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Academic Listening: What
M o= %'F_(:-Ia%;lg _|2|;I||gql%;;?;|<i0" Multiple PREC in Multiple situational variables may
- === 7<.AIO§ Opacity motivate L2 learners to listen
H3wx S8= to academic lectures?
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A
(&2l thetan)

0. A&

2 259 0] & (Minimalist Program, Chomsky 1993, 1995)2 Q17F10]<] Axkel
RO 2 3k IRA AMS HAHo Ao w JHHeta, = ¥E (LF)9 &%
A3 (Interfaces)oll A-&-5+= “RIAE2E 271" (Bare Output Conditions) ©]£] <]
3 3 Haslelee HLaFAPACAMTY Edete] BHuh HTo] ZHolE (Phase
Theory, Chomsky 2000, 2001, 2004, 2007, 2008) 2.2 A8} BAsHA Hlch. FHo] 29| aj4)L
THolgt Eele TAM A4k 54T o727 B4R Astad ek 0}‘43} Aol A
o] Mol % Fa3F JTS b Aot o2 TH Y AR slo] 25 HAF| &Y
T & AR IUS R 3 A dAbs o AR O]Eiﬂr = A}
ole gt FAMA ALY AdEol F FH9 HFE-F, onH FEHEH =4 AP
A o}tﬂ gﬂzﬂg o}cg;] H]-_‘:;q Eljr :Il;q];doi A4 s}

—\.l -lﬂ o ﬁi

o ddE EAERE o]

(Spell-Out) &2 &3tA Al al

2183} (Linearization)= 1A, o@ g %3:} (Prosodlflcatlon) 01

D7 A3k ¢ el aen A N33, ¢85 od J‘ A& B3l EnlE S2A

A Hol st 5 FES A0 ] A3 =4 tdeg dol vk ZadM= &

FoA AxtE AHEo] 25-7A AA (articulatory-perceptual system)] 3 4] <
[}

l:‘é}L Eh—f:u }52 o s, =oje) %ug% &
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&‘ﬂ
l
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& qn
o,
ol
e
X0,
fr

X o
Mo
2>

A A, o] HHI} £, zalal % el ke ek Qe . %%%Xﬂ, ellipsis
5] EAE Chomsky (1993, 1995) ©|% Ao} % =5 FH o2 4mE Aol

1. A8} (Spell-Out)

FAELE FA AR =93] Mol B3 (Merge)oll o8] FALE = SAME 725 94 29
BA ol (1)9] FERE FAM A4 B4 dAE vERd a-o® SAM 84 Bt &
O FAH 84 ask Bt (B, o} Z‘E‘Q O]FiL Bt a T o= Aoy AYgHo=
FARS Al ErkD o] FA FAE AEE FAF BB, T = T FAM 24 yok WEstd
¥{B{B, J}}& 7438 T WHEA %‘u#i FEFH W JAgdn
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olFA WS Fall FAME SAH 7271 3]]*31 T AgHez A7) fsis ¢
Astebe AH S AXA Hed, ASPE Qe A AA|, of| Fxel A8H=7t she
= A5 vl gAi gE2A E45 0] gk 33822 Chomsky (1993, 1995)b B
o] wpA|ut GAoA or] #E AR e =YIHE HUla 34 34 FHe 5=
steh dZA A wEbd 27] HAaF ool B EAsE SARFAlA ALt
AA 7271 dA EAstE = Ao g2 FFE A Chomsky ] o] 2
(Phase Theory, Chomsky 2000)< 7] HO.2 3l Ho} 52l md=z
sloll= Uriagereka (1999)%] “tt& &£A3} 7Fd (Multiple Spell-Out
1o 3 o2 2eA k) Chomsky (20000 FA18tE ~=w«o]z}
A3t 39T E (0P, CP)oll T} H o2 HEH e oz F43a,
A 7hest AR ES AT ECE Blle ¥ & #A- "o
Ha rem| g o] ol e} st TERF 2o Hol"E dF
t} (Chomsky 2001).
82 BAsts £ o FAAHSE 71Eshd, s oP/CPe 2
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Hypothesis)” ©
EgE= BEALE
Ho H2ol=
(Transfer)” 9] 2
rEAs e yaa gl
Chomsky (200 )l
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(2) a. Single Spell-Out b. Multiple/Cyclic Spell-Out
SO1

N

LF, SO, PK

SO; /
\ LF, SO; PF,
PF
v / \
P

LF LF,

/

Fn

1) 28 ()AXE (B oo HFe] olf= MEE FAE 9oz (BB, a}E FASHATH
2) Uriagereka (1999)9] “th% TAHs} 7HE72 FAH spapAolA orl2, &4 ARe siaiid =
4 2o G E Ho]Fth= Bresnan (1971, 1972)9] ololtjolE nlgte g2 stz Qloh



(Uriagereka 1998, Nunes 1999, Bobalijk
2002, Richards 2004 ), Kayne (1994)¢] A& t-§ 2] (Linear Correspondence Axiom)ol| A]
A5 ol AR Q3 “AHdEF O] (c-command)” 9} B2 FAME FR et ‘] 71979
HE ol M et Y7 oz I whg dAdbe] BxAde] Hastd Aold.

ZE2 02, Chomsky?] o]&olA EAste 2F o] A H = Al olA = w2l
Hol o A&H= 8oty 2t FA AFsalxol A} A, ofd 2ol &
F1be] EAlE saiuitt H e A|Zbo] theksit) o2 S0, Urlagereka (1999)l] &JshH FA¢

sh= (A7 o1k Frtorh H Ao g WA EA48EA F 5 UuA] 2453 “Fold
(command path)”7} 2 wjulct 48531, Epstein et al. (1998)0l] &JstH A8t F FA}
2 QA47ke] yto] dojd wimit; H-8-5 31, Grohmann (2003)9] 2]3}H “Prolific Domain"3)
olg}il FE= FAHH @7t £ABLE A= AR FETh

A7 ofd FARA W Fel A& E=e] A9 B st A= Chomsky (2001)2] A<t
< oA AHE Da7t ok Chomskydl o8t EAkshe = AA o A 8dd7 By =
el HojQl VP/TP W&ol HE5 i, o] vg|oje} Aol &9 =l o= Aok
TASt Y. S52e] A S AAd 282 F Qe ol e weF =i AAd A&
% 7é—°r T84 A& olTe AWT F flv= Aotk F, ] 7HAE ] AH o A E
218t 2 HE] A A O 2N £34 AE o]FS ATt @=T (escape hatch)E
3l = 2ot Chomsky (2001)= =S HlEFoZ & o3 dike] A 84
a32 ofef PICE FAststa it

ot
HI
o
o 4y &
°
ﬂ m“'

CEE 25 S NGS)
= HPE ZFets =W ZPolA, =W HPe) 7}4Ae] olele] 9, = wgjo] H

(o) G FAA $89 HgL W 5 gk

1281} Bouchard (2002)N A= A A=A %0] o] FAstE of = H

o] By = ujz)ols} AHol} A Holew AEHGE Ae NIH EAES ob]
AL, AR AojRtg A FH e wejo]eh Hojrt 0}‘/} @492 FEotsts A=

o G (of Fup 2007) B9 EAL FA0] 018 £ ek AAZ FE AR} EA3
FIYE FH3= FA=E A+=Hl, Svenonius (2004), Fox & Pesetsky (2003, 2005), Ko
(2007) &9 Fo] 7} 2 5 91\:} 71M vP/CPet & =l AA S TASe] G0
He A5 A7IE F e AHA] £A4= vE (3)9] PICo #adE EAolt =, = XA

oot T

e A

e KR

3) Grohmann (2003)2] ‘Prolific Domains"& tH-5-3 2tk
(i) V-domain: licensing thematic relations (argument structure, specific theta-roles)
(i) T-domain: licensing grammatical properties (Case, agreement, verbal morphology)
(iii) C-domain: licensing discoursal dependencies (topic, focus, Wh-, clause typing etc.)
4) Phase Impenetrability Condition (Chomsky 2001):
At the phase ZP containing phase HP, the domain of H is not accessible to operations, but only the
edge of HP.




(et=3elofnrstsl 2010 74880y
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}’i—x}ﬁ}ﬂ HojH ) o] Fo] Bag WFE I EASIEHERE 83 AL o]Fo]
& Zlo]7] WZolth. 22y} 58] ] EAsk} ] IHe] A EE AlA

Al 7Hgskd EA7F HA 48 = AT (cf. Inaba 2009). A ZebdE, =82 A
735 ak9l =) spgAtE]| o] 247t 9] HH e JPEAE R o] Fste] S-S S
ske] o] EAtstE kAl 7P e 53] A7 H A= ¥t Chomsky (2001)%
Heke] 7HgS st e 9o 7Hgol a3l

(4) Phis T8 R Phol A s)4/37bEs)

=, 3h9] Y A Hrhe v A9 e o2y Aol SdEThE (4)9] 7S Phio
A8 Phyt A E = A AA dojdtrs 783 duid-ssittarl 2 o, 35 E2135}9
A HF S ddol #F A7l Qo] B 22 HJZS E F A Fe= HA
Aare] 7FA7F ekl 2o
AF7HA f-2le EAsE ARG 9] o= Al A, ojE T HEH=AS
A AW Rekth #A s BAREY] AREo] S¢5E HolHe 7] GAld A
2 FAEY 54 a9 Tx (5, 3H)d H&Enes Aol /g dukAo® whop
1\:} O FARR-SR Y 27] dAA dojuke BR8] 3
HQ171? Franks (2008)°l oJ&h, wAtsteh Aojx 938}, A, 531 59
e BT Xt HHoltk ofgdll= ol g EAste] 54ES F A
A3l #H FAES F ol AFFHoE AR A St

e
=

2. o¢] A ¥ 3 (Linearization)
S

H oo Bl BALLIM ] IS T BALY B9 S Rl E Ads) Uz 5 A
w95 do 2 Witete F)e) 245 Alole] ol FAHEAE etk Y e BAHL
A AE5= A 8= Al (dominance) 9} A E% 9] (c-command)9} 2 F2F 7)ol
3 YA BEALE 245 7o) A= 1 AYoA] AFHA %-}l;—u}_ ]% =0, o}
)1 ast B Alole] A&BAE Aoz Anater) 3
BE A3} 2 pr} oF AP = AL l'i«;q]ﬂ- %) %L_;_q.

Lo

®) a. X b. X

/ \ / \
a [§] [§] a

)% EF BAH SAE 1o HPVAY WHE AL SFolAW oFH UG

523 Ak (locality constraint) = 52X 02 X|Hjo} JEF 24 /doz & JF o
gt oA E 50, o} (6)F B2 EFAA wh-0]F2 7 Ak (strong island constraint) 2]
HHko 2 vl EHA Rl o] =, o= CP7F NPl &3) “2H Au)" == 745 doju=
THA dtoh

5) Ph; is interpreted/evaluated at the next relevant phase Pho.

0



ofgl) (7)3 22 <F HdAeF (weak island constraint)e] 735 HA = °
of| Zof] v = ] oksitba & 4= QEd), o]y A wh-A& o] W9} mE] Aloof “AE
Bolshe ® T aavh AYshEs Aol FEHE EWA Sl

(7) 2?Which book; did John wonder [cp whether/who wrote ti]]

et ol F e FRAS ;‘4«] e AEAQ e Auiet AiFol AdS ol&ste W
o]t} Lechner (2006)= A €27t 84 F 7He] AYJAE 1A R 554 +%
2191 A al A of 7 4}—'5} A& “AHl 74 (Dominance Hypothesis)'o]2}al S oF8 0 2

FAskaL Aok

(8) A¥l 7}A (Dominance Hypothesis)
FAL el AYAATYE ofd AdEF o/ A uBA o ] Eg}e)

HE B, A AARE G A2 o5l FY Aoke APBAzR
d] (Williams 2003; Johnson 2002, 2003; Fox & Pesetsky 2003, 2005),
8 7} (Precedence Hypothesis)"o]gt & 4= 1T (Lechner 2006).
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ri r\r

(9) A3 7} (Precedence Hypothesis)
BAF A= AEFol/ A BA T ol A AA | ]E3HT}T)

2P FAME 8459 oee ot ¥
HAFoH BHoR E uf oo I = 52
o8l AR EhL FAgT FAMHAA M-S 5
2o 2 N EEF 317] 93l TAFY ATRELS SFollA BEEA] A sty ofof gt HY
37F ol A 0101141:} , oo H¥sle o AR EAStEH 2 AES T
Ao g dojdtia & 5 3L, olH 3 HolA AFste £A435 e} A =824 S Fa
HEZ o= Jojdtta & 4 itk

Uriagrereka (1998, 1999)l &Jst™ FAMY Fx2= B} Zola] Zof sl el
AE o] YARE 7HAEL oA DA 02 AFFA 2 AY 7 Aok 28 SAH oA o]
Fof o]Z¥ TR A (terminals) 52 8 F 02 A= 7] 93] LA HFIE
oF gt} o] ¥t HH= o3 F (lex1con)9Jr SAMH O HAHE FX (tree) ©
ougt & HRIZHEH T2 F UL oI H e BAHOE ofFd #3 ARV Ao
UAThaL & o, v A2 73] FAMT RS A EAlo] B3 FRET oy} ojd JHEE
ool #F FRE FA|] 7RI lojof e ofw|giTh

aEo SAFEZR e AEERE AFR eAs AEA =2 F devk AF5HH

e + A7k Chomsky (1995)=
ol A BARRe] 217 ghs EYHel o)
af 9 727 Zo-AA AA NN e=

ﬂJ

6) Dominence Hypothesis (Lechner 2006)

Syntactic principles refer to c-command/dominance, but not to precedence relations.
7) Precedence Hypothesis (Lechner 2006)

Syntactic principles refer to precedence, not c-command/dominance.
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o] AZ e ¥ HES FolM AdFd F 7HA 7Hd e Sl A2 ARzt

FAE Alcke ANAAE T Aetel AW AFH 2o N TRRaEY oJEE
T 7z J=AATRE £23HE A5 9 £ £9°] Kayne (1994)2 ofs2 “H]
N34 dE%F 0] (asymmetric c-command)”ell 93] E&E 4 vt FA3=H|, 4
o] 7hdo] Aufel &3] FojEriar &t ol AR AMAAZRE spdT &
Atk
Kayne (109)€ ol<:3} B X0l 29 712 S8, 5 (03 Ve SAES 31
N A2 92 AA ST FA)o BEAMY Y=

<
X,
fru
=z q
o,
2
X
rO
F
™
it
kTl
e
ﬂl-?{J
N x
%0,
rr

dugEE AAstaLAL s SAFEERH AAA $AHE BE57] A% darggel F
23 ol f, obel (1) TRAAM a7} BE AAFT A LR ad) B7F HAR 2
FAYE “EEEde Ae YrlsiAls &7 wEelth

(10) a. AFelE BAHo= ol A3tk
b. ol & 02 oS Rl FHex %t
c. ANFAIE = bgE HUFAES HolZ %4'8}7(] or=r}.
(11) /\
Y Z
|
a B
Kayne®] #Igte] &A1& “vlt) 2 JRE o) Adld], BATZRAAN FER29 o
S HFER2E 7o vt 3 /\éﬁ'—%(ﬂ ARREH =€ 7 due Aotk &, 724
0% g =o 9x9 Wy o e 9o MEs Asris =olt HE UL T
(Linear Correspondence Axiom (LCA))E]— B o] Yl oo = 71x] AT ©Eol

uo gatapl geld & Aok

(12) a. Totality Clause:

7 Foade) A& FUALE 247 AWea H2E MyPHon AEE
3} mother nodeE 7}X|aL lojof 3t}

b. Antisymmetry Clause:
Foad 9o dlug 4RE0lY £HE AAAE @ 4o WFTas)

Sl o He.

CAYl g

Kayneol o]t stupe] SATZ7E 919 F £S5 4SA12 W) 2 :VIZ:%
kil Z7} oA Totality

o
s 4 Qo ol& F ¢y FAIFO=Z olF|str] H3l
ClauseE WA 7)|=A] HAL.

—%r



(13) T
/ 0\
U Y
I/ 0\
a W X
I/ \
B Y Z
[ /N
Y 1e)
13)°lM q, B, ¥, 6 TELAECL, T, U. V, W.. Z& HlFEAEo|th (13)dA 9] Z+

JEF 15 3= mother nodeE 7FA 7] W EF Totality

(14) a. a= Udl oJaf A|uljs] 1z,
b. BE Well o8] Aujs 1
c. U WE 8|t A /\gl-;%oq sl

(15) a. a= Ul 23 X]HHQ_TL,

b. ¥ X (QLYMI A= 2,
_‘l

Antisymmetric Clause= T 719 F@QAE AHjste BT H A7) 247 EATOEZH
Argke] vt AEEo] AV A A= ¢ "Ahe 2ot ol (16)S EH Fu=E
a9} BE UL lola Y, W..ZE H=ge Aot

(16) *y

/
W
|
Y
|
a

'm—[\]—></

(16)°] 9 Antisymmetric Claused] 7S 07| =45 F ¢ FAZHCZE AHEH 7 &
o}

(17) a. a= Wol| oJaf A|uj=|a,
b. BE Zol sl AwjE
c. We ZE Bldd AEFol gk



(sr=olofarets] 20108 Agstare] D

(18) a. a= Yol 93] A|uf=aL,
b. B= Xol| 93l A==,
c X Y& vlUH AJETo] stk
(17)3 (18)% E¥3H4d, a2l mothere B2 motherE BITHA AR50 3ta, FAld BY
mother™ a®] motherg HI% JiE-Fo] TOZH Antisymmetric Clause®] 713 7|4
g8 o 2= gt
upR|Eto 2 off (19)9] o= TT8 A7t A A JiEFo] BAE o]F 7] sl 283

23t mother nodes7t §l5 2.2 Ql3llA] Totality ClauseE ©17]A | 7-F-°lth

(19) *X

(20) a. a= Xoll <) A|uj= L,
b. B&= Xl ofa Auj= A,

c. X& X& HIA A&l stA ¥=

LCA®} #HAste] AF7HA] AEe WE&S 1) 2 AA o7 A& By v
2o AA, (22)-(24) oA AT =] o], (21)9] FZEolA 2t &9 f‘%ﬂi

{Mary, John}, {saw, Mary}--2 ZtZ} Bt AiE-Fo] #A ) U= vl

3 Q0B 2 Totality Clause®] 31 THEAIZITh =4, (21)9] Z“’}B-ﬁ\—‘é

o] £A7F JHE] ofEo] FEHE A57 IS E 2 Antisymmetry Clausefl] x4
A e

(21) TP
/ \
DP VP
[\ / \
John V° DP,
| /—\
met Mary

(22) {John, met}:
a. DP;2 Johng A|ujj3s}ar
b. V& met& A|uj3}aL,
c. DPr& V'E vty AE50] 3

(23) {John, Mary}:
a. DP12 Johng Awj3s}la,
b. DP;x= MaryE A8jjslaL,
c. DPi2 DPE Wt AEEof .

10



(24) {met, Mary}:
a. V'= metS Au)3l1,
b. D& MaryS A|ulsla,
c. V& D) vt AESo]
et Kayned] LCAE 95422 B w2 AR = WF7F B @2 A9
Aol drhe As BoFo2A AFole vEols Addsta, reoles Rojg A
= X-ol 29 dutslE e s =&skal vy 28y Kayned] LCA7}F X-0] &9]
g 25 d53lole 2 7 £A S0l Ak dE 50, U (25)9] 7E= LCAE ¢
=8 I o= AAoIS} THFAT'= Aol shute] vFaeis FFstal 1o “of
2 AET” BAE o] F2EH Antisymmetry ClauseE ©71th.

==
T=

5

Loné":’nE

I}
H
o
1=}
.

b5

o

)

(25) TP
/ \
DP T
| / 0\
N T VP

| |/ \
John -s jog

(26) {John, -s}:
a. DP<= John< A|uj3}a,
b. T'= 2 Au)slx,
c. DPE T'Z Bty AR S0 3.

(27) {-s, John}:
a. N°& Johng Auja}aL,
b. T -s& Aujsta,
c T N'E vltd &S] g

ol @ #Alo] thal Kaynee 2E Ao} Rrlofoln F3b FARI X FARE EA)8}A]
gete Aks I 5, 919 (25)9] TR TE TPE ¥4} z}i_\:}%:— &J j, =Egd

Kayne®] o] &0l A Tﬂ‘ﬂ«] ol o YA thFolA =R AHEAL ot (28)9] TFxRAA F
@8 42l interesting™} books & A 1‘%%01 gto. 24 Antisymmetry Claused] 7S ¢
Wt Kayne2 ©] #A418 AiEEolY e 47 F4F 2N sf4dst=H]8) 1tds] o]of
7] 3P Joho] Fxo| A Z7F (segment) S X v‘i'— o] TAlNA AHTt= ok =, (28)°ll
A NPy 27tz A'9F AR5 #Al Eo7kx Yevhe Aeolth

— O-

8 FAMCeE +47 ArFole) Fol et 2ok
(i) a and B are categories (not just segments thereof)
(i) no segment of a contains B (=a excludes [3)

(iii) every category dominating a also dominates [3.

11
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(28) VP
/ \
V0 NP;
/ \
AP NP,
| |
A’ N’

interesting books

(29) {interesting, books}:
a. APT interesting= *|uj3}1l,
b. N’ booksS A|H|&}1,
c. APE= N'E HItly 450 Fh

(30) {books, interesting}:
a. NP,= booksE A|Hj3}az,
b. A%E interestingS- AWl 8},
c. NP A'E Hlgid ARFold.

webx] 9)9) (25)9] TN FHFAF TS Frte] 722 TPR 2314 N'sh A5
HAE olE F YSEZ Antisymmetry ClauseE == 4 Ut slolth

T2 3 Uriagereka (1999)% “ths #4431 71437 &toll A LCASH BEF 919 EAd)
3t thekS AAF Kaynedl LCAE & ¢ 7tdstAl 71&shd v F

T Aot

(31) a. Base:
If X aymmetrically c-commands Y, X precedes Y.
b. Induction:

If X is dominated by Z, and Z precedes Y, X precedes Y.

