forms
of p. The ‘covert-overt’ contrast is widespread in
English-Japanese translation pairs. This fact is
Markedness
hypothesis,

formulated as
Under

demonstrate that the ‘covert-overt’ contrast in

Morphological

Hypothesis. this we

the realization of » can be captured as an



instance of the general contrast between English
and Japanese. Furthermore, our exploration
points to the possibility that Morphological
Markedness
Competition Theory. This theory suggests that

Hypothesis follows from
the descriptive generalization given by the
hypothesis comes from a morphology-syntax
competition, which results in the fundamental

distinction between English and Japanese.

* This work was supported by JSPS KAKENHI
Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research (C) Grant
Number 20K00688.
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Form and Meaning of the How about Let’s VP
Construction: Through Comparison with
What about’

Kota Nishiwaki
Aichi Bunkyo University

Keywords : the how about let's VP construction,

information structure, politeness

1. Introduction
The typical element following how about is
NP, as shown in (1).

(1) How about a break / going for a meal?
(OALD (s.v. how)) (All underlines in this
paper are added.)

Nontypical elements are also observed. For
example, in (2a, b), a sentence starting with we
and you, respectively, follows how about. In (3a,
b), a
respectively, follows how about. In (4a, b), how
followed by AdjP and AdvP,

when-clause and an affer-clause,

about 1s

respectively.

“How about we do a sampling next

week?” (Michael Gates Gill, How

Starbucks Saved My Life)

How about you stay home for the rest of

this week, [...]. (R.J. Palacio, Wonder)

How about when I’m 40 and you’re 80?
(Sumiyoshi (2016: 81))

“How about after Eleanor goes to bed?”

2) a.

3) a

he suggested.

78

(Gretchen Rubin, Better Than Before)
(4) a. How about a little shorter? [said by a
hairstylist]
(Culicover and Jackendoft (2005: 236))
b. How about a little later?
(Sumiyoshi (2016: 81))

As far as we are aware, the following type of
sentence where let’s VP follows how about has

not been sufficiently evaluated.

(5) [...], how about let’s talk about something
(iWeb) !

else.

In this paper, we call this type of sentence the
how about let’s VP construction and compare it
with the what about let’s VP construction. The
how about lets VP construction includes
examples where a comma occurs after /sow
about (see Section 2).

This paper is organized as follows: Section 2
describes the lexico-grammatical characteristics,
frequency, and acceptability of the how about
let’s VP construction. In Section 3 we examine
the semantics of the construction and discuss the
function of how about in our target construction.

Section 4 presents the conclusion.

2. Lexico-Grammatical Characteristics: The
Frequency and Acceptability of the How
about Let’s VP Construction

This the

lexico-grammatical characteristics, frequency,

section describes
and acceptability of our target construction,
using data from iWeb and judgements by eight
the

sentences and frequencies in the following

informants.> Unless otherwise noted,

sections all come from iWeb.

2.1. Lexico-Grammatical Characteristics



First, we observe the punctuation mark at the
end of sentences in the construction. The regular
expression ‘(?i)\bhow about let\b‘ extracted 62

examples from iWeb. After removing irrelevant
examples, 48 examples remained,” which were
divided into five groups shown in (6a—e) based

on the punctuation mark.

(6) a.

b. exclamation mark: 2 examples

period: 21 examples

c. question mark: 16 examples

d. with no explicit mark: 7 examples (e.g.
“Here, how about let’s play this thing
this way, and then [...],” he said.)

e. cannot be judged because of ciphers: 2
examples (e.g. How about let’s put our
money in a hole in a ground and rest
easy because @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @
@.) [To read the parts replaced with
“@,” texts were checked online, but two

examples could not be found.]

With  the regular expression |(?!)\bhow|
about ?, ?let\b, examples with a comma

immediately after how about and followed by /et
were extracted. Two examples in (7), which are

both our target, were extracted.

(7) a. Okay, so how about, let’s get rid of it?
b. How about, let’s go with the industry
standard (lumens) for the same reason
all auto shift lever positions on the

planet are the same; [...]!

In (7a), the punctuation mark is a question mark,
but in (7b), the how about let’s VP construction
has no explicit mark. Of the 50 examples with
and without a comma after how about, 17 end
with a question mark and 23 with a period or an

exclamation mark. Since how about marks an
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interrogative sentence, a question mark is

expected with how about. In our target
construction, however, there are fewer sentences
with a question mark than with non-interrogative
punctuation marks (e.g., a period).

Next, in (8), we show verbs that occur after
how about(,) let’s in a positive sentence without
not after how about(,) let’s. The numbers in [ ]

represent the frequencies.

(8) go [5], try [4], make [3], stop [3], see [3]*

(words whose frequency is more than two)

The verb go, which is the most frequent in (8),
also occurs frequently in the normal let’s
construction without how about before let’s in
both American and British English (Biber et al.
(1999: 1118)). According to Biber et al., in the
normal lets construction, the most frequent
verbs following let’s are have and see in British
and American English, respectively; however,
in the how about let’s VP constructions collected,
there is only one sentence with have. As for see,
in Biber et al., usages like “Um, let’ see, ...” are
included, although this usage is not our target. In
(9), the following words/phrases occur after hfow

about(,) let s in negative sentences:

(9) not and say we did [1], not advertise [1],

not insult [1]

As (8) and (9) show, our target construction is
likely to occur in a positive sentence, which is
the same tendency as in the normal /et’s
construction (Biber et al. (1999: 1117)).

Finally, we focus on elements that occur
immediately before the how about(,) lets VP.
Biber et al. (1999: 1117-8) state, “The [normal]
lets construction occurs infrequently with

question tags [...], or with other peripheral



elements [...]. In one regard, the addition of
peripheral elements is much more frequent: this
is in the occurrence of inserts and other
utterance launchers before lets. In AmE, the
most common utterance launchers are: well,
okay, yeah in that order [...]. In BrE, the
utterance launchers come on and right have a
higher frequency than okay and yeah.” In (10),
we list the utterance launchers, coordinate
conjunctions, and adverbial phrases that occur

immediately before how about(,) let’s VP:
(10) so [3]°, but [2], here [1], yeah [1], well [1]

The other 42 examples do not have any elements
such as utterance launchers before how about(,)
let’s VP, which means our target construction has
the same the normal let’s

tendency as

construction.

2.2. The Frequency and Acceptability

Here, we observe the rate of occurrence of
the how about let'’s VP construction in iWeb. The
frequency of the sequence how about itself is
154,806. The frequency of our target is 50.
the

construction is approximately 0.032%.

Therefore, frequency of our target
Now let us compare how about with what

about with the explanations below.

(11) When suggestions are being made, both
forms [what about and how about] seem
more or less equally available (How about a
walk before lunch?) [...].

(Carter and McCarthy (2006: 15))

(12) Both What about ...? and How about ...?7 are
used to make suggestions and to bring up
points that have been forgotten.

(Swan (2016: §31, 492.4))
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Swan (2016: §31, 492.4) shows the following
examples. All the emphases in the following

quotations from the literature are in the original.

(13) a. What/How about eating out this
evening?
b. What/How about the kids? Who’s

going to look after them?

Based on (11)—(13), it could be said that how
about has basically the same functions as what
about. If so, we might expect the same rates of
occurrence of what about(,) let’s VP and how
about(,) lets VP. With the regular expression
(?)\bwhat about let\

a comma after what about were extracted from

, seven examples without

iWeb. Five examples were regarded as our target.

Here are some examples.

(14) a. What about let’s call it prestige?
b. What about let’s talk about the state of
dams across the US in general.

c. But what about let’s say BestInsurance.

Like how about let’s VP, the regular expression
‘(?!)\bwhat about 2, ‘?let\b‘ extracted five

examples with a comma immediately after what

about and followed by let. After removing
(15a—c)
regarded as our target. (15d) is one of the

irrelevant  examples, three were

irrelevant examples.

(15) a. What about, let’s talk about the family
issues.
b. And then what about, let’s touch on

communication [...].
c. What about, let’s go back to what you
said earlier [...].

And what about, let’s say, stabbings?



Now we observe the rate of occurrence of what
about(,) let’s VP in iWeb. The frequency of the
sequence what about itself is 254,370. The
frequency of what about(,) lets VP is eight.
Therefore, the frequency of our target form is
approximately 0.003%, which is one digit off
from how about(,) let’s VP (0.032%). Thus, how
about and what about differ in frequency when
followed by lets VP. We now consider the
judgements of (16a, b) by our informants. (16b)
was made by the author based on (16a), which

was found in iWeb.

(16) a.
b. ? What about let’s try it one more time.

How about let’s try it one more time.

All eight informants judged (16a) as acceptable,
although there were comments as follows: It is
used in spoken English; it is more natural
without how about; and the acceptability
depends largely on the intonation, stress, tone,
etc. As for (16b), four informants judged it as
acceptable while the other four regarded it as
less acceptable than (16a). We conclude that iow
about and what about differ in acceptability
when followed by lets VP. This qualitative fact

is parallel with the quantitative facts.

3. Semantic Characteristics of the How about
Let’s VP Construction

Here, we describe semantic characteristics of
the how about let’s VP construction to elucidate
the differences between how about and what
about. We also discuss the meaning and function
of the normal let s construction and the functions

of how about in our target construction.

3.1. The Differences between How about and
What the of

Information Structure

about  from Viewpoint
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This section focuses on the differences
between how about and what about, based on
the difference in whether they can be followed
by let’s VP. Huddleston and Pullum [henceforth
H&P] (2002: 910) present (17)—(19).

(17) A: The car’s in fine shape now.
B: What about the tyres?

(18) A: I’ve invited Peter.
B: And what about Paul?

(19) What about a game of squash?

As for (17) and (18), H&P state that “What
about is often used to introduce a new but
topic,”  which
“INFERABLE” in Prince’s (1981) taxonomy. As
for (19), H&P say “What about can also be used
to make suggestions.” H&P suggest that in
(17)—(19), “how about could be substituted.”

Thus, so far, how about and what about are

related 1s classified as

interchangeable. However, one difference can be
observed in (20).

(20) A: You know that knife I found?
B: Yes, what about it? (H&P (2002: 910))

H&P say that “In [20] the topic marked by about
is not new, but old information,” which is
classified as “EVOKED” in Prince (1981).
Importantly, H&P do not suggest that how about
could be substituted in (20) even though they
mention the possibility of substitution in
(17)—(19). Although this evidence that hAow
about 1is not compatible with old/evoked
information is indirect, it is reinforced by the
following comments of one informant. Our
informants were asked about the differences
between (21a) and (21b) and (22a) and (22b)
(see (13a, b)). The statements after the arrows

are the comments of one informant.



(21) a. How about eating out this evening?

— [ think this is the first time to suggest
something.

What about eating out this evening?

—Maybe a new option—the 2nd or 3rd

suggestion in a series of suggestions.
How about the kids? Who’s going to

look after them?

(22) a.

—Again, maybe “How about ...” is used
for the first suggestion.
. What about the kids? Who’s going to

look after them?

—“What about ...” seems to be a new

suggestion or new option to me.

In (21a) and (22a), “the first” is what Prince
(1981) classifies as “NEW,” while “a new” is
what Prince classifies as “INFERABLE.” In sum,
how about is likely compatible with new or
inferable information, while what about is likely
with old/evoked

information. This is a tendency, and some

compatible inferable or
informants do not admit any differences.
O-LEX (s.v. let') says, “Lets

expression used when the addresser’s opinion

1S an

will agree with the addressee’s opinion and is
not used to make sure what has already been
decided,” which means that the normal let’s
construction is compatible with new information
but not with old/evoked information. We could
say that how about and let’s VP are compatible
both

information while what about and lets VP are

because are compatible with new
not because what about is not compatible with

new information.

3.2. The Meaning of the Normal Let’s
Construction

Here, let us focus on the meaning of the
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normal lets construction. Based on H&P, the
meaning of the normal /et’s construction can be
divided into three groups: “a proposal for joint
action” (23), “Ist inclusive /et-imperative” (24),
and a special case “where the action is in fact to
be carried out by just one (typically the
speaker)” (25). Look at the examples below.
H&P (2002: 936) say when lets is used, “a
verbal response is normally expected, indicating
agreement or refusal,” as illustrated (H&P
(2002: 936)) in the conversation in (23).

(23) A: Let’s go for a walk.
B: Okay, just let me put some shoes on. /

Not just now: I must finish this letter.”

H&P (2002: 936) then suggest that “the force is
thus of a proposal for joint action, which the
addressee can accept or reject.” In addition,
H&P (2002: 936) point out “one use where no
verbal response is expected: agreement is taken

for granted.” The sentence in (24) is an example.

(24) Let’s consider now the effect of increasing

the velocity. [1st inclusive let-imperative]

Furthermore, H&P (2002: 936) state that “A
special case is where the action is in fact to be
carried out by just one (typically the speaker).”
As one example, H&P show (25).

(25) Let’s open the window [with the aim of

securing your agreement to my opening it].

3.3. The Meaning of the How about Let’s VP
Construction

The three types of meaning of the normal
let s construction are carried over to the meaning
of the how about let’s VP construction. Let us

examine the examples in (26—28), extracted



from 1iWeb.

(26) How about let’s all go out to dinner?

(27) How about let’s try it one more time. And
this time try actually quoting the Court and
providing proper pin cites.

(28) Well, how about let’s bring it back today!
Here is the latest- ePSXe emulator with all
the newest plugins bundled altogether in a
[sic] 8 MB package.

In (26), as the word all shows, the sentence
functions as “a proposal for joint action.” In (27),
the addresser is telling the addressee what they
should do next time. As the second sentence is
the VP

inclusive

the how about let’s

“Ist

imperative,
construction functions as a
let-imperative.” In (28), the addresser is telling
us about how technology has advanced. The
addresser alone can decide the progression of the
discussion, which means that in (28) the action

is to be carried out by the addresser.

3.4. The Function of How about in the How
about Let’s VP Construction

Now, let us look at some informant
comments about the function of how about in
our target construction. The informants were
shown (29a, b) and (30a, b) and asked about the
differences in each set. (29a) and (30a) were
made by the author based on (26) and (27). (31a,

b) are comments by two American informants.

(29) a.
b.
(30) a.
b.
(31) a.

Let’s all go out to dinner.

How about let’s all go out to dinner?
Let’s try it one more time.

How about let’s try it one more time.

[...] Unsure in (29b, 30b) whether the
HOW ABOUT is perfect English by the

textbook, but seems a circuitous way to
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say something to me.
[...] (29b) is a little more tentative, less

insistent, than sentence (29a). That is,
(29b) makes it easier for the other

people in the group to refuse or to make

an alternative suggestion (e.g. “No, let’s

phone and get some pizza delivered”).
[...] Similar to sentence (29b), (30b) is

more polite in a specific sense of the

word “polite”: it allows the other people

to express their preferences and to refuse

my suggestion more easily.

LDOCE (s.v. let s) explains that “Let’s is used to

suggest in a fairly firm way that you and

someone else should do something together and

is usually used when you think the other person
will agree.” Taking the description of LDOCE
into consideration, politeness or being circuitous
is an important aspect of the function of how

about in the construction, as stated in (31a, b).?

4. Conclusion

In this lexico-grammatical and

paper,
semantic characteristics of the how about let’s
the

and

VP construction were described and
of

politeness in this construction were highlighted.

importance information  structure

In future research, we will focus on spoken
and historical data of this construction. We
would also like to reinforce the analysis of the
theoretical meaning of how about in this

construction and discuss its raison d’étre.

* 1 would like to thank all the people who
all the

informants who cooperated with me in judging

commented on this research and
the acceptability of the sentences shown in this
paper. Of course, all remaining errors are mine.

NOTES



! iWeb is the Intelligent Web Corpus (“14 billion
words / 22 million web pages / ~100,000
websites”). We use the full text data, where
“[e]very 200 words, ten words are removed and
are replaced with “@),” making “the text rather
useless for anyone who wanted to read it as a
text.” For more information about iWeb, see
https://www.corpusdata.org/limitations.asp.

? Seven are from the U.S. and the other one is
from the U.K.

3 Out of 62 examples, let’s VP does not follow
how about in 14,

* Of the three examples of see, one is
coordinated with wait: wait and see.

> Of the three examples of so, one is used after
Okay (= (7a)).

5 The
approximately 2.813%. See (2a).

frequency of how about we is
7 We need to be careful that the second response
cannot be a true refusal but rather refuses the
timing: Person B is going to join person A later.

¥ Another informant said, “Depending on tone,
(30b) could be stronger or weaker than (30a).”
How about itself has the function of a directive
(H&P (2002: 909)), and (30b) belongs to the
type of “lst inclusive /let-imperative.” How
about in our target construction might not
always function as a marker of politeness. Our
future research will further describe the function

of how about in this construction.
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1. Introduction

This paper argues that a locality constraint
on rightward movement (RM) is explained by an
output economy condition. It is known that
RM is restricted by the constraint in (1), which

is not imposed on leftward movement (LM).

(1) Right Roof Constraint (RRC)
Rightward movement may move and
right-adjoin an element X to the cyclic node
(vP/CP/PP phase) in which X is merged,
but no further. (cf. Sabbagh (2007))

This means that RM cannot extract any element
out of a phase. 1 demonstrate the constraint
below. First, DP cannot be extracted out of a
PP phase.
(2) a. John looked t; in the living room
yesterday [at the man who lived next
door]i.
(Drummond, Hornstein and Lasnik (2010: 689))
b.* John looked at t; in the living room
yesterday [the man who lived next
door];. (ibid.)
c. [The man]i, John looked at t;.
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While RM allows pied-piping, it prohibits
P-stranding (DP-movement out of a PP phase),
as shown in (2a, b). In contrast to RM, LM can
strand a preposition, as shown in (2c).

Next, RM cannot raise an argument out of a
vP/CP phase that immediately contains the base
position of the argument.

(3) a. Sam [,p read t; yesterday [the book
about English linguistics];].
b. *Max [.p described t; for Bill] drunk, [a
popular Broadway musical];.
(Sabbagh (2007: 350))
c. *John claimed [cp that Sam loves ti]
yesterday [the new headmaster];.
(Bachrach and Katzir (2009: 286))
d. [The book about English linguistics]i,
John said that Sam read t;.

RM to a vP-internal position is grammatical, as
shown in (3a). In contrast, RM to a vP-external

position or to a CP-external position is
On the

other hand, LM can cross vP phases and CP

ungrammatical, as shown in (3b, c).

phases, as shown in (3d).

Drummond, Hornstein and Lasnik (2010)
(henceforth, DHL (2010)) attempt to explain the
locality constraint, on the basis of Fox and
They

assume (i) that the linearization operation

Pesetsky’s (2005) Cyclic Linearization.

applies to a whole phase domain phase-by-phase,
(ii) that

consistent through the derivation, and (iii) that

linearization statements must be
movement passes through the left edge specifier
of a phase. These assumptions give the
sentence in (2b) the derivation in (4), with the
assumption that PP/vP(/CP) is a phase.

(4) a.  Syn(PP): [pe DP; [p at ti]]

Lin(PP) : DP < at



b. Syn(vP): [w John v look at t; in the
living room yesterday DP;]

Lin(vP) : John < look < at < in the

living room < yesterday <

DP

The moved DP precedes the preposition at the
step of the PP-level linearization (since it moves
via the left edge specifier of the PP phase), but it
follows

the preposition at the subsequent

vP-level linearization. The former linearization
statement is inconsistent with the latter, and
therefore the P-stranding RM is blocked. DHL
that RM  with

movement to the left edge of a vP/CP phase is

also explain intermediate
prohibited in the same way.

Although DHL’s explanation is insightful, it
is not enough because it cannot capture some
exceptional cases. Sentence (5a) shows that
RM with a parasitic gap (PG) allows P-stranding,
and sentence (5b) shows that RM with a PG

crosses a CP.

(5) a. Italked to t; yesterday without actually
meeting pgi [all the members who
voted against Hinkly];.

(Postal (1994: 104))
b. I claimed [cp that I liked t;] in order to

get you to rent pg; [that movie with
Fred Astaire and Audrey Hepburn];.
(Overfelt (2015: 14))

For example, DHL’s analysis gives the sentence
in (5a) the derivation in (6).

(6) a. Syn(PP): [pp DP; [p to ti]]
Lin(PP): DP <to
b. Syn(CP):[cp ;| T t; v talk to t;

yesterday withoutP DP;]
Lin(CP): I < T < talk < to < yesterday
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< withoutP < DP

It incorrectly predicts that the sentence is
the linearization

Thus,

ungrammatical ~ because
statements in (6a, b) are inconsistent.
DHL’s analysis is problematic.

This paper proposes a new explanation of the
locality constraint on RM, from the perspective
of an economy condition.  This paper is
organized as follows. Section 2 shows my
proposal and analysis. Section 3 provides a
consequence of the proposal. Section 4

concludes this paper.

2. Proposal and Analysis

In this section, I adopt some assumptions,
and provide a new analysis. The analysis
focuses on the optionality of RM, which is

demonstrated by (7a, b).

(7) a. John read the book about English
linguistics yesterday.
b. John read t; yesterday [the book about

English linguistics];.

The sentences are grammatical with or without
RM. This means that RM is not obligatory for
convergence.

It has been claimed that optional movement
is constrained by some economy conditions.
Among them, I adopt an output economy in (8a)
and Shortest Move in (8b), in order to explain
the constraint on RM.

(8) a. Optional operations must affect the
output.
(Chomsky (1995), Fox (2000), Reinhart (2006))

b. Movement must target the position
where a moved element is interpretable.

(cf. Fox (2000))



(8a) means that movement must affect PF output
or LF output. (8b) requires the closest
movement step whose resulting representation is
compositionally interpretable, which forces
movement to target the closest sentence-type
position.
In addition, I adopt some assumptions about
linearization in (9a-c).
(9) a. Linearization applies at every phase
(CP/vP/PP).
(cf. Fox and Pesetsky (2005), Sabbagh (2007))
b. Linearization targets a whole phase.
(cf. Fox and Pesetsky (2005))
c. LM proceeds via the left edge of a
phrase, and RM proceeds via the right

edge of that.

The assumptions in (9a, b) are the same as
DHL’s.
many previous studies on RM, is different from
what DHL assume.

In contrast, (9¢), which comes from

On the basis of the above assumptions, I
argue that RM is regulated at each stage of
cyclic Spell-Out by the following condition:

(10) Optional RM must change linear order

(preceding relation).

This condition means that RM is prohibited if it
is a string-vacuous step.

Then, let me turn to the analysis of the
To

begin with, I analyze the PP-level derivation of

locality constraint observed in Section 1.

the P-stranding sentence, as schematized in (11).
In the following schemas, copies are numbered

just for the expository purpose.

(11)* John looked at t; in the living room

yesterday [the man who lived next door];.
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Syn(PP) : [pp [ at DP'] DP?]
Lin(PP): at <DP'< DP?

The RM to the right edge of the PP phase is
string-vacuous, and therefore it violates (10).
Hence, the P-stranding RM is banned.

In contrast, pied-piping movement proceeds

as follows:

(12) John looked t; in the living room yesterday
[at the man who lived next door];.
Syn(vP): [vr John v look PP' in the living
room yesterday PP?]
Lin(vP): John < look < PP' < in the living

room < yesterday < PP?

The movement satisfies (10) because it changes
the preceding relation between the moved PP
and the vP-internal adjuncts. Therefore, This
sentence is grammatical.

The PP-level derivation of P-stranding LM is

as follows:

(13) [The man];, John looked at ti.
Syn(PP): [pp DP? [ at DP']]
Lin(PP) : DP? < at < DP'

The movement also satisfies (10) because it
changes the preceding relation between the
Thus, the
distinction between RM and LM is explained
(I will show further derivation of LM in (16)).

Next, let me turn to the analysis of the

moved DP and the preposition.

movement to a vP-external position. Before
moving on to the analysis, I provide a structural
assumption about the verbal spine, on the basis

of Overfelt (2015).

(14) [vp [xp [vp Subj vV Ob_] Low Adjunct v»] xp]
High Adjunct yp|



I divide adjuncts adjoined on the verbal spine
into two types: vP-internal low adjuncts and
vP-external high adjuncts. More specifically, |
assume that high adjuncts are adjoined to YP,
which is separated from vP by XP. (XP may
correspond to FocusP in Overfelt (2015).)

With this assumption, RM to a vP-external

position proceeds as follows:

(15)Max [yp described t; for Bill] drunk, [a

popular Broadway musical];.

Syn(vP): [y Max v describe DP' for Bill
DP?]

Lin(vP): Max < describe < DP' < for Bill <
DP’

Syn(CP): [cp C [rp Max T [yp ... [xp ...
Max v describe DP' for Bill DP?]
DP?] drunk DP*]]]

Lin(CP): Max <T < ... < Max < describe <
DP! < for Bill < DP?> < DP? <
drunk < DP*

[VP

In this case, movement in the vP phase satisfies
(Note

that the movement to a vP edge is banned if the

(10) because it crosses the low adjunct

low adjunct does not exist). However,
movement from DP? to DP? (i.e. movement from
the vP edge to the XP edge) violates (10).
Notice that this step cannot be avoided because
That is, RM

to a vP-external position is always prohibited

of the Shortest Move requirement.

because at least movement from a vP edge to an
XP edge violates (10).

movement to a CP-external position is also

In the same way,

prohibited since the derivation includes the same
Thus, the RRC is explained by the

current proposal

step.
(I omit the analysis of
movement to a vP-internal position because I
have already shown it in (12)).

In contrast, LM crossing a vP/CP phase is
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derived as follows.

(16)[The book about English linguistics]i, John

said that Sam read t;.

Syn(vP): [v» DP* Sam v read DP']

Lin(vP): DP? < Sam <read < DP'

Syn(CP): [cp DP? that [rp DP* Sam T ... [xp
DP* Sam X [,» DP? Sam v read
DP']]...1]

Lin(CP): DP’ < that < DP*<Sam<T<...
< DP? < Sam < DP? < Sam < read
<DP!

Here, 1 assume that optional LM from DP' to
pp* with

A-movement of the subject.

proceeds successive  cyclic
Given this, these
movement operations apply as follows. Firstly,
movement from DP' to DP? applies. Secondly,
the A-movement of the subject crosses DPZ
Next, movement from DP? to DP® crosses the
moved subject. Then, the shortest move of the
topicalized DP applies so that it crosses the
A-moved element. Since the steps satisfy (10),
at least movement to DP* is allowed. In
addition, movement from DP* to DP° is also
possible because it changes the preceding
relation between the moved DP and that.'
Thus, LM can cross a vP/CP phase.

Then, let me turn to the fact that RM with
PG is grammatical even if it violates RRC.
This explained by focusing the

obligatoriness of the movement. Notice that

is on
the discussion in this section has shown that
RRC is derived from the economy condition on
“optional movement.” Remember from (7) that
the target of RRC

In contrast to the ordinary RM,

is not obligatory for
convergence.
RM with a PG is obligatory, as demonstrated

below.



(17)a. I talked to t; yesterday without actually

meeting pgi [all the members who

voted against Hinkly];.

a’. *I talked to [all the members who voted
against Hinkly]; yesterday without

actually meeting pg;.

I claimed [cp that I liked t;] in order to

get you to rent pg; [that movie with

Fred Astaire and Audrey Hepburn];.

b’. *I claimed that I liked [that movie with
Fred Astaire and Audrey Hepburn]; in

orderto get you to rent pg;.

This means that movement with a PG is not the
target of the constraint in (10). Therefore, it is
natural that this kind of movement does not obey
RRC.

In this section, I have proposed an economy
condition and shown that it explains RRC.
Then, I will show a consequence of my proposal

in the next section.

3. Consequence

It has been argued that some limitations of
multiple sluicing/gapping/pseudogapping are
related to constraints on RM. One of the
limitations is that a complement of a preposition
cannot appear as a remnant without pied-piping
the preposition, as shown in (18b, e, h), and
another is that a remnant cannot appear if it is
basegenerated within an embedded finite clause,

as shown in (18c, f, 1).

(18) a. ?Someone talked about something, but I
can’t remember [who talked about

what]. (Lasnik (2014: 8))

b. ?7*Some linguist spoke about some paper

on sluicing, but I don’t know [which

linguist speke—abeut which paper on

sluicing]. (ibid.: 9)

&9

c. *Someone claims that John talked about
something but I don’t know [who
claims-that Johntalked about what].
John talked about Bill and [Mary
talked about Susan].
(Abe and Hoshi (1997: 101))
e. 7*John talked about Bill and [Mary
talked-abeut Susan]. (ibid.: 102)
f. *Mary claims that Jill likes apples and
[Ann elatms-that JilHikes oranges].
(Grano and Lasnik (2018: 466))
John likes apples and [Bill does like
(ibid.: 470)
h. *You can’t count on a stranger, but you
can eeunt-on a friend.
(Fetters and White (2016: 206))
i. *John claims that Mark likes apples and
[Bill does elaim—that—Mark—likes
oranges].(Grano and Lasnik (2018: 470))

g.
oranges]|.

Some authors try to explain these limitations by
assuming RM of the second remnant, as
schematized in (19). That is, they attempt to
reduce the limitations on the ellipses to those on
RM. Here, halftone dot meshing refers to a

deletion site.

(19) Movement and Deletion Analysis

Remnantl t;...t; Remnant2

S

(cf. Lasnik (2014), Jayaseelan (1990))

According to this approach, a remnant cannot be
extracted out of a PP or a finite clause because
such RM is impossible.

Although

approach, others argue against it because some

some studies argue for this
of the ellipses require RRC-violating RM. For

example, consider the case of multiple sluicing.



(20) [cp whoi C [Tp .
what];]

. [w ti talked t] ... ] [about

The derivation of (20) requires the second
remnant to cross a vP phase so that it can be
extracted out of the deletion site. Since this
movement is impossible for ordinary RM, it is
problematic to reduce the limitations on the
ellipses to those on RM.

However, the current proposal can solve this
problem. I assume that linearization statements
are deleted as a by-product of ellipsis (cf. Fox
and Pesetsky (2005)), and that VP-ellipsis (cf.

Sato (2013)) applies at a vP phase and

TP-ellipsis (Lasnik (2014)) applies at a CP phase.

Then, the

proceeds as follows:

derivation of multiple sluicing

(21)Syn(vP) : [w» who' v [vp talk PP'] PP?]
Lin(vP): who' <talk <PP' < PP?
Syn(CP) : [cp who® C [rp Who? T ... [

who' v [ve talk PP'] PP?] ...
PP?] PP¥]
Lin(CP): who’<C<who*<T<...<who'

<talk<PP!<PP?...<PP’<PP*

The RM of the second remnant at the vP-level is
string-vacuous. However, the violation of (10)
can be avoided because VP-ellipsis deletes the
lower copy of it, and the resulting statement
does not violate (10). In the same way,
movement to the CP edge is also allowed due to
TP-ellipsis.

possible in multiple sluicing (and gapping/

Thus, RM crossing a phase is

pseudogapping).
On the other hand, this kind of derivation is
impossible in the ungrammatical cases:

P-stranding movement and movement crossing a
finite clause.
P or embedded finite C cannot be elided.

This is because a complement of
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(22)a.  Syn(PP) : [pp [» about DP'] DP?]
Lin(PP) : about < DP' < DP*
(cf. *John talked about the student, and
Mary talked to the-student.)
b. Syn(CP):[cp that [rp John T ... [w

John v [vp talk PP'] PP?] ...
PP?] PP¥]

Lin(CP) : that < John < T < ... < John
< talk < PP! < PP? ... < PP?
<PP!