T WA GAQ Blb)= H3FT FE2E 7 Aol AFstE % A, Aol WF-e
A2EL + ET8haL A FA e BE

[AES AYTd= A 2Wstr] A3 714 & + Ut Uriagereka (1999)= (31a)
B e 02 Aoz AYdE 4 i s

o]F T A4kl =dE T 7Pk, ol EdHE Agole A E AU B ol F)
(frozen giant lexical compound)” 2] FE]Z book®]} chair2} %
SHAl AEFo RN BE HIHY AEFolstA dokal F43910)

9) Johnson (2003, 2004) %=¢+ Uriagereka (1999)%F frAFEH F7-2 3h=d], Johnson®] &A1 |A] #)7gojse} 7

12



(32) a. XP b.  XP
/ \ / \
YP X => a X
/—\ / 0\ / 0\
Y B B
LCAE Chomsky (1995)¢] ¥1#} F*5% (Bare Phrase Structure (BPS))oll %83l 7 -5l
T EAZE A S e, of 33)01M FHLRAQ] {met, Mary}Z} BIHH 2 250} B4
o = HFTEaro AujE TA 7] WZol Totality Clause £ o HOEH AP35}
2 it
(33) X (met)
/ 0\
met Mary

old] 3t H A © 2 Hornstein (2005)2 LCA+ &4 o]y FH S (silent node)oll+= A&

Aetolzhe 714 sjoll thee] F 714 75 Ae AXGT 3 WAl e
Wl AAE (3)2] F2e DS & FHEE 295 LCAS 91 met, Mary) ]
A= 583 TAVF HA &=

(34) X
/N
met DP
/ \
D Mary
7 A Rt o 2=, Chomsky (1995)7F 7183 2 (35)el A ¢k 2ol o3l et F stts
°]FA171¥ {met, Mary} Alojoll Bt &5 BAZF o] Hof Totality Clause 7S
TEAZ A "o
(35) X
/o \
met; Y
/ \
ti Mary

7hole & o 7t 24AER FHI HYFAL Y g SAERY EASLE WA AZ & FAH
Astel] A= (renumeration) B Thal E i,

10) Uriagereka (1999)9] &4, & o5 EA8E 53 LCA9 A9 COD (Condition on Extraction
Domain) @735 AWsh=tl wl-¢ F-&sitk & 5 ok ofd &AM A7) DPst F-7toll PP7F
EASE WA AR F A Al A=dEva 7Pgskd, ov] shte] HftojdE nAEo] MY
DP$} PPE 2 WY ojdl 24 % o5 T3 2A Hoh

(@) a. *which book did [pr a critic of t] meet you at the conference?
b. *Which book did you go to class [pp before she read t]?

13
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o] F 74A s BF LCA A& Al EF oy FHFE BT FAgE B
A= A HSo|t) *E‘X]i Kayne (1994)2> &22 HI@A|A Q40|22 LCAY &<
LA b=kl 7Hgskal, Chomsky (1995)% &4/ EARSE 22 2oe S5 AR A

o]7] Wizl wo] LCAd o H¥ = % ga 7t givkar 7P s 18y LCAVE &4 0]
U FHFE A89 diddA ALt AF & A=) k712 4 Atk Lechner (2006)°]]
olahH, A, LCAZ} A1 WFowt H&5H= 3%, Golsh o] &< LA F o]FolR
Eo] Adste Y Totality Clause 2718 $]6leHAl Hlo] Ad3t2 5= gloh %ﬂﬂ A
= T LCAY A&S wrete 7H8L BALo|& (Copy Theory)d & = fith 5,
LCAZ} A-&4 G A= 24 deArte) +HE A g, Y W9 BE “occurrences”

Qog, BAE LCAY HA§L WeThn Zpgstd, oMol e BAE 19 ¥k LCA)

LS M = Aot "k ofgl (36)0l 4] DP7} o]&3st7] Aol o= DPE vt &5
SHAIRE, DP7F vP9] A o] AR o] 58 Fol= 2318 DP7} vg Bl &5 3HA
Hoh et HAFS LCAS A &9 U2 Be 79, o] Antisymmetry Clause 71
AAY utsiAl €
(36) oP
/ 0\
DPi v
/ 0\
v VP
/ 0\
DP;

o]¢} o] LCAE &3 uj o]Fo
FAstA] eth wEbA] o] EBAlE 3o A BALY] A
olgfoll o= A3lel B F WA sHEdQd ‘A

g
™
e
>
e

o
2

& o9l thofof shoife] wAlE 12
F EAE A7 W o B st
3 =

BEE S

22 A3 71T ol

HollM -8l FEEFE ool YHG= 7MY, = AS 727 AH
= Auj M Stell AF 3] ZATE FAZ R ojgA AHE F I=AE
oMde A 0] FAF &l AFS 7Hxv= Ay 7M. st A=
TAZE AGA GFAA=AE EHR LA T

$A dFsklxel 71E4] ool WEtE HAL e olF Y IS Algee AFAY
W2 Aok AEEo1e] Nde ol8she R0l vy ol F e 23S AP =49
Adste] AHstd e 245 A= (Williams 2003; Johnson 2002, 2003; Fox & Pesetsky
2003, 2005), ©] &A= Fox & Pesetsky (2003, 2005)2] +41S T4 02 AP £A41& tHF
312} gt} Fox & Pesetsky (2003, 2005)= o™ 8.4 oF o]&A1Itta & o, o& HAISH=
Aol ofzt 574 Al olv] Hed oF U HAAE AP (re-merge) 3= AolZh= 7H
aol, ao) SAADE A1 B HAGIAN, Z 71 Aol WEE QA BHD W
o FART. IR0 498 ol @ SAAAE el BUlA £4E AReE Qo) B

ro
<2
A
o
T
of
o

14



"2
[
<2
k=]
rhu
1o
0z
fot
El
dn
12
iR
rh

_/

5 F 9 FAHeZ [dP3}7] Aol Fox & Pesetskyo] o]&S o|dljst=d] 2483
g 712 o & 7HgS Aelstd ofge 2o

(37) ol & (Ordering Statement): FHRAE9] AA0 Aol dis HjEE

(38) a. ofcHi = 7 wASE F 99 vpAel] =R E o] =A% (Ordering Table)l
F7he
b. A8} 42 CP, vP, DPo|th
c. A¥3 BE Y (Linearization Perservation):

A 9959 A8 A B4 99 Yol AE BT olBl g JFL
WA, 7 245 Oﬂou oAE B9H02 DA Goby SARE B
HE o&MGE (15 S0, a<h, B<n)B EFHAE SraTh

d. A3 B
O A “os'E FERAA o) sk (28) 2471 B A WA (49)

e (39)94 452 59 4, WA BG4 93 Coof ve T
SeRoA AFske B4 99 D WelA “Xe] v

oft
o
o)
o
id
N
o
%
fz
by
O

Og =

o gat el aq wﬁ an AYAYE A4S e B Aolch Deoz B9 arh 242t
4 35tol (39b>o1 AR Dofeh A Tx}i} oga—% YAk s, Do A e A
3 uld e B @ Aotk
Aol 22 B7be 3, oA %7
P Ee Aol

(39 a [o X Y] o z=Hld: X<Y
b. [0 aB[pXY] o E: a<B XY
B<D --> B<X

olF 9 1S A¥s) 217 AZ3te] A= Fox & Pesetskyd] o] & oA d3 3}
dolEe] HUBAY} oA ABHEAS B o PANeE AvnE e 2ot @)
g2 BA o EAR-olFo] 89 CPY 9% 7PdA S AX w84 olsS e AL
2 AE-9Fd AT (scope reconstruction), all-3+3 (all-stranding) 3
A R F-5 53 AFH stk EAE gEAROl S o CPe
o} d}=7}o]t}. Chomsky (2001)& ©] A4S PICE A3t}
Pe] 7HEAEE AA Lk st RS CY Holdl TP7L WA #FA8tE 7] uf#
2 TP7F BA8HE AR 7] Aol vlg] CPe] 7HEAte] & o]&al 3lojof stk

5
-

)
0%

o

= N IR

2 >
)

(40) I wonder [which book he thinks [cp _ Mary read ___ ][]
| 2 | 1 |

11) olu} “wkxel} “3 A7} eJpjate AL ot B AAE BRFE FYsHE Aol

15
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Fox & Pesetsky= (40)9] o]iZAl-ols oA Tt e S F538t s AbS

(41) a. °lF 12 3}9] CPY| oj&=g “FA" I
= 39 CPe ofe=g AR

Fox & Pesetsky= (410)9] 542 23 14 Aapr} opym T49] 21utE %3S 28
= B Aolga FAIH = o itAk-olEol sl CPe| 7P E ‘?}E/\l AAF Sh=
AL Agste 2315 WHEAT17] fdl ARl R olghs Aotk T Ak-olEo] Zhe
H3 54 B8 FAdsr] s A E 8 o5 R UPAAEE SaA de
o579 45 Hluwste] & davt ok
(2= X7F =48 99 Do U PARRRH a9 AFHOE oJFUES HATH.
_0_

31
s,

AA o] EAsE 99 Dol AFHHW ANZe oleFuIt 712 ol R (X<
Y<Z)oll 57}2 Zlelth ol Do) A2E AFAHRE DY 7|E oJFEH R (XY, Y

2 fA5Hed, ol X7t e DI A% Al fiskm U] e 7}
webA E213F g 9 AR olF (382 AP} BHE HHS %#‘5}{—
W9l ol A s eEE ol Fold

W) ARAIE B2 olF
[0 ... XapbtxY Z]

ojulE: X<a X<Y
a<D --> a<Y Y<Z

oPAE o] Fo] EAgh o) gt ohd el AR Yol B A
SR obeh ()M YE BAsE G99l gAYt obd el N 2R ad A% R
CIESALE, el o189 oI ol sk Blsiel LA ol
& ol&4 17} DY JIE SRR (XY, Y<2)oh WA HE FAE A eE Aol #Mw
A a<D7} Julske A&, AFH 02 w7t X AAFTHE AQH, DL AAE J1E

HE X} YE ARATE AR RS v Red o

@) AN B BE )%
*[D’ . Ya [D X ty Z]
I

oleH] E: Y<a X<Y
a<D --> a<X Y<Z

16



(42)} (43)<9] H]
Z70] $Ysithy, DI 9
Fulge) Beg dor Lue
Aol ol o) WE=A] 3h9] CPe) 55) o) 5shok e AE 4

AA o} AL Fo CPo) 8% AR AR @0 2o o|5UTHY, 49l CP
SHRE 39 PO oleA R} B os)A Ho] A% HFHY ole e EEtE
o AshstA @ ol

(40) I wonder [which book he thinks [cp __ Mary read ___ ][]
| 2 || 1 |

. :—‘—zg Qoioln AAR 71ze] A3} ARE HED 5 YE B, 0FE T I
o WbgAEle] AAEREE TFes
AYE} 4794 goH, G99 ALY 5 £BH FE 475

(442)] AEHQ |2 Zghriilotols] B o] ol
A=, SH 1o YRS} (Holmberg's Generalization)2 ¢# %1 o] #4-2 23kt d]ofo]

4REA} C2Z olET Wl BHo|E 0P} 92 ol F ek BAolth. (et B
7} B o]E3 A-f-olal, 45b)= FAE o FsHAl BaL FAont o] 3 AR HIEH

S 2

(45) a. Jag kysstey henneo inte [\p tv to].
I kissed her  not
b. *Jag har henneo inte [.p kysst to].
I have her not kissed

3l Fox & Pesetskyw OSw= vP9] 71| 29 o] °] ol e} vP7} Ak
HE W3S Tk e WollA dofjue ol ddolgtal 4312
& B3l sy, (46)elA vP7} 2A8bE 08 0S7} Yojub=d], 0]

E3h= (46b)Y o5 FEH = v, 7]EY oY ETE
T A%E 7L E (d60)9] ol ErsithE 7A4 ot}

46) a. [ V O] (ol=H) &: V<O)
b. [Cp ...V O adv [Vp tv to]] (Oi'ff‘HH . V<O)
C. *[CP ... O adv [vp AV to]] (oi.‘{,:_HHOEﬂ O<V)

12) #48} olFol= BAY o)%o] sVsalthe 719E PICE 7F498HE Chomsky (2000, 2001)2] o] 3He
Zol7h ek,

17
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(@6b)oI A, ®A BHol7h advel AFe R oEHT, (/b WHE olF FAL olERT 1
W, PEFE 9] OSE ‘HI7PEAE] 2 RE ] o]F otk 181} Fox & Pesetsky ] #241o|X &
1ol BA8E dele] MrbgAE 2 e Qolt ek e ool meo] QIE T,
5 A¥3 HE HAS £k ¢ AHS ol sds T3
U502, (44b)°] E4S YelllE o] 522 )34 22 ASFFEs & F
afterPS 3—34\-/] A% 71 el 7124 (landing site)7} gle EA8F F9o
which boy®] °]& °]% A& sh= 2A3] afterPU ] HA¥s)o} B&HA
Pesetsky= A& 3}o] o2 whFo] B7ls3tA € 47)Y &2 %
TZ2E T Aok FAAST gebs 47)9] dES APt L?QX] ¥omH,
7P E % 34 ol k &7 HA ¥eve s BHAFE 9

O

nm
s,
)
.31
e
o
X
&

0_1]1

g‘i
ok
—1> e
31

(47) John left after he talked to a certain boy.
But I don’t remember which boy; Jehnteft [adjunct 1s1and after—he—tatked—to t].

AFA Fee AP AN AAE W90 BepAow s Aste) Bzl

TEH ASEATE S T A 7 SAME dErt dEs el Aloke e
U= A8 7Hde] 94 ]’\1 ojse] A3t o gA A H=AE AVHEUT ta BolM=
ol ol FAR A (chain)o} Bste] Bate] Agkn W &4, 123 ellipsis -2
olgA A¥E F A=AE EVERIA Tt
5 949 28 2 4

& ZolX= 54 Chomsky (1995) ©] % FR9{sHA WotEHA 2 FAlo]&9] o]&4 wjd<
ZERs Al AW R AL, oY 7 BAO|ES VMRS W BEAME Y] SR FEE, S A
st e FFE BHjo]d FALSe] @5 of9A 2RI, EAR b8 24 THe
d@she oA 2AHEA, 29 BAMY Asde @Y ool 54 a9 W=
& EF A ol Vellipsis” @S XBAHOoE AT oZN FARE-SH e tig
Hop AFA9] olslE =Rstaat gt

o YurHAE AHgele

=gste Ae A2FoH

13) Fox and Pesetsky (2003)¢] 3 433} o]&5 w0l FH47] Aol &A17] =F 22 Ko (2007)
7} Atk Ko HFo] Ho] F&3 v AR gh=ole] H47] 2% A% Ao o) d¥d
Aok ARM & o FAHCR H4719 J¥Fs Yre EAS d9Q oPek CPE VIHCE &
ol Holwar, %X}ﬁ} G npgol A O‘OM TR HA7e ST ol Bes
st7] 918l 71 £ FYolM AAE oles BESkE W Wexnt dojdd= Aotk dE
o], P2 F <tollA Foi7} EZ—‘ME A vPA G upgol A Folu H2o7} RrbHow F4Y7
£ ettt AdAg 7129 oe’l Fol<hiF ol Ad BAIE FASkE W WollARt o]Fe]
ojufof grk= Zlolth A< %Aoﬂ A= Ko (2007) =

ﬂJlﬂ ji\, |‘-[o

—

18



E*}O]E & 24 Iz 54 2t OE HAA
“EAVE o]Eshs AlolBE, ve 91A]d e BAMY =2 AR e BAs EE A
59 (non-distinct) e (17T 1eW BAlo| o] HAE ol 21 FHL olsh5t7] 913}
ol (48)¢] W& ©]F T (pied-piped construction)= A B2} Chomskyw 349 E=E0|
THACE FHERAY, 29 =g 230l AT 245, S v, =, 74, =
SA-E 7 COEJ T 5]010]; hhar FAR) whebA (@8)oll A A4 (wh, )= A
&ALl ollB g AW = Fejrt HEd (@9)olAM ok 2ol &9 Aol dojuol
Kl

g Aotk
(48) (guess) [[wn in which house] John lived t]

(49) a. [which x, x a house] John lived [in x]
b. [which x] John lived [in [x house]]

T o]HlE 48)9] t2 EF o] ofug} o]Ed Q40 BAlEta /Mgt #AF o]E
A A o FolA Akanta 7Pga) Bat i = e elAe EAE 202 /Y]
ol (50)el A ek 2ol Aol Badt 847 ASFEH 1 Ao dval & 5 U

i‘
J

2 o

_1

(50) [wn in which house] John lived [wn in which house]

08l FEAN EAYHE £84 AR (5, CP) AHONZ o FH ALATE F} 2
g3 L B0)2] =7t =L Feol A A
£557] ANHE S§A-MT T27} Holof s, ol F A5 CPel A7) Al 2lE
axs F UnlA GRALTE B A, FA6] ofd) & Bl AE
LX} Bie) s BAL A (5, 40 4 woh

(51) a. [[which house] [wwint]] John lived [wn in which—house]

b. [[which] [wrin—tthouse]] John lived [whn in which house]
webA (51)2 A4S 7HESHAl Bk (49)9F 3-8k ol ot 22 =g H R4S Tt
2 g A He Aot

(52) a. [[which house] [wh in t]] John lived [wn in which house]
b. [[which] [wh in t house]] John lived [wh in which house]

Brlo| o] 7IAE A7 EFE g2 gt TREEQAM T BAE
HEHAS Ao)lEE @40 ol & By} A%Ye CE 9)Wsy] wEo)
o] 4 glol= & Awd 4 Utk (53b)Y each other T3+ ofel & EALY



o)
H
e
Q
=
A%
tot

| 20103 A Z St

—/

587 WEoletn Hu 51, (5l BEol Ty o] A A% FA mader} o
= walel shtel W92 S)4H 7] MFeletn BY 47 29E & Aok

(53) a. *Which picture [of Mary;] did she; like best?
b. Which stories [about each other;] did they; use during the campaign?
c. Substantial headway was made.

21%77}21 Fe= Chomsky (1995) 7b AQEEE BAfo] 2
%Q_i/yﬂ i/\].o]i,] ]E;Q ;q_%/\gg

oAYA 9E 5+ QEN F BAL
4

4749, 2AE 7o) 4Y
sols of® Y2 MALIP old G AXY BAS] BAE ETFF A W] SN
o4 of® o] ol AU WAL WA HEAo] B YEA ATES 2,
BAke W BAG A FAYES A =g dt

32 A9 &5

EApo] 2ol A o]Fol o8] wAYE 3 A o] Fe] BAlE EAlEd) o8| BF SR E B
£, o]g3 BAIE F o= Ao] Agyy dSrte] B &5 Aot v
Ao} SINaE S BEAE 91 ALSA AHPe Hatgo] ¥

ojgﬁ

AtEol Bok &Y Aotk a2y ddoje HAo Ao g HgHY 21E WA=
WEFo 2 HAgtEolof dthe HAFH BHAAE 3 MY FAIT EEHE He A0
A dAztolg} & 5= k. 2 THE A o]59 BALE T oL Ao HEHI I
Aolth. d|E 5o}, ol (54)2] JEE FolA (Bda-b)= HIA|IEHIL (54o)WHS HARI =& 2

PEE Qs FAs s el

(54) a. *John was kissed John.
b. *was kissed John.
c. John was kissed.

Chomsky'= BAIRS] Ak o F, ole} =REolA S-e3E P4 T2HOZ 1 e
ol Qe BALE SAH e AV AFFe AN SLRolA o) 71 e 9
o BAL weFolel sheAld] BANE Wk =92 A WAth BE B, Nunes
(1995, 1999)= 13 9] &3 FA|E Kaynee] LCAS} A|3le] AHsle st ©1& 1hes)
A 2fehd vt 2o o ZellA oln] = H ko] HAFE LCAS A& thde=z Hi
AAL LCAE $Iutsh= 2HE 7HA2H o & £91, of (55)9lA] DP7} ©]&37] el
v7} DPE HIt A E50] ARt DP7L 0P| A4 o] A= o]&d o= DP7} vs HIth
dE&T0] sl Aot webs BARS LCAY 89 o2 He 4, o]= DP<v, v<DPeh=
FeE AYSHE 714 9 Antisymmetry Clause 2715 9|dbshA] Eoh

20



(55) oP

7]

o}. Jﬂitﬂ Nunes® HAFE LCA«] Hes %Ltb_ % W BE BAFSO] o ISEHA g
AL LCAS 9IRS Flstr] Ak 7IAlgte Aol

2T (54b) S} (54c) Fol A o (Bdo)wro] AT EE0] HeETR S A w3l o
A o] #HErt EEEolok e B FAJMP BALE Fol & shu v Aopdevd
LCA2] 9utat= AAQE E==o] 2 Aol7] wEo] Nunese] EAloA] o] A& Els
oJuE 7Hth Nunese A9 BAME T 7HY 52 X9 FBANS U547l A2 vz
A2l 9] wiolgtal 43t} Nunest Chomsky (1995)2] o] &8 nlgto 2 &4 &7}
T3 FAAAEL ¢4 34 (Full Interpretation)S 9138l =2 FH 1t oy g} S A

T YehA = ¢ "rk= 71 shell, “3 4 A3 A A A8 HETE U 52 3He] BAME S
AeFste Aol A4y A& Agete A Boh o AAAQ S oot FAg A&
Eol, 56)9 =42 A HHS BH, Fof Johno] 9] TPol| o] 25 o Tohe] A4S
ol A ks 4 AdS AA o}ﬂl HH oA o o] Holx] ¢iA "ot 1y
SZE BALSE 71A 1A Y BAle 8] A AEHA RS A AEES TH] AdEo|BE 134
A+ AA e AAE § H o Aok giths HolA o H33g A RE S gt wet
A B B3 AHRE 878t S5H BALES Ao R o AAH &
F At Aol

|

(56) John appears to have been kissed.

(57) a. [tr [pp John].case appears [rp [prfohn}-€ASE to have been kissed
[orJohn]-CASE]]

b. [tp [prfohn]cass appears [tp [pp John]-CASE to have been kissed
[prJohn]-CASE]]

c. [t [prJohn]case appears [rp [prfohn]-€ASE to have been kissed
[op John]-CASE]]

wEEA] Nunes®] 4700 Q)
SulE A8t
oA ASEH= H
sk 7 o] Adw

A of A9 BEALE T shuvt W
7] 915k Aot 28y #Al= oA
Eolt}. Nunes7} F-712 o2 73 (58)2

A2 Ag3tel AAIAIZ] Nunes2] #2410 EAE A 7]3Hch
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(58) a. Afikaans (Due Plessis 1977)
met wie het jy nou weer gesé met wie het Sarie gedog met wie
with who did you now again said with who did Sarie thought with who
gaan Jan trou
go  Jan marry
"Whom did you say (again) that Sarie though Jan is going to marry?’

b. German (McDaniel 1986)
mit wem  glaubst du mit wem  Hans spricht
with whom think  you with whom Hans talks
"With whom do you think that Hans is talking?’

¢. Romani (McDaniel 1986)
kas  misline kas o Demiri dikhla
whom you-think whom Demir saw
"Who do you think Demir saw?’

d. Frisian (Hiemstra 1986)
wér  tinke jo wér’t Jan wennet
where think you where-that Jan lives
"Where do you think that Jan lives?’

e. English child grammar (Thornton 1990)

who do you think really who’s in the can

Tt Nuneste the-o] @go] 723k 919 BFe 288 A4 B4 3AS AF
She @Aolaa TR o7 FEG wE R AR B, AR B ) 0% we T
£ ddofol A £3) Br1H 02 Wgo] HE HAE A F1 Ao QE BAe] Fauv,
gro} (59)9] Sl ZolNAY Aze mejo] g BAL EHW WEYA Bo] Hrke
otk

(59) German
*mit wem glaubst du mit wem  Hans mit wem  spricht
with whom think you with whom Hans with whom talks
"With whom do you think Hans is talking?’

oA @ o4 AAE A0 S BAE AT GBAT (full wh-phrase)d) B
A A Bl Bk ol FUF Aojel (8q)sh BT tEE o] FE Aot

(60) Romani ((McDaniel 1986)

*sqve Chave mislinea save ¢have o Demiri dikhla
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which boy you-think which boy  Demir saw
"Which boy do you think Demir saw?’

Nunest o} (61)9] {m, p}o} 2] 5 AEFol A Ae 8459 ¥l Bt
Chomsky (1995)9] A|tS WrolEo] 99 EAES s dste] gt (61)9] Fxo14 (m, pie
MZ HUE AEFol BAC A 27] wjEel LCA o&) d&stE = ok o]
Chomsky= LCAE FHF (Morphology) ©]$%-¢ Z-&Hth= 714 3sfell, WA +2 N=[L m
pI7F FEIFA st “58-2 ©@o] (phonological word)'Z A+ =31, LCAE ©o] W&
e HEHA 7] fEd N& LCA2 F&S A geva F43,

(61) K

Nunes< ©]2 ¢ Chomsky ] T8 Wols4] (58)9] AR E AWsle=d], ol& dojollA

A 7t 28 oJFS T W CP A 301 A28 FA ol FsHe Aol ohet Cof
$7h2 %3 oBdrtn FAWh webd o5 Aojelx FejRst Brte] F29 [ Wh
& Aotk wre}

[0 ClIE 222 ©ol’=2 2748k 5o LCAA 24 A ®olA| gA Aot
A AT LCAY A §2 WA HE Baks Ao sk mee] i BAES
A2 elelnc melE At Aol o AR WeHE AL 714 25le] HAfol
=
%A Romani <1 (58c) 2} (60)9] ti= o]E A A= =71 Nunest Chomsky
(1995)¢] 7t & FEjRol A HhFEAe Co 2712 F gloe AHE ol (60)2] 9
JEAL = (B80)oh= B HUFA|BE HrEA] CPY Aol A2lE Fall olF3sof shaL,
HE o]d o2 Qlate] LCAS 82 WA Ha1, 2 thal LCAY] 9)wke 43}7] 93
7+ BA AgE AR ollEg HEHZAS Eao] "HoE Aot
2 LCASH AAIS A49) gl o3 Nuneso] o] ¥47} ¢l ,
Nunes®] #4J0l|x] oJ&AE7L CPe) Ao A2 & 538 o]Fst=rt Collo] F71E 53 o
Foloubs A AL 1 JBATI} Y9 BAT I ohifel Gl Atk ol E 5
o], 1] (58¢)<} (0= 1 &l 210, NunesE (60)0] HIEHH S AL 97 o] Eal7r}
of #7bd AE BRI} o8 1A dol'= ATAT & gl Wi HY JRATFE
CPe] A& A& E Fa o]Fafof &taL, ulE o] o]f W&o LCAY 2§ o} H]EHF
2l E‘*“’l gtk Zlolth. 2=k (58)) ol AE A, 53] F245 4% e
T O RAREIE ok K<l (38)9) o RANTES] FH-53] (58a)9] -5 W
= ?5‘?0] 817 &t} Tl U Nunes7t F43 U 2 (58)0 4] o] EALE ] %}xd O AL
7} olHE = COOH«] Brl2 B3 o)lE3tguhd npx|ek 712y ek Podof st} whek o] FEA}
7} Q] 71 ZEhE LCAE ©wolo] YRE & 4 gloma HAFstd 4 glojof gtk a1y
Nunest= wpA|e} 712302 CPel Agolz Bughozs Aol Juad) 8a BAHE Wit
& Nunes®| #42 Chomsky (2001)& 7H & @ ©% o £417F ®h. Chomsky
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001)ell <1319, ofel (620l A wPe] Aol Abelol W3E Fo] Johne THe] Agree L8-S
ol XP‘JA 6H44 7153 4 AAS AR A “Delete"d = Ut Agree ©]F Johne
TS| EPP A2 w20l TP A7go] A2 o]Fst=Hl, Agree?}t 2-84d $2 50| John?|
A 4L dEs] 2o olF AFUF LAl B 5 ok wEkA o= EALE A
AJA7F st A2 A 7HAl= AR ol RIzdE A e del el dsiM e 2=
T 81tk =, Nunes®] E4jo] w2 (62)2] F 7H] FAF T ol A= AT A7} gl7]
ol (62)= AP A7 Brled £Fos AdEojof gt

(62) [Tp ]Ohl’l—CASE could [vp ]Ohl’l_CASE see Mary]]

Th2 3HH, Nissenbaum (2000)2 Chomsky (1999)9] =743 =84 #x13t<] 73
HEo 2 A S Adsty vl A ofd AXTF EFHEA O B 7]EY Y-R
< (63)% 2 VM-S ok

A Adt AR @ AX F, 7bg we AXeIN BASEh

Sy ol g e AgRezE thew 2o B A Al BT (6da)olA, SEAT (=)
7k oPe) S8 Ao} Al o Fehe] (o, w)e] ANE BHATHL JHPS BA T (63)
o e A7t @o) ARN BEHAEE G Zolth ok d ANE T Aol BEE

£ 71E woksol W, SBATIL oPE ol the WY OB L S A, 71T A
A3 Ao olv] Rolf WEHNS T olF £HL + gl Bk F, () NAAY BA3)
7k CP SHol N thA) Z G HT S, qol oln Wgo] RAHYOBE wel A2e B
o] Fol® St grk

(64) a. [Up a1 [ Qo ]]
b. [CP [01] ...[vp a1 [ Qo ]]]

Nissenbaum (2000)2> ©]2}g+ &A1& afA3st7] #18l (63)9] 712defol Bt (65)F F7t
o= ARtgtt.

(65) EAst= 7t wio] WA gl H gk
melo] Hel B3t Ade Se7H e

699 8AE FAzte] G2 vielols] Arl, & BolZ FPANYOEM FAste]
Qo402 d2sksshl Brhe Rolth tA Weh, BASHE BE £8 483} st
AR oAase 5 AU FEAS AT A FLARE T

o) MEow (64 AHNF T EAa, (64a)e) TAGIA BB 0P WA o] 2L
& Zo] ol weloje] 4wl Vol A gHch weby S rielofs] Aujel a7t £A155)
of g AL olok 3, (63)9] ALl JHA kAN T e A 9A

14) =z (657t TASe EAsH 03@18 Chomsky (1999, 2000)¢] <& E7Fd %7 (Phase
Impenetrability Condition)®] #33h= &7 9% (impenetrable domain)Z} & &3] Ux|gict.
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gor=z W3S 5&stx| @A "ot ol o 2 YA e wS TH HE oo At
ofEE IR W ARE Uy TR Addth 522, E50] (64b)oll A&} o]
CP = o]2H, (65)9 H¥Elv a2l o =2 A9 & 34171t Nissenbaum]
FAE qHS T3 o84 =E2HAHNAN TASt e w0 R A&, 747t #4139
ANE AR AiE SF9 H44 AR Frtete o84 435 M-S ne e

1

T3 ol & £9, (66a)ol A HE]oQl H7F #AR2le] #4138} A wEA]7]17] 2
HP9] Ao A2 ol Fdhrhar 73l B} 18iH He 418} 282 (66b)oll A1 A7 H
A FEALR] ao] BALE EALSIA| AR H AT (64)9] YEle Ao meErt e A

AL 5&3A et wehA (66)2] B olFo]l =2 o] o] H&Hrt
A FA1A o]Fo|th

O .
a. a9 Uk [mp a..H [..a..]]
b. =H W& F99 FA3): [wp a..H ["..<a>.."]] (<a> unpronounced)

(67) HIEAA o] %
a. %Eﬂ LH/_S} 051294 E‘X}ﬂi [Hp .H ["... a ..."]]

b. a9l <4k [ap <a>..H ["..a.."]] (&> unpronounced)

Nissenbaum®] #2412 Aol &3 7 BAZA d4, S A= 7P =2 AdA &
St WS ETE AMES £33 A JHEES bigeE Z dwity u a3y
Nissenbaum®] #2430 A AFH A2 7[el EAE, S A7) g A=A o) oM dSE=
A4S 23 e EAHES TZFH o2 AYstrlde IdREZeolg & 4 Au A o
Ao Xe A HS #HStY (63)0.2 s e deldd TAVE 2 = Ae Ve AFES
< 9 FAFo=Z AvrE iz s
33 A9 TSI FHAF Ve AGE
320 = A 27 #F-E3F Nunes (1999)¢}F Nissenbaum (2000)8] =45 T4 =
AHHYTE o592 FHME Hulslo] S&FoA A9 FAE 7 =2 HA A
S5 Aol 7 BRI 4ol Ao we3 #Este] 7 sgH flshAl ol |

Asfol 7= sttt o] o= ol gt Aol thal HgH ez EAV 2 F = ARES
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A7 HZo AFES /2383 (Landau 2003; Bobalijk 2002; Franks 1999, 2008; Boskovi¢
2001; Fanselow and Cavar 2001, 2002; Hiramatsu 2003; Jo 2005; Jung 2004, 2007 etc.), A3 <]
2 #Ee FF AT AARS A St gk
Aol Aol AAlshe ARE TAAM 53] FEF M2 EAM g 3 o] Aol A
S5 A9Edd, 38 FEES A A FFE U] 29 A 3

oJt}. 1?4?& T v E‘r%kﬂ

o FEHE BT AX oF FAF A} of¢

o

(68) a. Hebrew (Landau 2003)
Liknot, hi kanta et ha-praxim.
to buy she bought ACC. the-flowers
‘Buy the flowers, she did.’

b. Yoruba (Dekydspotter 1992)
Fifan ni Tolt fan mi ni igba.
giving COP Tolu gave me case calabash
"Tolu GAVE me the calabash.’

c. Brazilian Protuguese (Bastos 2002)
Temperar o peixe ocozinheiro temperou (mas...)
to-season the fish the cook seasoned (but...)

"As for seasoning the fish, the cook seasoned it (but...)’

d. Russian (Abels 2001)

Dumat’ o Zenit'be (-to) on dumaet - no nikogda on ne Zenitsja.
to-think about marriage (PRT) he thinks - but never he not marry-self
"He does think about marriage, but he will never marry.’

e. Child English (Hiramatsu 2003)
Why did the farmer didn’t brush his dog?

ol M= o] e} FAFSE Aol YEl=H, Jo (2005) (cf. Choi 2001) 594 =25 9l%0],
699 dEEL FAY olF o] F thdd FEj o FAEo] Ao fH|A S T2
T AFE BHAFEH (69a)= DA SAMESE TLE BAPE AE SIA A TEEH S BT,
(69b-c)= ©lFE TAFFO] dR o], 12| (69d)E FAFF HA o] BEAML AgFE o] tlFA
2 uAE F deS o

(69) Jo_(2005)
a. [93)7} obF a7l [§3)7h o}F e mm-ol].
b. [[F8)7} ok smrle [} ofF am]m-ol,

c. [BE7} o} cm7)e [[G3h-otF o m]-m-of]].
d. [[98)7} obF cu7]= [[FSA-otF—efE]-m-of]].
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(70) German dialects (Fanselow and Cavar 2001)
Womit denkst du womit er sie verletzt hat?
with-what think you with-what he her hurt has?
"With what do you think he hurt her?’

AR 5 A (partial/distributed deletion) &0t} Edo, LB o] ¢, 28~
o] T T dojoll et FEoE BANY dRUE £ U9 AR e fA]d 8
o] R

_4

(71) Croatian (Fanselow and Cavar 2002)

Knijge mi je Marija zanimljive preporucila.

books me has Mary interesting recommended
'Mary has recommended interesting books to me.”

WA BE A Gl AR BREE, (72, d)o] ol (72a, b)ol] e
A el aage] B4 U] thE 9o SUH TAAECR YEd 4+ e HelF
£ o ESolt). o9}t BA3IY] Jung (2004, 2007) AL B A swo] frgojolut

¢ g 1ok e dojge] Yehde RuA A4 39 st oled

A4 EE @aol o 4
AAE0] BAE St oA 49E & QAT Eelala Yrky)
(72) Jung (2004, 2007)
a. 37} oA [o1W AIYE AE] oA ekskek
b. SIS [ReE HFol] ek
¢ 437} AL (oA AR AL oW AE 94X Wk}
d. Age] (HP3E) ke Fo ATt
So) FEE0] Holt SAES ool A% 7Fah 4, The tikd A9 e Azt
FE 9 Zolth 2o o] AFH AAE BAo| g, old @ TEEL o5 B
& AFEL a9 glo] F43he 202 o] Utk WA A9 TESo] BF o]Fo] o3
28 FREC|FH, A9 B AL Jd oA 49D F 927 GA =T A
5, % LCASH 2714 42 mEel Ao 714 B 91519 BA} weHths 7148 (Nunes

1999)0l 4 =34 T8t} AAISH 714 (Nissenbaum 2000) 5 A9 HAF & 3+ /it
73] 73t HolA 99 ARES EAE FEth B2 Nunes (199

£ SFRAARE o]n] AF3H%°] Nunes®] 412
Ho}p 29 FHAFoo|EY AHFAA BH oy HelA A7 2 5 Stk
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Bobalijk (2002) 590 <3} AIHE A2, Bate] WEe B & 99| BAPE Fal01A,
HS A (Feheere) 20 ¥E o3 54 Aok ofs) HeHE Hale] 9477}
gehd 5 ke 9ol
o & So], 2zit|unlololol| A Exo] Aol (73a)oll A9} o] HEHE 4
|

3
H

(730)9] BF-A" AEHA &= AXE Hole AF= Utk ol thsf Bobalijk (2002)% e
turlotojo A FF o] Mol ¢ HEH AR, (73a)t (73c) 2] Aol A2 EFoA o
EALZ} “‘Qlﬂ‘—‘%"ﬂ 283 SR BARY] WS A=
A= F-AR171? Bobalijk2 1AL SF49] T¢F Ve ?_];Sl

Il FARY AYyHote] o] T+

o Ir ¢k

_\1
M
N
ON
kv
I
ot
Iy

\_.

71 (adjacency condition)©] 2}
=7 3] FEsolo} gk,

lﬁi FN

e (73d)ol A 9ok o] E2jo] Holol o) o] FE RHATF T (they)st V (read)®] A<
WalalE, SeRE BHojs) v gAe) BAE WeAPoZH TV AHA S Fur
£ Aol

(73) a. Igar laste de den [vp inte den]. (high pronunciation)

yesterday read they it not
"They didn’t read it yesterday.
b. *Igar laste de den [vp inte den]

c. Det ar troligt [att de den [vp ldste den]]. (low pronunciation)
it is probable that they read it
‘It is probable that they read it

d. *Det ar troligt [att de den [vp laste den]].

Lo 93] AL MEEE E g2 o2, AR Z2Aoko]d] glo] T WA 9x]9] Hol
(second-position clitics)E & 4= AT ©] AofolA] ZF A/ HHAL Hole AAle] &35 gt
?]¢] 7+ (Intonational Phrase) oA 5 WA x| Uephdtt. o3k FHol= BE (74a)ol A
o} o] #AF UZo] YEfUAR, (74b)o] A--HH EAE A WA 9AE AT A9
B Y] FZo) 9]x]3) o] 213 dsdol] W3l Boskovié (2001)] 4L thS-3 2o} ME
AZAJotolo| M= HA BEAF 2 AR 9] §7} o]Fstal, bl s 2EAE TERA L
2 F M =2 IXZ A )% (excorporate) $Hf. THE] ZFAL} ]Eh} AAA7F (74a) 04
T HA ol 2FAE I XA TS HAT (74b)°ﬂ*19‘r
< A9 BApL dEdt)h weba MR G2 AJolojol| A v 9]

ol
5 A8 e e B A AL BERE £ 208 WEAIA FAE 2
_]
(¢}

16) Franks (2008)] °Ja}®, A®. ZZolr|oto]e} H]Z=3k HZu|Uoolo| e Hol7} wie
o) 5 WA A6 Yol Rtk @87 Aloke] gk Atk webd (74b)9} 483 e zeuiol
FRANE 74 w2 AN Holrh weHoE AL Gk ©19F dde ¢ ]
of Aol were AYEH TG 290 FePhe AL FFHE o7t 2

N
AV

28



(74) a. Juce je zaspao fe.
yesterday is fallen-asleep is
"He fell asleep yesterday.’
b. fe zaspao je.
is fallen-asleep is
"He fell asleep.’

S 929 EAE BdEEHE o shuwt o £9, tF YEAN olF TEelIth
Billings and Rudin (1996)°l 2}3}d E7}ejo} 2L g% AwAR olF oAM=
2o 5o YGEAMFE EFONA UEE] A & Qlukal vk ol @xdel tis)
Franks (2008)= (75)¢} #°] A2 T2 oFATEC] #F2 oleds W 2 A9
AL & o SSEAY, (7e)dll et 2ol FAT w0 oEAT TV EFE °lF
& e F 1A TAbe W2 AN dET £33 mEbA o] e A4
TS AAske aflew S £8F Aol o 7HS Iue E TE A
g & 5 o

(75) a. Koj kakvo kupi?
who what bought
"Who bought what?
b. *Koj kupi kakvo?
who bought what
c. [koj kakvo [koj kupi kakvo]]

(76) a. Kakvo obuslavja kakvo?
"What conditions what?’
b. *Kakvo kakvo obuslavja?
"What what conditions?’

c. [kakvo kakve [kakve obuslavja kakvo]]

o]9} o] Azjeo] whg-o] #3I Bobalijk (2002), Boskovié (2001), Franks (2008)2] #<*
He BEs AHow 7o SAF /&4 Aol gAse AAHE & SR
oz Awsty dthe oA wie A5"o] e HIH-T4 HIWol siAv1) O

d

17) 7oA &E&AA (prosody) R g9l o] ¢} oo FHBAE tHE
E& Zubizarreta (1998) =, 718} S&5oA dojue Y, &8, sandhi 59 @33 #AT 4/
A el B Ave S8 e o FE FYH g, ol8F 352 vt 2ol
A F HAE EFE F Utk
() SERE BARY Bl 724 PRE e 4due 4, olgdt BASNE BAE 99
2 T 287 J9gor M HET (Kaisse 1985, Odden 1990, Cinque 1993, inter alia).
5 FHH A d9e B A Fa FHE IHASET FAMH FRE &
23t (Selkirk 1984, Nespor & Vogel 1986, Truckenbrodt 1995, inter alia).
U el 824 EA3) o] & stellA oleld 7IEY dEe] of¥A ARME Ae FFE
o A A7 FAE ol Yok IFH|ES nlEo T 3 FHTo o]EOFE Pak (2008), Ishihara
(2007), Kratzer & Selkirk (2007), Samuels (2009), Sato (2009) #HZ. S0 &S AF F =3 Wiz
S F Qe Aol SRR 7] uiE AHe fHRFolta B 4 Yt FEF (Morphology)oll B3

pl
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Hu G4 (68) - (72)914 EAT AARAFTES HIEIF Vg FAES SA4F Aozt
AWE 5 AS A7t gsiAE A3 g AUt Ja, wEkA] gz F o ¥
L3k A ok Fiolgt o} Z0T.18)

B Chomsky (1965)01% 9@ A9 7Fgso]e Az #3 & =7
(recoverability condition)<- ILE% 3hH, S0 Agko] ujetEs EH A £ 24
Aoollet N2 AAA ] FAE Azs] Holop & Holt} o E £, gAlote] #A
BARE 54 ofyellA Aol sheddl, A2 (77a)ell et 2ol TAWEAF T
FAold H42A)E 7ML JSe wWwt Zbsstal, (77b)olM A" AHA (Oblique Case)
7He A5e Aol 7kt

(77) a. My ne znali o knige, (kotoruju) ¢to opublikovala nasa firma.
we didn’t know about the-book (which.ACC) that published our company
"We didn’t know about the book that our company published.
b. Staryj professor, *(kotoromu) ¢to ty pomog, ljubit pel'meni.
old professor (whom.DAT) that you helped loves dumplings
"The old professor that you helped loves dumplings.”

olo] thall Pesetsky (1998)& AHAL vz W& AU Q7] wj#ol (77b)9] o] A]
PAUNBAE AW 1 olnld fEL HBY 5 glom Al Blssitn A1
sttt o]t =9 & HIR O =E Pesetskyw Aol #gH th5-9] AHS gHh)

(78) 3&4] (Recoverability) (Pesetsky 1998)
ould WS 7H= TAH @9= T&3] 7k 3ol APARE 7HAA
ge T ‘ﬂE’\ ] E5Holof g2

79)3} e HEA Ake SeRel ego] wAH] FRE FEIof FL AT
o olE@ Qe HaFo) mdel ogx ol wal Aol 4XE B Wyt ohg

Agtoltt. EAMEHE (Distributed Morphology)Z Ul3tF= Halle & Marantz (1993), 12]3l ©]$9]
Embick & Noyer (2001), Embick (2007)2] A7 3=,

18) Chomsky (2004) 3+ 71d =2 9319 FAbe] 547 A& thd FAKS.2 Boskovic (2001)%}
Landau (2003)¢] =#& AFstaL h=H (p. 11) = O &2 54 Aol s w3 ddd ?
Sl ACE /PPATh A8 59|, Landau 003)7} w0l3 SnFol9] BAKT) AX FRAM &
Q9 AR ol e A9 B (BAh} EARkEE A 239l “Ax A4 Ao (he
stranded affix filter)” & ‘i'}f/\]?'] 7] $18 WHo = 93t o]= Nissenbaum (2000)0] A3t =8k
A FASE 9Te) HAA Qe B, Unl| G5 SeRe) sPoT BogH EAR A
o AH3E HgSTAGE =2 sotEnh T AolA B AFols] BAF AN PRl oF
A BAL TR, AR BE YFTE BE SUG Al 498 5 9eAE g9 AT
2 ol itk o] ?ﬁ_’}}é o thah thot#] 402 Fanselow and Cavar (2001, 2002)3} Jung (2007)
T A=

19) Fanselow and Cavar (2001)% =A}e] Ajeks} #aste] AR 42 3 v} glck
Rccoverability (Fanselow and Cavar 2001)

The content of unpronounced elements must be recoverable from a local antecedent.