(cf. *John wonders whether Mary

passed the exam, but Bill claimed that

Marypassed-the-exam.)

Thus, the limitations of the ellipses can be

explained by the current proposal.

4. Conclusion

This paper argues that RRC is explained by
an economy condition. Specifically, I propose
that RM must affect its PF output (preceding
relation) and string-vacuous RM is banned.
My proposal explains the ban on ordinary RM
crossing a phase, and some exceptional cases
with a PG. In addition, I also show that the
current can account for

proposal some

limitations of multiple sluicing/gapping/pseudo

-gapping.

* An earlier version of this paper was presented
at the 39th Meeting of the English Linguistic
Society of Japan, held online in November, 2021.
I am grateful to the audience at the meeting, and
I would like to thank Yosuke Sato and Satoru
Kanno for invaluable comments and suggestions.
All remaining errors and inadequacies are my
own. This work was partly supported by a
Grant-in-Aid  for (JSPS
KAKENHI Grant No. JP21K13026).
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NOTE
! This analysis cannot apply to the case without
the overt C, because movement from DP* to DP?
is string-vacuous as exemplified below.
(1) [The book]i, John said Sam read t;.
Syn(CP) : [cp DP° C [tp DP* Sam T ...
Lin(CP): DP°<DP*<Sam<T< ...

One of the solutions is that the C is originally

overt and deleted after evaluation (satisfaction)

of (10). However, this raises a new problem
because I assume in Section 3 that deletion in
multiple sluicing /gapping /pseudogapping

A

potential solution is that the two kinds of ellipses

applies before evaluation (violation) of (10).
apply at different timing. In fact, some studies
propose ellipsis of syntactic constituents that
and that of

phonological constituents that applies at a late

applies at an early stage,
stage (see Gilines and Liptak (to appear)). I
assume that deletion in multiple sluicing/
gapping/pseudogapping, which targets syntactic
constituents (phrase), applies earlier than
evaluation of (10), and that deletion of C, which
does not target the same kind of syntactic

constituent, applies later than evaluation of (10).
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1. Introduction

This paper attempts to explain partial control
(henceforth, PC) based on Movement Theory of
Control (hereafter, MTC),
Hornstein (1999). Specifically, we argue that the

as proposed by

existence of the C label, which plays an
important role in discourse-related construal at
the the PC
proposal, the
PC
the
the

interfaces, is necessary for
Under

derivation of complement clauses with

interpretation. our
involves topicalization, which eliminates
stipulated assumption and further supports
validity of MTC.

2. Movement Theory of Control (MTC)
Hornstein (1999) proposes to derive control
constructions with the movement analysis: under
the Minimalist Framework, nothing prevents
movement into theta positions (cf. Chomsky
(1981)). Hence, like

constructions can be derived by A-movement:

just raising, control

John tried to win.

John; tried [Jehn to win].

(1) a
b.
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As Hornstein argues, the attempt to derive
control constructions with A-movement is
theoretically desirable because it does not
require a stipulated grammatical element: PRO.
There remain, however, some unsolved issues to
be explained in this approach. Though the
analysis itself is intriguing, MTC has been
criticized in literature (e.g. Landau (2000, 2003,
2013)). This paper focuses on one of the most

famous counterarguments to MTC: i.e., PC.

3. Partial Control vs. Exhaustive Control
Landau (2000, 2003) presents the following

example as a strong counterexample to MTC:

2) We thought that...

The chair; preferred [PRO;+ to gather at

6]. (Landau (2003: 493))

The representation PRO;+ in (2) indicates that
the antecedents of PRO in the embedded clause
contain not only a DP subject in the main clause,
but also a contextually determined person. In
other words, discourse information is necessary
for the interpretation of PC. Landau (2000,
2003) points out that MTC cannot account for
PC because the trace left in the position of PRO
in (2) needs to be strictly identical to the main
clause subject if the movement analysis is used.
Then, let us consider exhaustive control
(henceforth, EC). Landau (2000) observes that
PRO in EC does not take the 1+ interpretation
unlike PC: in EC type, PRO must be strictly
identical to the antecedent of the main clause:
3) We thought that . . .
*John; managed [PRO;+ to gather at 6].
(Landau (2013: 157))

Landau (2000) observes that [+tense] is required



for control complements to obtain the PC
interpretation, and EC complements, which do
not allow 1+ interpretation, are [-tense].! Landau
(2000, 2013) argues that the presence of tense is
indicated by a temporal adverb, as in the
difference in grammaticality in (4) (see Landau
(2013: 158) for comprehensive lists):

(4) a. *Yesterday, John managed to solve the
problem tomorrow.
b. Yesterday, John wondered how to
solve the problem tomorrow.
(Landau (2013: 158))

As (4) shows, the only the control complements,
which allow the PC interpretation, can have a
tense independent of the main clauses.

Furthermore, Landau (2000) points out that
PRO in PC but
syntactically singular, based on the following
fact:

is semantically plural,

5) *John told Mary that he preferred to
meet each other at 6 today.

(Landau (2000: 48))

As shown in (5), PRO in PC cannot license
the reciprocal pronoun each other. From this
fact, Landau (2000) concludes that PRO in PC is
semantically plural but syntactically singular.
This property is clearly different from the one of
split control (henceforth, SC):

(6) John; proposed to Mary; PRO;; to
meet each other at 6.
(Landau (2000: 53))

In (6), the antecedents of PRO are the two DPs
in the main clause. Unlike the case in PC, PRO

in SC can license the reciprocal pronoun each
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PRO both
semantically plural. Thus, PC and SC have been

other: is syntactically and
considered to have different properties (Landau
(2000, 2013)). This paper also attempts to derive
the difference between PC and SC from the
movement the

interpretation of PRO can be either PC or SC,

analysis. Interestingly,
depending on the context (Barrie and Pittman
(2004)):
(7

John was discussing with Bill where
he should kiss his girlfriend. John
couldn’t decide whether to kiss in the

library or in the parlour. Bill

persuaded John; e+ to kiss in the
library.
(Barrie and Pittman (2004: 77))

The verb persuade in (7) can take a SC
complement. Barrie and Pittman

(2004) observe that under the context of (7), the

However,

interpretation of PC is more natural. Therefore,
PRO in Bill persuaded John to kiss in the library
can be interpreted as either PC or SC.
Furthermore, Landau (2000) observes that
PC cannot arise in raising constructions:
(8)  *John is likely to meet tomorrow.
(Landau (2000: 30))

4. Previous Analyses and their Problems
4.1 The Problems with PRO Analysis

One empirical problem with the PRO
analysis is that PC cannot appear in adjunct
clauses (Hornstein (2003)). The presence of the
temporal adverb in the adjunct clause in (9)

shows that the adjunct clause is [+tense]:



) John saw Mary yesterday (in order) to
leave early tomorrow.

(Hornstein (2003: 43))

However, as Hornstein (2003) points out, the
PRO analysis cannot explain why adjunct
clauses cannot have the PC interpretation (see
Landau (2007) for the objection):

(10) *John saw Mary after/without PRO
meeting/gathering at 6. (ibid.)

Another problem is the specialty of PRO. As
Hornstein (2003: 39) argues, “PRO is unique
among lexical items in having its number
specification contextually specified.” If PRO has
the property of the pronoun, it is not clear why
only PRO can have the PC interpretation, unlike
normal pronouns.

To support the PRO analysis for PC, Grano
(2015) argues that PRO in PC is a bound
pronoun (see also Landau (2016b)). He observes
that the bound pronoun, they in (11a) expresses a
meaning similar to that of PRO in (11b).

(11) a. Every committee head; hoped that they;+
would gather at noon.
b. Every committee head; hoped PRO;- to
gather at noon.

(Grano (2015: 41, partially modified))

PRO in PC is syntactically singular, while a
bound pronoun is syntactically plural, and Grano
(2015) claims that this is the only difference
between PRO and a bound pronoun.

However, the analysis, which considers PRO

in PC as a bound pronoun, raises some problems.

First, it is not clear why there is a difference in

syntactic number between PRO in PC and an
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overt bound pronoun. Second, as can be seen in
(12), a bound pronoun can appear in an adjunct
clause unlike PRO in PC:

(12)

Every committee head; would like to
study syntax when they; gather at

noon.

Third, if PRO in PC is syntactically singular, as
Grano (2015) argues, then it is necessary to
assume the different kind of PRO for SC, which
is syntactically plural, as indicated in (6). Based
on these, it is doubtful to consider PRO in PC as

a bound pronoun.

4.2 Null Element Analysis

Previous studies (from either the movement
analysis or PRO analysis) have assumed the
existence of null pro or the null Associative
Morpheme (AM) for explaining the peculiar
behavior of PC: null comitative (e.g. Hornstein
(2003)), and the null associative morpheme (or
pro) (Rodrigues (2007), Madigan (2008), and
Landau (2015, 2016b)). In this paper, we refer to
these analyses as “null element analyses.”

Null
accommodate the peculiar properties of PC, but
as Landau (2007, 2013) and Grano (2017) argue,
they cannot explain the distribution of PC (see
also Grano (2017) and Landau (2013, 2016a, b)).
For example, Landau (2013) points out that

element analyses appear to

Rodrigues’ (2007) approach cannot account for
why raising complements do not show PC.? This
paper attempts to explain its distribution by

focusing on the role of the label in C.

5. An Alternative Analysis
Before going on to our proposal, let us

introduce some fundamental ideas for our



proposal from previous research.

5.1 Restructuring

As mentioned in the preceding discussions,
the complement that takes PC is [+tense], while
EC is [-tense] (Landau (2000)). This difference
of C that EC
complements lack C, unlike PC. In connection
with this difference of PC and EC, Wurmbrand
(2001), Barrie and Pittman (2004), Grano (2015),
and Matsuda (2017), among others argue, based

in the properties implies

on cross-linguistic evidence, that verbs classified
as EC in Landau (2000) undergo restructuring,
indicating the lack of C in EC clauses.
Following Wurmbrand, the restructured structure
looks like the following:

(13)  John; [,» managed [, to gather at 6]].

We consider that the argument concerning
restructuring is persuasive and adopt it for
explaining the peculiar behavior of PC under
MTC.

5.2 The Role of Labels and Topicalization
Chomsky (2013, 2015) claims that all
syntactic objects must have a label at the
interfaces for interpretation. For instance, the Q
feature of C becomes a label, so that the clause
is interpreted as a Yes/No question. On the other
hand, the shared feature (<Q, Q>) with the
wh-phrase gives a relative, exclamative, or
interrogative interpretation at the interfaces
(Chomsky (2015: 13, ft. 16)). Hayashi (2021)
further pursues the role of the label argued in
Chomsky (2013, 2015), and proposes that the
interpretation of a syntactic object is defined
based on the identification label of the set
containing it. This paper adapts the idea of the

label along these works.
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In addition, previous studies have argued that
C(P) plays a crucial role in discourses, such as
topic and focus (see Chomsky (1995), and Rizzi
(1997), the
elements fronted to the CP position in (14a, b)

among others). For example,

are interpreted at the interface as topic and focus,

respectively:

(14) a.
b.

This book, I like. (Topicalization)
THIS BOOK, I like #. (Focalization)

Moreover, the importance of the C label
(especially Fin(P)) for the PC interpretation is
also emphasized in Landau (2015) and Matsuda
(2017).? Clearly, it is necessary to have a C label
the

closely

discourse-related in
Since PC
interrelated with discourse, as we discussed

above, the C label is indispensable for the PC

for interpretation

interfaces. construal 1is

interpretation.

As for topicalization, it is assumed in several
previous studies that a null operator moves to
the CP spec position and gets a discourse (topic)
interpretation there (see Chomsky (1977), Rizzi
(1997), Miyagawa (2017), among others):

(15) [Topp this book [cp OP; C [1p 1 like #]]]
Given that the antecedents in PC are determined
by discourse information, this paper extends this

idea of topicalization to the derivation of PC,

which results in the elimination of PRO (and

pro).

5.3 Analysis: The Derivation of PC

Given the background in the proceeding
subsection, we propose an alternative analysis
for the derivation of PC under MTC. As
discussed in Section 5.1 and 5.2, the presence of
the [+tense] feature PC

observed in



complements suggests that there is a C label that
plays a discourse-related role at the interfaces.
Given this, we propose (16b) as a derivation of
PC in (2), which is repeated as (16a) here:

(16) We thought that...
a.  The chair preferred to gather at 6].
b. The chair preferred {o=<top, Top> OPgezop;

{Cirop) to {the-chair; OPR} gather at 6} }.

Based on the idea of Free Merge (Chomsky
(2013, 2015), topicalization,
Complex DP in Rodrigues (2007), we propose
that DP (the chair) and the null operator (OP)

form a single set.* In the derivation of the

and extending

embedded clause in (16b), the operator moves to
the specifier position of C in the embedded
clause (topicalization), and by agreement
/labeling, the label of o is determined and
interpreted as Topic in the interfaces (see
Tanigawa (2018) for the Topic label). At the
stage of narrow syntax, an operator does not
have any value and will get its discourse (Topic)
interpretation at the interfaces based on the
label, which

guarantees the PC interpretation.” Without the C

information from the Topic
label, there is no [+tense], and the operator could
not be able to get the Topic interpretation, so the
PC interpretation cannot be obtained. This
analysis does not appeal to the notion of PRO
(and pro) and can account for the relationship
between [+tense] and PC under MTC.

As we have seen in Section 4.1, EC does not
have a C label, so the operator cannot get an

interpretation as Topic at the interfaces:

(17) a.
b.

*John; managed [to gather at 6]. (= (3))
John; {,p managed {.» {John, OP} to
gather at 6} }.
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The raising complement (= (8)) also cannot
have the PC interpretation simply because the C
label is not present in raising constructions (see
Chomsky (2001) and Mizuguchi (2019), among
others for lack (or defectiveness) of C(P) in the
raising constructions):

In the proposed analysis, the singular DP
moves from the embedded clause to the matrix
clause, and the empty operator has no value in
syntax but gets semantic value at the interfaces
(cf. Rodrigues (2007)). Thus, if we follow
Landau’s (2000) argument that plural anaphors
are licensed by syntax, we can also explain why
the plural anaphor cannot be licensed in PC:

(18) *John told Mary that he preferred [to

meet each other at 6 today]. =)
Finally, let us move onto the difference between
PC and SC. Based on Free Merge (Chomsky
(2013, 2015), Sakumoto (2021) proposes a novel
derivation for SC where two DPs form one set
(see Landau (2000, 2013, 2015), Fujii (2006),
and Sakumoto (2021) for the property of SC):
(19)a. John asked Mary [whether to get
themselves a new car].

(Landau (2000: 53))
{p=<0, o> JOhn T {,+p asked {o=<¢, o~ Mary
{whether {{Jehn, Mary} {»»
get...} ) (Sakumoto (2021))

b.

to

In (19b), John and Mary form one set, and
then each moving to the matrix clause, the
clause can get labeled properly. He argues that
two DPs in the same edge of v*P can license the
plural anaphor (see Fujii (2006) and Rodrigues
(2007) for the plurality of two DPs). Let us then
illustrate the structures of PC (our proposal) and
SC (Sakumoto (2021)) as the following:



(20)
(Partial Control) (Split Control)
DP OP DP DP

Following (20), the difference between PC and
SC can be reduced to Merge. In the case of PC,
DP is merged with an operator to form a set, and
in the case of SC, two DPs form a single set
(Sakumoto (2021)). This analysis allows us to
readily explain the fact that the structure of SC
can also have the interpretation of PC (= (7)).
According to (20), PC is syntactically singular,
and SC is syntactically plural: if the operators
are merged with DP, the PC interpretation is
obtained based on the topic label (our proposal
here), but if two DPs form a single set, the SC
interpretation is gained (Sakumoto (2021)).

6. Conclusion
This paper has proposed a novel derivation of
PC under MTC and accounted for its peculiar

behavior by focusing on the role of the C label.

* ] am greatly indebted to Nobuaki Nishioka for
his invaluable comments and suggestions. I am
also truly thankful to Toshiaki Inada, Hisatsugu
Kitahara, Masako Maeda,
Takashi Munakata, Yuta Sakamoto, and Kento

Satoru Kanno,

Nagatsugu for their constructive comments. My
special thanks also go to Jesse Weir for his
suggestion and English judgement. I also thank
Edmund Luna for stylistic improvements.
NOTES

' Landau (2015) restates the distinction between
PC and EC in Landau (2000) from whether it
expresses attitudes or non-attitudes. This paper
(2000) distinction

simply adopts Landau’s

between PC and EC.
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? More specifically, Rodrigues (2007) argues that
not a tense but a modal licenses PC, and
Complex DP (pro+DP) the PC
interpretation. See Landau (2013, 2016a) for

induces

more problems of her analysis.

3 Specifically, Matsuda (2017) proposes that
certain infinitival complements which take the
PC interpretation are embedded imperative.
Then, she claims that it is necessary to have
PRO, FinP, and independent logophoric center
for the PC interpretation, and also argues that
EC complements may lack them given the idea
of restructuring (see Section 2.1). Her proposal
is very intriguing, but as she recognize, some
infinitival complements which take PC are not
imperative (see Matsuda (2017: 371) and
reference therein), so further research is needed
for validating her proposal. This paper purses the
different possibility to derive PC.

*Several studies argue that PRO is an operator,
see Landau (2015) and references therein.

> See Landau (2015) and Matsuda (2017), who

focus on the role of Fin(P).
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On a New Type of Out-Prefixed Verbs in
English”

Yuri Togano

Graduate School of University of Tsukuba

Keywords : prefixation, the Righthand Head Rule,

word-formation, insertion, further specification

1. Introduction

The status of prefix in English and the notion
of head have been controversial topics in the
field of morphology. This study focuses on the
formation of out-verbs with a comparative
meaning. Previous studies (e.g. Bresnan (1982))
have established that ouz- attaches to intransitive
and transitive verbs and derives transitive verbs
which compare two elements in subject and
object position in terms of action or state.

Consider the following examples:

(I) a. John outran Peter.
b. John outkilled Fred.
c. John outlived his son.

The sentences in (1) denote that John surpassed
other people in running, killing, and longevity,
respectively. As shown in these examples,
out-verbs can differ from the base verbs in
argument structure. This is an issue concerning
out-prefixation. The change is explained with a
semantic operation called lexical subordination
(Levin and Rapoport (1988)). See Nagano
(2011: 75) and Yumoto (1997: 194) for details

on analyses of the change in argument structure.
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Another issue concerning the prefix is
whether it determines the category of a complex
word or not. Out- is often treated as one of the
prefixes violating the Righthand Head Rule
(RHR) (Williams (1981: 248)), which states that
the element in the rightmost position determines
the syntactic category of a morphologically
complex word. Let us observe the sentences
below. Outtongue ‘to talk better than someone’
in (2a) and outsmart in (2b) are apparently

derived from a noun and an adjective.

@) a.
b.

John outtongued Peter.

John outsmarted Peter.

However, it has been revealed that they are not
counterexamples to the RHR. Based on the
Marchand’s (1969) and Kastovsky’s (1986)
views that such forms are also righthand headed,
Nagano (2011) shows that they are formed by
the combination of Noun/Adjective-to-Verb
conversion and Verb-to-Verb prefixation. As she
points out, most denominal or deadjectival
out-verbs have a converted counterpart and the
base-converted verb precedes its out-form. For
instance, in The Oxford English Dictionary
(OED), outfool is attested in 1638 whereas to
fool is found in 1593 (Nagano (2011: 72)). The
out-verbs in (2) are thus based on denominal or
deadjectival converted verbs, not on a noun or
an adjective. In fact, these verbs compare John’s
action with Peter’s action in the same way as the
out-verbs in (1).

However, cases have been recently found
where the conversion analysis cannot apply.
Unlike outtongue and outsmart, the following
out-verbs cited from Kotowski’s (2021) study
and The Oxford English Dictionary Online
(OED online) lack their converted counterpart.



(3) out-technology, out-human, out-macho,

outshowmanship, out-guttural, out-royal,
out-modern, out-infinitive

(Kotowski (2021), OED online)

Referring to such kinds of out-verbs, Kotowski
(2021: 81) claims that out- can attach to nouns
and adjectives and derive verbs relatively freely
and rejects Nagano’s (2011) account. If they are
not derived through conversion, how are they
formed? This study argues that they are formed
on the basis of existing out-verb and not by
category-changing prefixation.

This paper is organized as follows: Section 2
points out that the out-verbs in (3) share a
common semantic property. Taking the position
that they are not formed randomly, I propose a
mechanism to form this type of out-verbs in
Section 3. Specifically, out-verbs concerning
measurement (e.g. outnumber, outrank) underlie
the formation of this type of out-verbs. Section 4

offers a conclusion.

2. A Semantic Property of a New Type of
Out-Verbs
To begin with, let us observe how out-verbs

to which the conversion analysis cannot apply

are used:
(4) a. There was an old boy with ‘a lifetime
of badges’ on his hat. Excuse me, but
we have those too. (Step forward Lil
Kemp who could outbadge him any
day.)
b. Global big data competitors can

out-technology you, but they can’t

out-human you.

c. [...]

outshowmanshipped a long-reigning

he outboxed, outpointed and

middleweight  champion  despite
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serious disadvantages in height [...]
(Kotowski (2021: 79), with slight

modification)

d. Some Dutch ladies, out-gutturaling
even the Swiss themselves.

e. A beggar on horseback, with the

retinue of three kings behind him,

outroyalling royalty.
(OED online, underlining mine)

When focusing on the meaning, we find that
unlike the out-verbs in (1) and (2), those in (4a)
do not compare actions or states. For example,
outbadge in (4a) compares old boy and Lil Kemp
in terms of the number of badges they have, not
their action of presenting a badge. It denotes that
she has more badges than him. In a similar vein,
out-technology and out-human in (4b) make a
comparison in terms of the level of technology
and human intelligence. These examples indicate
that all the out-verbs in (4) have a reading which
compares in terms of quantity or degree.

The observation of the out-verbs above
shows that they semantically differ from other
common out-verbs (e.g. outrun, outtongue) and
form a natural class by themselves. Out-verbs to
which the conversion analysis can apply have
the action comparison reading while out-verbs
which the the
quantity/degree comparison reading. Kotowski
(2021) that

deadjectival out-verbs make a comparison in

resist analysis  have

points  out denominal and
terms of degree and quantity, too, but he misses
their common characteristics and describes them

as if they are formed freely.

3. Proposal
In this section, I propose a mechanism for
the of with  the

quantity/degree comparison reading. Specifically,

formation out-verbs



this study argues that they are formed on the
basis of existing out-verbs which are based on
linking verbs (e.g. number, rank). This is a
word-formation process that has not received

much attention.

3.1. Out-verbs Based on Linking Verbs

Let us first consider the properties of verbs
on which this type of out-verbs are based. Bauer
and Huddleston (2002) mention outnumber and
outrank as one of the representative types of

out-verbs.

(5) a. Xoutnumber Y
b. XoutrankY

(Bauer and Huddleston (2002: 1679))

Outnumber in (5a) means ‘x surpasses y in
number’ and outrank in (5b) ‘x ranks higher than
y’. The conversion analysis can apply to these
out-verbs  because they have converted
counterparts (fo number, to rank). What is
remarkable about these out-verbs is that their
converted counterparts have a use of linking
verbs. To be more precise, the verbs in (5)
denote that x surpasses y in the sense that x
The

following sentences in (6) are examples of fo

reaches a certain number or degree.

number as a linking verb. It has a SVC
construction and requires its complements to

fulfil the meaning.

(6) a. The party numbers 15 men in all.
(GENIUS)
b. He numbers more than eighty years.
(KNEJD)
c. The men on strike now number 5% of
the workforce. (LDOCE)

In (6a), numbers takes 15 and men as its
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complements. Similarly, numbers in (6b) and
number in (6¢) take the numerical value (eighty,
5%) and the information on what is counted
(years, workforce). The same is observed in the
case of other linking verbs, such as to rank. This
indicates that linking verbs need to take both the
numerical value and specific information on the
object of measurement as their complements.
When out- attaches to linking verbs,
derivatives take different elements as their object.
Let us consider the case of outnumber. In
contrast to the converted counterparts in (6),
outnumber in (7a) takes houses, the object being
compared with flats, as its object instead of the
number of flats in this area. In the same way, it
takes men in (7b) and not the number or the

proportion of women in nursing.

Flats outnumber houses in this area.

(7) a.
b. In nursing, women still outnumber
men by four to one. (LDOCE)
These examples show that the numerical values
which input verbs take as their complement do
not occur in their out-forms. Instead of the
specific numerical value, a thing that is
compared with the element in the subject
position occurs in the object position. This is the
result of the change in argument structure by
out-prefixation (i.e. lexical subordination).

Note that the suppression of an element
occurs in other types of out-verbs as well. When
the base is a transitive verb, its object is
suppressed in the out-verb. For example, the
object of to kill is suppressed in outkill, as we
in (1b). Similarly,

suppressed in outnumber in (7). When a base is a

saw a complement is
linking verb, a numerical value (e.g. 15 in (6a))
is suppressed, not a measurement object. In the

next subsection, I claim that the new type of



out-verbs are formed on the basis of these

linking verb-based out-verbs.

3.2. The Formation Process of a New Type of
Out-Verbs

I argue that out-verbs, which are not formed
through conversion are formed by the following
word-formation processes in (8). The pairs of
representation illustrate the forms (F) and
meanings (M) of the three types of out-verb. The
Lexical Conceptual Structures (LCS) below are
depicted based on the representation in Nagano
(2011). The first and second embedded brackets
in the LCSs are the LCSs introduced by out- and

base verbs, respectively.

(8) a. F:[out-[kill]v]y
M: [[x SURPASS y] IN [x/y KILL O]]
b. F: [out-[[number]x]v]v
M: [[x SURPASS vy] IN [x/fy
NUMBER @ IN SOMETHING]]
| Substitution by a specifying element
c. F:[out-[[badge]]]
M: [[x SURPASS vy] IN [x/y
NUMBER @ IN BADGE]]

The pair in (8a) illustrates the form and meaning
of the most basic type of out-verb, which are
formed without conversion. Due to the lexical
the LCS of the
“semantically subordinated” to the new LCS of
out- (Nagano (2011: 75)). Based on this type of

out-verbs, the conversion type of out-verbs is

subordination, base is

formed, as in (8b). The LCS component of a
base-converted verb is subordinated in the same
manner as the basic type of out-verb. These are
the word-formation processes of out-verbs
discussed by Nagano (2011). Out-verbs that this
study takes up are formed on the basis of the

conversion type of out-verbs by substituting
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their verb stem with a specifying element, as
shown in (8c). In the case of outbadge, for
instance, the right-hand element of outnumber is
replaced with badge and the form denotes that x
surpasses y in the number of badges.

This the

morphological process of forming the out-verbs

study also assumes that
in (8c) from those in (8b) is a word-formation
rule similar to the insertion strategy discussed by
Muysken (2000: Chapter 7). Observe the

following verbs in (9) from Dutch:

(9) a. ge-save-d ‘saved (pp)’ (of computer
files)
b. interview-de ‘interviewed (past sg)’
c. crawlt  ‘2sg/3sg crawl’ (swimming)

(Muysken (2000: 192))

These verbs include English-derived elements
but have Dutch inflection. Muysken (2000)
argues that the verbs borrowed from English (zo
save, to interview, to crawl) are inserted in the
verb stems.

We can find similarly formed words in
English as well. It is well known that the
adjective-forming suffix -able in English was
originally borrowed through Old French from
Latin. Thus, stems of most -able derivatives are
Latinate and the hybrid type of -able derivatives
(a native base + -able) were not made at first.
Regarding this suffix, Koma (2013: 64) observes
that -able derivatives tend to “expand its
territory depending on semantic network” at the
phase of producing new derivatives in its
historical development. Let us see some -able
derivatives found in the corpora of texts written
in Late Middle English and Early Modern
English. Those on the left are hybrids and those

in the parenthesis are Latinate.



(10) a. answerable (vs. accomptable,
accountable, responsible, chargeable)
b. forbearable (vs. warrantable,
acceptable, allowable, tolerable)
c. unspeakable (vs. (un)expressible)

(Koma (2013: 64-65))

For instance, all the -able derivatives in (10a)
mean to ‘be responsible for something’. When
the hybrid answerable was formed, synonymous
Latinate -able derivatives already existed. The
other hybrids in (10) also have Latinate
derivatives that precede them. These examples
indicate that hybrid -able derivatives are formed
based on existing synonymous Latinate -able
derivatives.

This study assumes that a morphological
process similar to these processes is involved in
the formation of the new type of out-verbs.
Precisely, outbadge is formed on the basis of
outnumber and out-technology and out-guttural
are formed on the basis of outrank. Elements
realized on the right, such as badge and
technology, specify the information on what
number and what rank one surpasses in the
sentences with outnumber and outrank. This is
this  type the
quantity/degree reading.

why of out-verbs have
comparison
Accordingly, their structure does not violate the
RHR

verb-based out-verbs, as shown in (11).

since they are based on converted

(11) out-technology: [out-technology]v

The relation between outnumber and outbadge,
and outrank and out-technology is similar to that
between a lexeme (e.g. LIKE) and its inflected
words (e.g. likes and liked). Both the new types
of out-verbs and inflected forms occur in an
word form, depending

appropriate on

103

environments, by applying a process to existing
elements.

The insertion analysis thus predicts two
types of denominal/deadjectival out-verbs: the
conversion type (formed through conversion)
and the substitution type (formed through
In the next

conversion and substitution).

subsection, I will examine this prediction.

3.3. Supporting Evidence

If this analysis is correct, an out-verb can be
formed by two processes. Let us consider the
case of outbadge, observed in Section 2. Under
the present analysis, outbadge ‘to have more
badges’ in (4a) is formed (based on outnumber)
by substitution. However, there should be
another outbadge based on the converted verb
because badge is used not only as a noun but
also as a verb. This type of outbadge is, in fact,
observed by Kotowski (2021). In contrast to
outbadge in (4a), out-badged in (12a) appears to
be formed on the converted verb to badge (‘to
attach/present a badge’). It denotes that a person
with more authority shows a badge.
(12)a. I went downtown to check out the
crime scene, but that douche from the
FBI out-badged me!

(Kotowski (2021: 79), with slight

modification)

... (Step forward Lil Kemp who could
outbadge him any day.) (= (4a))
These examples indicate that an out-verb can
have different meanings depending on whether it
is formed only by conversion or not, which is
what is expected in this analysis. The insertion
analysis enables us to explain both of the
out-verbs in (12). One is the conversion type of

out-verb in (8b) and the other is the substitution



type of out-verb in (8c).

This holds true for other out-verbs with their
converted counterpart. Recall from Section 1
that outtongue is derived by prefixation to the
denominal converted verb to tongue. As the
analysis predicts, it can have quantity/degree
comparison readings as well as the action
comparison reading. Observe the examples
below, where the notation & indicates that they

are made-up examples.

(13) a.f Chameleons outtongue other animals.
b.™ Lemurs outtongue other animals.

Outtongue in (13a) and (13b) are formed by the

insertion of a noun fongue into the verb stems.

3

When it is based on outrank, it means ‘x

surpasses y in the length of a tongue’, as in (13a).

Conversely, when it is based on outnumber, it
means ‘x surpasses y in the number of tongues’,
as in (13b). The sentence describes lemurs, an
animal with two tongues. Outtongue has the
quantity/degree comparison reading in either
case.

Similar judgements are made regarding
out-verbs that lack converted counterparts like
out-technology and out-guttural. For example,
out-natality in (14), in whose verb stem the noun
natality is inserted, is interpreted with the
intended reading comparing birth rates. It occurs
in the past form due to the syntactic environment
addition. My

out-contagious in (15a) and out-contagion in

in informants  accepted
(15b) as well. Both out-verbs mean ‘x surpasses

y in the rank of infectivity’.

(14) M The U.S. out-natalitied Japan in 2018.
(15) a.M The Delta variant of COVID-19 is

assumed out-contagious  other

to

variants.
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b.M The Delta variant of COVID-19 is

assumed out-contagion  other

to

variants.

Furthermore, we can find this semantic

difference in out-verbs whose right-hand
element has different word forms depending on
if it 1s a verb and a noun. For instance,
out-technologize in (16a) (conversion type) has
the reading that make a comparison between
actions of making something technological. In
contrast, out-technology in (16b) (substitution
type) makes a comparison in terms of the
technology level. The meanings are similar but

slightly different.

(16) 2. Amazon out-technologize you.

b.M™ Amazon out-technology you.

Thus, the semantic difference of these two types
of out-verbs is attributed to their distinct
word-formation processes. The additional data

support the insertion analysis.

4. Conclusion

This study showed that out-verbs to which
the conversion analysis cannot apply form a
different type of out-verb. They are formed on
the

out-verbs by inserting a noun or an adjective

basis of existing linking verb-based
into their verb stems. The right-hand elements of
this type of out-verbs further specify the
information on the object of measurement the
base verbs originally take. This type of out-verbs
always has a reading that makes a comparison in
terms of quantity and degree. Since they are not
formed by category-changing prefixation, they

do not violate the RHR.

* 1 would like to thank Masaharu Shimada,



Akiko Nagano, and two anonymous reviewers of
ELSJ for their

suggestions. I am also grateful to Scott James

valuable comments and
Allen, Benjamin Carpey, Joseph Rhodes, Robert
Wilson, and Richard Wilson for their kindly
acting as informants. All errors in this paper are

my own.
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1. Introduction

Mulder and Sybesma (1992), based on
previous studies such as Mullie (1932), Chao
(1968) and Li and Thompson (1975), among
others, state that in Chinese, objects may appear
on either side of the verb at S-structure, and the
postverbal object tends to be indefinite, while
the object in preverbal (topic) position tends to

be definite, as shown in (1) and (2), respectively.

I FH* == E T

Wo mai zhu le.

I sell pig Asp

‘I have sold pigs.’ SVO
2 3 ¥ = T,

Wo zhu mai le.

I pig sell Asp

‘I have sold the pigs.’ SOV

(Mulder and Sybesma (1992, 440))

There are two views on the basic word order in
Chinese. Some scholars claim that the basic

word order in Chinese is SVO, and others claim
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that it is SOV.

3) SVO
Mulder and Sybesma (1992), Shi (2004)
4) SOV

Tai (1973), Li and Thompson (1974,
1975), Li (1990), Shen (2007)

Shi (2004) claims that Chinese has been an SVO

language throughout its history. To our
knowledge, Tai (1973) is the first researcher who
claims that Chinese is an SOV language. Li
(1990) claims that Chinese is a head-final
language, and only for the sake of Case
assignment, the language becomes head-initial.
To argue for either one of the two basic word
orders, researchers tend to use structures with S,
O and V. However, little attention has been paid
to the positions of time adverbs in Chinese. As
shown in Section 2, positions of time adverbs in
SOV, SVO and VSO languages show particular
patterns. This paper then investigates where time
adverbs appear in classical Chinese writings
such as Sima Qian’s (FIfHiE) Shiji (HFD) ,
which is considered to have been completed in
91BC. Based on the data obtained, we claim (5).
(5) The underlying structure of Chinese has
been SOV, and head-final throughout its

history.

The organization of this paper is as follows.
Section 2 shows positions of time adverbs in
SOV, SVO and VSO languages as background to
the subsequent sections. Section 3 investigates
the positions of time adverbs in three pieces of
classical Chinese writings from 91 BC to the
early 18th century. Finally, Section 4 discusses
what the findings in Section 3 might suggest for
the theory of (Chinese) syntax.



2. Background: Positions of Time Adverbs in
SOV, SVO and VSO Languages
Let us start by examining SOV languages

such as Japanese.

2.1 SOV: Japanese

First, let us consider Japanese examples. In
(6)«(8), the time adverb kinoo ‘yesterday’ is
placed at the non-sentence-final position. In (9),
the same adverb is placed at the sentence-final
While  (6)—(8)

grammatical, (9) is totally ungrammatical.

position. are  perfectly

(6) [kinoo  Hanako-ga  kono hon-o
[yesterday Hanako-Nom this book-Acc
read] fact
yonda] koto
‘the fact that Hanako read this book
yesterday’

(7) [Hanako-ga  kinoo  kono hon-o
[Hanako-Nom yesterday this book-Acc
read] fact
yonda] koto

(8) [Hanako-ga kono hon-o kinoo
[Hanako-Nom this book-Acc yesterday
read] fact
yonda] koto

(9) * [Hanako-ga  kono hon-o yonda,
[Hanako-Nom this book-Acc read
kinoo], koto

yesterday] fact

These examples clearly indicate that the time
adverb kinoo ‘yesterday’ cannot be placed at the

sentence-final position.

2.2 SVO: English
Let us turn to SVO Ilanguages such as
English. In English, the time adverb yesterday

can be placed at the sentence-final position or at
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the sentence-initial position, as shown in

(10)—(13).

English (Richard Albert (p.c.))

(10) The fact that [Mary read this book
yesterday] surprised me.

(11) *The fact that [Mary read yesterday this
book] surprised me.

(12) *The fact that [Mary yesterday read this
book] surprised me.

(13) The fact that [yesterday Mary read this
book] surprised me.

2.3 VSO: Irish

Finally, let us consider Irish, a VSO

language. In Irish, an adverb cannot be placed at

the sentence-initial position,

14)—(17).

as shown in

Irish (Dénall P. O Baoill (p.c.))

(14) mar gur [léigh Sedn an leabher
the.fact that [read Sean the book
inné]
yesterday]

‘the fact that Sean read the book
yesterday’

(15) mar gur [léigh Sean inné an
the.fact that [read Sean yesterday the
leabher]
book]

(16) *mar gur [léigh inné Sean an
the.fact that [read yesterday Sean the
leabher]
book]

(17) *mar gur [inné leigh Sean an
the.fact that [yesterday read Sean the
leabher]
book]

Where time adverbs may appear in SOV, SVO



and VSO languages are summarized in (18).

(18)
Sentence- Sentence- Sentence-
Initial Middle Final
SOV v v *
SVO v * v
VSO * vI* v

This fits Greenburg’s Universal 7 (1966: 80): in
SOV or head-final languages, in principle,
adverbs precede the verbs. What is important is
the fact that SOV languages do not allow
sentence-final time adverbs, while SVO or VSO

languages allow sentence-final time adverbs.

3. Data
Let us now examine possible positions in
which time adverbs may appear in the history of
Chinese. In this study, we use three texts: (i)
Sima Qian’s (F]fEE) (91BC) Shiji (H2FD) , (ii)
Wei Shou’s (BRUX) (554) Weishu (B E) and (iii)
Kong Shangren’s (fLI#{T:) (1708) Taohuashan
(PkAE R )

representative examples that show that time

The following examples are

adverbs appear at the sentence-initial position or
at a pre-verbal position. We found more than 30
examples for each type of structure. In this paper,
we provide one example with a sentence-initial
time adverb and one example with a pre-verbal
time adverb for each of the three pieces.
However, we could not find any instance that
has a time adverb at the sentence-final position.
Let us start by Sima Qian’s (91BC) Shiji.
This piece was written in the 1st century B.C. In
(19), the

sentence-initial position.

a time adverb appears at

Sima Qian (FIJE#&) (91BC) Shiji (H17T)
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(19) 4% I

jinnian zulong

5,
si
this year emperor die

‘The emperor will die this year.’

In (20), a time adverb appears right after the
subject and before the predicate.

=N
=

(20) SR W EF K k!
wu jinri jian Laozi qi you long ye
I

‘I saw Laozi today, he is like a dragon!”

today saw Laozi he like dragon Exc

However, no instance was found in which a time
adverb appears at the sentence-final position in
this piece.

Next, let us turn to a piece written in the 6th
century. In (21), a time adverb appears at the

sentence-initial position.

Wei Shou (554) Weishu
1) W4 I

mingnian  shang

A,
beng
the next year emperor die
f& % N e
hou fei wel ni
empress relegate to nun
‘The emperor died the next year, and the

empress was relegated to a nun.’

In (22), a time adverb appears right after the

subject and before the predicate.

(22) & A% & s
wu jinnian yi shuaimu
I thisyear already old

‘I am already old this year.’

However, again, no instance was found in which

a time adverb appears at the sentence-final



position in this piece.
Finally, let us examine a piece written in the
18th century. In (23), a time adverb appears at

the sentence-initial position.

Kong Shangren (1708) Taohuashan

(23) 4H /NE H *,
jinri xiaosheng chong lai
today I again come

‘Today I came here again.’

In (24), a time adverb appears right after the

subject and before the predicate.

AH A,

jinri bengjie

(24) 1L A
shan he
mountain river today collapse

‘Mountains and rivers collapse today.’

Again, no instance was found in which a time
adverb appears at the sentence-final position in

this piece.

4. Discussion

Let us now examine what the findings in the
above section might suggest for the theory of
(Chinese) syntax.

4.1 Old Chinese Shows the SOV Pattern.

First, the examples in the three pieces of old
Chinese clearly indicate that time adverbs in
principle do not appear at the sentence-final
position. This fact suggests that in spite of the
fact that it has an SVO order, old Chinese is
characterized as an SOV language in terms of
time adverb placement, as shown in (18).

Furthermore, the same is true to modern
Chinese as well, as shown in (25)—(28).

(25) WER ik = (S S S NI

zuotian  Zhangsan du zhe ben shu

yesterday Zhangsan read this Cl book

EOE

de shi
DE fact
‘the fact that Zhangsan read this book
yesterday’
(26) K= WER [5G N

Zhangsan zuotian du zhe ben shu

Zhangsan yesterday read this Cl book
EN
de shi
DE fact

(27) *5k = ®OER X A B
Zhangsan du zuotian zhe ben shu
Zhangsan read yesterday this Cl book
EN
de shi
DE fact

28) *ik= ¥ X K i, WX,
Zhangsandu zhe ben shu zuotian

Zhangsanread this Cl book yesterday

T 2
de shi
DE fact

In modern Chinese, a time adverb cannot appear
after the predicate. It seems then that old
Chinese had an underlying SOV order in terms
of the positions of time adverbs, and modern
Chinese has an underlying SOV order in terms
of the positions of time adverbs. Therefore, the
seem to

observed facts suggest that the

underlying structure of Chinese has been SOV.

4.2 The Claim Matches Zhang et al’s (2019)

Claim That Sino-Tibetan Languages Must

Have Emerged Around 5,900 Years Ago.
Second, the claim made above that the

underlying structure of Chinese has been SOV



matches Zhang et al’s (2019) claim that
Sino-Tibetan languages must have emerged
around 5,900 years ago.

It has been a debate where and when the
Sino-Tibetan language family emerged. Zhang et
al (2019) conducted a statistical analysis of
root-meanings for words in a lexicon of 109
Sino-Tibetan languages, and conclude that
Sino-Tibetan languages must have emerged
around 5,900 years ago, and the languages then
split into two groups: one group migrated west
into Tibet and south into Myanmar, and another
group moved east and southward, ultimately
becoming the Han Chinese.

The fact that Tibetan has been a head-final
language, as shown in (29) and (30), and the fact
that Tibetan and Chinese constitute a language
family seem to suggest (5).

(29) Bkashis-kyis [dpecha-de-¢  nyos].
Bkrashis-Erg [book-that-Abs bought]
‘Bkashis bought that book.’ (verb)

(30) Bkrashis-e  [nyihong-la] budsong.
Bkrashis-Abs [Japan-to]  went
‘Bkrashis went to Japan.”  (postposition)

Li (1990) claims that the underlying structure of
Chinese has been head-final throughout its
history, and answers the question why V and P
are head-initial in Chinese by proposing that
Case assignment in Chinese is to the right,
which puts V and P in the left of the objects.

4.3 Hypothesis (5) Poses

Question Whether Functional Categories in

the Interesting

Chinese Are Consistently Head-Final.

Third, hypothesis (5) poses the interesting
question whether functional categories in
Chinese are consistently head-final. Lexical

categories N and A are head-final, as shown in
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(31) and (32).

[Zhangsan de shu]

[Zhangsan DE book]
‘Zhangsan’s book’

Zhe ben shu [hen youqu].
this Cl book [very interesting]

‘This book is very interesting.’

€2))

(noun)

(32)

(adjective)

Also, functional categories C and Asp are
head-final, as shown in (33) and (34).

(33) [Zhangsan xingqiliu mai-le  zhe ben
[Zhangsan Saturday buy-Asp this Cl
shu ma]?
book C]

‘Did Zhangsan buy this book on
Saturday.’

(34) [Zhangsan mai zhe ben shu le].

[Zhangsan buy this Cl book Asp]

‘Zhangsan bought this book.’

How about functional category D in Chinese?
Simpson (2002) and Saito et al (2008) claim that
D is head-initial in Chinese. To be more specific,
de ‘DE’ is D, and it takes CP as its complement

in examples such as (35).

(35) [wo zuotian kanjian]de ren

(I
‘the person I saw yesterday’
(Saito et al (2008: 262))

yesterday see] DE person

Simpson  (2002)
anti-symmetry analysis of relative clauses in
Chinese based on Kayne (1994). Under this

analysis, (35) is derived, as shown in (36).

originally —proposes an

(36) a. [ I yesterday see person]



b. [ce person; [ | yesterday see #1]]

c. [or DE [cp person; [ip I yesterday see
nll]

d. [pp [ | yesterday see t1]» DE

[cp personi] £2]

First, the head noun person moves to the Spec of
C. Second, D is merged to CP, and DE is
inserted under D. Finally, the relative clause
moves to the Spec of D.

Making use of this analysis, Saito et al
(2008)
N’-deletion facts in Chinese and the fact that

provide an elegant account for
some nominal elements are adjuncts, so that they
cannot be merged to the Spec of D in Chinese.
(37) shows that N’'-deletion is possible in
Chinese, eliding the identical noun nanhai ‘boy’
without deleting de ‘DE.” For them, de is under
D, and the entire relative clause is in the Spec of
D. Therefore, the two elements are in Spec-Head
agreement, and the noun nanhai ‘boy’ can be
elided. This indicates that the relative clause is
an argument, which can be merged to the Spec

of D.

(37) [[Wo zuotian
[[I yesterday see]
bi [[ni
than [[you yesterday see]

kanjian] de nanhai ]
DE boy]

kanjian] de

DE

zuotian

(nanhai)] geng yougqian.

(boy)]
‘The boy I saw yesterday is richer than the

more rich

boy you saw yesterday.’
(Saito et al (2008: 263))

At the same time, Saito et al (2008) provide a

natural account for the contrast in (38a) and
(38Db).

(38) a. yu tian b. * yu de tian
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rain day rain DE day
‘rainy day’ ‘rainy day’
In (38b), yu ‘rain’ is a nominal adjunct.

Therefore, it cannot move to the Spec of D,
which only takes an argument.

If this analysis is correct, D in Chinese is
head-initial. However, given hypothesis (5) that
the underlying structure of Chinese has been
head-final throughout its history, D must be
head-final as well. We are in trouble now.

Note here that XP in the Spec of D and de
are always adjacent, and the former is followed
by the latter. Then, we may reinterpret (39) as
(40) without losing the core effects of Saito et
al’s (2008) analysis of DE as a head. In (40), D
has no phonetic content, and XP in the Spec of
D is attached by the particle de ‘DE.” Then, XP
in the Spec of D and the particle de are always
adjacent, and the former is followed by the latter.
The particle de then seems to function as a

nominalizer when it attaches to a relative clause.

S S
w7 R
]l) NP — can be elided
DE
40 DP
(40) N
XP-DE D’
) N
can be elided <«

NP]l)

1]

It is necessary to examine whether this proposal
has the same effect on N'-deletion facts as Satio
et al’s (2008) analysis. If it does, hypothesis (5)
that the underlying structure of Chinese has been
head-final be
defended.

throughout its history will

* We would like to thank Richard Albert,



Masako Maeda, Sumiyo Nishiguchi, Doénall P. 0O
Baoill, Hisao Tokizaki and Saeko Urushibara for
valuable comments on an earlier version of this

paper. All errors are our own.
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to victory X DRERIEIZ OV T
(On the Compositionality of the to victory
Construction)
)l #Jr (Yusuke Yoshikawa)
FARAMERE R (Kyoto University of Foreign
Studies)

X —U— R : to victory #3C, FE P& L
AEin), H—Egl, &R

XU
9%5% FEMIRT LI, —ATDHE to
victory 23FERA D K 5 T A R L Tn

HIXMMBY . AFE T to victory & SCRITHE
2 FKHL 7 to victory #§3 & FESS, Twata (2020)
T to victory |LFFEFEM OFERIBFETH 5
ZLMB ZDF A T ORESNE S A B B Y

FEHIKICAE DR WET L& A 7 D A 3L
ELTHIr LTS,

(1) a. He rode the horse to victory.
b. Princess Anne rides to victory

(Iwata (2020: 385, 387))
ARG Tl FEFEE IR O NS )2 6 to victory
WA ZRE L FRCE R 2l & LB AR
EEBIET D Z & T, tovictory [3FERA) Tl
R AERAE LTHREEL TWD REH 5
235, BARRIIZIZ, to victory DFR[AIME % IE
L FPHITE D A2 FRMEDOH—FR1L
D% A %2 TR L, to victory [ A Tl
RSARATH Y | REH & BEOTW® A RFF
LTWa kL, & LTI MALHE kA 5l a) 2 £
9 to victory #3C1%, HiF lead 75 FREAHIE 1C
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RoRAPR %@Jﬁ@%%%ﬁ’?ﬂﬂ/fxrfgg\
One’s Way H 3 & O OB R Him U, K
%i=ﬁ%éhé%ﬁﬁ%%%$%ﬁ%%
25,

2. FATHFSE : S5 H(2019) & Iwata (2020)
EFEDOMBDIRY | ZAVE T O RAE SRS
DH T to victory #ESLZ I Y _LIF 72 e THF%E
1355 H(2019) & Twata (2020)D T d 5, Iwata
(2020) 2L B L. (la)ii@E% . to victory |
B He OfEFRIEA R LTV | HHJFED the
WX B EA IS KD T DA EE (force-
FERVRZER#HL T D,
F72. TD to victory WEFEFRAITH D &
AR L LT, Bh5 ride 1X(1b)D X 5 22 HE)
FASCTHIERS & 72 0 | to victory (X ERED R B
WHEOHLEZRHEG L TWEREZFEITTND
mmammfm¢%@%&77~%ﬁmﬁ
HZ LT, ARKT TF—N~DEIE] KT
to victory 23 A Z 7 7 —fLiRIC K o Tl a—/1
DERR] ZRT ZENTE, FERMELTO
FRFRANES B3 D SR L T D,

house

transmission) 7% &

(2) & A % 7 7 —: ACHIEVING A GOALIS
REACHING A GOAL (Iwata (2020: 392))

RIZ, Iwata (2020) TlZ, to victory 233F AL
HME 4w A) & L T 2 Bl >V T o Hr
ZhH 2 TWb, (3a)TIEL, FE M L4 5
] England % B @7 bowl @ force-recipient
LD T EINDMEEBECOMRE 2D | B
N Rl SR SC & [FIBR . to victory 13 B FUGEALIE
@ England OFERA]E UCTHERET 5 L7 L
TWb, '—JF. (3b)?® HAYJGEE the horse (31T
%@@%ﬂfwﬁ%&ﬁ%@mkwﬁﬂﬁ
BOMIRE 720 | FFEOFERAIE L THEET
LRCHEIITE D & LTV D,

(3) a. He bowled England to victory.
b. He rode the horse to victory. (=1a)

(Iwata (2020: 394))



A

Iwata (2020) D a3 i FAd SCAFFE I8 72
RBLRZTER Lo RUTE <Rl S 5 03,
force-recipient (23D < M OREK E LT
LLFD 2 SnzF oinnd, £7°, B ride (2
BT to victory 25 HHUFEFRMIZ /2 556
N0 EEBEICE LTHRE~OEED
BENTPBEINLBIDFET HETh
Do WIT, FE TR LA G ) 2 D /R 7
TIE, (4a)23 "7 X 9 1T to victory HESCIE H Y
FENLE L PR A4S B O B L 2 AR T, Gl
O BB TR R IR BN ET
HZENE, BIICHHANKLEL D,

(4) a. *?He {bowled/ swam} himself to victory.
b. He {ate/ drank} himself to death.

3. BE
3.1. Z 2D & A 7D ride (NP) to victory
AHITIE, BhE & ol & 95 B 2 B
HNZT 5D Z & T to victory DFEMMENIE L
TFHRTE, ZDOFRMPEDIEV A Rappaport
Hovav and Levin (2001)23#2"8 7~ % 548 i
EERBREHWCHARTE A% LD,
£7°, #h5 ride ZHY LIS 5, Iwata (2020)
DOEIREITERY | to victory #ELIE(S)D X
INZZELE L THWLNABINH Y | to
victory |Lit S T& % Prince of Penzance %
BORLTWDHZ LT LNTH D, 7. (6a)
UL LT (D) IARRB I NN LD,
HIZ ride S EMLZ AFET D LITIRE 20,

(5) Weir trained the New Zealand thoroughbred
Prince of Penzance, which was ridden to

victory at the 2015 Melbourne Cup by the
first female jockey to win the race, Michelle
Payne. (Google)?
(6) a. Republicans successfully mobilized their
own core voters and rode an anti-

incumbent vote to victory. (COCA)
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b. *The anti-incumbent vote was ridden to

victory by the candidate.

HEOERICLD L, [HROZOMOELY)
2BV /R ENEBRY RPOBEIT S
Be AR LTINS/ T2 bN5 ]
BN INTND, ZOFFEDOERND
ODDFEENENPRLEND, £9—2/%, ride
DO AMIFEL LT HORSE % A 7 & WAVE #
AT WD DR, I, W OERIZBWTH
i G B RER S D Z LD BB
FENBATEAL T DG A L LW AENRH D A
Th D,

(7) ride: [T, I] to sit on a horse, etc. and control it
as it moves
[T, 1] to float or be supported on water or
air (OALD")
HORSE # A 7OH6 T, BFENEEZ =
bo— L LTBEITL/ 852800, =
FEE HHEED E L LR HETEILT 5 DM &
- T, s & AR OEWAEL S &
BA Do FHIOIL, BINHEE CIXEEOB
P&, B Tl A BREOFER ST L
R VA Y R THAL S, — 7. WAVE & A
TIFPRKITICHT L S TELBE &~ £
T b, AEEICXT 52 b e — Ltk
IHME < BRI 21T 208 BRI R ATV 72
WRTEZENEZ /R LW EFRBASIT S Z
EINTED,

RIZ to victory DFRAIMEDIEMTDOWNT,
FHEMEE L ERE R HWcilk 2 5
(Rappaport Hovav and Levin (2001), H} 7K
(2018)), Tk, (8a)D X 9 724R XP & HU Bk
R, EAFRTRIL SN TE N,
Rappaport Hovav & Levin (2001) TiL(8b)D L
DINEWRERE G A HEFEROH —FRYL
ERRELTND, ZOFERGOR—BENMTD
AT DM & LT Levin & Rappaport



Hovav (1999) CHE L72H D239 Th 5,

(8) a. Kim ran into the room.
b. 3 ¢ [RUN-INTO (e) & AGENT-THEME
(e, KIM) & GOAL] (e, room)]
(Rappaport Hovav & Levin (2001: 782))
) FLOR—RBEMTONDTZOD D
D51 : 1) The subevents must have the
same location and must necessarily be
temporally dependent. 2) One subevent must
have a property that serves to measure out
that subevent in time; this property is
predicated of and entity that is necessarily a
participant in both subevent.
(Levin & Rappaport Hovav (1999: 213))

H17K(2018) Ti%, Rappaport Hovav & Levin
(2001) D E 5k & BARB 72 FH 5T IcHE & L
A EEFZOBE—FZ LA TND,
HAKIZE B &L (10a)377759 X 5 Itk walk
OEFEIFIFALFESR 1 Tl xHE, FALFER2 T
Ty HCZENEIRSNTWER, 20X &
y DBE—FER"MTH VD . 72D to the park 73
MPRE L 72> TNDH Z EMND, (10b)D X
N FEERHFHAE SN THMER L LT
FRTDHZENAREE 2D,

(10) walk to the park DERFER :
a. [[x ACT-warx-] CAUSE [BECOME [y
<TO>z]]]]
b. [x-y ACT-warx--BECOME [<TO> z]]
(Hi7K (2018: 136, 145))

AfaTlx, HAK (018) THRE SN EKE
RIZHED X | to victory HESUIZ G FGOH
—FHENEIST D EEZ D, £ T, B
ride 1% the horse ZEIRIZNETE D Z &
5. HRUFENLIE @ the horse 1X1T 2703 & S5xf 5
TiI7e <. FERERB)ZRTHFE L L THE
DONEBITHAIAEN D ERE R ZIRET D,
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(DT, FAESR 1 O xHEE FFEL2 D
y EAFE—FERTH Y | to victory 23 RFFHHY
RELRDZENLERNPHESG L TH—F
ST D, DB I FES 1 O y HIT ACT-
AS-RIDE-<y>& L TEIG O BB O iz
B0, zBUCEIET HOIFEEETH
HxWERDL, ZHIZEY Ix BHITED)
G L X PERICEET D) FHEFR—F
SLLTRATZENTE, K 1ITRTHE
HEH A HMI RS TRl T& 5,

(11) He rode the horse to victory. (=1a)
[[x ACT-ripe- ON y] CAUSE [BECOME [y <TO> z]]]
ACT

»
»

He to victory
[x ACT-AS-RIDE-<y>-BECOME<TO> z]
1. BRI RO KR & BRERR

—7J5. to victory 7% HHUREFR M 72 D553,
2 DR FGESHD R T & 912, BiFdl ride DT
ZNEHZIYIZ the horse (22 B HHEER
SO E 725, ZOHE. FAFR 1O
x HE FHFER 2 0 y HOBHEEN T
T ODOEM RSN, K2 D XD
EEFELTERRTE D,

ACT ON CHANGE
He ——» the horse —» to victory
[[x ACT-ripe- ON y] CAUSE [BECOME [y <TO> z]]]

2. HAEFRORFEH & BRER

LENDS, FREEOR—FZ b2 BET
% Z LT, tovictory DFR[AIMEDE N & Hif
FLRLERGFROBERE R L AW T
LR CE D EE 2D,

3.2. 2OMOEE & HLE T S to victory
AREITIX, ride AN to victory & LT

BHENG 2 #2295 2 L T, tovictory 2375 miA)

ELTOEWREIELZRIZL TS REH L



%o WB & HlCAE BRI & Bhan o 5340 2 ai
L7z & 2 A BENETIE AL 10 5
(191), storm (131), romp (88), sweep (70), stroll
(41), roar (38), ease (37), ride (30), lead (29),
power (28) Cdh > 7z, sweep & lead LIS EAE
THREE DRRIE R - I- B8 &2 &3 B E8hF )
FHEEECAERE LTS,

F 7= fthEhF TI lead (321), help (88), guide
(61), captain (56), inspire (53), ride (47), bowl
(36), carry (34) , steer (32), propel (28)2%_EA7 10
FEA D TERY | ZOFREE LTS a R
~NEESBOWFEN L END Z LRGN
%, FFIT lead 1TRRD 26%% HHTEY |
it DENEANC TR L7z AR E 7> T
W5, ZORIZOWTEIREI TR 52 &
ET 5,

B OEMFHAEND to victory & BjFi D
k) & L C, BEENE cruise 72 ERBE D
EARTEE], thEEX lead 7o &t A
R~ &8 < B2 KT 85 2 iR 2Bl T
BV, ZTHUT to victory 23 miA) & L CHERE
LTWS A RettZ R LT 5,

Iwata (2020) 23 f54 L T\ D X 512, to
victory fESCIIBEN &2 D W IZ HELAL
%, BlZIX, battle Z A 7 OENFAIX(12b) 23R
F- & 91T to victory & ILEET 5 Z & THIGRY
BRBEERTMNE DL LTS,

B cruise

(12) a. run to the store (=spatial motion)
b. battle to victory (=metaphorical motion)
(cf. Iwata (2020: 393))

LLUFCIE, AU battle % A 7T % #hiFi beat
ZHY BT BB ED R WEENZRBWV TS
to victory & L4 5 Z & THEM L BE A
FH T 2 FEHIZ Y _EIF . to victory 2SENEAIZ
Lo TEPNDERATIT R BERATH
HZEEWABMNIT D,

ATER Ch U 7285 ride & [RIER. beat [ZBF L
T to victory DFFAPEIZEVR R 6N D,
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(13) IHICZEH L THDHH, (13a) THEL—A

WA L 7= D1d by LA F D Lewis Hamilton C
& % DIZxF L, (13b) TIEHEAEFE O Ballabriggs
DRI LT & 72 5,

(13) a. Although Max Verstappen was beaten to
victory in the F1 season opener by Lewis
Hamilton’s Mercedes, Red Bull thinks the
pace it showed throughout the Sakhir event

has put it in the frame for a title challenge.
b. Two horses died in last year 's race and the

exhausted Ballabriges was beaten to

victory by his jockey Jason Maguire, who
was banned for five days for excessive use
of the whip . (Google)
FFEOER T MBS D L. 85 beat 13 beat 1
ELTHETHILANT TS Bb.
B EEIOEREROZ NG, (15DR
TEOICHEGER L EMEROZNETAD
BECTELTED Z ENX00D, FrlZ(152)D
BEFRIERT D &, FTHANT) B
TlX. ®hE beat Lo THEN TENnEh
%] ckb‘%‘*%ﬁi EANETHZ Emb, i
HIH 7z [T1X BEATEN B ADH Z &b, L
7175>O T, tovictory IXEFHE X HEND
FEFIRFETIE W E T TE 5,

(14) beat DFFER)E
beat 1 : COMPETITION/ELECTION [T] to
defeat or do better than
beat?2 :
many times with your hand, a stick etc
(LDOCE®)

HIT [T] to hit someone or something

(15) beat 1 DEIEFEIR :
a. [[x ACT ON y] CAUSE [BECOME [y
<BEATEN>]]]
b. [x ACT-gear- ON ]