20) Recoverability (Pesetsky 1998)

A syntactic unit with semantic content must be pronounced unless it has a sufficiently local

o
=4

antecedent.
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SeRel WERAS B o2 ATE FAs ook F Agolr,

3.4 A (Ellipsis)

-.401]/\1 =" FAEe] A2 (deletion)d FAFSHAl S0l dojdtial FrEE ®

& AFHG o “ellipsis"@do] Atk FALY Aol Expste] Ao ¥}, &3
l:o‘j”} FEAG3he 7HeH doluve 559 7] ©A @AdolEtd, ellipsise H3E7F
T @99 WH FHALEES EF A BFoZ SFA “ﬂ]ﬁoi =719
oAu= ddolgt & 4 Yt (cf. Franks 2008). o9 ellipsise= ThEsH FiEollA &
d4 o2 Merchant (2001)ZHE S diE5S At (80)F Eot (e111p51s7} o
T UEE FAH AU

i‘lﬂ

2 Y e

(80) a. Sluicing:
John can play something, but I don’t know what.
(= John can play something, but I don’t know what John can play.)
b. VP-ellipsis:
John can play the guitar and Mary can, too.
(= John can play the guitar and Mary can play the guitar, too.)
c. NP-ellipsis:

John can play five instruments, and Mary can play six.

(= John can play five instruments, and Mary can play six instruments.)

d. Stripping/Bare Argument Ellipsis:
John can play the guitar, {and Mary, too/and Mary as well/but not Mary}.
(= John can play the guitar, {and Mary can play the guitar, too/...})

e. Comparative Ellipsis:
Mary can play the guitar better than John.
(= Mary can play the guitar better than John can play the guitar.)

f. Gapping:
John can play the guitar, and Mary the violin.
(= John can play the guitar, and Mary can play the violin.
g. Fragment Answers:
Q: What can John play?
A: The guitar.
(= John can play the guitar.)

ellipsis T-ZollA Age Fo] W52 HA FAT dAz FAH F27F EAst=
A o™ F& AAIE FAE A edeAe] 24, 2elal weF FE27F FARETAL 7S
HOdSHA ¥e 825 FHFE Yeue Z20A ofuw @A WFE yEsgrl
T2 AEeAd diMe Gdd A gEFd Asisel AUk o] BelM=
ellipsis= &&5-9] Ak @Foz Hojol Ivpe FHS THOZ, e 111p51s qAde =
2 EAst/ dEstet dAlste] EH R A g2

JFJ
m% _%L

ellipsis 753} BAste] F2EY & 74X AL o] Aojuhr] Mol HEH EALA
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Aeko] A LEAE IZE F5Ho= Folth Merchant (2001)] <314, (81)2] <]
o} o] HAA}F FHZ (P-stranding)E &-&3t= doldlA = sluicing FZNA XA &
Aot G AT (WAAFE E233H) UHAE AFE = JAT (82)Y 1g]~oe) 2ol
AAA F2E 834 gv Aol e sluicing FENA AR AL} HHo]= RE=A]
A Yehgol sk, oledt HiES ohekst dojolA wi- B UA vEhde d4
olgtal gt

(81) a. Who was Anna talking with?

b. Anna was talking with someone, but I don’t know who.

(82) a. *Pjon milise me?
who she.spoke with
b. I Anna milise me kapjon, alla dhe ksero *(me) pjon.

the Anna spoke with someone but not L.know with who

o}

o
i

GER

-

of

T olE°] dojy= Ao A9 "superiority effects'® 22 FES HQl
(83)2 XK AZolrolo]e] ThF OFAL P2 superioritys U ASH
. A7A FET He L3 Ao] 849 2 sluicing FEolE 11
Aot

i

o]
o
=

or e

A

off
HN ;lo
r&ﬂ bl

= 2

PN
T
=

(83) Ivan i Marko ne znaju ... (Boeckx & Lasnik 2006)
a. ko je sta  kupio.
who is what bought
b. *$ta je ko kupio.
what is who bought
‘Ivan and Marko don’t know who bought what

(84) A: (Somebody bought something, but)
B: a. Ivani =~ Marko ne znaju ko Sta
Ivan and Marko neg know who what
b. *Ivan i Marko ne znaju Sta ko
Ivan and Marko neg know what who
‘Ivan and Marko don’t know who what.

olelgt &

2 0% #4138} (Uriagereka 1999)E =83l= &4 Zdg 7IAsid 43
SHA odE = e dXelth F, 3] 74 =1 HE HJdd dojldva 7 o,
574 =Ho] AARANA FAH AkS 7™ ﬁ"?} o] AL “IAHNE F gle ¥

21) ellipsisE& &-=F-ollAe] A=k Aozt Be HIW o9 78t HIREd #aiMe t5S =
@) oA /eT=24 H2H: Ginzburg & Sag 2000, Jacobson 2003, Culicover and Jackendoff 2005, inter
alia.
(i) =2 W
a. LF-copy #4: Fiengo & May 1994, Chung et al. 1995, Wilder 1997, Lappin 1999, inter alia.
b. Null anaphora +%]: Wasow 1972, Williams 1977, Hardt 1999, inter alia.
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72 Q2o z vEYPAHA EFo] vy wgtN £33 tF EAEE Hgse B
A5 A dAFe SFY 92 AAx~HA AEET (Lasnik 2009).22)

O olgfdt £ A8 Rd FAHer EAV He AXE Kol Ao
A=, HFE Ross (1969) ©]F=2 #AH ol FFoIAe £ BT (repair) /3ol
ok ot (85)-(90)9] dEES Fol FAFAAE HAAGS ooy S A
gs Tl TARA Ao futs

(85) Complex NP
a. They want to hire someone who speaks a Balkan language, but I don’t
remember which.
b. *I don’t remember which (Balkan language) they want to hire someone

[who speaks __].

(86) Left-branch (attributive adjective clause)
a. She bought a big car, but I don’t know how big.
b. *I don’t know how big she bought [a car].

(87) Derived position islands (subjects, topicalizations)
a. A biography of one of the Marx brothers is going to be published this
year -- guess which!
b. *Guess which (Marx brother) [a biography of __ | is going to be
published this year.

(88) COMP-trace effects
a. It appears that someone will resign, but it’s not yet clear who.
b. Sally asked if somebody was going to fail Syntax One, but I can’t

remember who.

(89) Coordinate Structure Constraint
a. They persuaded Kennedy and some other Senator to jointly sponsor the
legislation, but I can’t remember which one.
b. Bob ate dinner and saw a movie that night, but he didn’t stay which.

(90) Adjuncts
a. Ben will be mad if Abby talks to one of the teachers, but she couldn’t
remember which.
b. *Ben will be mad if Abby talks to one of the teachers, but she couldn’t

remember which (of the teacher) Ben will be mad [if she talks to I

22) 71 FAT FE& BE A Ade] 7] a9E A¥E F= Jlve Aotk A5 Afe F U
A %o] LT AT (Huang 1982, Lasnik and Saito 1984). @#j2] FHAFolo] 204 LFd
Ao FHG AkS ofEA thFolol FAE 3] HWulElA] ¢tk o EAlCl T FEF =oe
Lasnik (2009) =
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c. Ben left the party because one of the guests insulted him, but he
wouldn’t tell me which.

Rosst 919} &2 AXS FiL TAHE Aleko] FAME oo Fio] ofd A 24
o] AyEd] HEHolol & HoAFE Aozt FHFAT b2 $HH, Chomsky
(1972)= Ross® W HA A Aok of o 53 2 FES Stk AF
E01, oFel 91)Y dlEolA oFAE NPE do] o5 doz A A Aleks fukstd NPol
#7F EAIE EAFZAA #7F BAE 2 BEHEA EFo] "Hoh shA|YE o]%
sluicings &3l #7} ZAE 848 E33 R e L

Jd gFoz 3EHETE Aot

f
0T
N
E
il
o
U
ol
)
i)
rE

(91) T don’t know which children [;p he has [np# plans to send t to college]].

12 Lasnik (2009)°] A4S = Chomskyd] o] gt
A7E 2 e, —‘?‘9\4113]- #ﬂ- 2 ZAAE zxd £
At & 4 AT (cf. Kitahara 1999). o]H & &A= &4 435 7HHste #
g 59 olr] & AFox =3t Uriagereka (1999)¢] % wA8} E40l4 Fox &
Pesetsky (2003, 2005)2] &4 Foll oaf =23 EA3IE A= HAoA ofd FHEE
93t 3s o 71A H i’%ﬂ AT A B s HlEHAde] A
A Uriagereka (1999)o &J3td, Aoz HEJ3 F+2& 71K AA
o)t WA BAS%E AR volsh € ¥ Aul B4 v e FB
k. 28y 9Dl NPE SAF HolzAa 44 ExEE AXA &
X} aFEud NP e o2Aikes ArEA oles & F e
£ fWreA "ok oA ek NP«] QTE ol &% O*E‘*ng] sHaa
g

A

fo
o] l_,>,

T ok ol=g ’\*ﬁiﬂr °J1’J«] A& %%E——E IP/TP2] Ajeko]
HAS 3| H5A
S 2, Fox & Pesetsky (2003, 2005)2] #AoA (91) A3t th3 2ok (91)
A which children©] A A<l NP (DP)E 7I=2e olsdtta 7Hy s A}
Fox & Pesetsky?l -/]o]-‘ﬁ —hx}ﬁ} g (vP Cp Dp)_q P& AR S AXA G o]

ety £82 EAstE JHce EAS0lA A fRke] B dde s
BelA HEHAHol & 727 a5l 8 oE =&EA HY, olF FetelAM Y A
s Tl AdAleF fvks Bygthe Aok

oA714 ZA7F He AL FEFoAY s FeAE Rl IEHA 4= A4
—?‘%‘3]‘:} ol dEss BY, sIHEZHEY YEAT o]Foly sluicinge B EA 7}

AR, FAM A sk ERiAdo] 233 o vmAls A4S B & Y (Fox &

Lasruk 2003).

23) (91)2 Chomsky (1972)¢] &0 2A HAirFoJo]ge] Tz} ThE A FAH.
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(92) They said they heard about a Balkan language, but I don’t know which
Balkan language they said they heard about.

(93) They said they heard about a Balkan language, but I don’t know which
Balkan language.

(94) *They said they heard about a Balkan language, but I don’t know which
Balkan language they did.

aETE olggt A2 ofYA 2

+

AE7F? Lasnik (2009)—0— TG Aol A
Ak e HEL F e olfrE e Lol AU ¢4 sluicingd FAF A
ol & 2 A A FANA AEH= EH= sluicing®] @9EG 22 @ejE=
Aoltk. =, ob#) (95b)l A Y AFE FAFTS} o] 53k o] EA} Aloldl] AspP, TPS} 22
HAFAE lvkal B 9hx 2783 Fox & Pesetsky (2005)9] o]&o.2 ]9 d3& A
Ha 4 us Aolth (95b)olA FANEIF Fzte] HUTAF 2 o= Fo|E S]x|
G ALY olTqnt rgstd (919 47) Fx), VP A=t Fo= A e AspP
o} TPo} #H3 =AM ojddrlel] 2ed ZAFRE 7HXa & Aol wetd XA¥3 o
Zle] mog <t (95a)9F 2o wEHAQ Fgo] mAHn Hudt. g J,
& @, HAYEE o7 TPolsrt BE AgsloHgug SR ¥
A 3B GHE 71 & 4 ok vk o]yjdk BAo] Uiy sMAEE, S8l A ,1 xg
THA B8] HA %E AT A AdE A% g9 49, 5 4%
=)

(95) a. *Fred said that Mary talked to a certain girl, but I don’t know which girl
he did.

b. which g(girl) [rp he [aspp did <vp—saythatTtatked—to—gfgir>]]

o]9} 7o) ellipsis AL B FolA] =oH &3+7 Zx}ge} &3 Ao uls) w)

© 1o 2AES A ARog, FIHoF o9}t 2o U 1741%— v}aﬂ——% =

ojste] o)A wrAo] BAZe Ao P Fa3d AT A Fo et & & Uy
4, A&

AL M= FARFOlA At
Hog Aol o= dd] AAS
Ot & o FAdes, & =
EAbe] Aeks x3she A H3-EA, ellipsis 52 A S Chomsky (1993, 1995) ©] %
APH 2 i =oes Ao AR
B A =227 &84 FAR Y-EdoM = A g fI0E B2 @Sl td

24) 919 d/S Fox & Lasnik (2003)4A4= Chomsky (1972)¢] “island marking" ©]&3} Chomsky (1986)
9] "barriers"9] Md-& SIS B AL Ak AFZA =9+ Fox & Lasnik (2003

e
N
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The Polysemy of the Motion Verbs go and come

Yeon-Jin Kwon

(Pusan National University)

1. Introduction

@ Polysemy has been a major area within cognitive semantics. The relatedness of various
senses of a word and sense extensions have been the major area of interest in
cognitive linguistics. It is assumed that human motion is perceived as interaction with
an environment, and characterized by mental imagery and motor movements.
Specifically, motion verbs go and come are fundamental in the sense that they contain
the basic and prototypical meaning of movement shared by other motion verbs.

@ This presentation deals with the polysemy of the motion verbs go and come from the
cognitive perspective. They are basically deictic and show directionality in their nature.
In other words, the basic sense of go describes motion from the deictic center, viz,
motion away from a starting point, while the basic sense of come describes motion to
the deictic center, viz, motion towards a terminal point. Based on the prototypical
sense of deixis, we discuss the metaphorical meaning extension of motion verbs from
the domain of spatial motion to the domain of time, perspective, and change of state.
Time is an abstract concept which is often recognized metaphorically by the human
mind. The extensions are basically from the spatial domain to non-spatial domains and
from more concrete domains to more abstract domains. It is also discussed that
meanings of the motion verbs are extended to metaphorical extensions such as
perspective or viewpoint and change of state.

@® We suggest that the meaning of the motion verbs is not reduced to a single sense or
a single extension from the prototype, but includes all the various senses, all the
categorizing relations and interrelationships. We propose the semantic network of the
polysemous motion verbs on the basis of the various senses of the motion verbs. This
means that the various meanings associated with polysemous words are coherently
related to each other in networks of meaning, each with a central prototype and

peripheral senses linked to the prototype.
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2. Polysemy

(1) Definition
Polysemy, in its simplest possibile definition, is a single linguistic form associating

with a number of distinct but related meanings.

2.1. Polysemy vs Homonymy

(2) Distinction between polysemy and homonymy
When a word have more than one meaning and the meanings of the word are
unrelated, it is known as homonymy. ex) bank

When a word has a number of related meanings, it is known as polysemy. ex) mouth

2.2. The Cognitive Approach to Polysemy

(3) Lakoff(1987)
Polysemy should be understood as categorization, meaning that related meanings of
words form categories and that these meanings bear family resemblance. According to
him, words represent radial categories. Category structure and prototype effects are
crucial sources of developing the structure of a radial category. Prototype effects
addresses certain members of the categories as being more representative of the
category than other members. A category is structured radially with respect to a
number of subcategories. More prototypical senses are closer to the cental prototype,
while less prototypical senses are further from the prototype. Within the structure of a
radial category, non-prototypes are radiating outward from the prototype that occupies

the most central position of the structure.

(4) Semantic network for modelling radial categories(Vyvyan and Green 2006: 332)

N :

®4¢+———o ®
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In the above diagram, each distinct sense is represented by a node. Though all senses
are related by virtue of belonging to the same conceptual category, arrows between

nodes indicate a close relationship between senses.

(5) Langacker(1987, 1991, 2000)
He develops a network model that represents the structure of categories. In this model,
a single structure can develop an elaborate network comprising any number of
conventional unites links by categorizing relationships. In other words, the different
senses of a word correspond to different nodes in the network, and these nodes are
related via cognitive links. According to him, a category has a nonclassical structure,
in that there is a prototypical member and nonprototypical members are categorized by
extension from the prototypical members. In this model, a schema subsumes both

prototype and extension, which has a classical category structure, as seen in (6).

(6) Network model (Langacker 1991: 271)

SCHEMA

PROTOTYFE » | EXTENSION

(7) The cognitive approach has mainly explored prepositions(Brugman 1981, Tyler and
Evans 2003). On the basis of Brugmans'(1981) pioneering work and Lakoff's(1987)
semantic network approach, Tyler and Evans(2003) suggest a principled polysemy
model to postulate a list of 15 distinct senses of the spatial preposition over within a

cognitive linguistic perspective.
3. The Polysemy of the Motion Verbs go and come

3.1. Core Sense: Deixis

(8) Deixis is restricted to demonstratives, pronouns, and similar sorts of things. However,
most languages have some deictic marking in verbs that describe movement. It is
claimed that the basic sense of go describes motion from the deictic center, viz.,

motion away from a starting point, while the basic sense of come describes motion to
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the deictic center, viz., motion towards a terminal point.

(9)a. I will go there in summer.

b. He will come here in summer.

(10)a. go {*here / there}D

b. come {here /*there}

(11) Movement can be conceptualized as a schema consisting of a source, a path, and a
goal(Viberg 2003). Go and come generally describe the same itinerary.
a. Peter went from Paris to London
b. Peter came from Paris to London.

(12) The deictic contrast between come and go (Viberg 2003: 80)

a. come
SOUICe | --------------—- >| goal
path reference point
b. go
SOUICe | --------------—- >| goal

reference point  path

(13) The verb come is goal oriented, while the verb go is source oriented.
a. John came home at 10 o'clock --> John arrived home at that time

b. John went home at 10 o'clock --> John left some other place at 10 o'clock.

3.2. Time

Time is an abstract concept which is often recognized metaphorically by the human mind.
The extended senses of motion verbs are mainly metaphorical extensions. The extensions
are basically from the spatial domain to non-spatial domains and from more concrete
domains to more abstract domains. As seen below, the motion verbs can be used to

denote the passing of time.

(14)a. Spring came earlier.
b. Christmas is coming soon.
c. This summer is going fast.

d. This Christmas went pleasantly.

1) Come there can be used in the context where the speaker will be at that place when the person described is to
do his coming.

46



The extension from space to time is motivated by the metaphor TIME IS
SPACE(Lakoff and Johnson 1980).

(15) The motion verbs can also serve the function of signifying future time.
a. We will have a conference on semantics this coming Friday.

b. I am going to visit my parents tomorrow morning.

The extension of come and go to mean future time is based on the metaphor:
PASSAGE OF TIME IS MOVEMENT IN SPACE, which is a subtype of the
metaphor TIME IS SPACE.

3.3. Perspective

(16) An important factor in some of the extended meanings of the motion verbs has to do
with the cognitive notions such as perspective or viewpoint.
a. The sun came out.
b. The light went out.
Huddlestone and Pullum(2002) discuss the contrast between (16a) and (16b), showing
that (16a) means that the sun is visible, whereas (16b) means that the light is

invisible.

(17)a. The men came into the house.
b. The men went into the house.

c¢. The men entered the house.

(18)a. The plane came down near the lake.

b. The plane went down near the lake.

(19)a. The plane came down safely near the lake

b. *The place went down safely near the lake.

(20) The grammatical difference is also attributed to a difference in perspective or
viewpoint.
a. A memory comes to [me/ us/ her/ him/ them] of snowfield in June.
b. *A memory goes to [me/ us/ her/ him/ them] of snowfield in June.
As seen above, come can occur with fo-dative constructions, while go cannot.
Fukada(1997) suggests two reasons for the grammatical difference. First, to-dative

highlights the concept of 'moving toward the mind of a certain experiencer's' and this
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property is incompatible with the central conception of go, viz, the concept of
'moving from the experiencer's domain'. Second, through our experience, we believe
that abstract entities like a memory or a thought cannot move from someone's mind
to another's, even if they can come into someone's mind. The structure seems to be
one of the basic image schemas which come from our recurring physical experience.
This means that the difference in meaning between go and come is a difference in

perspective.

3.4. Change of State

The motion verbs are commonly transferred metaphorically from spatial motion to more
abstract change of state. The normal state should always be the destination of come and
the destination of go can be characterized as the non-normal state. That is, come in
idiomatic expressions has as its destination the deictic center itself and idioms with come
denote entry into some normal states, therefore end up in some speaker-approved or
public approved states. On the other hand, the destination of the motion go is specified
as somewhere other than the deictic center, so that idioms with go indicate departure
from normal states and are either neutral or negative in connotation from evaluative point

of view. This fact is buttressed by the following examples.2)

(21)a. This milk is about to go sour.
b. He went out of his mind.
c. His dream of winning a gold metal has come true.

d. Things will come right.

(22)a. She went into a coma today.

b. She came out of the coma today.

(23)a. The patient's temperature went up today.

b. The patient's temperature came down today.

(24)a. The patient's temperature went down today.

b. The patient's temperature came up today.

(25) An adjectival construction involving motion verbs

a. go mad, go insane, go bad, go bald, go bankrupt, go blind, go crazy, go gray

2) Radden(1996) provides several counter-examples for this argument. Go denotes positive states such as go free,
go straight, and come denotes negative states such as come loose, come unstuck and so on.
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The company has gone bankrupt.
His hair went gray.

b. come alive, come true, come right
My wish has come true.

Things will come right.