ZOFRFENEW®REBE LN 5032 h



-
—

KHE, ZOFRENFL L—RIZETHZ &
7> 5, Hamilton 7% Verstappen & O~ > F 7
TERELTER L ERNDND, DD,
PR A PE D L — AP DY E | i E 1R
IZE > THORF L DOHFENAENEENT
(beat) 5K 7~ % (to victory) Z & 26, Z DFEE
ZPE D fRFRIE to victory DAFERIATIE /R &
RIEE LTz HIIBNDIRILE 22D, Z DY
A FTAFEG 1 O xHE TAFR2 Oy HMR
[F—f~%CTéH D Hamilton 2459 2 LD
H—H19 LN "[EE & 72V | Verstappen | % y IH
& L CHEGEAOENE beat OHIZEERED —H &
LCHRRLEIND, 2 kv, #3130 E
R & L CHMF S [x ACT-AS-BEAT-<y>
-BECOME <TO>z] &£ R Z LN TE 5,
—7J7. beat 2 |TFTEHAEF TH D Z &)
H(16)D & 9 72 ERFE /R TRLB TX 5, (13b)
3. x HOBE TN y O A #i Tl TR
(BN TND Z & LB E SO R &
720 BAEEZR[[x ACTsear- ON y] CAUSE
[BECOME [y <TO> z]]Ic L » TR 5,

(16) beat 2 DEMRFE R : [x ACT<prar>ON y]
RO IO B FIZ Y TidE 5,
(ANHRT XL 912, kick BIRICBEIOEWI
WE L7V, to victory &ILEET 52 LT
(R ANZ R E2T 5, Hmamtd ., ~Z L
<) IR ED I DI, BEAA OREREA 1
S>TIA—VETORKEBET MR E 22
5. Z OfFERITENF kick 23 to victory & i
LTHIOTEENDS HEDTH Y | tovictory 23
REEOERERTEWKELZR-T 24T
AN IT kick (28 e WBiHRFA Ok
RENRIRO B CfH 5 &b & B x5,

(17) a. So we’re really hoping :PERSON: kicks
to victory today in the women’s 400m
freestyle, defending the gold she won four

years ago. (WB)
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b. Schneider, Avila kick to victory at the
USATF 1 Mile Road Championships
(Google)
c. The 56th presidential cycling tour of

presented by Toyota

turkey Mark Cavendish kicked to victory
in general individual category  (Google)
4. TR AT ZRED to victory 3T

AH T, to victory A 3L 28I TS L4
Falf) & T S ERNCBI LT, ®iEd lead 23
KEIEREIZH Y | ZOEWHELR-T2F F
HIEDORRRE S U TR A 2R BT % B
28 <LEAD > DAL E AT D &V 9 30
D, LT T2 ORILE = > DOBLED 5
R

4.1. BB

WAL S22 5 OED TEbEA lead 2705
&L TR ENEEEIC N » TRBEOEh & 215
T2 &) EREIREK TS lead
2900 FITHIHLTWE, ZDZ &N,
COMPETITION IS WAR & WHEEA X 7 7
=AU, TART— L EPR~EL ) b
S0 7 L—LANEH ENDZETHHEA~D
B NTAREL oo b B BND,

(18) lead: Ofacommander: To march at the head
of and direct the movement of. (OED)
(19) COMPETITION IS WAR

(cf. Lakoff & Johnson (1999))

4.2. WB (T X 2 BRY0HT & B)7i lead DELR
Mg CaRLzk 21, WB ZHWT to
victory AfSCAMb BN & AL 95 XX 2
5L lead 1IEKRDHK 26% % HHTEY |
i OBFA & LR TEBETHERE LTV D, £
7o 1L 2 Bl LA RS U 72 OvilseD CHEE DR
BN 2ROB L2258 E HD b, 20
FIRFBI to victory 2330/ LT 5 AlgEM:
R LTCWD, 705, make & LKA



WEIZHUD One’s Way 3L & [AlEE, 7'm b2 A
7L 7R HEEOFRHEENEE L, B0 E
MR ARD A 35 2 & ThE & ZeBhF 23R
ATEDLLDICRY | SiEEHENSEEN
R —ET I E %R R TEMRANTRR S 722
AT LD, 2R BE b
IS LTEERERELFFOEEIOND,
WIZ, B lead DEMHAEEICHER L TH
£ 9, Levin(1993) THRINTWND L DT,
MEFA D lead 1T [x 2V y & B HIGHAT~E L |
EWVIERMND, 2 0DBEHEDPHEGEE L L
THEINTWDHT®, ik L HRUGEIZEN
ZAUNP; & NP, D X 9 (2872 HREEER DA
HLipd, 2D lead DEHMEED G | AR
WCFAEFER 1 O x HE FAFR2 Dy HE
ME—FERIT 72 D Z L 1F 720 e, lead 13
Wy HOFES E LT to victory 23ELILD Z
bl N s Yy gV N BN R N VA L (B K
ZE 9 to victory (X y HOERIEE 725
Z DD BIGEIRMOMIRO A ATRE L 72 5,
FiE lead OEMAEEOZ Y M IZa— %
T—E b HEMIT HID, WB T[NP; lead
NP, to victory| D/EfL /& R T 5 & &

EC 101 R ST, BLBRTRLZ LT, B
HENT-2TOFITNPACITEAEOEEE £

TIXTF— AN BN TR Y | MAEYZ F5EIC
AN S e o T-, £7-2 NP, ONLE
ICFHIRRAFANERET D32 o0 T
—fFlH RONRWERITIERITET 5,
LLEDNG | to victory 1§ 3L IE AL EIRE L4
R L G B 8% U TIEQR0)D K D 12
7 lead OEME A FEEMEL L, Z0H)
SO BB E A OGNS D Z L
IZE o T, QDD X 9 723k FALEIRE L4 7 A)
B BN FREIC /R D &5 2D, £7-.(4a)
TR L7z A D RISI 2 Z LT,
to victory 1303 B BhEARS A ST & 1T R D
ROENEZT DRI L 72 D,

(20) [NP; lead NP; to victory] D& KR -
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[[Xx ACT-£ap- ON y] CAUSE [BECOME [y
<TO> victory]]]

(21) [NP; bowl NP; to victory] D R :
[[x ACT-sowr- ON y] CAUSE [BECOME
[y <TO> victory]]]

4.3. One’s Way f3C & DEL7T

WB T Mrdilg k4G4 & to victory 73
e F 5 F B R T H L HIERIC one’
way ZfE O FINZ <t En s, £7o, @i
[CHEB T 5 LI TAHEIB AT ZE D to
victory 13 & One’s Way f#3C & Tldk, Bkl

BIFOREOENFZRTEBFHOL 2ILF
LCHY ., ML OFAMED R S 2N EM R 2
%o BiE swim 2Bl FRT D &L (22a)D K 9
(Z FFE & HBUGEE &iﬁ>4*£il/iﬁb\iaf§li to
victory #SCOMEH S 5723, (23a)D & 5 12
FE & HAYREDS —ET S BRI One’ sWay%jC
PEHIND EVWHI R R R OND, T
725 | tovictory 25 B HURENLE 2 FHIFTE & B
L85, PIRRAFITIEZR < one’s way 23Mif
&5 Z 06 to victory DFERA]E LT
DEMWMELZRFF LTS ZIIHLTH
. ZhHDOFEFRITIULETH AR OER
EESTLbDERD,

(22) a. [NPIV n()n_subNPj tO ViCtOI'Y]

b. Dube, Li swim Natick to victory
(23) a. [NP: V non-suNP; to victory]

b. Headington Prep girls swim their way to

victory (Google)
5. BV
AR TR B IRTR O RE A 724 *ﬁ%‘iﬁi

% FLIZ to victory A ST ORI 2 B 5 28T

to victory DFEMPEITENGIOFHIZ L - TIE
L FHETE %8, £ DOIRAMEDE W &2 E
FRDOEWTHIR TE 58, S HIZIETArH
Wb 4 T D% L ClIEEhE lead ASHEJEAE
& UCE L. iR OB 2 23 85



DRALTWDLREHALMNT LT,

AR TR LTIZ K D12, kR DFEREE KR D
Pt R REVER) R R AT 2 B0 AL D 2
IR YRR OERE S 57258

AORBULICRE CHEHBRTE 2 &£ E R D,

-
—

*ORREIL, AARSEGEETERE 39 IR (A
T4 BNV T OEARE LIZNEIT
FELBELZLDTH D, FERIITAFGR
FEIZER LT, ARESEA WmIREIHEA,
HIKZESEE | 2 U CORNH GBS D5
HETNBZ < DR TERAZTANT,
IEHOB LR LTV, ok, ARICBIT 5
MERLFRV 1T T R TEZDOEMTTH D,
A

! Twata (2020) Tl&(a)D X 5 72 F Bl il A
LEOD I IR T 7L —ALTWD, the
predator eat the lake 237~ 3 DI EE AT
G Z T AFL, HIE L, SR A T —
DIT# 2R L, RSN A2 &
NHZETERVERLS ) LW oH1T4 % the lake
IZ 525 Z & )5 | the lake | X8 eat ™ force-
recipient & L THER S5,
(1) a. The predator ate the lake clean.

b. The predator did an ‘EAT-AS-REMOVE

FROM?’ action on the lake, and as a result

- >
— —

the lake became clean.
(Twata (2020: 142))
2 KR CEMT % Google DHlIIIFEAIFIIZ
WB TREn7=boaHL T\ 5, WB
BRI APV ML, L i I SIANE ]
NBRHELL 2 EAL LTS Z &b R
HOFEHEEL Google LV EIHL T3,

2B 3Tk
HKZFEI (2018) [EhEADOEKEZ iET 25—
RRAE - FE5L - IRBEOFERE B —] (B4R
E5E - SUbiEEE 71), BAAL, B
AHEEE (2019) TEHHBREHIFICED

VNG SRAESC) JELS 36, 31-37.
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<Special Lecture Report>

BEBMAN»SELCISERER
WEEEBITE SRS
(Parametric Variation in the Lexicon:
A View from Child English)

#Igr §5w] (Koji Sugisaki)
BIVE 7Pt R (Kwansei Gakuin University)

X —U— R XT A= fl#EhF need,
wh RERIE, FEEERS

1. iZC®IT

ERRSUEIZB T AI =~V AT 7T
LATIE, B bPOSFEORR - L& fif X B
T2 L xR L. REEES O 2D DS
AT D UG IZEA O JEMEE R/ MET
52 EICRDMATHND, ZORYHAD—
BRE LT, SO RER R 0 A2 AR
BEST D [T A=  IZB LT, £DOHE
TRRFEEE Y AT LOWNERIZK D D D Tik
72 <. A EAb(externalization)D 7' 1 & ARFE
L (lexicon)IZFRE T2 AIREMEANIBR S 41
T U5 (Borer (1984), Chomsky (1995, 2017)),
ARG TIL, RN HA4 U5 5B R
2B BT FEO$ESER & LT Harves & Kayne
(2012)F L O Sabel (2020)(Z & B A58 % HL D
T, EEEE RS L CES R O IEo B K
o7 Z LIk o TEND
DIRLEDZ LM A MG L7z,

2. MBI need DEFEMER LS

Harves & Kayne (2012)IC L5 &, HFED
need \ZFHY 9% MiltEhEd) (RS FR 2 H
VN, B BEEDS KRS 2 0 o TN ORIE F & E D
FIZEN S EE) 13 Have) S B0 —E#BIZ B

TOABEIIL, Bl)SEIZIZA LI,

H SE L 1%, JE5ED have (NS T 5T %
AT MEGE AR OSETHY . B SiE &L,

WEED have (ZHH YT MBI 25727, be
YT B2 W T A ZRELT 5
Sih Ch b, Harves & Kayne 2012)IC L5 F
FERMIZRICET 2 BIE0 2T LT,

(1)  have & need D5 FEIMZE
=i Ik thEE need
HRE have H Y
ANRA EE have ol
7T v AGE have 7L
= be 7L
TAVT/N G be 7L

120

(need \ZAHS T HhEE 2 FFOSFEILH §
FED—HICIROND ) &) — R b & JEFED
TERDOBLE D BIRNET & AMENF have T
B9~ % Ak A MEhEA need (ZBA4 % Ak D E
R #£ 6 (proper subset)& ik L TV 5 Z &2
8%, ZDZ b JEEOERITB VTR,
Dhave % need £V &I ERT HLIE L@
have & need % \F\Z[RIFFIZIERST 2 S IR I3AF
TEL 9 2755, Oneed % have £V & EIH#ES
TOHRIFFEEL 2N ERTHISND,

CHILDES 7 — # -~ — Z (MacWhinney
2000)( 2D BT G E RERE & T 5 1R 10
%53 D HIRFEGEE 2 — /N A B FERNZ 04T LTz
R, ERROOQD XA TOHEN 44, @D
ZA T ORI 6 LB S, @D A T D
RITEE I N2 o Tz, Lied-> T, 9558
DEFFWFED B BT FEIT, Harves &
Kayne (2012)DENGE need 5 REMIZA S
BT 2REZIFHTHHLOTH D,

3. Wh REFBOSEHER L EE
Sabel (2020)iZ X % & wh AJIT K - TE)
NDOREFHNEDIALIL E LTEND Z




=325

EINTEXDHDENIEFEICEL OT/EI\:%@ N %
FEIXZ DX S wh REFEIZTART DD,
A YRR LAV,

(2) a FFE
Lisa has decided [whom to visit ¢ ].
b. FAYVEE
* Lisa hat entschieden
Lisa has decided
[ was Tom ¢ zu sagen ].
what Tom.DAT to say

‘Lisa has decided what to say to Tom.’

Sabel (2020)/%, wh NEFE Z AT 5500
E. GBa)® X o 72 Al E A A SR R
(prepositional complementizer; PC)IZ & - Ti&
NIV AN ERIHI(PC HES0) & KO FRE D —H
IZIR B35 LH#EZ LTz, Sabel 2020012 L 55
FRZZRICBE T 2B O — 2 @)IR LT,
(3) JEE
I want [cp (for) [tp John to win]].
KA 5
... dass sie versuchte
that she.NOM tried

um [rpdas Buch zu

COMP the book to read
¢ ... that she tried to read the book.’
wh REFH & PCAE LD S B8 2

[cp lesen ]].

(4)

EL wh /N E Fl i PC ##53C

oR)) oR))

LA
oR)) oR))

AR R
L HY

Hh 3 5E(ME)
L L

AN =T VEE
AV Ak L L

=h

(wh REFH 2R T 558X PC %
FOSEO—MICROND ] &) — kb %
EEDESOBLEDIRNET L. PC HEC
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—

4. fEim

ERD 2 DOEFEERITIED < FHIFE
%, SEHA RO FEFEHRMNAFIET D]
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1. Introduction

Labels of phrases and compounds have been
playing a central role in generative linguistics
since its onset: PS-Rules and X-bar theory are
category-dependent (C-selection, for instance),
and many phonological rules are sensitive to
categories (labels) of the input (Chomsky (1965),
Chomsky and Halle (1968), etc). In the
the head of the

phrase/compound is the element that determines

traditional  sense,
the label, and word order is directly reflected by
the position of the head. Chomsky (2013, 2015)
propose that labels are identified by minimal
search and are motivated by the interfaces.
Notice, however, that part of the Chomsky’s new
implementation of labeling algorithm is not
compatible with the traditional notion of heads.
English T°, for example, is a “head” in that it is
X% but it is not the label of a sentence (Chomsky
(2013). Likewise, there are cases, both in
Japanese and in English, where the role of the
“head” is not straightforward in V-V complexes.

In this symposium, we raised the following

issues to be explored about heads and labeling.
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(1) What is the role of labels at the interfaces?
(2) Is the label of the same syntactic object the
same across languages?

Is the label of the same syntactic object the
same at the PF and the LF interfaces?

What is the function of the head (or the

label) in [V + V] compounds?

3)

“)

2. Head of V-V Compounds in Japanese

The syntactic functions of V; and V; in a
[Vi+V2] compounds pose interesting questions
concerning the role of the “head.” In some cases
of “syntactic” verbal compounds (Kageyama
(1993)), it is clear that Vi (e.g., tabe) assigns
both Case and 0-role to the object NP as in (5).

(5) [sz [Vpl [NP gohan-o] [Vl tabe]] [VZ oeru]]
rice-Acc  eat finish
“finish eating rice’
With “lexical” verbal compounds in (6),

however, the syntactic functions of V| and V;

seem to be complicated in some cases as in (7).

6) [veNP[vVI V3]
(7) a. [ve [ne mozi-o][v [vi kaki][v2 naguru]]]
letters-Acc  write punch
‘write letters roughly/carelessly’
b.  [ve [ne PC-0][v [vi moti][v2 kaeru]]]
PC-Acc  bring go.home
‘bring the PC home’

In (7a), B-role is assigned by Vi kaki “write’, not
by V2 nagur ‘punch’, to the NP mozi ‘letter’
(which is clear from the semantic selection) but
ACC Case can be assigned by either V| or V;
(since both are ACC Case assigners lexically). In
(7b), in contrast, both 6-role and ACC Case are

assigned to the NP by Vi moti ‘bring’ since V,



kaeru ‘go.home’ is not an ACC Case assigner
and does not select PC semantically. Nakamura,
then, that V-V

compounds such as those in (7) are to be

suggests some “lexical”

reanalyzed as  “syntactic”  compounds;
specifically, Vi selects and Case-assigns to the
object NP and the VP, is then selected by V,.!

the

behaviors of passivization of V-V compounds.

Nakamura next observes complex
When we passivize lexical V-V compounds in
(7a-b), the passive morpheme —(r)are is attached
to V2, not to Vi, as shown in (8) and (9).

(®)

a. mozi-ga ... [vi kaki] [v2 nagu]-rare-ta

letters-Nom  write punch-Pass-Pst
‘letters were written roughly’
b. * mozi-ga ... [vi kak-are] [v> nagut]-ta

letters-Nom  write-Pass punch-Pst

(9) a. PC-ga...[vi moti] [v2 kaer]-are-ta
PC-Nom bring go.home-Pass-Pst
‘PC was brought home’
b. * PC-ga ... [vi mot-are] [v» kaet]-ta
PC-Nom  bring-Pass go.home-Pst

Note that V, kaeru ‘go.home’ in (9) is not an
ACC Case assigner. How is the passivization of
V> possible?? Nakamura further points out that
there are three patterns of passivization observed

with “syntactic” V-V compounds as in (10-12).

(10) V; passivization
a. gohan-ga ... [v tabe][v2 oe]-rare-ta

rice-Nom cat finish-Pass-Pst
‘the rice was finished eating’

b. * gohan-ga ... [vi tabe-rare][v, oe]-ta
rice-Nom cat-Pass  finish-Pst

(11) V, passivization
a. * hon-ga ... [vi yomi][v;, kake]-rare-ta

book-Nom read start-Pass-Pst
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b. hon-ga ... [vi yom-are][v;, kake] -ta
book-Nom start-Pst
‘The book was started to (be) read’
(12) V; or V; passivization

read-Pass

a. Seeto-ga...[vihome][v> tuduke]-rare-ta
student-Nom praise  keep-Pass-Pst
b. Seeto-ga...[vihome-rare][v, tuduke]-ta

student-Nom praise-Pass  keep-Pst

‘The student was keep (being) praised’

Nakamura introduces the representative previous
research on the passivization of V-V compounds
(Case transfer (from V; to V) approach by
Miyagawa (1989) and Nishigauchi (1993),
Argument Structure transfer approach by Rosen
(1989), and O-mark doubling approach by
Kageyama (1993)), and discusses that none of
these alone may not be able to solve the issues
of syntactic behaviors of V-V compounds.
Nakamura suggests that it is important to
incorporate these insights and explore a new
based the

perspective.

solution on current labeling

3. How Labels Affect Morpheme Realization:
A Study of V-V Sequences
and Obata up

morphophonological realization of tense affixes

Sugimura take the
in V-V compounds in English, specifically

focusing on the “go buy” construction as in (13).

(13) John will go buy a book.

The construction must satisfy inflection
condition (Vi and V, must be a bare form) and
identity condition (Vi and V, must be

morphologically identical) (Pullum (1990)).

(14)
(15)

* He has gone bought ... /gone buy ...

*] go am /go be cheerful once a week ...



(16) Jacob has come shut the door.

(14) violates inflection condition and (15)
violates identity condition. (16) is grammatical,
satisfying both conditions (Bjorkman (2010)).
Bjorkman proposes the following structure to
explain the “go buy” construction, assuming that

[Infinitive] feature of V, spreads over Vo.

(17)  [ve go [w v [ve buy DP]]]

Sugimura and Obata point out two problems of
Bjorkman’s proposal; (i) two VPs in (17) behave
independently with respect to do so replacement
but not with respect to VP-fronting; (ii) we need
to postulate inflection condition and identity
condition separately. To solve these problems,
Sugimura and Obata propose that the V-V
complex is derived from (18a) by V, moving to
V; through Set Merge as in (18b). The label of

the complex is <V, V>,

(18)a.[T...[v Vi
b.[T...

[v;e V2 DP]...]
[<vi,va> <V, Vo> [vpo V2 DP ] ... ]

Assuming that T and V must be one-to-one
relation in order to realize tense affix features on
V, tense affix cannot be morphologically
realized on verbs when the label is <V, V2>,
The phonetic form of the verbs cannot be
determined and thus the structure is illegitimate
at SM-interface with the examples in (19). The
structure is grammatical only when tense feature
realization is phonetically null as in (20) or tense

remains on T as in (21).

(19) *goes get/*go gets/*went get/*go got/
goes gets/*went got

(20) Igoget.../Yougo get ...

(21) has come hit/did not go get

Do so replacement is possible targeting VP, in
(18), but VP-fronting is not allowed because if
VP, is fronted, the trace of V., will not be
properly bound.

4. Labeling for Interfaces

Concerning questions (2) and (3) above, Oku
argues that the answer to (2) is positive and the
answer to (3) is “not necessarily.”

Given Uniformity Principle (Chomsky
(2001)) that languages should be uniform
especially on the LF side, it would be ideal that
the label of the same syntactic object is the same
on the LF side across languages. Further, given
that labels are motivated by interfaces (Chomsky
(2013, 2015)), labels necessary for PF and those
for LF can (should) be different since properties
of both interfaces are quite different.

To illustrate the latter point, Oku takes up the
contrast between English and Japanese in terms
of scrambling and QR. Scrambling is possible in
Japanese as in (22), and Saito (2016) argues that
the contrast is explained by labeling: Japanese
suffixal particles are anti-labeling device and
thus the scrambled QP in (22), for example, is
invisible from the labeling algorithm. The label
of a is uniquely identified as the label of the

other constituent TP.

(22) [« [op dono ko-mo]; [tr onnanokoga hitori t;
every boy-MO  girl one
kisusita]]

kissed
(23) *[« [qp every boy]; [tp a girl kissed t; ]]

In English, in contrast, the label o is not
identified: Scrambling is not available as in (23).
However, LF movement (i.e., QR) is possible in

English: If the movement in (23) is covert, there



is no problem of labeling of a. How can this be
the case? Oku claims that on LF side, the
universal quantifier every in (23) is semantically
most salient (behaving a higher-order predicate
taking TP as its complement) and is identified as
the label o, although the label cannot be
identified on the PF side. This analysis, if on the
right track, shows that labels necessary for PF
and those necessary for LF can be different.
Lastly, Oku points out that the label of a
sentence is <¢, ¢> in English (Chomsky (2013))
while it is TP in Japanese (Saito (2016)). That is,
the same syntactic object (e.g., declarative
sentence) has different labels on the LF side
between Japanese and English, which is not
desirable. Oku, extending Chomsky (2015),
claims that “weak” T in English becomes
“strong” by means of the feature sharing with
the subject, and thus the label <¢, ¢> of a

sentence eventually becomes TP in English, too.

* We thank for questions and comments from
the audience in the symposium. Sugimura and
Obata’s partly supported by
#JP19K13188 and #JP16KKO0038, and Oku’s
work is partly supported by JSPS KAKENHI
Grant #JP18K0051908.
NOTES
! Nakamura assumes that V; is actually a [Root

work s

+ vi] complex and V> is a [Root + v»] complex
but here we just omitted these V-internal
structures for the purpose of exposition.

2 Note that (9a) does not necessarily have the
adversative meaning, and thus it exemplifies a
regular (not adversative) passivization which

requires an ACC Case assigning transitive verb.
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F—U— N X AZRAGEE 2 — A, A
174, ABEK, ~VTFE—F /L, B ret
figt

1. XU BEHHA (FH)
HARIRFEGET — # DULERC o — /S AR
LSBT RIELZNED L7 5O dh
LR, =2 EFHALTHLAFORLY LD
ZRERRANMTT D Z EITA D TIER W, H
SRIRFEEET — X ITIX, X A 7Rl L FE & 2
7R R, BHISEERE) Rdbd, K
VURY T AT, Z AT RIS A
EUC RREONINE TRVMATE
WFZe TR L7z a— R 2o T D H
10T A VRO AR L L | & O
NME & FRIEIC W THRET L T2,
ZNENOFFR TIL, HHEO MG BT EE
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Ol « M), Mr. O 2—32 (#94F), L
TIEIC L D2 N - B REE (B4 .
A3 DRAERSR O LY (HE) ZH
D B, R FRIEE LTI, A hAT v
THEITTAREO T ot 2 ZEB LIS
ATV, 2 —/RRZHET DR Ch S A
PE, FL[EREEE, HRR O FEXFRIEZR & & B 5 2
(2 LoD, FEEHEE & FHAAT % O F BRI
HHETAHZEEBR L

2. (BER1) LAEBSOEF LHEE—FEEE
Rt AT 5 ERRE— (Jw - F
)

AFEROHIIE, HIBBRERFEIZ BV T,
ZHFEROILAEENPEEINDG T rER
D= iGN O LN T H 2 LT
&%, HIPIEREEXRIEEIL, 2 4 O FEAHEE %
IHEINC DS HGEa—/ A TH 573, il
DEATIRI A S 5-E BRRENCHER T 5 2
EMTERNEWVIHIKIND D, ZDTD,
AR O HEITITAE 5 B 724K I D 284k % T
HCHATLOITE, HEHEROEH)
EWV) TR ANEETH Y RERERE
5 2Rk ERERBDNREZRIT 2R T 729
DHAEL I o TWDH Z & A TR LTz, 1E2kE
T VD TH8 (Grosz and Sidner (1990)) [ %72
L7 EALBREINTEY | EEOT —X
D DRELA SRR L7203 6 | REIER Y 1 A
ZfgEt L7,

HAREJIZIE, HERE o — A DI, JEahE
S50 C new entities & L CEA I L5 4454
REL EBREHIOEHLE LTotrEind s
i 72 & O LA 72 SCIEF1 O IR 2 173 AT
L 7z (Miller and Weinert (2009) . Yoshida
(2011)), AAGE D —/ STk, HIXFRERTES
IZBTHE T - b N T IEMHOMEHE
AT L. 2 D SE oA R T (B e
REWRSH D Z L eWHLMNI LT,

Z 27 NOGE O LA % 558 BN Gt
Lok, 7 @dER D7 < (g



BRsh) . Z T e b N0 3 FEREIC OV TSR
HIOWNE L FHONBEDEEITR ST, &
HEHIONKTRL L, #F « b« "I TfR
FEE) B hoto, —H . FHONEL A
D&, ZT0F TROATA), M TAFAT
DOFEHR] 2% TR i) o X 5287256
IR TNSY s

S BT, HMEHEOBIFI L - COHLAER
DX G HXFEOT TR T 255121, 4
DFHRIZToTIRTEW S JEHOF AKX (R
2R MAWLND E WS REROF (HTE
(1989)) (22T, HUPIFRRE % EE 2 o iR
REEITe o7z (S (2021)) , FOfER,
BRE&ICRsTNWDL Ty R~—27 % 2 [
R D55, SIHEXAMEH LinE
B (Non AXHIE) BNMEHINTREY, i
KB L EAMRERN GO, —H, T
Y R —7 BIFLFEETHLHY5E KU (B
SHEHT S T DB TFILIN S 720 DFEE D
F3, UK (BEE B2 W FEFIFH > T
W5) OFEE XD b AXHIEERANTEY,
PERBIRD O DT L IT R DHER L 2o
77

Tl
i

3. (3% 2) 5IH»DRDBEEMKE IR
T AEBEREEOHAEITS — BRERE
FEEDOREET —F b D—ER— ()
ARFELE TIE, BREERR O B JE5ERERE AL
O EATA %2, BIUHOBENS L, £ 0
REEHLMNC LIz, 51X, H2FOH S
F A C OO FEEE & B O EE T OFREEITF T
< 5474 (BH(2000), [L111(2009) ) TH 5,
AWFFECTRIAT 5 Mr. O =2 — S 2% f13ER
F 24 (AAGHZGE) M, fah—F (¥ 1
S WA 2 CTIREEE D IRER TR D
RehT — X Th o, BHEHEIT AEDOED T,
BOMER, WREO BRI L T IRE-AF -
EREMO IR LN X AT 2D 5,
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s 53, i 4

K1 Mr.O =—/RZ2DH— R4

Mister O XV HF ( Lewis Trondheim %, s#akfl, 2003 4F)

H 9538 DRREE & L d 5 & | JeRBakas Tl
R - ZHEIHHARA LD Z En% <, 5l
AP AR OMERIZ TS LTz, —F.,
HARGE#GE ClIREE - i che | 25
FHHCTORBIEKSE T D7D DG %E KD
LRFERA —NR—=T v I T HHA I TR
BlE2shic, £ LT, BEGEWTILOMKEEIC
BWTH, LT EETEMA 72 S FUifE 2 AL
LT, ZHUTHREFERFEEE 1T K D
ICTH I RBZIMORRE S %25,

LoLemdn, 22 CERASNA5I %L
Wi HE, HEGECRARLIEEEK T 2k R
DOFFENFER Iz, ARET —X T
T FmENELLLZETEIHL, Ebickr 7
7B —%E L DL DICEED e b E %
TR, FFET — X Tl &g HE 3k
FfEEE L, &Il — RE Rk 50
DEDIEEV RN OITI T, 20X H 7%
EWI, TENENOFFEOFEN, EE &
DEIITHEHDLDLZOLOENTHDL ES 2D,
DFEV, AARFEGEE L, REARTH DI
— RNOWEREICH R EZR L 6 LT
RS A BT D DIk L, SRR (XA k)
LLITRGE L EERELEITSIELDOT
%, ZOXDICTHER—DRI T TIES
AT AR R AR A A R E O SRR MICE R
LCOMrd 2 Z Lk v, Wi SiEaEE O E
~OEY AW I DOIE D T DE N E R
TZENAEEE T,

R

-
—

4. (33 3) BRIEEMOS A - BULEFE
T—RRCBIT DA ADRHA L —
A4 7 1, we, you DFEEITA EORE —
(B

AFERO BB, BHEEHEOREDBMMOSE.