4. Semantic Network of the Motion Verbs

Cognitive linguistics assumes that the various meanings associated with polysemous
words are coherently related to each other in networks of meaning, each with a central
prototype and peripheral senses linked to the prototype. Linkage among various senses is
realized based on metaphorical extension. And conceptual networks are family resemblance
structures in which the relations between senses in a given network are natural because
they arise from embodied human experience.

In order to categorize the various senses of a polysemous lexical item, Langacker(1991)
employs radial networks in accounting for the polysemous word ring, arguing that the
various senses of the word cannot be predicted from a single base meaning. For example,
the polysemous lexical item ring is conceived as a circular object, a circular piece of
jewelry, an area, a group of people, a circular mark, circular entity, an so on.

In section 3, we have argued that go and come have various senses such as deixis,
time, perspective, and change of state. Based on the various senses of the motion verbs,

we propose the semantic network of motion verbs as follows.

(26) Semantic Network of the motion verbs go and come

‘ i positive
motion in space |——M= | change of state ‘ negative

time ‘ {- L Deiziz | caaems .’ perepective

TN

future ‘

passing of time
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This figure depicts a fragment of the network associated with the motion verbs go and
come. In (26) the different senses of this lexical item are related to one another in terms
of categorizing relations, establishing the semantic network of family resemblance
relationships. The wvarious senses of motion verbs go and come are represented by the
nodes which are linked to one another by semantic extension. In the above figure, solid
lines between different senses indicate direct relatedness, while dotted lines indicate
extensions. The heavy-line box corresponds to the category prototype, i.e,., deixis, which
involves basic cognitive domains. The prototype is a central instance of the semantic
category motion verbs.

It is claimed that the prototypical sense of go describes motion from the deictic center,
whereas the prototypical sense of come describes motion to the deictic center. Several
semantic extensions, viz, time, perspective, and change of state, are drawn from the
prototype of the motion verbs by the solid lines. In this sense, we can say that the
meaning of motion verbs is not reduced to a single sense or a single extension from the
prototype, but includes all the various senses, all the categorizing relations and
interrelationships. The semantic network of this complex category is dynamic in the sense
that new extensions can be made from the prototype. These extensions may in turn build
into chains of extensions, leading to a complex category. There is no definite restriction
how far upward or downward a speaker extends the semantic network, creating more
and more schematic notions, through the characterization of abstraction or of extension

into more specific senses.

5. Conclusion

@ The polysemy of the motion verbs go and come from the cognitive perspective

@ Motion verbs are basically deictic and show directionality in their nature, suggesting
that the prototypical go describes motion from the deictic center, while the basic sense
of come describes motion to the deictic center.

@ The meanings of motion verbs are extended from the domain of spatial motion to the
non-spatial domain of time, perspective, and change of state metaphorically.

@ Based on the various senses of the motion verbs, we have proposed the semantic
network of the polysemous motion verbs as (26). The tenet is that the various
meanings associated with polysemous words are coherently related to each other in
networks of meaning, each with a central prototype and peripheral senses linked to the
prototype. This means that all relevant information is unified in the entire semantic
network.
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Precedence in OT-CC Revisited

Seung-Hoon Shin
(Yeungnam University)

1. Introduction

Phonological opacity has been one of the major problems to the non-derivational theory. In
order to cope with such a dilemma, McCarthy has given up the notion of OT with no derivation
and has proposed Optimality with Candidate Chains (OT-CC: McCarthy 2006a, b, 2007) and
Harmonic Serialism (HS: McCarthy 2008) that record processes of a phonological derivation.
Given such a movement towards derivation, a chain shift effect, as a type of counterfeeding
opacity, is especially interesting in a sense that even though it is not impossible to explain
it under classic OT unlike counterbleeding opacity, such an account reveals some drawbacks
regarding the nature of faithfulness constraints, and that it does not go well with parallelism.
The goals of this paper are three folds. First, it will see how OT-CC as a new derivational
model of OT can explain various types of chain shifts that reflect phonological opacity. Based
on the results, it will propose a new set of Precedence constraints to incorporate the property
of chain shifts. Given the novel set of Precedence, this study will also examine if OT-CC can

be a possible solution to opaque chain shifts.

2. Typology of Chain Shifts

(1) Chain Shift
a. /A/ — [B]
b. /B/ — [C]
c. Chain shiftt A - B — C

2.2.1. Vowel Changes

(2) Chain shift in BHA (Kirchner 1996)

a. /a/-raising: a — i

UR SR Gloss
katab kitab he wrote
sami simi he heard
rafaagah rifaagah companions
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b. /i/-deletion: 1 > <

UR SR Gloss
Sarif-at Sarfat she knew
kitil ktil he was killed
yaskin-uun  yasknuun they dwell

2.2.2. Consonant Altemations

(3) Chain shift in Polish (Rubach 1984)

a. Velar palatalization: x — [

nominal(sg.) augumentive  diminuitive gloss
grox grof+ysk+o gro[+ek bean
gmax gma/+ysk+o gma/+ek building
fartux fartu[+ysk+o fartu+ek apron

b. Nominal strident palatalization: | — § (prepalatal)
nominal(sg.) augumentive  diminuitive gloss
grof grostisk+o gro§+ika penny
kapelu/ kapelustisk+o  kapelus+ika hat
arku/ arku$+isk+o arkus+ika sheet

2.2.3 Lenition

(4) Intervocalic weakening in North Welsh (Lass 1984)
a. voiceless stops are weakened to voiced stops (intervocalic voicing)

b. voiced stops are weakened to voiced fricatives (intervocalic spirantization)

(5) Examples of one-step lowering (p—b—v)

Root Noun his (noun) gloss change
a. pen i ben head p—b
b. brand i vraud brother b—v

(6) Intervocalic weakening from historical phonology (Lass 1984)
a. Latin /k/ — OIld Spanish /g/ — Modern Spanish [¥]
aqua agua aya  'water

b. Lenition in Portuguese (O’Grady and Dobrovolsky 1989)

Latin Portuguese gloss  change
apiculam abelha bee p—b
fabem fave bean  b—v
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2.2.4. Degemination

(7) Degemination in Finish (Anttila 1995) (aa—a—0)

UR Genitive Gloss Change
a. maa maiden land aa—a
b. kala kalojen fish a—o0

(8) Degemination from other languages
a. Southern Paiute (Sapir 1930): pp—p—v
b. Toba Batak (Hayes 1986): np—pp—p

3. Classic OT Analyses

(9) Impossible A—B mapping in BHA under classic OT

/katab/ *aCV...Jwp * Ident(low) Max
a katab *1
b. = Kkitab *! *
c. @ ktab *

(® = unintended winner, =@ = intended winner)

(*aCV...]Jwp: [a] in a non-final open syllable is prohibited.)

(10) Classic OT Analysis by means of Max-A

/katab/ Max-A *aCV...Jwp *i Ident(low) Max
a. katab *1
b. = kitab * *
C. ktab *| *

(Max-A: A in an input cannot have C as its correspondent in an output.)
(The constraint ranking is based on McCarthy (2007).)

ent(back): Corresponding segments shou ave different values with respect to
(11) "Ident(back): C di hould have diff: 1 ith
Ident(back).

(12) Chain shift under local conjunction in BHA (I) (A—B, /a/—[i])

55



(et=oio{ntst3| 20104 A g3taTh3
. " & " TIdent
/katab/ aCV...Jwp I dent(back) g Max i (back)
a. = kitab *
b. ktab *|
C. katab *| *
(The constraint ranking is based on Lubowicz (2003).)
(13) Chain shift under local conjunction (II) (B—C, /i/—J)
. . " & " Ident
/Sarif-at/ aCV...Jwp “ ldent(back) s Max i (back)
a. == Sarf-at *
b. Sarif-at *1 * *
(The constraint ranking is based on McCarthy (2007).)
(14) Basic ranking schema for a chain shift
oM >> Faith > M
(15) Chain shift under CM
/katab/ *aCV...]Jwp o*i Max Ident(low) N
a. = kitab * *
b. ktab *|
C. katab *1
(16) Chain shift under CM
/Sarif-at/ *aCV...Jwp o' Max Ident(low) N
a. == Sarfat *
b. Sarifat *|

4.1. OT-CC with Precedence

4. An OT-CC Analysis

(17) Candidate in OT-CC (McCarthy 2007:97)

56

A candidate is an ordered 4-tuple (in, out, £ -set, rLUMSeq), where
in is a linguistic form, the input;




(18)

(19)

(20)

out is a linguistic form, the output;
L -set is a set of LUMs on in — out;

and rLUMSeq is a partial ordering on a subset of L -set.

Precedence constraint (Prec (A, B)) (McCarthy 2007:98)
Let A' and B' stand for LUMs that violate the faithfulness constraints A and B, respectively.
Let cand=(in, out, £, rL).
a. VB' € £, if A" € £, where <A', B> € rL, assign a violation mark.
( = To any chain of the form <X, B', Y>, if X does not contain A', assign a violation
mark. (McCarthy 2006b))
b. VB' € L, if dA" € L, where <B', A™> & rL, assign a violation mark.
( = To any chain of the form <X, B', Y>, if Y contains A', assign a violation mark.
(McCarthy 2006b))

Required constraint ranking for the B—C mapping

*B >> Faithfulness constraint

Prerequisite constraint ranking for the B—C mapping

a. Vowel changes in BHA (i — J): *1 >> Max
Example: /Sarif-at/ — [Sarfat]

b. Consonant alternations in Polish (| — §): *Cpistia)Viback) >> Ident(ant)
Example: gro#isk#o — grosisk

c. Lenition in North Welsh (b — v): *VCi.wmg >> Ident(cont)
Example: i#brand — i vrand

d. Degemination in Finnish (a — o): *a >> Ident(low)

Example: kala#jen — kalojen

(21) Prerequisite constraint rankings for the A—B mapping

a. Vowel changes in BHA (a — 1i): *aCV...]wp >> Ident(low) and *aCV...]Jwp >> *i
Example: /katab/ — [kitab]

b. Consonant alternations in Polish (x — [): *CpefVi-acky >> Ident(vel) and *CpvenVback]
>> *Clgtrid) V-back]
Example: grox#ysk#o — grofek

c. Lenition in North Welsh (p — b): ¥*VClyice) >> Ident(voice) and *VCioice] >> *VClivoice]
Example: i#pen — i ben

d. Degemination in Finnish (aa — a): *NoGeminate >> Max

Example: maa — maiden
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(22) Impossible A—B mapping in Polish velar palatalization

Ident Ident
/grox + ek/ *CrelVibackl | *Clstrid]Vi-back] (ant) (vel)
a. = <groxek, gro[ek> » "
(Ident(vel)) '
b. @ <groxek, grofek groSek> " "
(Ident(vel), Ident(ant))
c. <groxek> *|
(23) Explanation by means of Prec (Prec(Ident(ant), Ident(vel)))
» *C[strid]v[-back Ident Ident
/grox + ek/ Crvel]Vback] Prec | (ant) (vel)
a. = <groxek, gro[ek> " " "
(Ident(vel))
b. <groxek, grofek grodek> k1 " "
(Ident(vel), Ident(ant)) '
c. <groxek> #|
(24) Impossible A—B mapping in BHA vowel change
. - Ident
/katab/ aCV...Jwp i Max (low)
a. = <katab, kitab> » "
(Ident(low)) '
b. <katab, kitab, ktab> " "
(Ident(low), Max)
c. @  <katab> *1
(25) Explanation by means of Prec (Prec = Prec(Max, (Ident(low))))
. - Ident
/katab/ aCV...Jwp Prec i Max (low)

a. = <katab, kitab>
(Ident(low))

b. <katab, kitab, ktab>
(Ident(low), Max)

w%|

C. <katab>

*|
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(26) Impossible A—B mapping in North Welsh lenition
: y » Ident Ident
/ i# pen/ VCVCst VCSTV (COI‘lt) (VOi)
a. =@ iben . .
(Ident(voi))
b. ipen *1 *
c. ® <jpen, iben, iven> . .
(Ident(voi), Ident(cont))
(27) Explanation by means of Prec
Ident Ident
1 * *
/i # pen/ VCycisV Prec VCsrV (cont) (voi)
a. = iben . " .
(Ident[voil))
b. i.pen *1 *
C. ipen, iben, iven w1 . .
(Ident(voi), Ident(cont)) '
(Prec = (Ident(cont), Ident(voi)))
(28) Impossible A—B mapping in Finnish degemination
*No . Ident
/maa # den/ Geminate a (low) Max
a. = <maaden, maden> . .
(Max)
b. ® <maaden, maden, moden> " "
(Max, Ident(low))
c¢.  <maaden> *|
(29) Explanation by means of Prec
*No " Ident
eminate ow
/maa # den/ Gemi Prec a ) Max

a. = <maaden, maden>
(Max)

b. <maaden, maden, moden>
(Max, Ident(low))

*k|

c. <maaden>

*

(Prec = Prec(Ident(low), Max)))
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(30) Chain shift in Polish: Strident palatalization

Ident *Clstrid] Ident

/ grof + ika/ Cel]Viback] Prec (ant) Vback] (vel)

a. & <grofika> *

b. = <grofika, grodika>
(Ident(ant))

(Prec = (Ident(ant), Ident(vel)))

*|

(31) The B—C mapping in a vowel change in BHA

Ident

/Sarif-at/ aCV...Jwp Prec i Max (low)

a. = <Sarifat, Sarfat>
(*i, Max)

b. @ <Sarifat> *

(Prec = (Max, Ident(low)))

(32) The B—C mapping in lenition in North Welsh

Ident Ident

/i # brand/ VCvasV Prec VGtV (cont) (voi)

a. @ jbrand

b. = ibrand, ivrand
<Ident(cont)>

(Prec = (Ident(cont), Ident(voi)))

(33) The B—C mapping in degemination in Finnish

. *No . Ident
/kala # jen/ Geminate Prec a (low) Max

a. @ <kalajen> *

b. =@ <kalajen, kalogen>
(Ident(low))

(Prec = (Ident(low), Max)))

4.3 Anti-Precedence

(34) 'Precedence constraint ( 'Prec(A, B))
(Let A' and B' stand for LUMs that violate the faithfulness constraints A and B, respectively.)
To any chain of the form <X, B', Y>, if X contains A', Y should not contain B'.
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35) Application of 'Prec: the
pp

A—B mapping in Polish consonant alternation

Ident Ident
/grox + ek/ *Clvel]V-back] TPrec  [*Clstria]V[-back] (ant) (vel)
a. = <groxek, gro[ek> . .
(Ident(vel))
b. <groxek, grofek grosek> . . .
(Ident(vel), Ident(ant)) '
c. <groxek> *!
( "Prec = 'Prec(Ident(vel), Ident(ant)))
(36) Application of 'Prec: the B—C mapping in a consonant alternation case
*Clstri Ident Ident
. * 9 [strid]
/ gl‘of + ika/ Crvet]V[back] Prec Vi (ant) (Vel)
a. = <grofika, groSika> »
(Ident(ant)) '
b. <g1‘0fika> *
( "Prec = 'Prec(Ident(vel), Ident(ant)))
(37) Application of 'Prec: the A—B mapping in BHA vowel changes
Ident
* 1 *3
/katab/ aCV...Jwp Prec i Max (low)
a. == <katab, kitab> " "
(Ident(low))
b.  <katab, kitab, ktab> " . .
(Ident(low), Max) '
C. <katab> *|
( "Prec = 'Prec(Ident(low), Max)))
(38) Application of 'Prec: the B—>C mapping in vowel changes.
Ident
» . = »
/Sarif-at/ aCV...Jwp Prec i Max (low)

a. = <Yarifat, Sarfat>
(Max)

b. <Sarifat>

*|

( "Prec = 'Prec(Ident(low), Max)))
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(39) Application of 'Prec: the A—B mapping in North Welsh lenition

Ident Ident
: * T *
/i # pen/ VCvasV Prec VCsrV (cont) (voi)
a. = <ipen, iben> * *
(Ident(voi))
b. <ipen> *| *
c. <ipen, iben, iven> » " "
(Ident(voi), Ident(cont)) '
( "Prec = 'Prec(Ident(voi), Ident(cont)))
(40) Application of 'Prec: the B—C mapping in North Welsh lenition
. y » Ident Ident
/i # brand/ VCvasV Prec VCsrV (cont) (voi)
a. = <ibrand, ivrand> "
(Ident(cont))
b. ibrand *1
( "Prec = 'Prec(Ident(voi), Ident(cont))))
(41) Application of 'Prec: the A—B mapping in Finnish degemination
. *No - " Ident
/maa # iden/ Ceminate Prec a (low) Max
a. = <maaiden, maiden> . .
(Max)
b. <maaiden, maiden, moiden> » . .
(Max, Ident(low)) )
c. <maaiden> *|
( "Prec = 'Prec(Max, Ident(low)))
(42) Application of 'Prec: the B—C mapping in Finnish degemination
. *No 1 . Ident
/kala # jen/ Geminate Prec a (low) Max
a. == <kalajen, kalogen> .
(Ident(low))
b. <kalajen> *!

( "Prec = 'Prec(Max, Ident(low)))

5. Conclusion
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Introduction

Introduction

1" .

= Goal:

= (i) To show that event is not Just an
ontological entity but conceptualized as
a grammatical object, which SYNTAX
has to make reference to

= (ii) To present how widely the notion of
‘event’ is made use of to account for
linguistic phenomena in SYNTAX

» Data to be dealt with:

(i) Adverbial modifications in English

(ii) Transitivity alternations in English and in Korean
(i) Serial Verbs in Korean

(iv) Case Alternation in D/F phrases in Korean

(v) Cancellation of Achievement Effect

Event Semantics

1" .

Kamp (1979)’s Event
Structure

= What is 'event'?

- Time, Space, Participants, Change,
Causation, etc.

- Language as a device to represent these
concepts

- How to be encoded by language?

» > =<E, <K x>
o el <e2— ~(e2<el)
@ el <e2 AN e2<e3 —el<e3
@ ecxe
w el o« e2—e2x el
w el <e2 Ne2x e3N e3ed —el<ed
w el<e2Velxe2Ve2<el

= [nclusion
. E1 Ce2iff

o Foralle, e<e2 — e<el
@ Foralle, e« el —e2

(i) Foralle, e2<e —el<e
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& &
| Structured Subevent Theories J State and Process
[ T
= Dowty (1979), Pustejovsky (1995), = State: a single event with no inner
Grimshaw (1990), Krifka (1992), etc. structures as represented below
= Process: A sequence of the same
[TRANS|T|ON] events
/\ .
el e2
[PROCESS] [STATE]
[ACTIVITY] [STATE] :
Process
£ £
What is State? | |s progressive stative?
| 1

= Sate and Homogeneity : For all Predicates
of State or Process S (Krifka 1998)
(i) (distributivity): ¥ t1, t2 [S(t1) A t2< t1—S(t2)]

(i) (cumulativity): V t1, t2 [S(t1) A
S(t2)—S(t1? t2)], in case t1? t2exists

= Herweg, M. (1991:986):

..., we do not have to distinguish between
state expressions and process expressions
for logical reasons; neither do we have to
distinguish between state and process with
respect to their temporal properties on the
level of conceptual representations.

0=
Homomorphism between objects and
events (Krifka 1992)

VRIMAP-E(R) ©Ve, x, x'[R(e, x) A
x'sSx—>Je'[e'<eAR(e', x)1]]

Object

Event

£
&

‘ Events are independent Entities!

I
= Natural language expressions can make reference to
events
— direct reference to events, e.g. event nominalizations; (1a):
— quantification over events, (1bc)
(—Wg)ﬂaphoric pronominal reference across sentence boundaries,

a. the fall of the Berlin Wall

b. Germany beat France twice.

c. Always when Germany wins the World Cup people celebrate in
the street.

d. the German win in the finals came as a big surprise. Nobody had

expected it.
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Adverbials quantify over sets

)

of entities

= Meaning of always
. é[(al;ﬁ/aysﬂ = for all events e, such that P(e) = 1:
e) =

n Application
(a) If it rains, Peter always gets sad.
(b) Peter always wins!

= (a) Always, [if it rains], [Peter gets sad]
« [[aways]] ({e: it rains in e}) ({e: Peter gets sad in e})
« ={e:itrains in e} 2 {e: Peter gets sad in e}
=for all events e, such that P(e)=1: Q(e) =1

How Language Encodes 'éé;‘
Events

(1" .

= Davidson (1967):

“hidden” event argument

a. Peter is a hard—nosed, analytic philosopher.
Ax[hard—-nosed(x) A analytic(x) A philosopher(x) 1(p)

b. Peter kissed Mary passionately in the room.
Ax JelKiss(e, x, m) APassionate(e) A Past(e)
Aln (e, 1) AAgent(e)=x ATheme(e)=m]

£

)

Representation of 'Causation'

= Levin & Rapoport (1988): between a
causer and a change of state

wipe: \x, Yy, z[x CAUSE [y BECOME (AT) z
BY [x 'wipe'y]]]

wipe the floor clean : \x[ CAUSE [floor
BECOME (AT) clean BY [x 'wipe' floor]]]

Lexical Conceptual Structure

= Jackendoff (1990):

= Decomposition of Predicates based on Primitives and
Parallel Structures between Lexical Meaning and
Conceptual Structure

n Example: Harry buttered the bread:
[Evem CAUSE ([Thing]'\' [Event ([Thing BUTTER]'
[path TO ( [piace ON ([1ning] ) DD

£
Decompositional Representation based
on Primitives

= McCawley (1968): i/

S
CAUSE/L\S

BECOME /s\
NOT S
ALI\//\y

@)
Further Decomposing VP

= Hale & Keyser (1993), Radford (2009)

The cook the gravy (thin)
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Events as Grammatical Objects

= Adverbial Modifications

(i) by invs. for - time adverbs

a. John walked to the library in/*for twenty minutes.
a'. John walked in the park *in /for twenty minutes.
b. John ran home for/in two hours.

c. John mopped the floor clean in/ *for two
hours/*carefully.

@
.|, Adverbial Modifications

L

= (ii) by subject-oriented vs manner adverbs

a. Clumsily the John spilled the beans.

a. John spilled the beans clumsily.

b. Quickly John will be arrested by the police.
b'. John guickly will be arrested by the police.
b". John will quickly be arrested by the police.
b". John will be arrested by the police quickly.

Adverbs are predicate of
different event types!

= Tenny (2000:286-7)

(i) Adverbs licensed by INFL: modify the
entire event

(i) Adverbs licensed by the head verb:
modify the process part of the event.

Adverbs are predicate of
| different event types!

|
» Radford (2009:349-351):

(i) a. They will gently roll the ball down.
b. They will roll the ball gently down.

(i) a. He had deliberately roll the ball gently down
the hill.

a’. *He had gently roll the ball del/iberately
down the hill.

b. Mary jumped the horse perfectly over the
last fence.

b’. *Mary perfectly jumped the horse over the
last fence.

More Fine—grained View of
Event Structure

=

= Pustejovsky (1995)

(i) The headed subevent: the target of the modifying
adverb

(i) The subevents can be left underspecified in
terms of 'headed subevent'.

(iii) If a transition has its process as the headed
subevent, it licenses the modification by a
manner adverb.

£
&

‘ Headed Event in Pustejovsky (1995)

= Event Headedness: Cognitively more
Prominent
w find: T
P/\*S

n Seek. &
*P
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Transitivity Alternation in English

= NP1(Subj) VP NP2 (Obj) ==> NP2(Subj) VP.

a. Jannet broke the crystal.

a'. Crystal breaks at the slightest touch.
b. John broke the bottle.

b'. The bottle broke.

c. John span the top for two hours.

c'. The top span for two minutes.

\ Transitivity Alternation in English

= More Examples

(i) Roli-Verbs: bounce, drop, float, glide, move, roll,
slide, swing, etc.

(i) Break-Verb: break, chip, crack, crash, crush,
fracture, rip, shatter, smash, tear, etc.

(iii) Bend-Verbs: bend, crease, crinkle, crumple, etc

£ £
)
I Inchoative Verbs I Serial Verbs in Korean
1 ]
NP/VP>.\ (i) a. twule—pwut/pakhi,mac--
v Ve enter—adhere/get stuck/agree with
/\|
NP v , .
| | _ a'. *twule—ked/ttwu/wumci/nolayha
‘ ' Inchoative enter—walk/run/move/sing
John causation the top S\Lun
@ , , @
Generalization of Semantics of S —koiss (Progressive Form) S

the V of twu/-V

= Lee (1999:589)

(i) Event Structure: The E. Str. Should be
structured as[Process+Result St.] as well
as the subevent of Result St. should be the
headed event in terms of Pustejovsky
(1995).

(ii) Argument Structure: An Argument
denoting a place should served as
‘default—argument’ in terms of Pustejovsky
(1995).

l in Korean

Referring to the subevent of process

(14)

a. John-I| pap-ul mek—koiss—ta.
John—-Nom meal-Acc eat-Prog-Dec
‘John is eating his meal.’

ilk—koiss—ta
read—-Prog-Dec

b. Mary-ka chak-ul
‘Mary-Nom book-Acc
‘Mary is reading a book.’
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—eiss (result state) in Korean

—koiss (Progressive Form)
in Korean

T -
. o
= Referring to the subevent of result (15) Ambiguity with ko /ss
State. a. Mary-ka  kowun os-ul ip—koiss—ta.
a. sikmwul-i cwuk—-eiss—ta. (result state) Mary=Nom pretty cloth-Acc wear-Prog-Dec
) Mary is putting on a pretty cloth.” or
plant-Nom die-restult-Dec ‘Mary is wearing a pretty cloth.’
‘A plant is left dead.’
a’. sikmwul-i cwuk-koiss—ta.(process) b.John-i  nwun-ul kam-koiss—ta
plant-Nom die-Prog-Dec ‘Johnf‘Nom e‘yefA.cc cIo’sefProngec
‘A plant is dying.’ John is closing his eyes.
: ‘John’s eyes are closed.’
Some Generalization of Semantics ~~ =
of koiss and eiss | Process only or What?
1
» —koiss makes a serial verb with any verb = Event Structure of jo (‘wear’) (Lee 2004: 172)
which can refer to an event which has a Transition
process as its subevent.
Process* R._State
= —g/a/ss makes a serial verb with any verb |
except for the verbs which refer to an
event of which process subevent is the —Kkolss *.eiss
headed subevent.
@ o , @
X Case Alternation in Adverbial &
l Phrases in Korean
1 ]

» Event Structure of cwuk (‘die?

Process(Punctual) R.State(Durative)

—koiss —-e/ss

= Wechsler and Lee (1996)
() . BAE S A2 S0- 2 SR
CoEAS T RDF M AIRE S0-0/ ZQSHCH

HAL A=

=, 2 At & B-0/2 2L
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£ £
] ] CEy @Ep
Solution for Adverbial Case & S
Assignment \ Cancellation of Achievement Effect
T -
= Wechsler and Lee (1996:640) Data of Tamil from Pederson (1995)
(i) Korean Case Rule aiyar teengkaayai uTaittaar
) ) brahmin coconut-acc  break.TR:3SG:RESP
a. Assign Acc to any CASE dependent with an
external co-argument. staanaal teengkaay  uTaiyavillai
b. Assign Nom to any CASE dependent but coconut  break.INTR:PST:NEG
lacking an external argument. 'The brahmin broke the coconut, but the
(ii) Casg Domain: The Iexical.ly specified domain coconut didn't break.'
of direct case for a predicate may be
extended to include a situation delimiter.
£ £
@) (=)
Cancellation of Achievement Effect I More Data of Korean
1 ]
= Data of Japanese from Lee (2001) = From Lee (2001)
a. Watashi wa saibankan o baishu shita ga baishu dekinakatta. a. 20t |28 WAL A ACH
'| bribed the judge, but | couldn't bribe him.' a. B4 RelE WAL 25 IHXI L UL
b Watashi ishi d " Katt b. 0t YHE 2L EFAl 2 ULH
. Watashi wa ishi de garasu o watta ga warenakatta. L s AL Lol o S =1 ol
'| broke a glass with a stone, but it didn't brake.' b ,ST} SES HAOU 8= 21 AR
c. It M8 JROLE DX LULH
c. Watashi wa keshigomu de ji o keshita ga ji wa kienakatta. c. BIt MES RO T SXE SACH
'| erased the word (with the eraser), but it didn't erase.' d. ??7/+20] LRA2Lt OL2X| L UCH
e.??/* At AU L AKX AL UCH
£ £
@) (=)
& &)
Data of English | 4. Conclusion
1 ]

= English Doesn’t Allow the Cancellation of
Achievement Effect.

a. *John broke the glass, but it didn't break.

a'. »xJohn broke the glass, but it didn't even crack.

b. *xJohn burned the leaves, but they didn't burn.

b'. *John burned the leaves, but they didn't even catch on
fire.

c. »xJohn froze the fish, but it didn't freeze.

c¢' xJohn froze the fish, but it didn't even get cold.

» Predicates designate non atomic but
structured complex events whose
subevents can be made use of by
Grammar.

= Events are grammatical objects which are
made reference to in lexical semantics

and syntax.
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) AAI RS Daniel A. Kister®] Distant
Valleys(1999) 2 92 HE5(1988)°] HF S FA&HH S 7Tz 3 FHolth
Kistere % X832 AlZFo] 714 7H7k A k2] AlQ(closest poetic kin in the West) o2
4] Ezra Pound®} William Butler Yeat
Pound®] AA 9 h&E olw|ASS FAITL AT rh(Kister 1994). oo wha} A
&9 d9A19 Pounde] FAIE TA o

= A= ARt

i
e
&
%0,
o ¢
=
o,
B
ofo
lo
>
Y
o
e
[l
18
ttlo
r
fu

ox,

o
r <
o)
=
o
s
=
4L
1
ol
ol
£
2
=
ol
_>,L‘
o)
N
)

A

B A4 (transitivity)=  Halliday(1978, 1994, 2002)7} %3t 7] (Functional
Grammar)2] &4 824 Z shbo|th(e] 4 2006).

Halliday= <10l Bl ZAH| A= 9n|E Al 7= FE2dH. =, 271 Al
ol A3 ulE Aoz FAZF 7 A (experiential/ideational) 1], ]S w7 = A}
dito] AFdAl doju= ti<lA (interpersonal) o]W|, 12|31 wA|R| o] FA T} wA]A]

o stz wetmo] Ayt A thek 8 2~EA(textual) 9|7 o] THThompson 2004). ©]
Al oul Z9= 2t field, tenor, modest= &4 wetyl AA O gla, o3 £
2 2L A AEA oul= transitivityE, Q1A 2]P]= mood, modality, appraisal=,
ag]a "l AEA olv]= theme 739} cohesive devicesZ & .

a9 1

Context of Situation
Field
Tenor

Semantics

- Ideational
x M ode Interpersonal

Lexico-

SN Tm'giti"ity\‘ Grammar
. Textual /  Mood, Modality,
AN Appraisal
\ . \..Thematic structure

-\ Cohesive devices ~

39



(er=oloiarets| 20108 H2tar)y

—/

BadAE AlelA delvdes AQlY AdA oulE AuEuzt s, ofE {8
transitivity©l] gt £4-& StaA} St} Transitivitys= <AojollA QQa1E thekst el
sadsg O ZaAg s BHd AMEHE F2S 714 @ChHalliday 1985). A
Z(process)= AolA FAFT(verbal group)ell elste] AdAET o] TEAAE I X
2A| 20 Frodsle=  Fre AR(participants) % B (circumstances)Z A FAMS A A
(transitivity system)S A3t A 240t} (o] F< 2006).

Thompson(2004) Halliday”} 733 Z2AM| = £3 67FA] & ol E9F Zo] At
o &, FAZE Asta do] dojue Aol tid 244 Z2AL, A4S T =7

3 A 7pehe FAA ZaA s, EA U A 54 dele BAH Z2Ax
Letot= A e 52 ZEA 2, 42 7HA I P92 Yehde
2, 281 EFARS e E 2418 Z 24 2olth ZF Z2A~HE Aclause) S T

Hafe FelAr) g,

X1 ZT22AA EH M3
ZREAS TR A o] Rl
&4 (material) ek, oy Actor/Goal/Scope/Beneficiary
A1 A (mental) "= Senser/Phenomenon
7 A (relational) ‘=t A Carrier/Attribute
Identified/Identifier
Value/Token
T2 (verbal) Tl Sayer/Receiver/Verhiage/Target
23 9] & (behavioral) RS Behaver/Behavior
=7 4 (existential) ‘EA e Existent

P =AY 7 Aol YEhte SAMEE EASH] Sl ZEAlx FIER
T Z2A 27 oudt e S ol&] &t FElo] A A el 9413]
I g3 FEd ALA 7SR AHEuA} o) agla yolrt Ale] YEo

AEN MY ZEA A HAEA] &2 AE Ao ZEAAE Hlﬂfé}ii’ﬂ

[o
f
)
SO

M. 4+ ¥4
Aok 22 oA wiAE vtEeR B =iddAe FHAE Al 9F, Kisterd] g+F
A 2e]al AbE7E AR ol zet gt =o] Al FAME S Blaste] Aol &
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st AR FRERA Y oA E Hol AHEIT

olglgt ol & wtFe R EAME 9 A& A& AEdrt. 53], AdE AR
3 A B digeR AstEd ol Ale I AFE AAHF onxFe EAS
HolFoh F2AI7]= 1926104 1927 Abol 2, A =x[-&-o] L&A William Blake®]
FAE AFstd Ao 2roFTh

FAE AE D9 Kister(1994)= 19| Al7F AhA]9] olmA|Fe] EAS Hole
HS E59] Ezra Pound® Al9te] FAME S AFITE HAVEE 1974dHE gkt A

g
>
o
Ml
1o,
_
I
1=
>
02
1o,
4r
BN
ACH
4
[o
i—'z
=)
2
o
il
i)
X
M
1%
_0|L
pacs
R
rot
Ml
2
e
{0, ol
Ml

1) Akl M 2 A

[19] A o
Abell A & A7F =

i
o
o
2

lo
Mo ¢
i}

‘Bird from the Mountain’

On the wall sprouting with dodder vines,

There calls a bird from the mountain.

The bird longs for a look at what haunt its eyes,

A look at kid sister, gone away barefoot.

of T Al BTAMIY 7l oE HuaEH AR AEH AR dles Hole A
= & F AUtk oyl AojFo] AN E X2 19 2302 i AldA 2 Aj7F
o oA Tk 2= verbal process®t '&50| 2= verbiageZl W Tl A = call
2 HAH o 2MN verbiageZt A o] &AM YEhdE Fold tig 12l&e] B
oksbE Tt 3 1819 ol ofF olf Ha Az o thet AR AE Cthe bird'E}
= TFAIAQ senserE AAITOZA AFoA sensers: AFTOZH UEPE F U=

[}

1574, =, Aol 2213 Ao el Ao 22w stz Fasdn
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3] 51 wub L2

gt el J A FHoh
‘Litter Sister and the Persimmons’

Big brother is coming.

Some are left for him to taste.

O] Aol e 39 HAAN A& tha ou|de] zo|7t WHHAT. dZdA =

2l &8k LA A7 0] circumstanceQl H] MG Zol A= ©o]& F5HE clauseZ A 23l
material processE AFE T o2 Q& Qmbrl 2th= oy 7|7} vl gt
o] o] om|ike] Zpol7p yEhta, ol g Falo]l dfe 12w Z|vhdelzt
= f =g Aol <kstE A

3) ‘mde]op

Dahlias in full bloom,

Fully bloomed dahlias at noon.

Full blooming dahlias-
Dahlias not blooming,

but bursting in bloom.

ol Al9] 213 miA|E 7AE Ml H—“i‘?i e oﬂjﬂ“ welolE sk Ewe
Shuwk gofd, <ghgte] ghwh A0 <Fhuk vlo] U@,y RE HA vHeerol
attribute® UER}E vHH HA RS B 2= ‘in full bloom', 'fully bloomed'<]
attribute = 7919 A= 'blooming', 'bursting in bloom'®] material process® YEFATE o]

93



o)
A
5
=)
=]
10
for

| 20108 ASst=C3 )

G Aol al AReIAE £FAA HHe wgelolE Ao YRzA BAste
Bgom e WA MR E ndeolt A4S AY Yo aeld FEA
Q=g o

ool A E vhsh o] A WIS Bal AWEH Kisert UIAE AR 4
d W9e gout 483 e BAdel et RS dd nE AdE g
o ®, golst gele] WA AoldA wEE A Wt oA =ele] g

za} el onN~E Ao UEA A9ow <At ARAH A solof G
ek AL 3 whEA P8 ol

= 4 33
29 GANT ARANN BAEL olze e
oA ES FAE < =
o] Kistere] < <A

1) ‘A Girl’

The tree has entered my hands,
The sap has ascended my arms,
The tree has grown in my breast -
Downward,

The branches grow out of me, like arms.

Tree you are,

Moss you are,

You are violets with wind above them.
A child - so high - you are,

And all this is folly to the world.

< HW 192 enter, ascend, grow 52| material process’} T+
& AWEAH 02 relational process@ ©|FO1A St} AJQlL o] Alo|A] <l
I G5 Fdsteta oo 19 oAlolellA BEl AAH o F-o AAEo] i
A Q1 Hol Eolo e b Zlsstea gkl dul 1995). A9l
AWUE HHA 2W7E ot Ho F gl ool Feted, RS A Akt

Z=ofo
Z=ol
Ae HARGE Zott) ol2A &Y UF-E FUAISH=T 910 relational processE
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2) ‘Dance Figure’
For the Marriage in Cana of Galilee

Dark-eyed,

O woman of my dreams,

Ivory sandalled,

There is none like thee among the dancers,

None with swift feet.

I have not found thee in the tents,

In the broken darkness.

I have not found thee at the well-head

Among the women with pitchers.

Thine arms are as a young sapling under the bark;

Thy face as a river with lights.

White as an almond are thy shoulders;
As new almonds stripped from the husk.
They guard thee not with eunuchs;

Not with bars of copper.

Gilt turquoise and silver are in the place of thy rest.
A brown robe, with threads of gold woven in
patterns, hast thou gathered about thee,

O Nathat-Ikanaie, 'Tree-at-the-river'.

As a rillet among the sedge are thy hands upon me;

Thy fingers a frosted stream.

Thy maidens are white like pebbles;

Their music about thee!

There is none like thee among the dancers;

None with swift feet.

Zhdell A IE AEAAFL] & 3 E olnAlE FHer aHW o] Ale A9l
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A Ee 22E o]xFolm nAAQ o] TAst L Akn B E ekt o
A2 AAlE o] At ols = ouAF A EH FFste AR = AL
g Ao = Als AHAIE AABoF dohar FAR TRl Al 1995). A9l relational

rulo

processE &3 739 TAN=ES 5 Al=ol Mot FElg o|nAE 2l n
2T 1999] Thine arms are as a young sapling under the bark, 2¢12] white as a almond
are they shoulders, 5¢12] thy maidens are white like pebbles 5-©] 1 of o]t}

ojFell A AW E npet Ho] et AddAe Ales wZHE 3 olmx|ste] &3
Aol &2 93l relational process’} o] AFE-E AT} o] & Kister®] A9} vl
Hel, olnlFe] AMAE HAvke Holld FAREE Wl UAIRE process FEEE
relational, material, verbal & T}FstAl YERITH

g &

rr

o= FA & ALt ol digk o a3 §AFE Abze] Alolel o =g} bt
LT A|Z FAMo 1 Aal Hokth gl AloA Urhvde
relational process®] WHE-Z Algo] o|n|z|Fe] FHE S W, Kistere] G Al
Me Tt processE E@ oA E W Utk FHAE Al AEFH ol o
g A HlaE Sl =

UJ
i

Aleke &9 F27t
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©

g, (1988). Fx§37. WAk
AEF. (2002). FAE Ao GGl Bgt 7 HAG A7, 3(2), 725

A8, (1998). FFEA] g FFE o7 ZeAad.

G259 (1998). g &) AJol o7 FEAEY.

ol . (1995). Hul Fr|A] 4. HEHAL

o1 (2006). G WA BAMY AA W} AT FAHe] Fo7 v, §(1),

155-176
Halliday, M.A.K. (2004). An Introduction to functional grammar. London: Arnold, 3rd ed.
Kister, D. A. (1994). Distant Valleys. California, USA: Asian Humanities Press
Thompson, G. (2004). Introducing Functional Grammar. NY, USA: Oxford University

Press
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22 g LA mAY HAHE

(3) ©of Atelel M m/iAtd 82 o

25o] 58]
backyard *banyard
back issue *ban nissue

@) & WolA /At 482 o

z30] 72.§9] <
Beg your pardon? *ben nyour pardon?
Not yet. *non nyet.

(5) &=l fy/ LellAe] Hl53} o

SEk ZHY
F%93} F343
74973 741973
©6) Dol iy NN /AT A&
2ol 7] go] of
keep you *keem nyou
hit you *hin nyou

SEEBE
EETER

How aboun nyou?

(7) Wyl A&l n/-AFY
Z5o]
How about you?
Is that yours? Is than nyours?

(8) /k/+y/ A% n/-4td 82 o

7iEof

I don't like your shoes.

#7 g2 o

I don't lig nyour shoes.

9) /p/y/AENM /A A 8-2] o

Z5o]
Keep your lanes.

shipyard

98
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3.d &
31 438 A2
(10) IddA 1
doldl | oo Ax Y
s 0] 9)<= o Jo] a<=7]7F ©
: ¥ R e
7-18 8-9,
e 8 . a9 ge | A9 s
M=17.5 M=8.5
., g 27-41, 10-24', 885 33 88548
=
b M=36.5 M=14 37.5% 50%
18-41, 9-26, 8% 67 8 ZF6
e 8
M=36.5 M=19.13 75% 75%
26-45
Hoirl 8 N/A N/A RIS <y
M=38
32 438 WY
33438 A=
(11) & 1: /pti/
w7 A9 #5
deep effect
leap year
: : The deep effect of leap year started the sharp-eared shop event,
sharp-eare
> thus the shopkeepers organized to keep each other’s secret.
shop event
Keep each
(12) 73 2: /pty/
o 29 74
ship yard
top Europeans In the ship yard, top Europeans said, “If you keep your hat on and
Keep your open up your suitcase, they will help you.”
up your
help you
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(13) 73 3: bH/

job evaluation
job interview

grab immense

rub each

a7 A v
club event The club event had two categories of interest, the job evaluation

and the job interview. Before the event he wanted to grab
immense power of attention by choosing a clean shirt. So he read
the washing label which stated, “Don’t rub each side of the collar

too much when you are washing.”

(14) §3 4: bty

e T

S =]
Ael Ak

club uniform
tab your
crib your

rub your

grab your

She stood in a club uniform when a friend approached and said,
“Tab your name tag on an opening ceremony.” She replied, “He
didn’t crib your answer sheet.” With confusion the women replied,
“Rub your glasses clear, because you’re not making sense.” The

friend replied in a soft voice, “Did he grab your hand last night?”

(15) & 5: /+/

Post Exchange
shot effect

out year

w7 A9 v
hot issue
light year

The hot issue of the light year is the Post Exchange rate. The

shot effect of this rate change will be out year round.

(16) 3 6: /t+y/

w7

g #3

Shl

sweet yogurt
about you?
not yet

that your

what you

"Sweet yogurt? How about you?"
"No, not yet." "Let’s find some shade. Is that your house?" "Yes.

What you want is behind the house."

(17) 5% 7. /d+/

e 7 29 v
bad issue L .

d There was a bad issue for the good year but it did result in a
ood year
8 d y. d good yield. The couple was told they had lost a lot of money.
ood yie
il d i h Listening to the news, they held each other’s hand and they hid
eld eac
hid each each other’s feeling.
id eac
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(18) 3 8: /d+y/

o

g 73

Shl

end user
good youngman
need your

made you

alongside your

The end user of the game was a good youngman, so he went to
the store to ask for help. He said, “I need your help.” to the
clerk. The clerk replied, “What made you pick this?” The good

young man said, “It was because it was alongside your partner.”

19) +8 9: /k+/

w7

2}

o

e

B

back issue
black economy
slick-ear

track event

took Italian

The back issue of black ecomomy is about the slick-ear track
event. Because of that issue he took Italian greyhounds to the dog

bar.

(20) 3 10: /k+y/

o A9 =3
Dick Young Dick Young was in the back yard after the game. His friend
back yard yelled, “I’ll pick you up after five o’clock.” His father looked out
pick you up. the window and said in a polite voice. “You don’t look your age.”
look your Dick Young looked at his friend and said, “He took you by
took you surprise.” The friend nodded in agreement.