FHEOBRICBWTEDL Y7 TRF R
(Du Bois (2007)) & #27~ L, K OFRWEIZ &L -
TEALT 2R A Y T BRI 72 AR
Z5TH D 1, we, you DIEWVIITZ 5T L
ZTOMEATA EOREEH LN TH L
Thod, AFREL, FELFOMBELR
TSR T, TORPLFEDOLY A, B
2 5.3 5 OBRSOHRE D ERE A VI
T 5, HATCE, v 2T ey EHWEZRE
FIFRIR D2 N - Bk REEa— AT —
ZEMRA LT, 25%F & LT, KB RE
L7pWVERiag 4 A3 1L (e S v
6 S DOHIGII BRI HOWNW T, HFETA b—
U—%fEplL, L= 78my 7 TRET D,

X 2 LEGO % R 7 {EEBH AR (2019))

2k

I, we, you & HETHB|EIA X > A% IR

SN BERE Z 9 HREmSES
ICBNTED LD R EATR EOBHI 2 R
72 LTV D mi o ir & R0 B R
A L7, ZOFBR L AL, FEAFOTEA
4R (5. must, can, will, have to, could, would,
had better, need to, want to 72 &) (2L > THE
iR S AL D BWEAVHER] ORI AY 7258 S 2 F5 3
(Stevanovic (2011)), #E4:, we can X, we need
X, (you) X, we should X Off HAAEE 2 & < |
KEE DR B Z [E ERIZAE - 2 M 23 7L &
Nic, ZOZ LITREDORIBIN L L CRUE
SNTWLHZLERBRLTWND, — 5T,
ELF (English as a Lingua Franca) 58 O =X
TR NI Do T,

FIRFHOBEIZE DL 53 we O
2L HbNTZZ EnD B 5HIT X 5 ILFED
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T2 ~ORERPENIA & 2N i > 1=, [FIRFICHR
BEATH MR CHE SN MHEY VY —R
ELTHAL, BHEHIAH o A ERESL ST
W5 ZELH LMo T, WREAERRD 720>
THERTD2BG AW DOFRHEIA X o AD R

b SRR EZET D 2 ENDhroT,

5. (B3R 4) BMERE - CREFBRILSE L BR
RSB - FRMRBERY Iab—V s
YTDY —F—DRFTE-RRETLINVTE
—Z NG — (LB)

RBER CIRERE T — LD ER O R
177% %[RRI 8 TPV BUG ToF— 4N
a3 o= —a EREOLEITKEL
B 5, RFERTIL, BRILREIC L D RAE
Wala=r—valrfiryer=7 bo
G D—H & W59 5 (Tsuchiya, Coffey and
Nakamura (forthcoming)), H 32 TREERE
VR = b= g Al R R BURR AT A T
X TY =X —OHHMRIEHRANER L AHEAT A
I ED TV D, RIEE TITTF— LN
iy L EEAR VI E B L, LETT A O
IZOWTEBELT,

£7 UK 7—ZICHh b D EEROFHR
HA (timed recap) Tlik, U —& —HIREY
\Z2E D7 = — X (operation frame) % X Y]
D, F—LERITHTHERBEEDOT = —X

(recap frame) Z IV H7, A L 3—|LfEH
DZFFELLTHVYTHN, V—F—1X1F
WA OREZIZ, ZIVE TOME DT THRE
EEINTVHBREFEHLERITAN HIT
ErRT DL A N—TRDD, —FIPT
— & T, FIZEF DI DAEZT> T
W5 E#kE (SD) 23, st LEE -5
FrCRidkz1T > TV A E#ERM (N2) 1ZxhL
THEEDRWSLEIFITA DR EIEZ D &
[RIRFIZ fEROEHERZ T F TR HEE
F (hearer) & LTHHLTWNL Y —F—X
oA AN=IZ b FREIA L TN D, £
FREMRET ONE CEHERFHEL | Y —



A — N ENRF IS4 -2 & (repetitive chain)
TIHMOBEAENR DD E LTND,
BT - (s FEEHRILE O ZNEN T, 5
EINDmAEN A S m R
(CG-shared ) 7~ & 5 J By 72 Jt A%
(CG-reflexive) ~AT3 278 (Clark (1996)).
%A CIXEENREWMOZ T F TIT RV
& F (hearers) ~DIF IR EIT £ (informative)
NERENTNDZ ENBE SN (Clark
and Carlson (1982)), H %7 — % TORE#HILA
FEEOE L, TNENDO LRI B OE,
SF Y AfEFBL LR EBMEEZ RO D
PEROPT A IEAR (Duranti (2010)) & B A28 (X5
7 &S 5 (primary ba) & HLNEHE
fb &N 7=4; (secondary ba) & DI IF % HE
T HMA PO & T DR AR (Hanks et
al. (2019)) ICRET B HDENZ G L
g, d AR oSN LIz ERT—
LNTERILAREZICET 2~V FE—F L
WEFED . F— L DEFIIRE S (collective
competence) Z fEA I 5 AIREMEZ R L72,
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1. Introduction
The purpose of this workshop named
“Copy, its Related Mechanisms and the
Empirical Consequences” is to examine the
mechanisms that are significantly related to
the notion of copy from a theoretical point
of view (Chomsky (1993, 2004, 2013)).
We discussed (i) labeling, (ii) the roles of
and (iii) the
With these

theoretical issues in (i)-(iii) in mind, we also

copies at the interfaces,
identification of copies.

discussed specific constructions from both
synchronic and diachronic perspectives.

The sections below show the content
of the presentations with the titles of the
presentations corresponding to those of the
sections.

2. Extraction out of Adjuncts and Head
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Movement

Kanno discussed extraction out of
(non-)finite adjuncts (Huang (1982), Ross
(1967)).
approach, focusing on the phasehood of CP.

He proposed a phase-based

These transparent adjuncts do not have
As for the
infinitival adjuncts, they do not have [Tense]

specific features on CP.
features. As for the finite adjuncts, he
argued, following the insights of Haegeman
(2003 and her subsequent work) that they do
not have [Force/Focus] features. Therefore,
even when the adjunct CP is adjoined to the
matrix spine, a wh-phrase can move out of
the adjunct without violating the Phase
he

argued for a reprojection approach, showing

Impenetrability Condition. Finally,
that the structural effects of pair-Merge
come from the combination of set-Merge
and head movement (Cecchetto and Donati
(2015), Koeneman (2000), Suranyi (2008)).

3.
Theory of Control/Binding

Copy Formation and Movement

Otsuka attempted to reevaluate the
Movement Theory of Control (MTC) and of
Binding (MTB) (see Hornstein (2001))
under Chomsky’s (2021) proposal of Copy
Formation (CF). Chomsky (2021) offers
an account of the Control Constructions
under CF. Based on Chomsky’s (2021)
discussion, Otsuka pursued a possibility of
unifying the MTC and the MTB under CF.
Departing from Chomsky (2021), Otsuka
assumed that a special pro plays a crucial
role in the relevant constructions and
claimed that “Obligatory PRO” turns out to
be pro in the CF relation with its antecedent
without its case feature being valued,

whereas “Non-Obligatory PRO” is pro



without CF nor case valuation. In terms of
the MTB, anaphors and bound pronouns are
pro with CF and case feature valuation,
realized in the different forms according to

the English-specific phonological rule.

4. On (In)Visibility of Copy

Tanaka discussed inverse scope in the
framework of the Labeling Algorithm (LA)
(Chomsky (2013, 2015)).
has several prominent properties: Invisibility

Inverse scope

of the higher copy at the syntax, the
phonetic realization of the lower copy,
its absence in

clause-boundedness, and

Japanese. Tanaka proposed a condition to
the effect that copy visibility at the syntax
and the SM interface is determined on the
basis of unvalued features that get valued in
the derivations (faE]s).
it was argued that copies which possess
feE}s become invisible to the LA and that

the copy which possesses the largest number

More specifically,

of [uF]s undergoes the phonetic realization
at the SM interface. He argued that the
proposed the
aforementioned properties of inverse scope,

condition solves
extending its empirical coverage to the
(im)possibility of remnant movement in

Japanese.

5. On the Historical Changes of the (Anti-)

That-Trace Effects in English
Kondo the

changes of the that-trace effect and the

discussed historical
anti-that-trace effect in English in terms of
reprojection  (Section 2) and copy
identification (Hayashi (2020)).  Subject
extraction was possible from that-clauses
until Early Modern English (Nawata (2013))
while subject zero relatives were possible

135

until Early Middle English (Uchida (2021)).
It was assumed that English underwent a
typological change in the transition from
Early to Late Middle English (Nawata
(2016)), and it lost verb movement to T in
Early Modern English. Appealing to the
typological change and the loss of verb
movement, he provided a reprojection-based
account of the two historical changes and
their
became ungrammatical as the result of the

difference: Subject zero relatives
typological change whereas the loss of verb
movement to T made impossible subject

extraction from that-clauses.

* This work is partly supported by JSPS
KAKENHI  Grant JP18K 12356
(Kondo), JP20K00669 (Kanno) and JP21K
13025 (Otsuka).
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(Explanatory Theory of UG to Satisfy Strong
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F—TU— K MyhERE, a—Ek, >—7
T AR, FEENT A—H  HAKFGE

LAFT DI

éﬁ BERED G 72 M & L TIRE S 1L

%83 3L (Universal Grammar: UG) 73 72
FARERME. (DREOERNZ IR TE S
EI+micEnTds & QbR
TANBIZHAELTLEBZONLTET 571
HfichrzL, 2L T, Q)T XTDOAEE

REREIZTEEVET L7200 o8 E A Ik
THZ L ITENIND, AEMRSTEDR N E
FAFFETIE, HARFUSAAET 2 UG B I
O O A o iR & 95 Strong

Minimalist Thesis (SMT; Chomsky (2000,
2004)) 2T, E 25 OB /34T D
Ha PR U, Blin 2 AT D GO B L
PATONTE e, RU—2 v a v &, SMT
ERIET % = LIC k> TIT & S0 Bk %
B ER O 2R & LT, £ & LT Chomsky
(2020) & Chomsky (2021) (ZHlL-> CTHE = Hi3
& & BT, Ak ORI & 25 H I HE
T EAHBE LT TN,

2. ERERREHEE L DB

ﬁéziif%aé& L COMEREMEZ BT 2
7oz, EARWEIEL LTS (Merge) 23
BE é ﬂé 23, ZAVEVEERE, (workspace:
WS) IZHEH LT, ThEaEHT 2 XD ITE
Fe SN, BEEEIC K > TIERIEZ 5T
X 72 Bi5Z Internal Merge (IM) & LT, &
IZE > TR A DD Z LITR D,
F%&LT %EL%E&:HH%%MIM

DEE (ZATRES 2 BRI L o TR

Té_&ﬂféﬁwo_®tb\%%yﬂ
7 MMZ LD 3 B —JEEL (Copy Formation: CF)
PARESTHZ & T, 2 B —FERORBE S
MENOYIVEEL, FERELTIMIZK G
Wat—, J72b b IM-gap DIFTEDE NI
oo ZOMFELELT, (1) Dz hr—/UiE
3CClE, Johny 73 External Merge (EM) (12X -
THAESND HDD,CFIZX - T Johns & =
E—BRICRE SN D,

(1) John; INFL [John; tried [John; to win]]

T—27 a7 T, FEOSHTN, ATB
LR A AR ZEFTHE S 72 ST b BAR 723 &
EzondZeZzigml, 2) DXILHAAK
75 tough FESLO ATV TIX, W< DD R
T REFENR S DL Z EEm LT,

(2)a. ZDOWLNR[ED DN REET,
b. ZOINUEEZT D DINHEHE LY,



£ Q) WRT LD, BB TR E
HEFE ST D200y —7 T AR
(Form Sequence) & W HMEEZHY LIF, &
DEFRIZFED HRE LN LT,

(3) John, Bill, Tom, ... ran, danced, sang, ...

3. BAFFE JSL) TR oHEEHEE
U—7 a3y 7T, KBS R 72 H DA

HEEEBRTH N Lo TS

REAZED B, 3) IZHHM T B ISL D 4) 7

ExaE L MER SR Z R 2 2 WIEIR D S |

TR BEEN Y — 7 = AR DR
&L THURIICERE SN D HMERIETH D
> MERK (Form Set) (28> THEFEE ST
WD ATREME A FER LT,

TOP

(4) YESTERDAY PARTY TANAKA SATO

hnl

HAYASHI DANCE SING DRINK
‘At yesterday’s party, Tanaka, Sato, Hayashi,
danced, sang, drunk.” #‘(3)’

£/, ISL OFNZEitkE L > — 7 = U AT
RICE DD &R T, TN TR E R DG
(PR & R DOIRGE & OB BN RS
NOFEELRRFL T, HREEIIBIT Y
MERB B LN — 7 = > AT & D
HED REMZ 5 Uz,

4. SEEHOIEE

SO IR EE Y AT MTEEMEN
ez sid & RIS RO SRR, SMEL
OWHFRIZFHAD RO H Z LD, KU—7
Ta T, EEEHNT A —F B L
WO RS T A E L= 48 (2021, HIRIH)
D|BEEFN L, S5, TOREELRES
B 5T OAERIZ L > CEEHBENICEET
MOENEIEZ 5 A[REtEZ R LTz,

=2h

= A
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AR RITHERERBIZLDEFRBELEDOIE
A& & ooy, HAGED tough #SUZRET 5
VR FH AR X350 0 (X AT R — I AT IR &
TR, B ARTFEEIZEI T 2 NI 255
X BB K E OIFEFTRICESL, £z,
TNZENOHYERSITHOW T, ISPS BHJFE:
19K00612 (WF9EfZF « JLJU/Adm) . JSPS £
W 20K00678 (WFFEFRE - /NITRF.2) [ JSPS
FHIFE 17K02815 (FFFEIRERE W ZERE) .
JSPS BHFE: 18K00659 (WFIEARERAE « e
). ISPS BHIFE: 17K02691 (WFFefiss -
WIEEIT) OB E X IT T\ 5D,

BE IR
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1. Introduction

This workshop was organized to discuss the
philosophical foundations of Cognitive Grammar
(CGQ) and render it more accessible to researchers
of other theoretical persuasions. The first four
presentations addressed these issues: What is
linguistic knowledge like and how is it shaped?
What entities are involved in language and
linguistics? What is the subject matter of the
discipline of linguistics? The fifth presentation
offered evidence for some of the philosophical

claims made in the preceding presentations.

2. Fictional Entities and Don’t be That Guy

In the first presentation, Rana Sato, drawing
on the CG notion of virtual instance (Langacker
(1999)), made two ontological claims: (i) that our
perception of the “real” world relies heavily on

fictional entities, which can only be found in
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mental events such as predictions and
generalizations, and (ii) that we have knowledge
of entities that are waiting to be established as
generalized types, though they have not yet been
conventionalized as linguistic expressions. By
way of illustration, she showed that the usage of
an English idiom Don t be that guy hinges on our
encyclopedic knowledge of virtual entities in

familiar episodes and anecdotes.

3. ADynamic View of Morphemes

The second presentation, given by Keigo
Ujiie and Daiki Hagisawa, proposed defining
morphemes as products of our constant mental
activities where we find links, often creatively,
between all sorts of entities (Hagisawa (2020)).
This definition represents an even more dynamic
and encompassing view of lexical phenomena
than Langacker’s (2019). He rejects the classical
conception, which tacitly assumes that linguistic
signs are discrete, object-like entities (the
“building-block metaphor”), in favor of a more
dynamic view where they reside in patterns of
cognitive activities. Though his model solves
intractable problems such as morphological
residues, there still remains what U&H term the
problem of “wild” variants of words. Those
words find their natural place in the radically

dynamic view put forward in their presentation.

4. A Philosophical Analysis of UBM

In the third presentation, Daiki Hagisawa
examined the usage-based model (UBM) from a
Kantian philosophical perspective and concluded
that linguists cannot enjoy the privilege of
ignoring what have been called the frame
problem and causal determinism. UBM is a
model of linguistic knowledge first introduced by
Langacker (1988), where exemplars, rules and

judgement play crucial roles (called “usage



LIS

events,” “schemas” and “categorization” in CG
parlance). As it happens, these three concepts
have been critically discussed in Critique of Pure
Reason, which thus serves as a useful point of
reference to assess whether UBM is a well-

grounded framework.

5. Towards a Philosophy of CG

Linguistic or otherwise, a theory lacking
philosophical underpinnings is not fully viable.
Thus if one is to ensure that CG is, one has to do
a philosophy of CG. This makes the question
posed in the fourth presentation worth asking: Is
it the brain or the person that the discipline of
linguistics is about? Or, equivalently, which of
the two is it that uses language? Taichi Tanaka
explored what CG has to offer regarding this issue
and concluded that it is not a matter of choosing
one to the exclusion of the other. This conclusion
is in line with our strong intuition that we human
agents are not mere “puppets” manipulated by our

own brains.

6. Dephilosophizing the Philosophies
In the fifth

presented several sets of data attested in English

session, Shinya Hirasawa

to corroborate some of these philosophical claims.

Consider bulltrue and real shit, novel expressions
from different movies. The meaning is along the

lines of ‘I made the right assertion.’

(1) X:[ASSERTION]
Y: Bullshit.
X: {Bulltrue / Real shit}.

Since bull, shit and bullshit are all established as
words meaning ‘nonsense,” the building-block
view of morphemes would lead us astray as to
whether X is saying that his original assertion

represents nonsense or the truth. This is not so
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with U&H’s radically dynamic view, where
semantic composition is a matter of the speaker
(not) discerning potentially discernible links
between parts of the expression at hand and the

mentally stored meanings of those parts.

7. Conclusion

We hope that we were successful in drawing
attention to the very notion of basic research in
CG and giving shape to it through the individual
presentations, as well as in convincing the
audience that any linguistic theory can and should
be evaluated in light of its philosophical
foundations. We also wish to emphasize that
philosophical discussion of this depth was
possible within the limited time frame because we
the

comparison of CG with generative grammar and

did not dwell on by-now routinized
each of us delved right into the core of the matter

and reviewed CG in its own right.

* This workshop was partially supported by JSPS
KAKENHI Grant Number 21J13661.
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1. Introduction

Accurately communicating intentions
requires using a variety of expressions. In
sentences, changes in verb tense are driven not
only by changes in time but also by changes in
intention. Such subtle changes increase the
As with

languages, these expressions differ by location.

sophistication of our utterances.

These differences in expressions are found in the
dialects of specific areas. In this workshop, we
examined Japanese and Chinese expressions

from the point of view of tense and intention.

2. (Discussant 1) Usage of Hokkaido dialect
-saru (Nakaike)

In this section, Nakaike analyzed the usage
of the Hokkaido (Japan) dialect -saru, which is
principally used in the past tense to express
unintended actions and is typically attached to
the inflectional forms of a verb. From previous
research, she found that -saru can be classified

into three subclasses in meaning, namely,
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“spontaneous,” “possibility,” and “result”.
Furthermore, she proposed a hypothesis that the
usage of -saru has been constantly changing
from the past up to the present day (Shu (2019)).
From her research, it is found that the younger
generation often use -saru to mean “result” but
rarely in the sense of “spontaneous.” This unique
verb conjugation -saru, which is mainly used in
the past tense to convey unintended actions, has
unalterable nuance that can convey (especially
and intentions

blamable) meanings more

precisely.

3. (Discussant 2) Analysis of deshita in
Hokkaido Dialect of Japanese (Ozawa)

In this section, Ozawa analyzed a Hokkaido
which

in Japanese

dialect deshita, is a sentence-final

declarative form to express
politeness as past tense. Even so, Hokkaido
people often use it while answering the phone.

Ozawa proposed two hypotheses on this. One of
them is that temporal distance brings about
psychological distance (Lyons (1977)), so the
past tense is uttered to express the intention of
politeness. The second hypothesis is to assume
that things or situations already exist but without
certainty. During a phone conversation between
two people, when they say moshi-moshi (the
first greeting on the phone) to each other, they
speak without knowing who the other person is.
For this reason, people say deshita to reveal the
speaker, mentioning back to the past fact, which
was hidden at first. People in Hokkaido tend to
be generous and are not suspicious of people. So,
they pick up the phone without any misgivings
and do not keep note after the phone call. But in
fact, they are guessing who the caller is when
they receive a phone call. They are also aware
that others wonder who the caller could be when

they receive phone calls, so they say deshita to



show appreciation for picking up the

phone. Deshita gives an answer to the question

“Who was she/he?” retroactively.

4. (Discussant 3) Shifty Indexicals in Chinese

(Guo)

In this section, Guo examined
context-change functions over indexicals in
Chinese. Interpretations of indexicals in
sentences depend on the context. In Chinese,
pronouns (I, you, me, he, his..) can be

ambiguous and are determined by context.

(1) MER/Z/UL/ /AT K/ Py /4B T,

Zuotian/Li/shuo/wo/quantian/zhongde/hua/kaile.
Yesterday/Li/said/l/the
yesterday/planted/the flower/bloomed.

day before
“Yesterday, Li said the flower I planted the day
before yesterday bloomed.’

In this case, it could be translated to mean both
“The flower was planted by Li” and “The flower
was planted by me.” Related to this, tense
adverbs (yesterday, tomorrow...) are shiftable
when there is another tense adverb in the

sentence.

(2) WER/Z/ Ui/ 3/ 8 R/ BpY /A6 T
Zuotian/Li/shuo/wo/qiantian/zhongde/hua/kaile.
Yesterday/Li/said/l/the
yesterday/planted/the flower/bloomed.

day before
“Yesterday, Li said the flower I planted the day
before yesterday bloomed.’

In Chinese, Hij X (qgiantian) ‘the day before
yesterday’ can only mean “two days ago from
now” and not “two days ago from ‘yesterday.’”’

The reference of B K(mingtian) ‘tomorrow’ is

also influenced by the timing of the conversation.

Temporal adverbs and location (here, there...)
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are also shiftable.

(3) 2=/ U/ /W R/TE /IR /PR /FE/TF T
Li/shuo/ta/zuotian/zai/zhe/zhongde/hua/kaile.
Li/said/he/yesterday/here/planted/flower/bloome
d.

‘Li said the flower he planted here bloomed.’

In this sentence, 1X’here’ can only mean the
place the speaker is standing now. If the speaker
is standing on his balcony now, the flower was

not planted in Li’s balcony.

5. Conclusion

Based on the aforementioned three topics,
we examined tense and intention in Chinese and
Japanese languages. Changing tense can change
intentions, leading to sophisticated expressions.
Tense can also be combined with specific
meaning and used in specific situations. We can
find several variations in the usage of tense and

intention depending on specific areas.
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1. Introduction

This paper compares independent although
and though clauses in terms of their discourse
functions. Although and though clauses have
traditionally been considered as subordinate
adverbial clauses. However, it has recently been
reported that they can occur independently
without their main clause (cf. Mizuno (2018,
2020)), as exemplified in (1) and (2) below:

(1) CRUZ: (...) And CBO, in fact,

projected that, in the first

two years, premiums would
rise 10 to 20 percent.

DICKERSON: Although it did say then
they would go down.

(COCA)

(2) HANSON: Yeah, they're well aware of

that
STOSSEL: Though some don't. (COCA)

Such independent (al)though clauses can be
counted as “insubordination,” which is defined
by Evans (2007: 367) as “the conventionalized
main clause use of what, on prima facie grounds,
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appear to be formally subordinate clauses.”

It is generally assumed that although and
though are “alternants” or “synonymous” when
they are used as subordinators (cf. Biber et al.
(1999: 845), Huddleston and Pullum (2002:
736)). According to Konig (1994), both although
and though can express “standard concessive,”
“rhetorical ~ concessive,” and  “rectifying
concessive” relations. One of the differences
between although and though pointed out in the
literature is that the latter is “slightly more
informal” (Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 736)).
However, almost no study has compared
although and though clauses with respect to the
following two points:

(A) How frequently (al)though clauses occur
independently without their main clause.
(B) What kind of discourse functions
independent (al)though clauses have.
The goal of this paper is to examine the
differences  between

commonalities  and

independent although and though clauses in
spoken discourse with regard to (A) and (B)
above.

2. The Data

The data were collected from the spoken
section of the Corpus of Contemporary
American English (COCA) compiled from 1990
to 2019. The spoken section of the corpus
contains a total of 11,836 tokens of although and
45,747 tokens of though. To obtain independent
although and though clauses, | first manually
extracted all the tokens of although and though
which appeared in utterance-initial position. As a
result, | obtained 1,183 tokens of although and
518 tokens of though. Then I classified them
into two types, i.e., independent clauses without
their main clause, as exemplified in (1) and (2)
above, and subordinate clauses which
accompany their main clause, as illustrated in

(3) and (4) below:



(3) Although I'm small, I'm powerful. (COCA)
(4) Though adolescence is still years away, these
girls are already imagining the future.

(COCA)

As a result, | obtained 481 independent although
clauses and 103 independent though clauses. !
Following Fraser (1999: 938), | will refer to the
segment of discourse introduced by (al)though
as S2, and the prior segment of discourse as S1,
and represent the use of independent although
and though as <S1. Although S2> and <SI.
Though S2>, respectively.

3. Results
3.1 Frequency

This section compares independent although
and though clauses with respect to the frequency
As Table 1 shows,
independent although clauses are far more

of their usage in the data.

frequently used than independent though clauses.

The difference in frequency cannot be predicted
by simply analyzing although and though as

speaker and those related to the prior utterance
by the addressee, as shown in Tables 2 and 3
below. The following subsections will observe
the discourse functions of each type shown in

Table 3.

Table 2. Independent (Al)though Clauses

Although Though
Conversation 451 (93.76%) 54 (52.43%)
Narration 29 (6.03%) 49 (47.57%)
Unclear 1 (0.21%) 0 (0%)
Total 481 (100%) 103 (100%)

Table 3. Independent (Al)though Clauses in
Conversation

Although | Though

Related to the prior utterance

104 6
by the same speaker
Related to the prior utterance

347 48
by the addressee
Total 451 54

synonymous.
Table 1. The Frequency of Independent
(ADthough Clauses in the Data

Although 481 82.4%
Though 103 17.6%
Total 584 100.0%

3.2 Discourse Functions

This section compares independent although
and though clauses with respect to their
discourse functions. My investigation of the data
found that independent (al)though clauses are
used either in conversation or in narration, and
that the (al)though clauses used in conversation
can be classified into two large groups, i.e.,

those related to the prior utterance by the same
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3.2.1 Independent Although Clauses

I found that independent although clauses
related to the same speaker’s prior utterance can
fulfill at least three functions, i.e., standard
concessive, rectifying concessive, and
self-correction.

First, in standard concessive, the speaker
asserts S1 and S2 against the background
assumption that S1 and S2 “are instances of
situations that do not normally go together
(Konig (1994: 681)).” This assumption can be
stated as follows: if S2, then normally not S1

(ibid. 679). An example of this type is given in
(5):

(5) GIFFORD: So I-- both of my in-laws are
dead. So—




KOTB: Any who, all right, let's move
on. She is hot in Cleveland.
GIFFORD: They've been dead for a long
time, it's not my fault, okay.
KOTB: Hot in Cleveland.

GIFFORD: Although Frank says | did kill
his mother. (COCA)
In (5), we may assume that if Frank says his
wife killed his mother, the death of his mother is
his wife’s fault. However, this assumption is
denied by Gifford’s utterances.
rectifying the
although clause weakens the content of the

Second, in concessive,
speaker’s previous utterance (cf. Konig (1994)),

as illustrated in (6): 2

(6) KOTB: (...) how about Melissa
McCarthy for "Bridesmaids"?

GIFFORD: Best  Supporting  Actress
nomination. (...)

KOTB: | think that's Oscar-worthy. By
the way, she's very, very, very
funny. (...)

GIFFORD: But it's hardly Meryl Streep
and "lron Lady," right?

KOTB: Yeah.

GIFFORD: Although they're not in the
same category, so she may win.
(COCA)

In (6), the although clause weakens the content
of the by
cancelling an evoked assumption. Gifford’s

speaker’s preceding utterance
second utterance it's hardly Meryl Streep and
"lron Lady" evokes the assumption that it may
be difficult for Melissa McCarthy to win the
award for Best Supporting Actress. However,
this assumption is cancelled by the following
although clause.

Thirdly,
introduces a correction of the same speaker’s
Giinthner (2000)), as

in  self-correction,  although
former statement (cf.

exemplified in (7):

(7) MORALES: We're the only species that
really French kisses, too. (...)
I don't think so. What about—
| don't think you see monkeys

GEIST:
MORALES:
French kissing and dogs—
HALL:
MORALES:

Well, they don't speak French.

Although my dog sometimes

tries to French kiss me, right.
(COCA)

In (7), in her first utterance, Morales asserts that
only humans can French kiss. However, the
validity of this statement is corrected by her last
utterance, which asserts that her dog sometimes
tries to French Kiss her.

Next, independent although clauses related
to the prior utterance by the addressee can fulfill
at least three functions, i.e., standard concessive,
rectifying concessive, and disagreement, as
illustrated in (8), (9), and (10), respectively:

(8) CLAYSON:  (...) And you thought the
house was secure?
E-SMART: We thought the house was
secure.
CLAYSON: Although the alarm was not
on? (COCA)
(9)KRESSLEY: Halle Barry (sic) looks great,
just not as great as sometimes
we've seen her. | thought the
asymmetrical top looked a
little unbalanced.
LAUER: Although it does tend to draw
your eye. (COCA)
(10) CRUZ: (...) My biggest concern with
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the House bill is, it doesn't
lower premiums. And CBO,
in fact, projected that, in the
first two years, premiums
would rise 10 to 20 percent.

DICKERSON: Although it did say then they
would go down.

CRUZ: It did. But I got to tell you,

(..) (COCA)

In (8), there is a background assumption that if
the alarm was not on, they did not think the
house was secure. In (9), Kressley’s utterance
evokes an assumption that Halle Berry’s fashion
was not so great. However, Lauer’s utterance
restricts the validity of this assumption. In (10),
although is used to indicate the speaker’s
disagreement with the addressee’s preceding
utterance. Cruz asserts that according to CBO,
premiums will rise 10 to 20 percent. However,
this assertion is clearly denied by Dickerson’s
next utterance introduced by although.

3.2.2 Independent Though Clauses

I found that independent though clauses
related to the prior utterance by the same
speaker have only one function, rectifying
concessive, which is illustrated in (11):
(11)BLITZER:  You know, Ari Fleischer, the

conventional wisdom out
there says that Al Gore is a
terrific debater and George W.
Bush may not be a traffic
(sic) debater

FLEISCHER: He is, Wolf. Al...

BLITZER: Though he did -- he held his
own during those primary

debates (COCA)
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In (11), the content of Blitzer’s first utterance is
weakened by his second utterance.

Meanwhile, when independent though
clauses are related to the preceding utterance by
the addressee, they can fulfill two functions, i.e.,
rectifying concessive and disagreement, as
exemplified in (12) and (13), respectively:

(12) GROSS:  Yes. And that's why in your film
if Sadness touches one of the
memories, the memory turns
blue and is forever changed by

the sadness it's been touched

by...
DOCTER: Yeah, well, now people...
GROSS: ... Which gets to exactly what
that

memories change over time as

you're talking about,
we recall them.
Though  that actually

scientifically accurate. If you

DOCTER: is
were feeling sad right now and
you recall a sad memory - or a
very happy memory from the
past, it will be tinged with more
sadness based on your current
(COCA)
Bob Corker is my chair on

feeling.

(13) KAINE:
Foreign Relations. | know

He's

patriotic, reasonable person,

him very well. a

and he's expressing a

concern that is shared by an

awful lot of members of the

Senate, even Republican
members.

CAMEROTA: Though they're not speaking
out about it. | mean...

(COCA)



In (12), the utterance by Gross implies that what
Docter said is just his opinion and not based on
science. However, this implication is denied by
the following though clause. In (13), Camerota
uses though to display her disagreement with
Kaine’s preceding utterance.