Q1) F3 11: /g+/

T 7 a9 w4
big event At the big event there was a big issue about the sales plan. The
big issue owner called the new sales plan a ‘dog-eat-dog sale’, because it
dog-eat-dog was the dog year in Chinese culture. The sales staff could not
dog year agree with his sales plan and for this reason they always dig each
dig each other’s defects.

(22) 738 12: /g+y/

w7

=F

]

e

ek

big yacht
big youngster

dig your . .
b pardon.” Then the big youngster yelled back, “Don’t dig your
eg your
.g y hands into the pockets of that coat.”
dig your

After the boys left the big yacht the big youngster yelled, “Dig

your spurs into a horse!” The younger brother replied, “I beg your
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0.473787 0.110824

Zu =a il A
CR m/Ad | BE | /A s | /A | FE | /Y | FE
sl (%) sl (%) s (%) sl (%)
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
*) 8 20 2 5 1 2.5 11 9.17
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
*4 5 12.5 4 10 0 0 9 75
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
*6 12 30 11 27.5 3 75 26 21.67
7 1 25 0 0 0 0 1 0.83
*8 2 5 2 5 3 75 7 5.83
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
*10 9 225 8 20 2 5 19 15.83
11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12 6 15 3 75 1 2.5 10 8.33
A 43 8.96 30 6.25 10 2.08 83 5.76
*fr3
43 15.36 30 10.71 10 3.57 83 9.88
(771




5. 43 B4

(26) 3 2(p+y): Post hoc TukeyZ 3}

w_ﬂ_l. MM ojn |oln | ojm | o | ofn | ol
Eoovﬂm».m»ﬁﬁ 2
- NN | AN |0 | \O| 0
7% [l E=AE=RE "N Ne N Ne]
2 1=21SS|a(5 =
[l el el el =N N
%
o]
—_ ninvii\n v\ V| N
X <t (| ||
o |8]&8|8|&8|8|&8
NI =R =gl P=g p= P =
B
o
—_ * | * | *
X S| o |[O|n
lﬂ "ol N ol el BN o\ B I VO N I o\ |
|| Ye|<el <
ﬁo [l Nel el ol el N
- B =
I Dl B P
ﬂl‘_ __OT.__OT_OT_
P JHJH.JH..
A | TR (o | T (T
N No |

(27) 3 2(pty) EA2E AN A2 (OR = 0.250, p < 0.05)

X
~

W

—

NA

(28) 3 abry) F7) 2N A3}

& ;M.M o | ojn | ol | ofrt | oln | ofn
B or| T ||| % %o
- O |0 — |-
I BRI R RSN R =
s laS|S|alals
[N Nl el NolRol R
wE
04666666
m M V|V | V| Wn
_ﬂIOOOOOO
m 888|888
mt = D= D= [P [Pl =
B
o
~~ v n | n | OO D
X192 dlE|g|8
ﬁ Slals|s|s|3
B
e |
| NI il
™ &onﬂﬁ;ﬂﬂﬂ
__JL_]«E%
‘W\_ Of 0)
EonE | g AR ]
| [T o | T | TR
N Mo |

(29) 3 4(bty) ZA=E 3AEA A7 (OR = 0306, p < 0.05)

X
~

)

NAH

(30) f+3 o(tty) F7] &4 A

M mM ofn | ofp | ofr | ofn | ofm | ojn
Mo of | | OR| oK | B | 0% | B
_ QN | T || O || T
N | NS vl
& ([l I=22e=ST
ol |e|lOo|le| O

%
o.# nlenfen|len|len|on
w |E|E|EEE|E
o |218lslslg|s
ZT_ S| o | oo O

27

‘OI * | * *

x 18188882
oS ele|ale
el el ol el ReRR=]

Bo
o ™| T
I N R P e
‘W\_ __OT__O/LO«L
s Sy LR o LI
g | T | 2| T
N No |

(31) 3 6(tty) ZA2E 3|AEA A2}k (OR = 0382, p < 0.05)

103



(sr=olofarets] 20108 Agstare] D

(32) € 10(kty) 771 &4 23 FHek It 2ol

B ) 574] Z
A 2t 3 7ol FH AL F pak g
Z29-59 0.025 0.06997 0.984 =y
Z2F-1F 0.175 0.06997 0.064 S
Z2H-deoinl 0.225% 0.06997 0.009 A=
FF-IF 0.150 0.06997 0.144 A=
T a-90i9l 0.200%* 0.06997 0.025 e
ag-YoiHl 0.050 0.06997 0.891 S
(33) 78 10(k+y) 2A 2 3|AEA 23 (OR = 0390, p < 0.05)
(B4 8 12(gty) F71 B4 23 »d 7 Aol
Il =l 3 =} o] Tz F 2k A
B AL o S W AT 7T pax %9] }‘é
e = 0.075 0.05326 0.496 =
= 0.125 0.05326 0.092 A=
ZH-doidl 0.150%* 0.05326 0.028 A=
>g-1g 0.050 0.05326 0.784 8=y
Za-9oi7l 0.075 0.05326 0.496 S
ag-9oinl 0.025 0.05326 0.966 A=

(35) 79 12(gty) X 2E 3AEA A3 (OR = 0.337, p < 0.05)

8.96%, = 6.25%, id 2.08%= e, dojdt f3d7S B %
T 10.71%, 19 3.57%% YEely $d= Ha2 g3t 2to]E el

2) dHE AQe BE /oo AFeA e miAtrdel A3 dojubx] eiskon dojd &
PELS tty, kty, pty, gty, by, dty, dHel £ & /m/iAkle] Loyt &
A5 fyl AtolelAl Hol dojdt Ao g Ueyith o]¢t e At A EA
(Davis and Shin (1999), Shin (1997))°14 °]F= ZS 4 S AHolth

(36) 285 ZA|<F (Davis and Shin 1999)
ASt B7} 249 A A%a9E W Agl FHEE Be FHUE Wl 4 o

o g,

104



ol ¢} TlEo] ghmo] FojgtFAte] A% H A&d /i7F e weke gyt v
= Al 3Kresyllabification) & AA ¢ ©Tole] wpx|ut z2p5o] F WA Tolo] SHF
o2 Yehe & Agle A= aQlez A% F s Aotk ol
Han(1994)o14 A5 &2 w9 1= SAl°l Hong(2005), Lee(2004),
Lee(2006) 5l A 43 FEA| S A7) Zo] E Zolt}

x
il
B
EY

i

3) AT Eopgd Wil mAY S & FEo| HolA= AR Ueigon Sk
p + y7F 73 $gka (0.250) k + y7b PR =

L

E‘(L
~
=)
(O8]
O
S
~

3 B o518 e
(Odds Ratio)
2. phy 11,386 004 250
4. bty -1.185 012 .306
6. tty -.963 .000 382
7. d+i -15.34 .994 .000
8. d+y -.306 .393 736
10. kty -.942 001 390
12. gty -1.088 010 337
4) 3 WA Be AS F53ke A7
T A A 8ol dojuA] = A7

l.p+i ZA A

2.p+y FTwHold

3.b+i A A

4. b+y FTw I A Abol

5.t+i A

6.t +y TH alg Abol

7.d+i A A

8. d+y Kk

9.k +1i Kk

10. k +y Fwu alg Abol

11. g + i A

12.g+y Zu¥ TH5 Abol

Ann, Meejin. 2008. The Korean /n/-insertion before [j] as [nasal] Insertion. Studies in Phonetics,
Phonology and Morphology, 14.3, 372-388.
Davis, Stuart and Seung-Hoon Shin. 1999. The Syllable Contact Constraint in Korean: an

105



—/

(er=oloiarets| 20108 H2tar)y

Optimality-Theoretic Analysis, Journal of East Asian Linguistics 8, 285-312.

Flege, James Emil. 1987. The Production of 'New' and 'Similar' Phones in a Foreign Language:
Evidence for the Effect of Equivalence Classification. Journal of Phonetics, 15.1, 47-65.

Han, Eunjoo. 1994. Prosodic Structure in Compounds. Ph.D. Dissertation, Stanford University.

Hong, Sunhyun. 2003. Parameterized OT Analysis of [n]-insertion in Sino-Korean and Native
Korean. The New Korean Journal of English Language and Literature, 45.2, 395-418.

Hong, Sunhyun. 2005. [n]-insertion in the Kyungsang Dialect. Proceeding of the NKAELL 2005
Spring Conference on English Literature and Language, 69-79.

Hong, Sunhyun. 2006. /n/-insertion in Native Korean and Sino-Korean revisited. Studies in
Phonetics, Phonology and Morphology, 12.2, 391-413.

Kim, Hung-Sun, Baegseung Kim and Mira Oh. 2007. An Optimality Theoretic Analysis of
Phonetically Motivated /n/-insertion. The Linguistic Association of Korea Journal, 15.2,
187-205.

Ladefoged, Peter. 2003. Phonetic Data Analysis, Blackwell Publishing.

Lee, Minkyung. 2006. Gyeongsang Korean /n/-insertion revisited. Studies in Phonetics, Phonology
and Morphology, 12.3, 623-641.

Lee, Ponghyung. 2004. Korean Sonorant Modifications as Domain Initial Strengthening. Korean
Journal of Linguistics, 29.4, 607-633.

Lee, Yongsung and Minkyung Lee. 2006. n-Insertion as y-devocalization in Korean. Korean
Journal of Linguistics, 31.3, 413-440.

McCarthy, John. 2008. Doing Optimality Theory: Applying Theory to Data, Blackwell Publishing.

Odlin, Terence. 1989. Language Transfer: Cross-linguistic influence in language learning.
Cambridge University Press.

Park, Sunwoo. 2005. Positional Markedness and /n/-insertion in Korean. Studies in Phonetics,
Phonology and Morphology, 11.2, 323-335.

Shin, Jiyoung and Jaceun Cha. 2004. Urimal Soriey Chekey: The Sound Pattern of Korean
2nd ed., Hankukmunhwasa.

Shin, Seung-Hoon. 2006. Manner Assimilation and Roles of OCP-SV in Korean. The New Korean
Journal of English Language and Literature, 48.3, 235-254.

106



Rater, gender, and age biases to test formats

¥
as)
o rﬁ‘

o3t
o
=

I . Introduction

As an alternative test method of a Face-To-Face Interview (FTFI), a Computerized Oral
Test (COT) is recommended within the Korean university context, where a large number
of students have to take an exam in a short period of time (Joo, 2007). In the COT, it
is possible to self-administer; for many people to be assessed at the same time; to use a
variety of response elicitation prompts (text, sound, pictures, video, or a combination) in
the same test, to include many items in the test without much effort. All the responses of
test takers are recorded either on a hard drive or a removable zip disk on the computer.

However, the COT may bring some risks. The primary risk is that the COT format
could diminish the validity of the measure. For a test to have genuine validity, test
results obtained should not be affected by factors other than test takers' language ability,
but in the COT the test format itself may influence test takers' performances or raters'
scoring, with potentially serious results. It may be, for example, that the testing situation
has an influence: a new and unfamiliar testing situation may influence the test takers'
chances of a particular score. In the COT, the test takers interact not with a teacher but
with a computer. The stimulus for speaking is not a face-to-face interaction but is
presented to the test takers as a computer recording, in a computer room. The interaction
is computer recorded and the performance is rated from the recording. All of these
aspects of the test situation may influence the performances of test takers. As a result,
the scores may not be valid and reliable as a representative guide to the test taker ability.

Similarly, raters may react in different ways to the COT compared to how they would
to the FTFI due to the different rating procedure and process (e.g., rating the responses
from taped face-to-face interview recordings versus computer recordings), or other
characteristics of the test format (e.g., rating interactive versus monologic output). It is
possible that individual raters judged performance on one format significantly more
harshly or leniently than on the other (i.e., the effect of format on the scorings from
raters). It is also possible that the characteristics of test takers, such as gender and age,
that reflect potential sources of bias help their performances significantly more or less on

one test format than on the other (i.e., the effect of format on the performances of
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gender and age groups).

In terms of gender differences there have been a number of studies on language and
gender (Coates, 1993; Maltz & Borker, 1982; Tannen, 1990; Thwaite, 1993). They
distinguish between male and female conversational styles: the female conversational style
is broadly characterized as collaborative, co-operative, symmetrical and supportive, while
that of the male is typically controlling, uncooperative, asymmetrical and unsupportive. In
other words, males and females may constitute different speech communities (Coates,
1993, p. 140).

Semi-direct tests (e.g., the COT) are mostly monologic, consisting of a series of
one-way exchanges, whereas direct tests (e.g., the FTFI) normally consists of two-way
exchange tasks, which involve considerable negotiation of meaning through verbal and
non-verbal communication (O'Loughline, 2001; Shohamy, 1994). In this situation, it may
be possible that one test format helps a particular gender or (perhaps) age group more or
less than the other. If this were to occur, the test would not be fair and would reduce
the validity of the score-based inferences drawn from the test.

For test fairness and wvalidity, the investigation of the factors which intervene in test
takers' performances or raters' scoring is necessary for the test development and use. Test
developers need to be aware of the intervening factors and attempt to minimize their
influence, if any impacts are found to exist. Thus, this study addressed the following

questions:

(1) Is there a difference in rater severity?

(2) Are the FTFI and the COT equally difficult?
(3) Is there rater bias to the test formats?

(4) Is there gender bias to the test formats?

(5) Is there age bias to the test formats?

II. Design of the study

1. Participants

Table 1 Characteristics of participants

Variables Categories N %
Female 23 62.2

Gender Male 14 378
19 & 20 20 54

Age Between 21 & 25 8 21.6
Over 26 9 243
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Freshman 33 89.2
Grade Junior 1 2.7
Senior 3 8.1

2. Tests

The students were divided into two groups, both of which would take both tests in the
course of two testing sessions. The first group was assigned to take the COT first, and
the second group to take the FTFI first. There were 7-day intervals between the tests.
The FTFI was individually administered to each student. On the other hand, the COT was
group administered to all 37 students in a computer room.

In order to examine the test takers' performances on the FTFI and the COT, each test
taker's computer and tape recording was rated by a researcher and a Canadian English
teacher, both of whom had more than five years experience teaching English conversation
classes and rating oral performance. They independently rated 37 test takers' responses
from two settings: 37 taped face-to-face interview recordings and 37 computer recordings
(inter-rater reliability =0.76 for the FTFI and r=0.85 for the COT).

Before the actual rating, there was a short one day training session in a classroom to
familiarize the researcher and the Canadian teacher with the rating scale and descriptors
taken from O'Loughlin (2001) and to encourage them to compare and critically reflect on
their ratings for a more reliable assessment. The steps they took were: listening to a few
computer recordings, marking independently, collating the scores and discussing them,
refining the marking scale and arriving at a consensus with their marks. Each of them
needed to listen to each recording two or three times before making an independent

judgment.

2.1. FTHFI

One to one interviews were administered in a quiet classroom. The procedure began
with a warm-up phase to establish rapport with the students and relax them. Following
the warm-up, the students were presented with tasks: 'question and answer', 'picture
description', 'role play' and 'narration'. The FTFI procedure ended with a wind-down phase
to ease the students out of the testing situation. Each FTFI was tape recorded for later

verification.

2.2. COT

To study the COT, the Oral Testing Software (OTS), which was designed to test
speaking proficiency by Brigham Young University, was used (Brigham Young University,

109



Tor
-/

(er=oloiatets| 20101 Agstary

http://creativeworks.byu.edu/HRC). The test is self-administered and wuses computer
technology to allow the student and computer to work together to produce ratable speech
samples. While taking the test, the student hears test directions with the accompanying
text and pictures in English (or in another target language, such as Korean or Spanish),
and records his or her responses either on the hard drive or on a removable zip disk on
the computer. The COT can provide a variety of response elicitation prompts (e.g., text,
sound, graphics, video, or a combination). When taking the COT, the student passes
through five phases: (1) registration (2) general instructions regarding the purpose of the
test, instructions for proceeding through the test, and information on the times allotted for
preparing to respond and for recording responses (3) the test recording and playback
functions (4) the actual test: beginning with a warm-up, the test included 'question and
answer', 'video description', 'role play' and 'narration' tasks (5) the end of the test.

For this study, there was a careful attempt to equate the two test formats (the FTFI
and the COT) to avoid confusing variables and to get reliable data about the test taker

attitudes and perceptions.

II. Findings
1. Severity of the raters

Tables 2 and 3 indicate that the two raters had high observed and expected exact
agreement rates through the tests. The infit mean square values ranging between 0.5 and
1.5 reveal that neither of raters was misfit, indicating that their ratings were fairly
consistent.

The results show that rater A was more severe than rater B, even though the severity
span between the raters was small (.54 logits in the FTFI; .94 logits in the COT). Both
chi-square values of 6.3 and 17.2 with 1 df were significant and thus nullify the
hypothesis that all raters were equally severe. To clarify, this suggests that the two raters

differed in their severity.

Table 2 Rater measurement report for the FTFI

Rater Fair-M average Logit Error Infit MS
B 2.17 -27 15 .9
A 2.06 27 15 .9

Note. Separation 1.47 Reliability .68 Fixed (all same) chi-square: 6.3
df: 1 Significance:.01 Observed exact agreements=63.1% Expected exact agreement =62.0%
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Table 3 Rater measurement report for the COT

Rater Fair-M average Logit Error Infit MS
B 2.31 -47 .16 9
A 2.13 47 .16 .9

Note. Separation 2.75 Reliability .88 Fixed (all same) chi-square: 17.2
df: 1 Significance:.00 Observed exact agreements=72.5% Expected exact agreements=63.6%

2. Difficulty of the tests

Table 4 provides a detailed difficulty measurement report for the tests. It indicates that
the FTFI was more harshly scored than the COT, but the difficulty span between the
tests was not large (.5 logits). Although the differences in test difficulty was not great,
the chi-square test which compared the test taker ability estimates obtained from the
scores on the FTFI and the COT, taking into account the relative difficulty of the two
test formats, indicates that the two tests were not the same in terms of their difficulty:
chi-square 13.6 (p=.00) with separation 2.41 and reliability .85. The infit mean square
values indicate that none of the tests was identified as misfitting. In other words, the

overall patterns identified between the two tests were consistent.

Table 4 Difficulty measurement report for the tests

Test Fair-M Average Logit Error Infit MS
COT 2.25 -.25 .10 9
FTFI 2.12 25 .10 1.1
Mean 2.18 .00 .10 1.0
S.D. .06 25 .00 1
Note. Separation: 2.41 Reliability: .85 Fixed (all same) chi-square: 13.6 df 1

significance: .00

3. Rater bias to the test formats

Table 5 suggests that the differences between the severity logits of the FTFI and the
COT by the raters were significant (Rater B-COT and FTFI, t=-3.02, df=430, p=.00; Rater
A-COT and FTFI, t=-2.11, df=430, p=.04). The infit mean square values, which indicate
how similar the rater's scoring is for the format overall, suggest that the pattern of
interaction between rater and test format was consistent: all values are between 0.5 and
L.5.

The z-scores for rater B were greater than +2. Where the z-score value falls below -2.0
the rater is marking the specified format significantly more leniently in relation to the

other format. On the other hand, where the value is greater than +2.0 the rater is scoring
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the format significantly more harshly compared to the way that rater treats the other one.
This indicates that rater B consistently scored test takers on the COT more leniently
(z-score=-2.05) and scored those on the FTFI more harshly (z-score=2.21). Still, the
overall effects of rater bias were small, i.e., the average difference it made to the raw
scores given by the rater was minute. This suggests that the interaction between rater and

test format in the scoring process is not completely responsible for the overall difference

between the difficulty of the two tests.

Table 5 Bias pairwise report: rater-test format interaction
Rater | Test Logit | Error Test Logit | Error Diff Error t df
B COT -.55 13 FTFI1 2 13 -.57 .19 -3.02 430
A COT .09 13 FTFI 49 .14 -.40 .19 -2.11 430
Table 6 Bias calibration report: rater-test format interaction
Rater Test Bias logit Error Z-score Infit MS
B COT -27 13 -2.05 9
A COT -.19 .14 -1.40 .
A FTFI 22 .14 1.58 1.1
B FTFI .30 .14 2.21 1.0
Mean .01 13 .08 1.0
S.D. 25 .00 1.84 A

4. Gender bias to the test formats

Table 7 reveals that male students had -.15 higher logit scores on the COT than on the
FTFI while female students received -.07 higher logit scores on the FTFI than on the
COT. However, the differences were not significant (Male-COT and FTFI, t=-.63, df=310,
p=.53; Female-COT and FTFI, t=.44, df=550, p=.66). Table 8 also shows that neither

gender was significantly biased in favor of either of the test formats: all the z-scores are

within the range of -2 to +2.

Table 7 Bias pairwise report: gender-test interaction

Gender | Test Logit | Error Test Logit | Error Diff | Error t df
Male | COT -.07 17 FTFI .08 17 -15 24 -.63 310
Female | COT .04 A2 FTFI -.04 A2 -.07 17 44 550

112




Table 8 Bias calibration report: gender-test interaction

Gender Test Bias logit S.E. z-score Infit MS
Male COT -.07 17 -.43 .8
Female FTFI -.04 12 -.30 9
Female COT .04 12 .32 .9
Male FTFI .08 17 45 1.4
Mean .00 14 .01 1.0
S.D. .06 .03 .38 2

5. Age bias to the test formats

Table 9 indicates that for the over 21 age group the COT was slightly easier than the
FTFL. On the other hand, for the under 20 age group the COT was a bit more difficult
than the FTFI. However, the differences in difficulty were not significant (over 21
group-COT and FTFI, t=-.08, df=406, p=94; under 20 group-COT and FTFI, t=.07,
df=454, p=94). The z-score values falling within -2.0 and +2.0 in Table 10 also indicate
that test takers' performances on each test were not significantly affected by their age for
either test.

Table 9 Bias pairwise report: age-test format interaction

Age Test | Logit | Error | Test | Logit | Error | Diff | Error t df
Over 21 | COT -.01 14 FTFI .01 .15 -.02 .20 -.08 406
Under 20 | COT .01 13 FTFI -.01 13 .01 18 .07 454

Table 10 Bias calibration report: age-test format interaction

Age Test Bias logit S.E. Z-score Infit MS
Over 21 COT -.01 .14 -.05 7
Under 20 FTFI -.01 13 -.04 1.1
Under 20 COoT .01 13 .06 1.1
Over 21 FTFI .01 15 .06 1.0

Mean .00 14 .01 1.0
S.D. .01 .01 .05 2

IV. Conclusion

In conclusion, the current study identified significant differences in severity of the raters
and difficulty of the two tests, but did not find any meaningful gender and age biases to
the format. Significant rater bias to the test formats was also found in this study, but it
should be noticed that only two raters were employed in this study. In a larger and more
diverse sample, a more convincing or even different result might have been arrived at.