Table 4 summarizes the results shown in this
When used
independent although and though clauses are

section. in conversation, both
classified into two main classes, i.e., those
related to the prior utterance by the same
speaker and those related to the prior utterance
by the addressee. The table also shows that
independent though clauses are more restricted
than although clauses in the kinds of usages: the
former fulfills only two discourse functions, i.e.,
rectifying concessive and disagreement, while
the latter can fulfill four functions, i.e., standard
concessive, rectifying concessive, self-correction,
and disagreement.

Table 4. Usages of Independent Although and
Though Clauses in Conversation

Although | Though

Related to | Standard
the prior Concessive v
utterance Rectifying
by the Concessive d d
same Self-correction
speaker d
Related to | Standard
the prior Concessive v
utterance Rectifying
by the Concessive d d
addressee | Disagreement

v v
4. Discussion

4.1 Although and Though as Discourse
Markers

This section argues that although and though
which introduce an independent clause can be
analyzed as discourse markers. Fraser (1998:
302) notes that discourse markers “are separate
from the propositional content of the sentence
and function to signal the relationship between
the segment of discourse they introduce, S2, and
the prior segment of discourse, S1.” As
Gunthener (2000: 457) points out, “although
definitions vary a great deal, there are a number
of characteristics which most studies on
discourse markers identify.” | will show that
although and though have at least six out of nine
characteristics presented by Giinthener (2000:
457-458).

First, they are a feature of oral discourse. All
the data of (al)though in the present study were
collected from spoken discourse. Second, they
are originally subordinate conjunctions. Third,
they are short items. Fourth, they appear in
utterance-initial position. Fifth, they are optional.
For example, the removal of although in (10)
and though in (12) above does not make the
their
propositional content. In the sixth place, they

sentences ungrammatical or change
operate on both the local and global level. For
example, in (10) above, although links the
previous utterance with a clause. However, in
(12), though links the previous utterance with a
larger discourse sequence. The scope of though
goes beyond the local clause level.

These

utterance-initial although and though, which

observations show that

introduce an independent clause, can be

analyzed as discourse markers.

4.2 The Grammaticalization of Independent
Although and Though Clauses

This section considers independent although
and though clauses from the perspective of



grammaticalization. According to Hopper and
Traugott (1993: xv),

defined as “the process whereby lexical items

grammaticalization is
and constructions come in certain linguistic
contexts to serve grammatical functions, and
once grammaticalized, continue to develop new
grammatical functions.” Hopper and Traugott
(1993) also point out that grammaticalization is
be
unidirectional phenomenon. The hypothesis of

hypothesized  to prototypically a
unidirectionality is summarized as follows:
“there is a relationship between two stages A and
B, such that A occurs before B, but not vice
versa” (ibid.: 95).

In the present study, | take up one kind of
ie., cline of

unidirectionality, a

clause-combining constructions: parataxis >
hypotaxis > subordination (ibid.: 170). The cline
predicts that the direction of change is from
more to less

paratactic clause-combining

constructions. It is seen that although and
though are both used in independent clauses, as
exemplified in (14), and in subordinate clauses
which accompany the main clause, as illustrated

in (15):

(14) a. Although Frank says | did kill his

mother. (=5)
b. Though they're not speaking out about it.
(%13)

(15) a. Although I'm small, I'm powerful. (=3)
b. Though adolescence is still years away,
these girls are already imagining the
future. (=4)

The hypothesis of unidirectionality would
predict that the type of sentences in (15) are
derived from those shown in (14). In order to
examine the hypothesis, | grouped together
independent although and though clauses in the

data in periods of 5 years, and counted their
frequency in each period. The result is shown in
Table 5.

Table 5. The Frequency of Independent
Although and Though Clauses in the Data

1990- | 1995- | 2000- | 2005 | 2010- | 2015- | Total

1994 | 1998 | 2004 | 2009 | 2014 | 2019
Although | 52 | 69 | 64 | 77| 99| 120 | 481
Though 10 8| 17| 26| 19| 23| 103
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The table shows that independent (al)though
clauses gradually increase in frequency. This
observation shows that they are developing

toward more paratactic clause-combining
constructions. Thus, we can say that the
developmental  process of  independent
(ahthough clauses do not conform to the
unidirectional cline of clause-combining
constructions. Table 5 also shows that

independent although clauses are far more
frequent that independent though clauses in each
period of time, which suggests that independent
although clauses are more grammaticalized than
independent though clauses.

5. Conclusion

This paper has come up with the following
new findings. First, independent although and
though clauses differ in frequency. The former is
far more frequent than the latter. Second,
independent although and though clauses are
similar in that when they are used in
conversation, each of them can be classified into
two large groups; they are related either to the
prior utterance by the same speaker or to the
by Third,

independent though clauses are more restricted

prior utterance the addressee.
than independent although clauses in the kinds

of usages; independent though clauses in the




data fulfill
rectifying concessive and disagreement, while
fulfill

rectifying

only two discourse functions:

independent although clauses four

functions: standard concessive,
concessive, self-correction, and disagreement.
Finally, while both although and though which
introduce an independent clause can be analyzed
as discourse markers, although is more
grammaticalized as a discourse marker than

though.

* This work was supported by JSPS KAKENHI
Grant Number JP19K00677.

NOTES
! Examples of unfinished although clauses,
illustrated in (i) below, were excluded from the
present analysis.

(i) WINFREY:  Yes. Yeah, you record at
night.
STREISAND: I'm a night person.
WINFREY:  Yeah.
STREISAND: Although I...
WINFREY: | heard the last time you sang,

(.. (COCA)
2 Rectifying concessive is called “restrictive” by
Gunthner (2000).
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1. Introduction

This paper investigates the distribution of
genitive subjects in Azerbaijani, one of the
Turkic languages spoken in the Republic of
Azerbaijan and Iran, and examines what the
examples from Azerbaijani suggest for refining
conditions on genitive subject licensing in Altaic
languages. We owe all Azerbaijani examples
used in this paper to Khalida Alizada, Farid
Khudiyev and Ilaha Mammadzade.

One of the distinctive properties of Altaic
languages including Azerbaijani is the fact that
they exhibit the nominative/genitive alternation.
In most cases, genitive subjects are allowed in
relative clauses, which have an overt head
nominal. In some cases, however, genitive
subjects are allowed in clauses with no overt
head nominal, such as a clause followed by the
word that corresponds to wuntil in English.
Altaic

genitive

Interestingly enough, unlike other

languages, Azerbaijani disallows
subjects in ‘until’ clauses. Close examination of
the ‘until’ structure in Azerbaijani reveals that

conditions on genitive subject licensing so far
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proposed need to be revised. In this sense,

Azerbaijani examples make a crucial
contribution to refining conditions on genitive

subject licensing in Altaic languages.

2. Background

First, based on the distribution of genitive
subjects mainly in Mongolian and Japanese,
Maki et al. (2016) propose (1).

(1) Conditions on Genitive Subject Licensing
a. A genitive subject must be
c-commanded by a nominal element
in a local domain.
b. A genitive subject must be in a local

relationship with the adnominal form

of a predicate.

(la) corresponds to Miyagawa’s (1993, 2011)
D-licensing approach, and (1b) to Watanabe’s
(1996)/Hiraiwa’s (2001)
form-licensing approach. Maki et al. (2016)

adnominal

claim that genitive subjects in Altaic languages
must satisfy both to be licensed, which is
evidenced by the examples in (2) and (3).

Ociigediir Ulayan-/*-u

2) ene
yesterday Ulagan-Nom/-Gen this
nom-i
book-Acc buy-take-Past. Adn-Prt

‘Ulagan bought this book yesterday.’

qudaldun-abu-ysan-siu.

(3) Ene nom-i  §c¢ligediir
thisbook-Acc yesterday
Ulayan-g/-u t
Ulagan-Nom/-Gen
qudaldun-abu-ysan-siu.
buy-take-Past. Adn-Prt

“This book, Ulagan bought t yesterday.’

(3) shows that the object is moved to the



sentence-initial position by scrambling, and the
sentence is grammatical with the genitive
subject. Note that in (3), the genitive subject is
c-commanded by the scrambled object and is in
a local relationship with the adnominal form of
the predicate.

Second, as Hiraiwa (2001) points out, a
genitive subject can appear without a nominal

head in Japanese, as shown below.

John-wa

4) [ame-ga/-no yam-u
John-Top [rain-Nom/-Gen stop-Pres
made] ofisu-ni i-ta.

until] office-at be-Past

‘John was at his office until it stopped

raining.’
(5) [Sengetsu ikkai John-ga/-no
[last.month once John-Nom/-Gen
(k)kiri] daremo

there-to go-Past since]

soko-ni it-ta itte
anybody go
inai.

not.Pres

‘Nobody went there since John went once

last month.’

3. Data

Let us now examine Azerbaijani examples.

3.1. Basic Properties
Let us start by examining basic syntactic

properties of Azerbaijani.

3.1.1. Word Order and Case Markers
First, the basic word order of Azerbaijani is
SOV, as shown in (6).

(6) Diinon Eldar-o bir kitab-o
yesterday Eldar-Nom one book-Acc
al-di.
buy-Past
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‘Eldar bought a book yesterday.’

In addition, it can be seen from (6) that the

nominative and accusative markers are
phonetically covert, as represented by -o. The
nominative case marker always has no sound,
and the accusative marker is also silent when the
object is non-specific.

When the object is specific, it may be
followed by the accusative marker -z, as shown

in (7).

(7) Diinan Eldar-¢ o kitab-1
yesterday Eldar-Nom that book-Acc
al-di.
buy-Past

‘Eldar bought that book yesterday.’

Names and other proper nouns are naturally
specific nouns. Therefore, the overt accusative

marker appears on them, as shown in (8).

(8) Leyla-o Nadir-1  toriflo-di.
Leyla-Nom Nadir-Acc praise-Past
‘Leyla praised Nadir.’

3.1.2. The Genitive Case Marker and

Possessive Pronouns

Second, Azerbaijani has a genitive case
marker represented by -im/-in/-in, and also has
possessive pronouns, which appear after the

modified nominals, as shown below.

Mon-im kitab-im

I-Gen  book-PoP.1.SG
‘my book’

Son-in  kitab-1n
you-Gen book-PoP.2.SG
‘your book’

Eldar-in  kitab-1

©

(10)

(11)



Eldar-Gen book-PoP.3.SG
‘Eldar’s book’

These examples show that a head noun must be
followed by a possessive pronoun, which agrees
with the possessor nominal in person and

number.

3.1.3. Relative Clauses
Third and finally, the distinction between the
conclusive and the adnominal form of a

predicate exists in Azerbaijani, as shown in (12)
and (13).

(12) Diinen Eldar-o
yesterday Eldar-Nom laugh-Past
“Yesterday Eldar laughed.’

giil-dii.

(13) giil-an adam
laugh-PS man-Nom
‘the person who laughs’
(PS=subject non-past participle)
In (12), the sentence ends with giil-dii

‘laugh-Past,” which means that this form is
equivalent to the conclusive form of a predicate
in Mongolian and other languages. (13) contains
a relative clause that is derived from (12). In this
sentence, the verb giil-an is in the form called
“subject non-past participle,” which corresponds
to the adnominal form of a predicate in
Mongolian and other languages. In Mongolian,
for example, there is a clear distinction between
the conclusive form and the adnominal form of a

predicate, as shown below.

(14) Ociigediir Ulayan-o
yesterday Ulagan-Nom laugh-Past.Con

iniye-jei.

‘Yesterday Ulagan laughed.’
(15) oclgediir iniye-gsen kiimiin

yesterday laugh-Past.Adn person
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‘the person who laughed yesterday’

One of the about

Azerbaijani is the fact that in contrast to

interesting  things

Mongolian and other languages, Azerbaijani has
more than one kind of adnominal forms, as

shown below.

(16) Nadir-i

Nadir-Acc praise-PS man

toriflo-yon adam

‘the person who praised Nadir’
(17) Nadir-o

Nadir-Nom praise-PN man

toriflo-dig1 adam

‘the person who Nadir praised’

(PN=non-subject participle)

In (16) and (17), each head nominal adam ‘man’
has a different role in the original sentence. In
(16), it is the agent of the verb, while in (17), it
is the theme of the verb. This distinction is
reflected in the forms of the verb. The verb has
the PS form in (16), and the PN form in (17). In
contrast to Azerbaijani, Mongolian, for example,
does not have this distinction, as shown below.
(18) Bayatur-i mayta-ysan kiimiin
Bagatur-Acc praise-Past.Adn person
‘the person who praised Bagatur’

(19) Ulayan-o mayta-ysan kiimiin
Ulagan-Nom praise-Past.Adn person

‘the person who Ulagan praised’

3.2. Sentences with a Genitive Subject
Let us now turn to sentences with a genitive

subject in Azerbaijani.

3.2.1. Relative Clauses
First, Azerbaijani allows genitive subjects in

relative clauses, as shown below.



(20) Diinon Eldar-g/-in al-dig1
yesterday Eldar-Nom/-Gen buy-PN
kitab-o bu kitab-dir.
book-Nom this book-be-Pres.3.SG
‘The book which yesterday Eldar bought
is this book.’

3.2.2. Gapless Sentential Modifiers to Nouns
Second, Azerbaijani allows genitive subjects

in complement clauses to nouns. Such clauses

are typically headed by a noun that means ‘fact,’

as shown below.

(21) Eldar-g/-in giil-diiyti  fakt-o
Eldar-Nom/-Gen laugh-PN fact-Nom
bir problem-dir.
one problem-be-Pres.3.SG
‘The fact that Eldar laughed is a problem.’

3.2.3. Adjunct Clauses
Third, let us examine whether genitive
subjects are allowed in adjunct clauses in
Azerbaijani. Watanabe (1996) and Hiraiwa
(2001) point out that some genitive subjects may
appear without a nominal head. Such examples
are given below.
(22) John-wa [Mary-ga/-no yonda yori]
John-Top [Mary-Nom/-Gen read than]
takusan-no hon-o yonda.
many-Gen book-Acc read
‘John read more books than Mary did.’
(Watanabe (1996))
(23) Sengetsu ikkai John-ga/-no soko-ni
last.month once John-Nom/-Gen there-to
it-ta (k)kiri] daremo itte inai.
go-Past since anybody go not.Pres
‘Nobody went there since John went once

last month.’ (Hiraiwa (2001))

(24) John-wa [ame-ga/-no yam-u

John-Top [rain-Nom/-Gen stop-Pres

made] ofisu-ni i-ta.

until] office-at be-Past

‘John was at his office until it stopped

raining.’ (Hiraiwa (2001))
Let us now examine Azerbaijani counterparts

of (22)—(24). The example in (25) shows that

genitive subjects are allowed in comparative

clauses.

(25) Eldar-g
Eldar-Nom Leyla-Nom/-Gen
oxu-dugun-dan daha cox kitab-o
read-PN-Abl
oxu-du.
read-Past.3.Sg
‘Eldar read more book than Leyla did.’

Leylan-g/-1n

more very book-Acc

The example in (26) shows that genitive

subjects are allowed in since-clauses.

bir dofo

month one time

(26) Eldar-g/-in
Eldar-Nom/-Gen last
get-diyin-don bari
go-PN-Abl
get-mo-yib.
go-Neg-CVB
‘Nobody went there since Eldar went

(CVB=converb)

kecon ay

he¢ kim ora

since no who there

there once last month.’

Interestingly enough, in Azerbaijani, genitive
subjects are not allowed in until-clauses, as

shown below.

(27) Leyla-o
Leyla-Nom [rain-Nom/-Gen stop-PS-Dat

[yagis-o/*-1n dayan-an-a

godor] ofis-do  id-i.



until] office-Loc be-Past.3.SG
‘Leyla was at the office until it stopped

raining.’

This fact is surprising because genitive subjects

are allowed in wuntil-clauses in many Altaic

languages, as shown below.

(28)

(29)

(30)

Mongolian
Batu-o [boruyan-g/-u

Batu-Nom [rain-Nom/-Gen

joysu-qu boltala] alban ger-tii
stop-Pres.Adn until]  office-at
bai-la.

be-Past.Con

‘Batu was at his office until the rain
stopped.’

Manchu

[Aga-o/-1 wagqgihiyame nakaha

[rain-Nom/-Gen completely stop

de isitala], Jangsan’-¢  albanbou-de
until] Jangsan-Nom office-at
bihei bi.

continuously was

‘Jangsan was at his office until the rain
completely stopped.’

Uyghur

a. Polat-g [yamghur-g
Polat-Nom [rain-Nom
tahti-ghan-gha

stop-Past.Adn-Alt until]

geder]

ishhansi-da tur-di.
office-at  be-Past
‘Polat was at his office until the rain
stopped.’
b. Polat-g

Polat-Nom [rain-Gen

[yamghur-ning
tohti-ghin-i-ghe geder]
stop-Past.Adn-PoP.3.Sg-Alt until]

ishhansi-da tur-di.

office-at  be-Past
‘Polat was at his office until the rain

stopped.’

(31) Uzbek

a.

Temur-o [yomg’ir-o
Temur-Nom [rain-Nom
to’xta-gun-gacha]
stop-Past. Adn-until]
0’zi-ning ofisi-da edi.
self-office-at was

“Temur was at his office until the rain
stopped.’
Temur-o [yomg’ir-ning
Temur-Nom [rain-Gen
to’xta-gun-i-gacha]
stop-Past.Adn-PoP.3.Sg-until]
0’zi-ning ofisi-da edi.
self-office-at was

“Temur was at his office until the rain

stopped.’

(32) Kazakh

a.

Aydos-o [jangber-o
Aydos-Nom [rain-Nom
tohta-han-ha deyin]
stop-Past.Adn-Alt until]
isbolmesin-de tur-di.
office-at be-Past.Con

‘Aydos was at his office until the rain
stopped.’
Aydos

Aydos-Nom [rain-Gen

[jangber-ding
tohta-u-i-na deyin]
stop-Past.Adn-PoP.3-Alt until]
isbolmesin-de tur-di.

office-at be-Past.Con

‘Aydos was at his office until the rain

stopped.’

The fact that (27) with a genitive subject is

ungrammatical poses an interesting question.



Why is this so in Azerbaijani?

4. Discussion

Let us consider what the above facts suggest.
Our research shows that the distribution of
genitive subjects in Azerbaijani is fundamentally
identical to that in Japanese, except the ‘until’
examples in (27). Note that the example in (26)
shows that genitive subjects are allowed in other
adjunct clauses such as since-clauses. The
crucial difference between the grammatical
example in (26) and the ungrammatical example
in (27) is the fact that the adnominal form of the
predicate in (26) is different from the adnominal
form of the predicate in (27). In (26), the
predicate is in the non-subject past participle
form indicated as PN, and in (27), the predicate
is in the subject participle form indicated as PS.
If Harada (2002),

Konoshima (1973), is correct in assuming that

who argues based on
made ‘until’ and kiri ‘since’ have a nominal
origin, and this is true to their Azerbaijani
counterparts as well, the example with a genitive
subject in (26) is correctly predicted to be
grammatical, and the example with a genitive
subject in (27) would also be incorrectly

predicted to be grammatical, as the two

conditions in (1) are satisfied.

(1) Conditions on Genitive Subject Licensing
a. A genitive subject must be
c-commanded by a nominal element
in a local domain.
b. A genitive subject must be in a local

relationship with the adnominal form

of a predicate.

The fact that only (27) with a genitive subject is
ungrammatical suggests then that Azerbaijani

has a language specific property in which the
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predicate must be in the PS form in the gador
‘until’ clause, which does not contribute to
the
ungrammaticality of (27) suggests that the
condition in (1b) should be refined as (33b).

genitive subject licensing. Therefore,

(33) Conditions on Genitive Subject Licensing

a. A genitive subject must be
c-commanded by a nominal element
in a local domain.

b. A genitive subject must be in a local

with the non-subject adnominal

form of a predicate.

Now, let us consider whether (33a, b) are
conditions on genitive subject licensing in
Azerbaijani alone, or whether they are general
enough to apply to other Altaic languages such
as Mongolian, Kazakh, Uyghur, Uzbek, Manchu
and Japanese. In the following, we would like to
suggest that (33a, b) apply to at least these
languages. Out of these languages, Mongolian,
Kazakh, Uyghur and Uzbek have a distinction
between the conclusive form and the adnominal
form of a predicate, but they do not have a
distinction within the adnominal form, unlike
Azerbaijani. If Azerbaijani is special and has a
language specific property in which the
predicate must be in the PS form in the gadar
‘until’ clause, it may be possible to assume that
in Mongolian, Kazakh, Uyghur and Uzbek, the
predicates may have the PN form, that is, the
non-subject adnominal form in until-clauses as
well as in other adjunct clauses. If this is so, the
revision from (1b) to (33b) does not affect
genitive subject licensing in these languages.

As for Manchu and Japanese, the revision
from (1b) to (33b) will not affect genitive
subject licensing in these languages, either. This
is because these have

languages no



morphologically visible distinction between the

conclusive form and the adnominal form of a

predicate, and it is not implausible to assume

that in Manchu and Japanese, the predicates may

have the non-subject adnominal form in

until-clauses as well as in other adjunct clauses.
Before closing, let us consider the Turkish

counterpart of (27), as Azerbaijani and Turkish

are very close to each other in their syntactic

properties.

(34) Leylayagis-o/*-in  dur-an-a

Leyla rain-Nom/-Gen stop-NML-Dat

kadar ofis-te i-di.

until office-Loc be-Pst.3.SG

‘Leyla was at the office until it stopped

raining.’

Interestingly enough, (34) is ungrammatical with
a genitive subject in the until-clause in Turkish
as well. Therefore, (27) and (34) indicate that at
least Azerbaijani and Turkish disallow genitive

subjects in until-clauses in Altaic languages.

5. Conclusion

This paper investigated the distribution of
genitive subjects in Azerbaijani, and based on
the examples newly elicited, suggested that the
condition on genitive subject licensing in (1b)
should be revised to that in (33b). It was
suggested that this revision does not affect
genitive subject licensing in Mongolian, Kazakh,

Uyghur, Uzbek, Manchu and Japanese.

* We would like to thank Khalida Alizada, Farid
Khudiyev and Ilaha Mammadzade for the
Azerbaijani examples used in this paper. We are
also grateful to Lina Bao for providing us with
Mongolian examples. We would also like to

express our gratitude to Isa Kerem for the
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Turkish example with ‘until.” We are also
indebted to Yusuke Imanishi, Yuta Sakamoto and
Sakeko Urushibara for valuable comments. All

€ITOrS arc our own.
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1. Introduction
With the
Hornstein (1999), obligatory control can be

influential proposal made by
derived through movement, assuming that
movement into theta positions is allowed in
principle within the Minimalist Framework. This
approach has been called the Movement Theory
of Control (MTC), which

intriguing in that it does not rely on a

is theoretically
grammatically invisible element called PRO,
whose status has never been made explicit in the
previous literature.

However, there is a strong counterexample to
MTC: Split Control (SC). Landau (2000)
observes that split antecedents are in fact
allowed in limited obligatory control types, as
shown in (1):

(D) John; asked Mary; [whether PRO;4; to
get themselves a new car].
(Landau (2000: 53))

These examples are particularly problematic to
MTC. Since it assumes that PRO in obligatory
control is a residue of A-movement, it is not
clear how MTC accounts for the existence of

split antecedents. Moreover, as Landau (2000)
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mentions, SC is a problem not only for MTC but
also any other theories of control.

This paper attempts to provide an adequate
movement analysis for SC from Chomsky’s
(2013, 2015) framework. In particular, the
concept of Free Merge is very important to our
Under Chomsky (2013, 2015),
External/Internal Merge can be applied freely

proposal.

insofar as all syntactic objects are properly
labeled. That is, the operation of movement
(Internal Merge) itself does not require any costs.
Based on this concept, we argue that the
derivation in which two external arguments are
generated in the specifier position of one v*P is
a theoretically possible option under Free Merge,
and capture all the properties of SC. If what we
propose is on the right track, we can derive SC
without inducing any costs and contribute to the

control theory in its entirety.

2. Peculiar Properties of SC

In this section, let wus introduce four
properties of SC. First, as you can see in the
examples in (1), SC does allow plural anaphor.
Hence, it is semantically and syntactically plural.
The second property is that controllers in SC
must be local as in (2).

2) Mary; was glad that John; had proposed
to Billy [PROjssi+jxi+x to cooperate

with each other]. (Landau (2013: 173))

Third, verbs allowing SC are very restricted:
3) *John; told Mary; PRO,; to wash
themselves/each other.
(Hornstein (1999: 73))
John offered/*ordered Mary to help
(Landau (2013: 174))

John proposed/*committed/*seemed to

(4) a
each other.
b.



Mary to help each other.
(Landau (2013: 174))

Landau (2000) observes that SC is usually found
along with verbs of proposal and communication,
but that most of the object control verbs prohibit
it as in (3) and (4). The final property is that SC

is not allowed in adjunct clauses:'

5) *John; said that Mary; left after PRO,+;
washing themselves.
(Hornstein (2003: 31))
This evidence clearly indicates that the

selectional requirement is necessary for the
occurrence of SC.

So far, we have observed four properties of
SC. Clearly, SC differs strikingly from regular
which defies

solutions for any theories of control. Hence, as

control constructions, easy
Landau (2013) notes, numerous studies deny the
existence of SC (Williams (1980), Hornstein
(1999, 2003), among others). However, the
presence of SC is observed and verified by
several researchers (e.g. Landau (2000)). Indeed,
this phenomenon is very limited but does exist.
Hence, it is necessary to explain why it shows
the properties that it has for the further

development of control theory.

3. Previous Analyses of SC

Since SC has very problematic properties,
not many analyses for SC have been proposed in
the (2013)

extensively survey the previous studies on SC

previous literature.”> Landau
and point out their problems. Thus, Landau
(2013: 174) concludes “As of yet, there is no
satisfactory theory for the syntax of split control
constructions.”

In the following subsection, we outline one
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influential previous analysis for SC, which is
based on the movement analysis by Hornstein
(1999).

3.1 Fujii (2006, 2010)

As briefly mentioned in Section 1, MTC
faces the problems with SC: if obligatory control
is how can
antecedents be derived? Fujii (2006, 2010)
points out that the PRO analysis for SC violates

derived by movement, split

a minimality principle, namely the Principle of
Minimal Distance (PMD) by Rosenbaum (1970).
It requires that PRO must be bound by a closer
potential antecedent. Given this, consider the
configuration of SC in (6):

(6) NP; NP; [cp PRO;; ... ]

In the configuration of (6), PRO is controlled
by NP; but not the closer antecedent, which is
deemed as a violation of PMD. Alternatively,
Fujii (2006, 2010) proposes a novel movement
analysis for SC. Fujii shows that there is a
specific mood particle that triggers SC in

Japanese: “exhortative” mood, as shown in (7).

(7) Taro-wa Hiroshi-ni [A otagai-o
Taro-Top Hiroshi-Dat e.0.-Acc
tasuke-a-00-to] teiansita

respect-Recip-YOO-C  proposed
‘Taro proposed to Hiroshi to help each
other.’ (Fujii (2006: 122))

One question here is that the minimal
distance principle seems to be violated in (7).
Given this, Fujii suggests that SC is involved in
the structure in (8) where two coordinated NPs
can arise in the same specifier of Mood in the

case of SC, which guarantees the plurality:



MoodP

N

NP+NP Mood’

N

Mood

(®)

TP

The derivation proposed by Fujii (2006, 2010) is
illustrated in (9).

(9) [VP a [VP U.+B v [CPC [MoodP a+B Mood ...

First, in (9), p undergoes movement to the
indirect object position in the matrix clause to
receive the theta-role, and pied-piping the other
conjunct a. Then, a moves to vP Spec position to
check the external theta-role of the matrix v.
Fujii argues that the derivation in (9) does not
violate the minimality because he assumes that a
and B are equidistant: a does not block the
movement of B, nor does B block the movement
of a. However, it is not plausible to assume the
structure of (9) for SC. As Landau (2013) points
out, the assumption that the coordinated
structure is broken up in syntax is quite dubious.
If we can explain the peculiar behavior of SC
without assuming covert

conjunction, a

theoretically desirable outcome can be obtained.

4. An Analysis of Saito (2017a, b)

In this section we introduce the argument in

Saito (2017a, b), which is crucial to our proposal.

Before going onto Saito’s analysis, let us
introduce Labeling Algorithm (LA) from
Chomsky (2013, 2015). He defines Merge as the
set-forming operation from two syntactic objects
and all sets need to be labeled by LA to allow for
proper interpretation at the interfaces. Consider

the following:

(10) a. {ox X, YP}
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b. {XP ... {uy XP, YP}}
. {o=<r.r> {XiF), WP}, {Yur), ZP}}

In (10a), one head is merged with some phrase;
in this case, Minimal Search (MS) detects the
nearest head, X. In (10b, c¢) both elements are
phrases, and this situation is often called XP-YP
configuration. There are two possible solutions
to resolve the XP-YP configuration: (i) one
phrase moves and thus becomes invisible to MS
(= (10b)) (ii) the feature sharing between two
phrases provides the unique label (= (10c)).

With this background in mind, let us
introduce Saito’s (2017a, b) argument, and
argument doubling observed by Kuroda (1988).
Saito argues that the Theta-Criterion in (11),
which is nothing but the stipulation, should be
dispensed with.

(11)  Theta-criterion: each argument bears one
and only one 6-role, and each 6-role is
assigned to one and only one argument.

(Chomsky (1981: 36))

His argument is based on the fact that there is a
high degree of overlap in the effects of the
theta-criterion and the labeling requirement.
(12a, b) are typical examples of violations of the

theta-criterion.

(12) a. *Mary hit the head John
b.*Mary went to Germany (three times) to
Europe (Saito (2017a: 29))
He argues that independent of the theta-criterion,
the predicates in these examples fail to be
labeled as illustrated in (13). Hence, he
concludes that the theta-criterion not

necessary to account for the ungrammaticality of

is

these examples.



(13) XP—?

N
I T

v DP A% PP

(cf. Saito (2017a: 26))

Furthermore, he presents for additional evidence
the cases of argument doubling discussed by
Kuroda (1988). First, look at the example in
(14).

(14) ??Masao-ga
Masao-Nom Hanako-Acc
hoho-o butta
cheek-Acc  hit
‘Masao hit Hanako on the cheek.’
(cf. Kuroda (1988: 25))

Hanako-o

It is well known that the grammaticality of (14)
is degraded because Japanese has a mysterious
surface constraint which prohibits multiple
occurrences of accusative case in a sentence.
This effect can be circumvented by moving one
of the accusative phrases, as shown in (15).
(15)[cp Masao-ga Hanako-o but-ta
Masao-Nom Hanako-Acc hit-Past
hoho-o da
Comp-Top  cheek-Acc is
‘It is on the cheek that Masao hit
Hanako.’ (cf. Kuroda (1988: 25))

nojl-wa

Saito argues that the problem cannot be
explained by the theta-criterion because (15) is
grammatical even though one verb provides
theta-roles to two arguments. These pieces of
evidence lead Saito to conclude that the

theta-criterion is no longer necessary. Notice that
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one verb can assign the same theta role to two
distinct DPs. This

elements can be generated in one v*P Spec.

suggests that multiple

5. Proposal

Given that Move (Internal Merge) and Merge
(External
operations, Chomsky (2013, 2015) claims that

Merge) are taken as equivalent
Internal Merge and External Merge must be
applied freely as long as all syntactic objects are
labeled successfully. The implication behind this
concept is that under Free Merge, nothing
prevents the derivation in which two arguments
are generated in the specifier position of one
head.

Under Free Merge, we propose an alternative
analysis for the derivation of SC. Specifically,
we claim that two external arguments can be
generated in the specifier position of v*P. Let us

see the derivation for (16a):*

(16) a. John asked Mary [whether to get

themselves a new car]. (= (1))
b. {B:<(P, ©> John {V*P asked {(7_=<(p, o> Mary
{whether to {Jehn {Mary {w

get...}3iii)

In (16b), two external arguments, John and
Mary are generated in the same v*P Spec, and
both gain a theta-role from the verb get. Then,
each external argument moves into the matrix
clause separately and gets properly labeled there.
This derivation is theoretically possible within
the current framework as far as the LA is
conducted successfully. Of great significance in
this derivation is that it requires only one
operation, namely (Internal) Merge, which is a
basic operation in human language and can be
applied freely. In other words, the proposed

analysis can derive SC without any stipulated



assumptions, reflecting the spirit of the Strong
Minimalist Thesis.
Then, we will address the question of why

SC is impossible in some cases. First, consider

(17).

(17) a.*John Mary played baseball.
b. *{g=» John {4=<y, o~ Mary {Jehn, {Mary
{v+pplayed baseball}}}}}

As we can see in (17b), B is not labeled, causing
the derivation to crash: each syntactic object
needs to be labeled for the interpretation. Next,
look at the sentence in (18a) and the possible
derivation in (18b).

(18) a.*John suggests to Mary that gets
themselves a new car.

b. {p=<p, o> John T suggests to Mary

that{e-» {John, {Mary T gets

themselves a new car} }.

In Chomsky (2015), T is too weak to be labeled
by itself, so prominent feature sharing is needed
for strengthening the label of T.> However, in
(18b), copies John and Mary left by movement
are not visible by MS in principle (see Chomsky
(2013, 2015)), so that T is not strengthened.
Hence, the derivation of (18b) is correctly

excluded.

5.1 Explaining the Properties of SC

The proposed analysis can successfully
account for all the properties of SC. First,
concerning the anaphors which require plural
antecedents, we argue that two DPs originated as
in the same edge of v*P can authorize such
anaphors as each other in (19) just like the

coordinate structure in (20) (cf. Fujii (2006)):
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(19) John proposed to Mary to meet each
other at 6. (Landau (2000: 53))
(20) John and Mary love each other.

Second, we adopt movement analysis for the
derivation of SC, just like Fujii, so that the
locality of controllers in SC is easily captured by
our analysis too.

Let us consider the third property. SC is
restricted to only some types of control
constructions. Recall that the verb tell does not
allow SC complements as in (21). This is also
true to the verbs order, seem, and commit as you

can see in (22).

2D *John; told Mary; PRO;; to wash
themselves/each other. =@3))
(22) a. John offered/*ordered Mary to help
each other. (= (4a))
b. John proposed/*committed/*seemed to

Mary to help each other. (= (4b))

It is reasonable to consider that these sentences
are excluded by semantic factors. As Fujii
suggests, this issue arises not only in the MTC
but also in the PRO analysis. Landau (2000) and
Fujii (2006) argue that the acceptability of SC
depends partially on the semantics of verbs.
Based on extensive Japanese data, Fujii
persuasively argues that only verbs which
support exhortative interpretations allow SC
This

persuasive because it can easily explain why tell

complement. semantic  restriction is
in (21) and order and commit in (22) cannot take
any SC complement. The similar proposal to
Fujii is also made by Madigan (2008) and
Matsuda (2017), and Landau (2015) adapts
Madigan’s. Following them, we simply assume
that C with an exhortative feature needs to be

selected by verbs for SC. Thus, we can also



explain, along with the same assumption, why
SC is not allowed in adjunct clauses:

(23) *John; said that Mary; left after PRO;+;

washing themselves. =)
Since C in adjunct clauses is not selected by

matrix verbs, the exhortative interpretation
cannot be obtained: selection is necessary for SC
(see Hornstein (2003), Fujii (2006), Madigan
(2008), Landau (2015), and Matsuda (2017)).
Hence, adjunct clauses do not allow SC.° Thus,
the properties of SC are not a problem for the

proposed analysis and captured successfully.

5.2 Possible Extension

Finally, we explore a possible extension of
our analysis. The previous section has argued
that in the case of the derivation of SC, multiple
V*P.

Interestingly, the split antecedent constructions

elements are generated in the same
are also found in the relative clause, as observed

by Ross and Perlmutter (1970):

(24) a. A man, entered the room and a woman;
went out who ; ; were quite similar.
(Ross and Perlmutter (1970: 350))
b. We always let those boys; play with
those girls; [who; ; know one another
from elementary school].
(Hoeksema (1986: 64))

They look very similar to SC constrictions. If
multiple spec constructions are allowed in
syntax, these examples can also be captured by

our proposal.

6. Conclusion
To summarize the discussion of this paper,

we have proposed that two external arguments
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can arise in the same v*P Spec position under
the notion of Free Merge and have provided the

adequate explanation for SC.

* ] am greatly indebted to Nobuaki Nishioka for
his invaluable comments and suggestions. I am
also truly thankful to Toshiaki Inada, Sho
Shimokariya, Tomonori Otsuka, Masako Maeda,
Norimasa Hayashi, and the audience of the 14th
Conference of ELSJ International Spring Forum
for their fruitful comments. I also thank Edmund
Luna for stylistic improvements.

NOTES
! Under the movement analysis, obligatory
adjunct control is derived by Nunes’ (1995)
sideward movement (Hornstein (1999, 2003)).
See also Sakumoto (to appear) for his alternative
analysis.
2 The reader is referred to Landau (2013) for the
overview of previous studies on SC and their
problems.
3 Madigan (2008), Landau (2015) and Matsuda
(2017) have provided the interesting approaches
to SC with the PRO analysis. This paper does
not scrutinize their validity, but instead focuses
on the satisfactory account of SC with MTC.
* This paper proposes another possibility for the
derivation of SC under Free Merge that two
external arguments form one set {DP;, DP,} in
the v*P Spec, and each DP moves to the matrix
clause for labeling (see Rodrigues (2007) for his
approach of complex DP to partial control and
its plurality). Potentially, this idea can account
for the behavior of SC without causing the
problem Fujii (2006) faces.
> Following Mizuguchi (2017), we assume that
infinitival T can be labeled by itself.
% This fact can also be captured by Landau’s
(2013, 2015) observation that predication does

not allow split readings. This idea is also



compatible with the movement analysis.
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Not-exactly: A Challenge for the QUD-
based Approach to Imprecision
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1. Introduction

According to a familiar view on loose talk,
when we speak loosely, what we say is literally
false, but since there is no relevant difference
between what we say and what we mean, our
utterances can be accepted to be true. For
example, consider:

(1) A high school principal in Texas
travelled 800 miles in two weeks to visit
all of his 612 graduating seniors at home.

(2) Tampa is exactly 1000 miles away from

New York city.

The numerical expressions in bold are used
loosely: It is unlikely that the author of (1)
means that the school principal travelled exactly
800.0 miles in two weeks and the speaker of (2)
means that Tampa is exactly 1000.0 miles away
from New York city. According to the familiar
view, both (1) and (2) are literally false, but they
can be accepted to be true because their literal
contents are not relevantly different from what
they mean (i.e. The high school principle
travelled roughly 800 miles in two weeks;
Tampa is very close to exactly 1000 miles away
from New York City).

164

(Lasersohn (1999)) provides an elegant
theory showing how sentences’ imprecise
contents are determined by both their literal
contents and what is relevant in a conversation:
Every sentence not only has its literal content
but also has a pragmatic halo, which consists
of propositions that do not differ from that
sentence’s literal content in pragmatically
relevant ways. The imprecise content of a
sentence is true just in case that sentence’s
pragmatic halo contains a true proposition.

While Lasersohn’s theory explains why
sentences that are literally false can be accepted
to be true, it cannot account for (i) the fact that
the imprecise contents of negations are stronger
than their literal contents and (ii) the fact that an
increase in the standard of precision is generally
easier than a decrease:

(3) The high school principal didn’t travel 800
miles in two weeks.

(4) a. Anna: Amanda arrives at 9 pm.
b. Ben: No, she arrives at 9:00:02 pm.
(5) a. Chan: Amanda arrives at 9:00:02 pm.
b. David: #No, she arrives at 9 pm.

The literal content of (3) is the very weak
proposition that the distance travelled by the
principal is not identical to 800.0 miles, which
is much weaker than what (3) intuitively means
(Carter (2017); Hoek (2018)). While Ben in
dialogue (4) can signal an increase in standard
of precision by uttering (4-b), David in dialogue
(5) cannot signal a decrease in standard of
precision by uttering (5-b) (Klecha (2018)).

Recently, there have been new versions
of the familiar view that are in part
motivated by the need to address issues (i)



and (ii) above. While their motivations and
implementations vary, a key common feature of
these accounts is that they make use of a
contextually given relation over the common
ground — which some authors identify with the
Question under Discussion (QUD) (Roberts
(2012)) — to convert sentences’ literal contents
into their intuitive imprecise contents. In this
paper, we call these accounts QUD-based
accounts, and their approach to imprecision the
QUD-based approach.

The purpose of this paper is to present a
challenge to the QUD-based approach. The
challenge can be brought out by the contrast
between the sentences below:

Chris Paul is not 6’0 tall.
Chris Paul in not exactly 6°0 tall.

(=P)
(=EP)

According to the approach, since ‘Chris Paul
is not 6’0 tall’ and ‘Chris Paul is exactly 6’0
tall” say the same thing, so do (-=P) and (=EP).
However, not only does (-EP) have an
intuitive imprecise content that is weaker than
that of (=P), it also has a feature that (-=P) does
not have: It implies that Paul is close to exactly
6°0 tall. I argue that it is difficult for the QUD-
based approach to explain this contrast
between (=P) and (=EP).

The rest of this paper is structured as follows.

We first discuss the QUD-based approach to
imprecision (82). After that, we present the
challenge to the QUD-based approach, consider
a response, and show that it is unsatisfactory
(83). We then provide a partial defense of an
alternative to the familiar view, on which
numerical expressions denote intervals rather
than maximally finegrained degrees (84). 85
concludes.
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2. The QUD-based approach to imprecision
In the following, we will focus on the following
two sentences and their negations:

P) Paul is 6°0 tall.

(EP)  Paul is exactly 6’0 tall.
(-P)  Paulis not 6’0 tall.

(-EP)  Paul is not exactly 6’0 tall.

The QUD-based approach assumes that ‘6’0’
denotes a point on the tallness scale. Since
Paul’s height is not identical to that precise
point of the scale, both (P) and (EP) are false,
and (=P) and (=EP) are both true but highly
uninformative.

According to the approach, relevance plays
a crucial role in transforming those sentences’

their

Questions
Discussion (QUD) are used to (a) make explicit

literal contents into intuitive

communicated contents. under
what it is for a piece of information to be
relevant and (b) transform the literal contents of
such sentences as (P), (EP), (=P), and (=EP) into
their intuitive imprecise contents.

Formally, a QUD is a partition over the
context set. In the following, we assume that the
context set represents the state of ignorance, so
that the context set is identical to the logical
space. For example, if the information that is
mutually accepted among the interlocutors is
represented by the set of worlds in the rectangle
below, the QUD Who won the 3-point contest
this year? will divide that set of worlds into cells,
each of which represents a complete answer to
the question. (Assumption: there are only 4

players.)



(6)

Tatum
Mitchell

Curry

Lavine

In the top left cell are worlds in which Curry
won the contest. In the top right cell are worlds
in which Tatum won the contest, and so on.

Here is why QUD can be exploited to
account for the imprecise contents of sentences.
In everyday conversations, the difference
between 6’0 and 6’01 is almost never relevant
to whether (P) counts as true. The QUD-based
approach explains why (P) can be used to
communicate a true imprecise content by
positing an unarticulated QUD such as What is
Paul’s height measured to the nearest inch?.
The thought is that if someone utters (P), and if
the interlocutors do not object to their utterance,
then a QUD such as What is Paul’s height
measured to the nearest inch? will be tacitly
accepted by the interlocutors, and that QUD will
transform the content of (P) into an answer to
the QUD. For example, consider the following
representation of the QUD What is Paul’s
height measured to the nearest inch?

5’10
6’0 X

5’11
6’1

(7)

In the top left cell are worlds in which Paul’s
height, measured to the nearest inch, is 5°10. In
the bottom left cell are worlds in which Paul’s
height, measured to the nearest inch, is 6’0, and
so on. The blue cross represents the worlds in
which Paul’s height is exactly 6°0. Since those
worlds are not relevantly different from the
worlds in the bottom left cell, the literal content
of (P) signals that the answer to the question is
the proposition represented by that cell, and the
imprecise content of (P) is identified with that
proposition.
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To account for the fact that the imprecise
content of (=P) is stronger than its literal content,
the QUD-based approach can define the
imprecise content of - to be the difference
between the logical space and the imprecise
content of . So the imprecise content of (=P) is
the difference between the logical space and the
set of worlds represented by the bottom left cell
in (7), which is identical to the proposition that
Paul’s height, measured to the nearest inch, is
not 6°0.

When it comes to the treatment of ‘exactly’,
the QUD-based approach has two options. The
first option is to have ‘exactly’ modify the
QUD so that it becomes more finegrained. The
second option is to have ‘exactly’ modify the
QUD so that it
finegrained. Since it is not clear how the
modified QUD is to be selected on the first
option, we will only consider the second

becomes maximally

option. Consider:

(EP)  Paul is exactly 6°0.

The intuitive content of (EP) is identified with
the intuitive content of ‘Paul is 6’0’ when the
QUD is What is Paul’s maximally precise
height?. So the intuitive content (EP) is
identical to the sentence’s literal content.
Now that we have seen how the QUD-
based approach accounts for the intuitive
contents of (P) and (EP) and of their negations,

let’s turn to an argument against the approach.

3. An argument against the QUD-based
approach

Consider:

(=P)  Chris Paul is not 6’0 tall.

(=EP) Chris Paul is not exactly 6°0 tall.



Suppose we learn from the basketball player’s
team website that he is 6’0 tall. (=P) sounds
false, but (=EP) sound true or at least implies
that Paul is close to exactly 6’0 tall. The contrast
between (=P) and (=EP) is stated as follows:

(H)  (=EP) implies that Paul is close to exactly
6’0 tall, but (-P) doesn’t carry such

implicature.

Notice that, according to the QUD-based
approach, (P) and (EP) have the same literal
content, which means that their negations (-P)
and (-EP) also have the same literal content.
The question we are interested in is whether the
QUD-based approach can account for the
contrast between (=P) and (=EP) while holding
that the sentences say the same thing.

One may think that the approach can use the
M-principle — which says that marked or more
prolix expressions warn of an abnormal
situation (Levinson (2000)) — to account for
the contrast. Consider:

(8)

a. Peter caused the car to stop.
b. Peter stopped the car.

Although both (8-a) and (8-b) say the same
thing, since (8-a) is more marked than (8-b), (8-
a) impiles that Peter stopped the car in an
abnormal way (e.g. by activating a barrier). It is
tempting to apply a similar reasoning to (-EP)
and (=P): Since (-EP) is more marked than (=P),
(=EP) implies that Paul is not exactly 6’0 tall in
an abnormal way, and being close to exactly 6’0
is arguably one such way of being not 6’0 tall.

While this explanation may seem to account
for the contrast between (=P) and (=EP), it
cannot account for the contrast between the
following sentences:
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9 This table is not exactly 80 inch long

(since it is handmade).

(10) I doubt that this table is not exactly 80

inch long (since it is machine-made).

Although both (9) and (10) are more marked
than their without-‘exactly’ counterparts (i.e.
‘This table is not 80 inch long’; ‘I doubt that this
table is not 80 inch long”), while (9) implies that
the table is close to exactly 80 inch long —
which according to the explanation under
consideration is an abnormal way of (9) being
true — (10), which is equivalent to ‘T am certain
that this table is exactly 80 inch long’, does not
seem to imply that it is true in an abnormal way.
With that, we conclude that (-=EP)’s implicature
that Paul is close to exactly 6’0 tall is unlikely
to be a M-implicature.

One may attempt to explain the contrast
between (=P) and (-EP) by appealing to what
they communicate, which respectively are:

(11)  Unarticualted QUD: What is Paul’s
height measured to the nearest inch?
What (=P) communicates: Paul’s height,
measured to the nearest inch, is not

6°0.

(12)  Unarticualted QUD: What is Paul’s
height measured to the nearest inch?

What (-EP) communicates: Paul’s

maximally precise height is not
identical to 6°0.
However, it is not clear how these

communicated contents are helpful here: While
the communicated content of (=P) seems to rule
out the possibility that Paul is close to exactly
6’0, the communicated content of (-=EP) does

not say that Paul’s height is close to exactly 6°0.



4. A partial defense of the interval approach
to numerical imprecision

In this section, we provide a partial defense of

an alternative approach to numerical
imprecision. According to this view, measure
phrases such as ‘6’0’ denotes intervals on a

scale, and ‘exactly’ serves to narrow the interval

denoted by the measure phrase it combines with.

(P) and (EP) are true just in case Paul’s precise
height falls into the intervals denoted by ‘6’0’
and ‘exactly 6°0’.

4.1
A consideration in favor of this approach is that

On the implicature of ‘not exactly’

it can account for the contrast between (-P) and
(-EP) wusing a Quantity-based
the graphical
representations of their literal contents:

reasoning.

Consider following

(=P)  Paulis not 6°0 tall.
6’
(=EP)  Paul is not exactly 6’0 tall.

6’
The black region in the first figure represents
the interval denoted by 6°0’; and the black
region in the second figure represents the
interval denoted by ‘exactly 6°0’. Since (-EP)
rules out a smaller interval than (-P), it is
weaker than (=P). Notice as well that (=EP) is
not only weaker but also longer than (=P). So if
a speaker utters (-EP), the hearer would ask
why the speaker does not utter the simpler and
more informative (-P) instead. A plausible
explanation is as follows: Suppose the speaker
is knowledgeable about Paul’s height. The
reason why they do not utter the simpler and
more informative (=P) is that they know it to be
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false. So the hearer reasons that Paul’s height
falls into the interval denoted by ‘6°0’. Adding
that information to the literal content of (=EP),
the hearer learns that Paul’s height falls into the
interval denoted by ‘6’0’ but does not fall into
the interval denoted by ‘exactly 6°0°.

Here is a graphical representation of the
explanation:;

(14)  The speaker knows that (=P) is false.

6’

(15)  Putting (14) and (-EP) together:

6’

The gappy interval in (15) shows that Paul
counts as 6’0 tall but doesn’t count as exactly
6’0 tall. This content, I submit, captures the
implicature of (-EP) that Paul is close to exactly
6°0 tall.

Since our explanation is based on Quantity,
unlike the explanation based on the M-principle
considered above, it predicts the contrast
between (9) and (10): Since (9) is weaker than
‘this table is not 80 inch long’, it implies that the
table is close to exactly 80 inch long. But since
(10) is stronger than ‘I doubt that this table is not
80 inch long’ (hereafter (10*)), its additional
information strength already explains why the
speaker does not utter the shorter but weaker
(10%*), and so it does not imply that (10%*) is false,
i.e. the speaker is certain that the table is not 80
inch long.

4.2
We can anticipate two worries about the present

Towards an intervalist account

view: First, since a natural way to develop the
view is to allow every numerical expression to
have different denotations in different contexts,
the view seems committed to the massive



ambiguity of numerical expressions. Second, if
the view holds that a numerical expression only
denotes a single interval in a context, then it
seems that the selection of that interval is bound
to be arbitrary.

To address these worries, here is how we are
going to implement the present view. In the
following, we will focus on measure phrases
such as ‘6°0’, which denotes intervals on the
scale of heights. (If promising, our account can
be easily adapted
expressions.) We will assume that there is a

to other numerical

stock of functions that map points on a scale to
intervals on the same scale, and that every
function, y, satisfies the following constraints:

(a)

maps it to a convex subset that contains it.

For every degree on the tallness scale, y

(b) The intervals induced by y are pairwise
disjoint.

(c) The union of the intervals induced by y
returns the tallness scale.

(d) y ensures that there is a zero interval —
which is just like the region from 0 cm to 0.5
cm on a ruler — that represents the absence of
height: The intervals induced by y are equally
spaced after the zero interval. But the difference
between the minimal and maximal degrees of
the zero interval, or the zero interval’s width, is
half that of other intervals induced by y.

The first three constraints are due to
(Sauerland and Stateva (2011)). We introduce
the last constraint concerning the zero interval
because we want to directly use the functions
satisfying the constraints above to assign
denotations to numerical expressions. On the
present view, the denotation of a numerical
expression
principle [[n]] 7 = y(n).
widths of the intervals induced by y after the

is determined by the simple
For example, if the
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zero interval is 1 inch, then the possible
denotations of ‘6’0’ are [5’11.5, 6°05), (5°11.5,
6°05], [5°11.5, 6°05], (5°11.5, 6°05), all of
which are centered on 6°0. (In the following, we
shall ignore the last three intervals and call the
interval [5°11.5, 6°05) the denotation of ‘6’0’
when the granularity is 1 inch.) Suppose the
zero interval constraint is absent. There is no
guarantee that the interval denoted by ‘6’0’ will
be centered at the degree 6°0 like the four
intervals given above. Call functions that satisfy
the constraints above granularity functions.

With granularity functions in place, we are
going to implement the present view using a
dynamic semantics analogous to (Barker’s
(2002)). Let a context be a set of world-
granularity function pairs (or world-granularity
pairs in short). Taking (P) as an example, our
proposal is as follows: The meaning of (P) is a
function from context to context: It eliminates
from a given
granularity pairs that do not satisfy it.

We shall illustrate how our proposal works

input context the world-

using the following two simple figures:

(17)  Context before acceptance of (P):
Paul’s height in w 7(6°0)
6°0.1” [6°0, 6°0]
6’0.1” [5°11.57,6°0.5”]
6°0.4” [5°11.97,6°0.1°]
6°0.4” [5°11.57,6°0.5”]
(18)  Context after acceptance of (P):
Paul’s height in w 7(6°0)
6°0.1” [6°0, 6°0]
6’0.1” [5°11.57,6°0.5”]
6°0.4” [5°11.97,6°0.1°]
6°0.4” [5°11.57,6°0.5”]

We can see that of the four world-
granularity pairs under consideration, only the



second and the fourth pair survive after the
context is updated with (P).

It is not difficult to see why we choose to
implement the present view this way. Every
numerical expression only has a single meaning,
and that meaning contributes to the context
change potentials of the sentences the numerical
expression is part of. It is the granularities under
consideration which vary from context to
context — rather than the numerical expression
having multiple meanings — that gives rise to
the possible imprecise interpretations of
numerical expressions.

Since all the world-granularity pairs that fail
to satisfy the sentence will be eliminated, and all
the world-granularity pairs that satisfy the
sentence will survive the acceptance of (P),
there is no need to arbitrarily assign an interval-

denotation to every numerical expression.

5. Conclusion

Although the QUD-based accounts of
imprecision improve on Lasersohn’s account
by either accounting for fact that the imprecise
contents of numerical sentences are stronger
than those sentences’ literal contents or by
accounting for the fact that an increase in the
standard of imprecision is in general easier
than a decrease, they share with Lasersohn’s
account the same problem: If ‘exactly n’ and
‘n’ have the same content, it is very difficult to
account for the implicature of (=EP) that Paul
is close to exactly 6°0 tall, and for the fact that
we do not observe a similar implicature when
‘not exactly’ occurs inside a downward
entailing context, such as ‘I doubt that’.

By contrast, the view on which numerical
than

maximally finegrained points can easily

expressions denote intervals rather
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account for the implicature of ‘not exactly’ and
its disappearance in downward entailing
contexts, because it can hold that ‘exactly n’
denotes a narrower interval than ‘n’, and is
hence semantically stronger than ‘n’. We have
discussed how the interval view can block the
ambiguity and the arbitrariness worries by
incorporating granularity functions into a

dynamic semantics.
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1. Introduction
Relational Adjectives (RAs), also called
the

denominal adjectives and essentially differ from

classificatory adjectives, are one of
other canonical adjectives such as qualitative
adjectives (QAs) in the extent to which they
inherit the properties of their base nouns (Plag
(2003), Bisetto (2010)). A typical difference is
that RAs are modifiers that are only used
attributively; they lack predicability. The RAs
rural and chemical cannot be used predicatively,

as indicated by (1b) and (2b).

(1) a. arural policeman
b. *a policeman who is rural
(2) a. achemical engineer
b. *an engineer who is chemical

(Levi (1978: 15))

While QAs ‘qualify’ the referent of nouns, RAs
serve to ‘classify’ the type of nouns. Thus, rural
in (la) does not qualify the referent of

policeman, but rather, it classifies a type of

171

policeman, denoting ‘a policeman who works in
a rural area’. However, there are some cases
where RAs appear in a predicate position.

Levi (1978) notes that RAs can be used
predicatively in certain contrastive environments.
First, an explicit contrast with a not-phrase
enables the predicative use of RAs. The RA
mechanical in (3b) is thus more acceptable than
that in (3a).

(3) mechanical engineer
a.
b.

Our firm’s engineers are all mechanical.
Our firm’s engineers are all mechanical,
not chemical.

(Levi (1978: 260))

Second, an implicit contrast made by adverbs
such as primarily, mainly, or mostly, increases
RAs’ predicability. The adverb primarily in (4b)
evokes alternative means of therapy other than
musical, such as aromatic, hormonal, or herbal.

(4) musical therapy
a. ? The therapy he does is musical.
b.  The therapy he does is primarily musical.

(Levi (1978: 260))

Finally, numerical prefixes, such as mono-, di-,
or tri-, and other prefixes, such as anti- or pro-,
are also considered to evoke contrast (Ishida
(2020)). Thus, the prefixed RA monochromatic
in (5b) can appear in a predicate position.

(5) (mono-)chromatic drawings
a. *Those drawings are chromatic.
b. Those drawings are monochromatic.
(Levi (1975: 323); see also Ishida (2020: 38))

Note that monochromatic in (5b) retains its

classificatory (or class-denoting) reading; it



means ‘drawings which have one colour’, but
not ‘drawings that are drab’.

The predicability of such RAs, as observed
above, however, does not disprove their
inherently attributive nature. Previous studies
such as Levi (1978), Nagano (2016, 2018), and
Shimada and Nagano (2018) analyse RAs in a
predicate position as having resulted from
nominal ellipsis in their prenominal position, i.e.
[X be RA N]. RAs in a predicate position are,
therefore, not true adjectival predicates such as
QAs, but rather, they are stranded prenominal
modifiers whose modifying targets have been
deleted. The predicative use of monochromatic

in (5b) can be illustrated as in (6).

(6) Those drawings are monochromatic

drawings.

Such N(oun)-deletion is licensed in certain

environments where the deleted noun is
recoverable.! A typical environment is that of

contrast. We should then ask why the deleted

modified head nouns are recoverable by contrast.

To answer this, this study focusses primarily on
the classificatory function of RAs and the qualia
structure of head nouns. We specifically argue
that contrast contributes to identifying the role of
the qualia structure of the head noun; the role
should be specified by the stranded RA, thus
offering crucial hints to recover the deleted head
noun.

2. The Semantics of Qualia Modification

As argued by Levi (1978) and other previous
studies, RA-N expressions are, essentially,
wholly synonymous with nominal compounds as
shown in (7). For example, the RA-N atomic
bomb in (7a) is a synonym of the N-N atom

bomb.
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(7 RA-N N-N
a. atomic bomb ~ atom bomb
b. maternal role ~ mother role
c. industrial output ~ industry output
d. marine life ~ ocean life
e. linguistic skills =~  language skills
f.  urban parks ~ city parks

(Levi (1978: 38), see also Beard (1995: 188))

This study conforms to this view and applies a
semantic analysis of nominal compounds to
RA-N expressions. Specifically, it is based on
(1999)
structure-based account of nominal compounds.

Johnston and  Busa’s qualia

2.1. Qualia Modification in N-N Compounds
The qualia structure is one of the lexical
semantic representations of the Generative
Lexicon employed by Pustejovsky (1995). There
are four aspects of the meaning of the lexical
item, as represented in (8): CONSTITUTIVE,
FORMAL, TELIC, and AGENTIVE.
(8) a. CONSTITUTIVE: the relation between
an object and its constituent parts;
FORMAL:
it within a larger domain;

TELIC:

that which distinguishes

its purpose and function;
AGENTIVE: factors involved in its
origin or “bringing it about”.

(Pustejovsky (1995: 76))

First, the CONSTITUTIVE role in (8a) expresses
the relation between an object and its constituent
parts. Second, the FORMAL role in (8b) denotes
what distinguishes it within a larger domain.
These two roles describe the paradigmatic
the
a part-whole

relations among lexical items;

CONSTITUTIVE role encodes

relation, and the FORMAL role involves a



hyponym-hypernym relation. Third, the TELIC
role in (8c) expresses its purpose and function.
Lastly, the AGENTIVE role in (8d) underscores
the factors involved in its origin or in bringing it
about.

In terms of English compounds, Johnston
and Busa (1999: 177) claim that a modifying
noun can specify the semantic type of one of the
arguments in the qualia of the head noun. For
example, the modifying noun glass of glass door
relates to the CONSTITUTIVE role of the head
noun, door. The preferred interpretation of this
compound is, therefore, ‘a door made of glass’.

qualia modification, as shown in (9).

[

door

Kageyama (1999) visually illustrates such a
(9) glass
CONSTITUTIVE ROLE = X

)

(Kageyama (1999: 56))

In this manner, the lexical semantics of an N-N
compound is compositionally interpreted.

2.2. Qualia Modification in RA-N Expressions

Based on RAs’ classificatory function and
the synonymous relation between RA-N and
N-N, we claim that RAs classify the type of
nouns in a way that their base nouns specify the
semantic type of one of the arguments in the
qualia of the head nouns (cf. Beard (1991));
namely, similar to the semantic composition of
N-N compounds, that of RA-N expressions can
be the
modification. In fact, we can easily find all types

also captured based on gualia
of qualia modification in RA-N expressions, as
illustrated in (10).

(10) a. CONSTITUTIVE:

monochromatic drawing: ‘a type of
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drawing that consists of one colour’

b. FORMAL:
triangular diagram: ‘a type of diagram
that has a triangle form’

c. TELIC:
insecticidal compound: ‘a type of
compound that is used to kill insects’

d. AGENTIVE:
nuclear electricity: ‘a type of
electricity brought about by the

nucleus’

For example, the base noun monochrome of
monochromatic in (10a) specifies the semantic
type of one of the arguments, the CONSTITUTIVE
role, in the qualia of the head noun drawing, as

illustrated in (11).
= monochrome [CONSTITUTIVE ROLE = X ]

Analysis

(11) monochromatic ~drawing

3.

To answer the question raised in section 1,
we argue that contrastive environments have two
significant roles to recover and identify the
deleted head noun. First, contrast ensures and
highlights that the stranded RA in the predicate
position has a classificatory function. Second,
contrast contributes to identifying the qualia role
to be modified and, further, to recovering the
deleted head noun.

3.1. Two Roles of Contrast in Recovering
Deleted Head Nouns
Let us look at the first role of contrastive
environments. When an adjective appears in a
the
interpretation is that it is a QA. This is the case

predicate  position, most  common

even when the adjectives have prefixes. For



be
interpreted as being an RA, it still has an
‘drab’. This
ambiguity is resolved by a strong accent on the
prefix, as in Those drawings are
MONOchromatic (Togano et al. (2019: 17)),
where the adjective is interpreted only as being

example, while monochromatic can

alternative QA interpretation,

an RA. This example highlights the first role of
contrast; the contrast ensures that the adjective is
not a QA but an RA. The strong accent on the
prefix here presupposes the other alternative
chromatic drawings, such as those mentioned in
(12).

(12) dichromatic, trichromatic, quadrochromatic,

multichromatic, achromatic, etc.
Such a supposed alternative set, naturally,
indicates that the adjective in question classifies
a certain type of noun (i.e. something related to
chrome). This set further enables us to consider
the second role of contrastive environments. The
alternatives in (12), together, evoke an image of
something consisting of colours or something
with colours, and this associative relation offers
a crucial hint to identify an appropriate qualia
role to be modified, that is, the CONSTITUTIVE
role. This process further recovers the deleted
head noun. That is, we can identify that
something (partly) CONSISTS OF (some) colours
with drawings.?

In this manner, a certain alternative set
clarifies how the RA in question classifies the
type of its modifying noun.

3.2. Disambiguation of Attributive Modifiers
by Contrast

Our

identifying the qualia role of the head noun to be

claim that contrast contributes to

modified is further supported by considering
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RAs’ attributive modification. For example, the
RA-N expression presidential company in (13)
is open to certain kinds of interpretations.

(13)a. a company established for the
President’s sake [TELIC]

b. a company established by
(ex-)presidents [AGENTIVE]

On one hand, when the RA presidential specifies
the TELIC role of the head noun company, the
RA-N expression means (13a). On the other
hand, when presidential specifies the AGENTIVE
role of company, it means (13b). Therefore,
presidential company is ambiguous at least
between (13a) and (13b). Then, how can the
interpretation of presidential company be
disambiguated?

We argue that contrastive environments
significantly contribute to restricting the reading
of RA-N if

presidential company is compared to financial

expressions. For example,
company in (14), we can fairly say that its
reading can be restricted only to the TELIC one
as in (13a); in contrast, when compared to
national company in (15), presidential company
only lends itself to the AGENTIVE reading as in

(13b).

(14) John belongs to a presidential company, but
Mary belongs to a financial company.

(15) John belongs to a presidential company, but
Mary belongs to a national company.

Such disambiguation of reading can be carried
out by the explicit contrast of a but-clause,
which results in identifying the qualia role of
company to be modified; financial in (14)
specifies its TELIC role, and national in (15)
specifies its AGENTIVE role.



The same holds true for allergic illnesses in
(16), where the reading is also ambiguous
between (16a) and (16b).

(16) a. an illness that consists of allergy as one

[CONSTITUTIVE]
caused by allergy;
[AGENTIVE]

symptom

an illness a

complication of allergy

Such a two-way reading can be disambiguated
by the RAs in the explicit contrast of a
but-clause; diarrheal in (17) specifies the
CONSTITUTIVE role of illness and viral in (18)

specifies its AGENTIVE role.

(17) John studies allergic illnesses, but Mary

studies diarrheal illnesses. (cf. (16a))
(18) John studies allergic illnesses, but Mary
studies viral illnesses. (cf. (16b))

Accordingly, the above examples demonstrate
that contrast contributes to clarifying how the
RA classifies its modifying noun.

4. Implication: Japanese Counterparts of
English RAs

Our analysis has interesting implications for
cross-linguistic variation. One form of the
Japanese counterpart of English RAs consists of
[Noun + classifier + -no (genitive marker)].
Nagano (2016) calls this form Expanded
Modifier. For example, the underlined part in
(19) is an expanded modifier.

denki
electricity

(19) genshiryoku-gata no

nuclear power-classifier GEN
‘nuclear electricity’ (GEN = genitive)
(Shimada and Nagano (2018: 83))

Compared to English RAs, Japanese expanded
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modifiers do not need contrastive environments
when they appear in a predicate position, as in
(20). When classifiers such as -gata or -yurai in
(20) are attached to the noun genshiryoku
‘nuclear power’, the expanded modifier can
appear in a predicate position without recourse
to contrastive environments (see also Nagano
(2016: 84.2)). The lack of classifier thus leads to
low acceptability.

(20) Furansu denki
France  GEN electricity TOP

genshiryoku-{gata/yurai} da
nuclear power-classifier ~ COP.NONPST

no wa

‘French electricity is of the nuclear type.’
(TOP = topic, cop = copula, NONPST = nonpast)
(Shimada and Nagano (2018: 65-66))

Our analysis explains why such a difference
exists between English and Japanese. Japanese
classifiers such as -gata and -yurai have the
specific meanings, ‘type of” and ‘derived from
or originating in’, respectively. These classifiers
explicitly indicate that the relevant modifier
relates to the AGENTIVE role of the head noun.
Japanese classifiers thus contribute to achieving
appropriate qualia modification, which precisely
recovers the deleted head noun (cf. Shimada and
Nagano (2018), Odagiri et al. (2019)). This also
holds true for the rest of the three qualia roles as
shown from (21a) to (21c). Indeed,
classifier uniquely specifies the appropriate

each

qualia role.
(21) a. CONSTITUTIVE:
komugi-sei-no ‘wheaten’
wheat-made.of-GEN
b. FORMAL:
sankaku-kei-no ‘triangular’

triangle-in.the.shape.of-GEN



c. TELIC:

satchu-yo-no ‘insecticidal’

insect.killing-for-GEN

Since Japanese classifiers express specific
qualia roles, expanded modifiers can establish
certain qualia modification by themselves. For
this reason, they can appear in a predicate
position even in the absence of contrastive
environments. Japanese classifiers per se show
their classificatory function. On the other hand,
because English RA-forming suffixes such as -al,
-ic, or -ary do not add any specific meanings to
their base nouns (Levi (1978: §4.2.4), Bauer et
al. (2013: 314)), English RAs do need a certain

factor or environment to highlight their
classificatory  function, i.e. contrastive
environments.
5. Conclusion

English RAs are known as modifiers that are
only used attributively, but they can be used
predicatively in certain contrastive environments.
We have revealed the relationship between
contrast and N-deletion, and argued that
contrastive environments significantly contribute
to highlighting RAs’ classificatory function and,
further, to identifying the qualia role of the
deleted head noun to be specified by the
adjective in question.

Pullum and Huddleston (2002: 538) point
out that some nominals appear in a predicate
position (e.g. a cotton sheet; the sheet is cotton).
In future research, we intend to address the
question whether our analysis can explain such a
nominal predicability as well.

* We thank the audience at the ELSJ 14th
International Spring Forum 2021. We also
extend our thanks to two anonymous reviewers
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of the ELSJ for their suggestions, and to the
informants who have kindly answered our
questions. We are solely responsible for the
contents of this paper. This work is supported by
JSPS KAKENHI Grant Numbers 19J10598,
19K13218, and 21K20031.
NOTES

! The type of copular sentence resulting from
nominal ellipsis indicates “class membership”
(Nagano (2018: 83.2)), such as, This is a good
idea (Huddleston (2002a: 53)),
semantically of the same type as This is a weed

which is
“This belongs to the class of weeds’ (Huddleston
(2002b: 271)).

2 One may wonder how the stranded RA in the
predicate position alone can refer to the qualia of
the deleted head noun. We assume that the
stranded RA does not have direct access to the
target qualia structure; instead, its relationship is
intermediated by an abstract qualia structure,
which applies to nouns in general. This abstract
qualia structure is schematically specified in that
it has four roles but their contents are not
saturated. It is accessible once the relevant
adjective turns out to be an RA, which, due to its
attributive nature and classificatory function,
evokes the existence of a noun following the
adjective even on deletion. Such an abstract
qualia structure may be regarded as a nominal
counterpart to the skeletal Lexical Conceptual
Structure templates having certain unspecified
slots that Kageyama (2007) assumes in the
analysis of the suru of mimetic verbs (e.g.
burabura-suru (mimetic-do) ‘loaf around’).
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Ethical Dative in Forming the Get-Passive”
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1. Introduction

This paper analyses the origin of the
the
reflexive-causative origin hypothesis (e.g. Givén
and Yang (1994), Toyota (2008)), but revises the
earlier research by considering the ethical dative

get-passive and lends support to

as a key element for the emergence of the
get-passive instead of the reflexive pronoun. In
determining the origin of the get-passive, the
usual two lines of hypotheses may not be
adequate. The causative reflexive source is a
better candidate for sure, but the onset of
grammaticalisation is triggered by the language
contact with Old Norse (i.e. replication).

This paper is organized as follows: it starts
with presenting typological oddities of the
get-passive. Then the ethical dative is introduced
using Indo-European languages, and then its
presence in the history of English is reviewed.
Following these, impact of language contacts
with OId Norse on the formation of the
get-passive is studied to see whether the ethical
dative can replace the reflexive pronoun.

2. Oddity about the Get-Passive
The get-passive is a common construction in
Present-Day English, but its origin has been
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obscure. As pointed out in Toyota (2020), the
etymological origin of get is a loan word from
Old Norse geta ‘obtain, reach’ (13" C). The
get-passive emerged around the 18" century, and
an earlier frequent archaic serial verb get rid of
was frequent in Late Modern English period,
and rid is also originally from Old Norse (13"
C) and OIld Norse loan words were frequently
involved at the initial onset of this construction
(Toyota (2021)).

Furthermore, the use of ‘get’ as a passive
auxiliary is very rare cross-linguistically, only in
Norwegian (1) and Dutch (2), ‘get’ is found in
the passive structure.® Note, however, that in
both languages, only ditransitive verbs can be
passivised with ‘get.” It is also interesting that
the ‘get’-passive is also found in Norwegian, a
daughter language of Old Norse.

(1) Norwegian (Askedol (1994: 246))

Han  fikk tilsendt

he get.Pst send.Pst.Prt
bokene

book.PI.Def

‘He was sent the books/The books were

sent to him.’

(2) Dutch (De Schutter (1994: 471))

Ze kregen het uiteindelijk
they  get.Pst it finally
toch

nevertheless
‘In the end, they were sent it anyway.’

3. Ethical Dative

Among the Indo-European languages, the
beneficiary or adversative reading is sometimes
overtly expressed by adding an extra argument,
commonly in the dative or instrumental case.
This use of the dative is known as the ethical



dative. For instance, nam, the dative form of mi
‘we’ in (3b), is simply added to a neutral clause
(3a) and the pronoun in the dative case denotes a
recipient of adversity.

(3) Serbian
a. Beba place noci
baby cry.3Sg at.night
‘The baby cries at night.’
b. Beba nam place noci
baby us.Dat cry.3Pl  atnight

‘The baby cries at night to our

detriment.’

Gamkrelidze and Ivanov (1995: 291) claim
that the
beneficiary which is always co-referential to the

Indo-European languages have a
subject, and the object-oriented beneficiary
never existed. Note that a self-beneficiary is a
part of numerous characteristics found in the
middle voice, e.g. Vedic Sanskrit yajati (active)
‘s/he performs a sacrifice’ (said of a priest);
yajate (middle) ‘s/he performs a sacrifice’ (said
of a person for whose benefit the sacrifice is
made-), and the middle voice and ethical dative
denote a similar meaning in Indo-European
languages.

3. Ethical Dative in the history of English

The ethical dative may not be a common
topic in English linguistics because examples
have been rare throughout its history. Visser
(1963-73: 633-635) says that it can be still found
in Middle English, as exemplified in (4), but its
occurrences were marginal and rare. However,
the paucity of this construction can be an
advantage, and it proves to be extremely useful
in solving the mystery of the origin of the
get-passive.

179

(4) Middle English
Envye ... bynymeth hym the love of alle

goodnesse.

‘Envy takes away the love of all goodness

from him to his detriment. (c1386 Chaucer,

C.T.1676)

4. Language contact and the origin of the
get-passive

As argued in Toyota (2020), the origin of the
get-passive is heavily influenced by contact with
Old Norse, and what has to be noticed is the fact
that Old Norse had the productive ethical dative,
as exemplified in (5). Since this structure was
practically non-existent in earlier English,
contacts with Old Norse made speakers of older
English notice the construction existed, and the
ethical dative could have been replicated. Data
from earlier English also suggests a beneficiary
or adversary was normally expressed by a dative,
a reflexive pronoun or later a nominal proceeded

by to or for (s.v. OED get v. | 183, 18b).

(5) Old Norse
Geirr
Geir
honum skot-in
him.Dat shots.Nom-Def
‘Geir sensed that his shots were being
wasted (to his detriment).” (EB 222)

sinni at
his that

fann af

felt

skynsemi
of reason
eyddusk

eroded

A construction with a dative beneficiary
started to appear in English around 1300, as
shown in (6). Earlier instances of reflexive
pronouns are scarce, and the ethical dative
seems to be a better candidate for the origin of
the get-passive. In addition, get itself was not an
Anglo-Saxon verb, but a loan from Old Norse.
from Old be
underestimated, and it is argued here that the

Influence Norse cannot



ethical dative also made it possible to use get in
a ditransitive clause (i.e. (6)).

(6) Old English

Ay was he bone, to
always was he ready to
gete [Cott. Fete] his  fadir

get his  father.Dat
venison

venison

‘He was always ready to get his father
venison.’ (a1300 Cursor M. 3502 (Cott.))

5. Causative origin revised

The causative can be a source of the passive
voice typologically, but what is unique to this
origin is that the passive can denote adversity,
e.g. the Mongolic and Tungusic languages, as
exemplified in (7) from Evenki (Tungusic).
What is unique is that the actor is expressed in
the dative case, which is a residue of the earlier
causative construction. The adversative passive
shares the same morpheme -v- with the causative,
and the case marking on the object is the only
way to disambiguate the reading. See Toyota
(2011: 101-104) for details and refences cited
there.

(7) Evenki (Tungusic, Nedjalkov (1993: 195))

a. mit homoti-wa
we-Nom bear-Acc
eme-v-re-p

come-Caus-NonFut-1PI
‘We brought the bear with us.’

b. mit homoti-de
we-Nom bear-Dat
eme-v-re-p

come-Pass-NonFut-1PI
‘We were affected by the bear’s

coming.’

180

The adversative reading can also be
detectable in some instances of the get-passive,
but not in the be-passive (cf. Toyota (2008:
164-172)). This

get-passive is not derived from the get cum

is a clear sign that the

adjectival complement clause as previously
often argued, and that the causative or other
sources are involved in the origin of the
get-passive.

However, Note, however, that the beneficiary
is normally associated with the subject in the
Indo-European languages, but the ethical dative
the
and not

normally  denotes adversity.  Since
get-passive can denote adversity,
beneficiary, it is more likely that the ethical
dative can be a part of the original construction
for the get-passive, instead of reflexive pronouns.
Thus, contrary to arguments put forward in
previous research, the causative cum ethical
dative is a better candidate for the origin of the
get-passive. The ethical dative may take the
form of a reflexive when a subject referent and a
dative NP are co-referential, but what should be
noted here is that it is not a simple co-reference,
but rather a sense of adversity/beneficiary
should be present at the initial onset of the

development.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, possibility of ethical dative as a
source of the get-passive is examined. Contacts
with Old Norse has been studied in the history of
English, but its impact on the formation of the
get-passive has been overlooked. Earlier
instances of the ethical dative in English can be
a replication from Old Norse, suggesting that
influence from OIld Norse is indeed deeply
rooted in the English language, even more so

than previously assumed.



Due to the paucity of actual examples, it is
rather hard to come to conclusion at this stage,
but both reflexive and ethical dative can be a
candidate for the origin, but judging from the
characteristics of typological data, ethical dative
should be considered a candidate for the original
construction instead of the reflexive pronoun.

* This research was partially supported by the
Japanese Society for the Promotion of Science,
Grants-in-Aid for Scientific Research (C) [grant
number 20K00666].
NOTES

1 Abbreviation used in this paper are: Acc =
accusative; Caus = causative; Dat = dative; Def
= definite; Nom = nominative; NonFut = non

future; Pass passive; Pl plural; Prt

participle; Pst = past; Sg = singular.
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1. Introduction
This
indefinite singular noun phrases in English that

article deals with proverbs and

are used partially like pronouns and explores
why they may be used in this way.

This article is organized as follows: Section
2
complements matter linguistically. Section 3

shows why proverbs in logophoric
examines the first-person orientation of generic
one and generic indefinite singulars. Section 4
explores the relevance of Goffman’s (1981)
production format of utterances to formulaic
expressions such as proverbs. Section 5 argues
that proverbs are assigned indefiniteness by the

Authorless production format. Section 6 offers a

pragmatic account of marked discourse anaphora.

Section 7 concludes this study.

2. Pronouns and Proverbs in Complements
As is commonly observed for complements
of verbs of saying and thinking like (1) (cf.
Dubinsky and Hamilton (1998), Nishida (2019)),
pronouns, but not definite noun phrases like
epithets or descriptions, can corefer with the
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matrix subject (where i stands for coreference):

(1) John; thinks that {hei/*the idioti/*the
senior office worker;} will win.

This is a logophoric complement in which the
third-person pronoun represents the reported
speaker or thinker in the matrix subject, and is a
substitute for the subject’s first-person pronoun
(cf. Kuno (1972), Siewierska (2004)).

However, like pronouns, proverbs with noun
phrase subjects may occur in such complements
and their subjects are taken to corefer with, or
more precisely, represent the same speaker or
thinker as, the matrix subject, as in (2):

(2) For more than 20 years, John has woken
up at 4:30 every morning and has started
working in his office from 7:00. He;
believes that the early bird; catches the
worm.

This shows that pronouns and proverbs of this
form overlap in distribution. To separate such
“logophoric” proverbs and the like from the
coreferential pronouns, let us call the former
“co-topical” readings, because, as in (2), such
proverbs are used to talk about the same topic as
another referring expression in the local context.

This study aims to answer the question of to
what type of pronouns proverbs are similar.
They are more similar to pronouns with
co-topical readings than coreferential pronouns.
3. Generic One and Generic Indefinite
Singulars

Proverbs like the one in (2) are similar to
generic indefinite pronouns like one, which is
oriented to the first-person. Moltmann (2006:
267) observes that in (3), the complement with



one is fine as a general statement if John alone
can, but doesn’t have to, see the picture from the
entrance, but the complement with people
requires that people other than John also can see

it from the entrance:

(3) John found out that {one/people} can see
the picture from the entrance.

According to Moltmann (2006:265), in (3),
generic one involves “inference from the first
person,” which “is licensed in a (simple)
sentence establishing a generalization based on a
first-person application of the predicate.” It is
fine even if John is unable to see the picture, for
he can simulate anyone with normal vision.

It is necessary to consider the following
quotation from Moltmann (2006:269) to clarify
the role of simulation in genericity:

First-person-based genericity is genericity
based on simulation, rather than theory
about others. More precisely, first-person-
genericity is based on generic simulation: a
property is attributed to anyone in the
relevant class on the basis of the speaker’s
attributing that property as if to himself,
while abstracting from the peculiarities of
his own situation.

In this connection, Moltmann (2006) uses the
following examples to show that generic one
sentences tend to mean the sense of requirement:

(4) a. ??0ne has a nose.
b. ??0ne lives in a big city.

Sentence (4a) is unnatural because it talks about
a fact about the face that is hard to be a

requirement for anybody. Sentence (4b) is
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unnatural, too, but, in Moltmann’s words, it
turns to be acceptable “in a context in which
living in a big city is considered some sort of
general requirement, so that the sentence would
describe the fulfillment of that requirement.” Put
differently, the sentences in (4), at least as they
stand, do not involve simulation in which the
speaker has to identify with others.

Moltmann (2006) also argues that the first-
person orientation of generic one has another
version of “inference to the first person,” as
exemplified in (5) with the comments cited from
Moltmann (2006:265):

(5) One can get cancer from too much sun
(though I never did).
Inference to the First Person: Generic one
is licensed in a ... sentence stating an
(already established) generalization that
is to allow for an immediate application
to the first person in the reasoning

relevant in the context of discourse.

In what follows, | argue that the inferences
from/to the first person are responsible for the
co-topical reading of generic indefinite singulars
and also that of proverbs.

4. Generic Indefinite Singulars, a(n) N

The “inference from the first-person” also
comes into play with generic indefinite singulars
like the one in (6), where a Christian is better
than  Christians, the
unacceptable in the reading
complement is a matter of Jack himself:

and Christian s

in which the

(6) Living in a small house himself, Jack
Sanders believes that {a Christian/
Christians/*the Christian} should live a
humble life.



This parallelism indicates that generic indefinite
singulars (a(n) N) are used as the same way as
generic one, and this is exactly the case.

Nunberg and Pan (1975) argue that indefinite
singulars can be used as subjects of generic
sentences only if the sentences have predicates
expressing the properties that the subject
individual has through its class-membership.

To cite Nunberg and Pan’s (1975:416)
argument and their examples, as a generic
sentence, A programmer is smart is odd, but A
good programmer is smart is fine, because
smartness is required as a class characteristic of
good programmers.

Since they express

requirements of an individual for class-
membership, generic sentences with indefinite
singulars as subjects are good at conveying
prescriptive meaning, as shown by the fact that
A programmer should be smart turns to be fine.

Thus, in (6), the individual in matrix subject,
i.e. J. Sanders, can easily simulate the life of an
individual described in the complement and take
it as a matter of himself when the latter is
expressed as an individual having the same
class-membership properties as him.

A similar observation is available from
(1977:187-188) with  the

following example with a vocative name:

Burton-Roberts

(7) Emile! A gentleman opens doors for
ladies.

This sentence with an indefinite singular subject
invites Emile to open doors for ladies, because it
implies that he is not being a gentleman now,
and more importantly, it invites him to make the
inference to the first-person.

The co-topical reading is a characteristic of
indefinite pronouns like one and indefinite

singulars that stand as subjects of
generalizations about class-membership. They
invite inferences from/to the first-person, which
then is satisfied by the local speaker who applies
the generalizations to himself in simulation.

This argument is extended to apply to
unspecified individuals described by proverbs
with noun phrase subjects.

Here, we focus on generic sentences with
indefinite singulars, and do not deal with those
with subjects in the forms of bare plurals and
definite singulars. In English, generic sentences
of the latter forms are different from those with
indefinite singulars in generalizing over kinds or
superordinate classes rather than over class-
membership (cf. Krifka and Pelletier (1995)).

Like the one in (2), there are proverbs whose
subjects are definites, but they are on the whole
closer to generic one and indefinite singulars
than to generic definites in expressing the
first-person  simulation; their indefiniteness
comes, not from their forms, but from the fact
that they lack what Goffman (1981) calls

“Author” in their production format.

5. Indefiniteness Assigned by the Authorless
Production Format

Goffman (1981:145) decomposes the notion
of speaker into the following three roles:

(8) Production Format of Utterances:

Animator: the sounding box from which
utterances come

Author: the agent who puts together,
composes, or scripts the lines that are
uttered

Principal: the party to whose position,
stand and belief the words attest

Goffman (1981:229) argues that one or two of



the three roles can be omitted, which is reflected
in the three production bases of speaking in (9):

(9) a. fresh talk: Animator, Author, Principal
b. aloud reading: Animator, (Author),
Principal
€. memorization: Animator

(9a) is a speech in which the speaker fulfills the
three roles all by himself; in (9b), he has only to
fulfill Animator and Principal; in (9c), he is just
an Animator who does not make any words by
himself, and has no responsibility for them.

The speakers of proverbs are cases of aloud
reading without authorship, because they equally
have to say the same prefabricated expressions
every time, but are responsible for their words.

Proverbs are formulaic clauses for advice. In
the
speaker makes himself an instance of the class

using proverbs positively for himself,
of people who accept their advice. The speaker
also makes their referent an instance of the class
of cases that justify their advice. Thus, proverbs
are qualified as marks of class-membership.

In these respects, proverbs are assigned
indefiniteness by the Authorless production
format, as represented by AN INSTANCE OF in
the following interpretative convention:

(10) [AN INSTANCE OF [The early bird
catches the worm]]
The pragmatically assigned indefiniteness
accounts for why proverbs may be used like
generic one and generic indefinite singulars,
especially for why proverbs may be used like
pronouns in complements and in discourse.
In (10), AN INSTANCE OF invites the
indefinite generic reading for the proverb, which
then invites the first-person simulation. The
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indefinite interpretative convention qualifies
proverbs as clausal generic expressions.

The following excerpt, taken from Tharps
(2010:55), is an example of self-referential use

of The early bird catches the worm:

(11) The clock read 7:59 A.M. when Kate
strode into work. As she passed by
Danyel Green’s empty office, she sighed
with relief. “The early bird catches the
worm,” she said to herself. For the last
few weeks, Kate had been forcing herself
to get to work by eight A.M.

In (11), the self-reference by the proverb results
from the inference from the first-person.
Because the first-person simulation of
proverbs belongs to pragmatic inference rather
than to grammar, it also works for proverbs
preceded by other determiners than the, as in

(12), taken from Howard (2007:280):

(12) ‘Returning to Hollywood six years later
was “difficult’: 1 have not had the [film]
role to show my talent’, she said, ‘And I
may not be pretty enough... or someone
is just more marketable at that point than
I am... | don’t fight that because | believe
that every dog has its day ...’

Thanks to the convention in (10), the speaker in
(12), i.e. Diane Venora, is an instance of the
Authorless proverb “every dog has its day.”
Similarly, proverbs are used for discourse
anaphora, as in (13), from O’Loughlin (2007):
two lives

(13) So these

intertwined, that it is impossible to think

closely were

of Sartre without evoking thoughts of de
Beauvoir, and vice versa. Birds of a



feather flock together, and certainly, these
two philosophical writers of communistic
leaning had much in common, so much,
in fact, that they seem intellectual twins.

In (13), thanks to the inference from the
first-person, Sartre sees de Beauvoir as he sees
himself, and vice versa, giving an anaphoric
reading to Birds of a feather flock together.

These facts indicate that proverbs are clausal
counterparts of generic one, and that their usage
in context is governed by the indefinite singular
[AN INSTANCE OF], as in (10).

6. Toward a Pragmatic Account of Marked
Discourse Anaphora

Proverbs in discourse receive pronominal or
co-topical readings irrespective of the formal
differences of their subject noun phrases. This is
because they are assigned indefiniteness via
their Authorless production format, rather than
via their forms. The co-topical reading has a
pragmatic rather than grammatical origin.

The pronominal use of proverbs, i.e. the
co-topical reading, builds on the simulation of
individuals in matrix subject; it disappears if
they do not simulate anyone, as in (14):

(14) For more than 20 years, John’s father
woke up at 4:30 every morning and
started working in his office from 7:00.
However, he went into bankruptcy at the
age of 55. So, today John doesn’t believe
that the early bird catches the worm.

In (16), the embedded proverb under the negated
matrix clause remains a matter of anyone.

To The
proverbs comes from the fact that they are

summarize: indefiniteness  of

Authorless utterances. Like generic sentences
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with one, proverbs express what one should do
or simulate. As Zhou, Majka and Epley (2017)
argue, people often use their own experience to
simulate the experience of another person, which
underlies the co-topical reading of proverbs.

The discussions so far invite us to ask
whether co-topical readings carried by proverbs
and indefinite singulars are more primitive than
pronominal anaphora. For this question, consider
the following excerpt, from Swift (2000):

(15) Frank Randall had three sons: Michael,
Eddy and Mark. That was fine by him. A

farmer whose business is  rearing

livestock knows that the sums extend to

his own offspring. Sons are a good

investment. His wife couldn’t argue.

The indefinite singular in the second sentence
has a co-topical reading about Frank Randall
without being embedded in a reporting clause.
To make an analogy to Kuno’s (1972) Direct
Discourse  Analysis, co-topical indefinite
singulars in reporting clauses, as in (6), are
similar to logophoric pronouns like the one in
(16a), but those without reporting clauses are

similar to the logophoric pronoun in (16c):

(16) a. John expects that he will be elected.
b. John expects, “I will be elected.”
c. John was thinking. Oh, would he be
elected?

Kuno argues that the first-person pronoun is
shifted to the third person in the transformation
of direct discourse in (16b) into indirect
discourse in (16a). Yamaguchi (2009:70) notes
that free indirect discourse like that in (16c)
represents the topic person’s words and thoughts
as included as part of the current speaker’s



words and thoughts in their dialogue. This
account applies when the represented person’s
words and thoughts feature personal pronouns.

However, the free indirect discourse of
indefinite singulars like the one in (15) does not
need transformation from direct to indirect
discourse, nor the current speaker’s inclusion
into his own discourse, because these formally
third-person expressions can be qualified as
first-person utterances via simulation.

Without reporting clauses, or even without
any other represention of the words and thoughts
of an individual, indefinite singulars are used for

self-reference by themselves, as in book titles:

(17) Memoirs of an OId Victorianist, George
Levine, Published online by Cambridge
University Press: 05 August 2020.

This means that the first-person speech is not
primitive, since self-reference may be performed
with

pronoun is a generalized pro-form for indefinites

indefinites; instead, the first-person
as well as proverbs whose topic is the speaker.

Various sorts of Authorless proverbs and
nonspecific indefinite singulars may be used to
refer, primitively by inference, to any person,
first, second and third, and then reference to
each person is given a generalized pro-form in
grammar, |, you and she, for example. As the
referential, or co-topical, use of proverbs and
nonspecific indefinites belongs to pragmatics, it
may well be supported by a common inference,
and thus be found in any languages in the same
way. By contrast, since rules of pronouns belong
to the grammar of a specific language, they may
well differ from language to language.

As Yukio Hirose pointed out, this account
can apply to the co-topical use of generic you, as
in (18), a quote from Waddles (1991:83):
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(18) And when people who are poverty

stricken, they don’t allow themselves to
And |
believe that you cannot go any further

even think of beyond that. ...

than you can think.

Generic you can be co-topical with the matrix
subject, and in (18), with I, the speaker. This
indicates that sentences with generic you also
follow [AN INSTANCE OF] in (10)

Our account makes sense of the fact that
there are many proverbs whose subjects are you,
but first-person pronouns like I and we are not
used in proverbs. They are not fit for indefinite
generalizations about class-membership, nor do
they express what another individual
simulate. In English, you is the best choice for
that

individual can and should simulate (cf. Bolinger

can

proverbs express norms which any
(1979)). Like proverbs, sentences expressing

norms tend to be Authorless utterances.

7. Conclusion

Proverbs conventionally express indefinite
generalizations about class-membership via their
Authorless production format, although their
subject noun phrases are formally preceded by
various determiners. Their indefiniteness may
invite inferences from/to the first person, which
is the source of their pronominal use.

Proverbs are clausal generic expressions
qualified as indefinite singulars by the [AN
INSTANCE OF] convention, and require at least
two separate clauses for their co-topical readings,
which pragmatically explains why pronouns
require two clauses for coreference, because
they are pro-forms for indefinite expressions that
are formally clauses. This may be a pragmatic
reduction of the Binding Condition B effects (cf.



Chomsky (1981), Levinson (2000)).
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