Thus, further research on this issue needs to be undertaken.
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Since this study was devoted to addressing the main questions of interest outlined, there
are many other questions that have not been answered. For example, it was not fully
demonstrated whether the two tests measure the same language abilities. Correlations used
to compare test takers' scores on both tests with their performances provided certain
evidence of concurrent validity of the tests although they were not very high compared to
the previous studies. The result of the chi-square test suggests that they might not have
measured the same language ability. Some qualitative studies (O'Loughline, 2001;
Shohamy, 1994) indicate that direct and semi-direct tests differed in many respects. Thus
there is a need for more studies on the validity of the COT, including continuous
attempts to identify important sources of construct irrelevant variance on test performance.
Together with the findings from this current study, the findings from further validation
studies would allow for obtaining better insight and understanding of what the tests
measure and finally help teachers to select the most appropriate test in a given context

and for a given purpose.
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(3) a. John persuaded Mary to leave.
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(15) Tom tries to sleep.
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Multiple PREC in Multiple Opacity

Minkyung Lee
(Daegu University)

OT-CC with PREC, a theory of harmonic serialism, can incorporate a derivational
process into the parallel evaluation. This leads to solve opacity resulting from a rule
ordering paradox. Wintu, a language of Penutian, involves multiple counterfeeding
opacity in which vowel raising rule is underapplied though a rule description is
apparently met on the surface. Mid-vowel /e/ and /o/ tend to go up to high before a
low vowel /a/ when a single consonant is intervened. Different PREC constraints

operate in different opaque case under OT-CC.

1. Introduction

This paper deals with multiple opacity phenomena found in Wintu, a Penutian language,
where vowel raising rule conterfeeds consonant cluster simplification on one hand and the
former is associated with absolute neutralization rule in conterfeeding rule relation on the
other hand. In Wintu, a mid vowel tends to be raised to a high vowel before a low
vowel /a/ when a single consonant is intervened. However, interestingly enough, it is
witnessed that mid vowels do not go up to high even though the structural description is
apparent on the surface. For the opacity resulting from the counterfeeding rule relation of
vowel raising and cluster simplification, a mid vowel surfaces intact without the change of
vowel height though a single consonant is intervened before a low vowel /a/. An opaque
output is thus optimal. For the opacity coming from the counterfeeding rule relation of
vowel raising and absolute neutralization, an opaque output form surfaces with no vowel
raising involved.

To solve this multiple opacity phenomenon, OT-CC with Precedence constraint (PREC)
(McCarthy 2006, 2007) is invoked. Under the framework of OT-CC, a theory of harmonic
serialism, a derivational process is referable through the record of faithfulness violation
within a chain. PREC counts the violation order of faithfulness constraints in a chain and

crucially operates in opacity.

2. Data analysis

In Wintu, it is observed that a mid vowel goes up to high before a low vowel /a/
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when a single consonant is placed in the middle as shown in (1).

(1) Mid-vowel raising (Data from Pitkin (1984))

a. /lel/ 'transform' b. /koy/ 'want, try'
/lel+a/— [lila] 'to transform' /koy+a/ — [kuya] 'to want, try'
/hen/ 'arrive, come' /q'oy/ 'surround’
/hent+a/—[hina] 'to arrive' /q'oy+a/ — [q'uya] 'to surround'

As observed in (la) and (1b), mid vowels /e/ and /o/ are all raised to become high
vowels [i] and [u], respectively before a low wvowel /a/. Here, note that a single
consonant lies between two vowels.

However, the data displayed in (2) show that vowel raising is underapplied though the

structural description is apparently met on the surface.

(2) No mid-vowel raising
a. /Pelew+war/ — [Pelewar] 'not'
b. /?ewtbas/ — [Pebas] 'they, these'

When two consonants are concatenated over a morpheme boundary, the second consonant
survives. In (2a), when two identical consonants sit side by side at a boundary, the first
consonant is deleted while the second one survives. In (2b), when two different
consonants meet at a boundary, they are simplified and thus the first one is removed.
Here, we see that Obligatory Contour Principle (OCP, Leben 1973, Yip 1998) is

responsible for cluster simplification as in (3).

(3) OCP:

An output must not contain two adjacent elements from the same identity class.
However, OCP in (3) cannot tell us why the first consonant, not the second one, is
removed. Here, as in (4), FaithOnset (FaithOns) is high-ranked in Wintu, thus the coda of

the first morpheme is easily deleted.

(4) FaithOnset

Input segment in onset position must be preserved in the output.

Returning to the data in (2) above, we see that mid-vowel raising counterfeeds cluster

simplification (CS) as schematized in (5).
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(5) Counterfeeding rule relation

UR: /Pew+bas/
Raising rule:

CS rule: rebas
PR: [Pebas]

As observed in (5), supposed that CS would be applied first with the opposite rule
ordering. Then it feeds mid-vowel raising, resulting in the transparent output *[?ibas], but
it is not surface-true. As such, raising is in counterfeeding rule relation with CS in which
vowel raising is underapplied though the rule environment is apparent. Note that a single
consonant is intervened in the middle.

Now look at the data in (6) involving another opacity.

(6) Opacity with non-raising mid-vowel
/kel+a/ — [kela] *kila]
cf. /lel+a/ —  [lila] *[lela]

Interestingly, unlike the tendency that a mid-vowel raises to high when a single consonant
exists in the middle, as shown in (6), not all mid vowels go up to high. Here, following
Pitkin (1984), mid-vowels derived from the underlying archiphonemes /E/ and /O/ undergo
raising. Given his viewpoint, an underlying [-ATR] mid vowel goes up to high while an
underlying [+ATR] one does not. Therefore, /kela/ has an underlying [+ATR] mid vowel,
thus it appears with no mid-vowel raising. However, for [lila], underling [-ATR] mid-vowel

/E/ is neutralized and then raised to high, the transparent output [lila] surfaces.D

3. OT-CC approach to multiple opacity

This section employes OT-CC with PREC (McCarthy 2006, 2007) in which a
derivational process is referable via candidate chains in which faithfulness violation is

recorded. OT-CC claims three wellformedness conditions as displayed in (7).

(7) Wellformedness conditions (McCarthy 2006:14)
a. All chains are faithfully initiated.
b. Chains are gradually divergent.

c. Chains are harmonically improving.

1) As strongly discussed in McGarrity (1999), there is no crucial reason which value of the feature [ATR]
triggers raising. Thus, in line with McGarrity (1999), in this paper, a mid vowel with an underlying [-ATR]
value is raised to high.
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Chains will be valid if and only if the three wellformedness conditions organized in (7)
are all met. All chains should start with an input faithful form as clarified in (7a). Each
chain violates a single faithfulness constraint at a time as stated in (7b), which leads to
harmonic improvement as in (7c¢).

Given this wellformedness condition, now let us consider how multiple opacity is
analyzed. For the counterfeeding opacity between raising rule and cluster simplification
rule as in [Pebas], we need to postulate the constraints as in (8) including the constraints
posited in (3) and (4) above.

(8) Constraints posited (Also see McGarrity 1999)

a. OCP and FaithOns are ranked on the top.

b. Raise: Avoid mid vowel before a low vowel with one consonant intervening.

c. Ident[high] (=Id[hi]): The input value of feature [high] is correspondent to that of
output.

d. Max: Every segment in the input surfaces in the output.

e. Interim Ranking:
OCP, FaithOnset, Raise >> Id[hi], Max

The constraints posited above are not enough to deal with opacity. PREC plays a key
role in selecting an opaque chain. PREC counts the violation order of faithfulness

constraints in a chain as manifested in (9).

(9) PREC (A, B) (McCarthy 2006)
Let A' and B' stand for forms that add violations of the faithfulness constraints A
and B, respectively.
To any chain of the form <X, B', Y>, if X does not contain A', assign a violation
mark, and to any chain of the form <X, B', Y>, if Y contains A', assign a
violation mark. explain how opacity and their ranking can explain how opacity is

resolved.

Chains will be invalid if the violation order is not satisfied. Constraint A always precedes
constraint B in violation order. Otherwise all are caught in PREC violation. Constraint B
and then A violation, Constraint B violation but no A violation, the opposite violation
order of constraint B and then A are all PREC violation.

Here, for the first case of Wintu opacity, we need to posit the PREC constraint as in

(10).
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(10) PREC (Id[hi], Max):
a. Assign a violation mark if there is no Id[hi] violation with the presence
of Max violation.
b. Assign two violation marks if Max violation precedes Id[hi] violation.

c. Assign a violation mark if both are violated simultaneously.

As manifested in (10), Id[hi] violation precedes Max violation. This implies that the
presence of Max violation but the absence of Id[hi] violation induces the PREC violation.
Both the opposite violation order of Max and then Id[hi] and the simultaneous violation
of Id[hi] and Max give rise to the PREC violation. Now let us look at the vital role of
PREC for the opaque case of [febas].

(11) Opacity in [Pebas] (not *[?ibas])

Faith PREC . Id
/[Pew+bas/ OCP . Raise . Max
Ons (Id[hi], Max, [hi]

a. lewbas
Wi L
< >

b. fPewas

<Max>

c. ribas
<Max, Id[hi]>

=d. Pebas

<Max>

W, 1 1 1

Wa L 1 1

The transparent output in (1lc) is ruled out. Though (11d), the opaque chain, also
violates PREC but it does less than the strong competitor in (11c).

For another opaque case of [kela] (not *[kila]) in comparison with [lila] (*[lela]), we
need another type of PREC constraint. Note that raising rule is underapplied in [kela]
though a mid vowel appears before a low vowel with a single consonant intervening. The
additional constraints are organized in (12) to explain the different behavior of the

presence or absence of mid-vowel raising as in [kela] vs. [lila].

(12) More constraints posited
a. *[-ATR]: Avoid [-ATR] vowels.
b. Ident[ATR] (=Id[ATR]): Preserve the input value for the feature [ATR] in the
output.
c. The whole ranking:
OCP, FaithOns >> PREC >> Raise >> *[-ATR] >> Id[hi], Id[ATR], Max
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To treat the opacity in [kela], it needs to posit another PREC (Id[ATR], Id[hi]) to

make an opaque output optimal as in (13).

(13) PREC(Id[ATR], Id[hi]):
a. Assign a violation mark if there is no Id[ATR] violation with the presence of
Id[hi] violation.
b. Assign two violation marks if Id[hi] violation precedes Id[ATR] violation.

c. Assign a violation mark if both are violated simultaneously.

Note that PREC posited in (13), along with PREC(Id[hi], Max) in (10), plays a votal

role in choosing the opaque output as in (14).

(14) Opacity in [kela] (*[kila])?

PREC . Id Id
/kel+a/ . Raise *[-ATR] ]
(Id[ATR], Id[Hi]) [hi] [ATR]
= a. kela
< > !
b kila
W1 Wl
<Id[hi]>

The transparent output *[kila] in (14b) is fatally out due to the crucial violation of PRE
(OF))

Finally, let us see the transparent case of [lila], with an underlying [-ATR] vowel.

2) Here, suppose that we can derive [kela] from the underlying /kEla/ with an underlying [-ATR] mid vowel, we
cannot induce the opaque optimal form [kela] since PREC cannot see which chain is better between *<kila>
and <kela>. Note that both satisfies PREC. Even worse, the following ranked constraint 'Raise' evaluates
<kila> better than <kela>. Also note that the constraints not playing a key role in the current tableau are
omitted due to the space limit.

3) Note that the chain <kela, kala>, though satisfying PREC, is fatal due to the violation of Id[low] which is
ranked on the top along with OCP and FaithOns.
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(15) With mid-vowel raising

PREC 1d 1d
/El+a/ , Raise | *[-ATR] =
(Id[ATR], Id[hi]) [hi]  [ATR]

a. 1Ela
< >
b. lela
<Id[ATR]>
=¢. lila
<Id[ATR], Id[hi]>
d. lila
<Id[hi], Id[ATR])

Wi 1

Wi

The tableau is self-explanatory. Unlike the case of [kela], /lela/ becomes [lila] with
mid-vowel raising as in (15¢). (15d) is the worst with the opposite violation order of
PREC. (15a) and (15b) are also inferior.

As such, given the opacity of non-raising mid-vowel as in (14), another PREC

constraint is indispensable.

4. Conclusion

This paper examines and analyzes the data of Wintu with multiple opacity where
mid-vowel raising rule counterfeeds cluster simplification as in [Pebas] and the former
counterfeeds absolute neutralization as in [kela]. To tackle out this multiple opacity in
Wintu, we see that multiple PREC constraints are applied to each different case of
opacity under OT-CC. Interestingly, not all mid vowels do experience height change even
though they arise in the same environment as those with height change. Thus, in this
paper, to explain the different behavior of mid-vowels in Wintu, an underlying [-ATR]
mid vowel goes up to high while an underlying [+ATR] one does not, thus no height

change arises. Multiple PREC constraint is responsible for multiple opacity in Wintu.
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Academic Listening: What situational variables may motivate
12 learners to listen to academic lectures?

Jihyun Jeon
(University of Ulsan)

I. Introduction

In many EFL academic environments such as Korea, English is a subject required of
secondary school students to pass the joint entrance examinations into universities.
However, once students enter university, their curricula center on the content area in
which they specialize. In other words, other than English major, students do not have to
take English courses after the freshman year. Thus, some students, mostly those highly
motivated and more proficient EFL learners, gradually acquire advanced-level listening
abilities while other students, in the middle of their long and lonely endeavor, lose
confidence and interest, and eventually give up increasing their English listening abilities.

The present study was motivated to find out under what conditions students would be
more willing to engage themselves in academic listening. It is hoped that by identifying
these conditions, the researcher may be able to provide pedagogical assistance and create
a more positive learning environment, even when opportunities for formal classroom

instruction are rare.

2. Research Questions

(1) Under what situations would Korean ESL learners be most willing to listen to an
academic lecture?
(2) Are there common factors underlying Korean ESL learners’ indicated motivation for

academic listening? And if yes, what are they?

3. Participants

Four Korean student informants were invited to reflect on their own EAP listening
experiences. Based on interviews with the four Korean student informants, a questionnaire
containing 20 statements describing various situations was constructed and provided to 45

Korean ESL students who enrolled in an American Universityas either an undergraduate
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or a graduate student.

4, Results

Students’mean self-estimated listening coverage of academic lectures was 24.48% (SD =
21.41%), with the lowest covering 12% and the highest 85%. Descriptive statistics showed
that 45 Korean ESL students were most willing to listen to classes under four
circumstances: (1) Students’ participation in class discussion is requested, (2) key points
were highlighted clearly by an instructor’s repetition, (3) clear graphs and illustrations
related to the lecture are presented, and (4) class examinations are followed. Factor
analysis results presented three distinct clusters of variables, which included (1) student
participation, (2) teacher facilitation, and (3) visual factors involvement. These three
factors together explained over 60% variance.

Besides, participants also reported through the questionnaire that there were some factors
affecting their listening comprehension. These included a lecturer’s speech rate and
pronunciation, interest, listening habits, teaching skills, anxiety, American humor or slang,

self-confidence in English listening, etc.

5. Limitations

Some limitations of this study should be highlighted as follows.

First, the sample was limited. Situational motivation and learner preference may be
quite sensitive to the population studied, with different contextual factors influencing the
results to a great extent.

Second, the questionnaire items were far from exhaustive. The items were centered on
factors related to the individual listening of an academic lecture. Other items such as
teacher feedback, group cohesiveness and classroom setting were not included. These
items may be considered to complement our understanding of ESL Korean students’

listening motivation.
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(2)i ..o FEAA thatde] APALE Hetx] Zethe HdA AAZEL dE=
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AT, #ASE Aol AXe soe=dd Y AXEHE #AE == fAEH
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Huddleston & Pullum(2002: 1414-1415)2 #E &< F 74 F3< It-EE &2 Wh-
FEEDe® WYirid, Wh-B9ES ] 718383 dder BRI tds dE0)=
Bz}

(1) a. I bought a red wool sweater.

b. It was a red wool sweater that I bought.

c. What I bought was a red wool sweater.

d. A red wool sweater was what I bought.
o &(laye HlELGEC|H, (e t-EIE, (o 7I1%%¥ Wh-EE9%, 183 (lde
9% Wh-2g &l sigdth

R TRE WA, AXATE, FATYG DA Tt 7o AS vdy
wol 2o itk kRIRe VB FxE 9% 2k

(2) It + BE + +<E &[NP, PP, AdvP, finite clause] + =< A {that/wh-/ '}

@9 FEAM Fol it oIv] gl Aol b Aotk BRR wEAEL
2ol FeeA EAHE 8 FAE shin,
Jol) Hlste] Wh-PdFe] RAYRORE WAL, AAAT, PAT, FEAT, W

ol Al SYE-FE EHFEKCollins 1991: 26). L&} 2 1=
of =o] B A

xR v
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(3) Wh-2&2 + BE + YA &[NP, PP, AdvP, AP, (non-)finite clause]

Wh-£E &9 23l 2 & Se EEHAEY HFe -EEEe £E4Ee HT9
Aol 7F .

B =Y 54 goldlA EEE} HEI T Aol FoR], oJgA 2
ALEE A S}, BEEe] FRE R JEFxS} "HiPleed wet oud M2 gE 2
xo 7l5e 7HAE7HE A8k Aolth Prince(1978)F -G 3 who] & B A
TET e 7T AR, DeClerck(1984)¢}F Johansson(2002)9] A+ ZAxje] w
g} [t EE o] olyel Wh-RE % A28 JEAATEE 3= 7HA
H, LT BFt vl w2t FEF20F g2l vEke Aelka 7Hgdith o
2] 31 Hassalgdrd(2004)2] It-TE oA FAMR EEAES] JEFx2} F37ls9 &
s sk, -EEE 7 Wh-BEE &7 2eto] ReE T B EY 4
Hyzet g3p7lss 243

0. 2459 FEF+Z9 @87 F
1. B 7Y HEFZ

BRI ZeE &ole I e AAF 25| Eote Wl A e SAdA A
gy e dohd HxE Fagsiee A Aol 9lth. Halliday(1967),
Chafe(1976), Clark & Haviland(1977)%}, Rochemont(1986)7} E& &S HAg uw] A}-g-3t
oot gole g4 gEAT, FEAE FHEE FEAES AP EE Uit
HT}. Halliday(1967)= 713182 59753 ™ A, Chafe(1976)= A #ke] o2 1 1
Clark & Haviland(1977)& ZAFe} stAzte]l FfH A2 HelA EEEe] HHA
Zeleitt g5 dE@)E EAL

(4) A: What do we need?
B: (a) It is more money that we need.

(b) What we need is more money.
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(5) Bush was elected, but it was Gore who won the POPULAR vote.

g, Prince(1978)€ 712% Wh-2d9 w284 = 28, 1A AR

o
(given information)?! T BT X3ttty 7Pttt 22y DeClerck(1984: 259)+

()

It-EE 5

Wh-#E 79 BEde JHAA t-FE 5 vV 2 AFHHBE 7Rt A kst
“}‘3}7‘1 FEF9 BRE 732 A2 EE5d HEAA BEToladl= F 7HA
%%1’/} ——.z— DeClerck® Prince’} AH 3 A HAA [t-FEFE AEE Wh-5<E

—] ‘.9—

=

o F(6)= XA}

(6) A: Those apples are good, aren't they?
B: So they are! What keeps me from eating all of them is that mother will be

furious if I don't leave any for the others.

o Z(6B)°l A ‘something keeps her from eating the apples'= A o4 &= Zhojz}
o ola) AEgke] Tl PRI Belo] hssl] WRel 29 Aol ohd
qun 94g s,

Delin(1989: 196)= FEHO| AElE FHE, AFHE, a8z FEZFEZ FEITH
Delin®] %412 FE79 FE A7l ofd EE3H ] 7}7<]T‘3 A e 785
Ml BPR oW, FHFIFL BGAo] 71X I

A e gttt. Delin(1989: 197)2] & w2 3 l"ﬁ:?:ixéoﬂ ;ﬁxﬂ% @E‘?réég] il

ol
FE E17 2.

-3 & 7188 Wh-#E & 9% Wh-EIE
TR E 16 3 2
ZE2HH 18 47 20
AR H 16 - 28
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S AATREOR 0FY JUAYL U BRIG. 0 228 24

¥2. BEE9 471K % E-Z(Johansson 2002: 185-186)
fra TEA T Ta4d
A TAUFER L TAUFERL
B TRE/FEH H A7 B
C A E A7
D 217 B TRE/FEYE

Johansson(2002: 187)2 o} ~9dlo] HH =
AR AEE 471K 9 ARG utgt BAs9n 1 23 3337 2

)
Jig
es}
w2
FU
\®
ol
Ll
£
N
o
=
1o,
M

3. B9 #33¥ % B Z(Johansson 2002: 187)
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2) Given information: Information that the cooperative speaker may assume is appro -priately in the hearer's consciousness.

Known information: Information that the speaker represents as being factual and as already known to certain persons

(often not including the hearer) (Prince 1978: 903).
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e dojgrtse] "@alrles AWyl 98] tdd Frbd H4doluv sVl eE
AL-8-3HTh. Hassalgard(2004: 200)= F B3 Eo] AT Edlo we 9375 #

= =

A4S Aretn], Delahunty(1984) ©Jv|4 &4o] @a/]se Agartan e
Delin & Oberlander(1995)¢} Oberlander & Delin(1996)- H

Aol FEr1%S AAsittn B} Colling(1991: 106)= EAFZ &£Ajo] FA)| 2
PuE £ APet AR Gl JFS A, B Ro|

o

8 10y 2
oS e b

£ $23 71%°] vt Et} Johansson(2002: 149-154)2 HAE A B P29
< "Wl FHAATE e, EEEY 72 SHCEREH "3V e =E5

Johansson(2002: 194)°] 7}4
7F Alrgt FAE HE)E

o "El%e SR RE B2 e thev 2ok

o o

EH

6. +EFS 8

N
-~
N

| 37l

Jo
ofl

@375
ol Z(Contrast)
kAl Al ZH(Topic Launching)
3}A] A (Topic Linking)
2+ (Summative)
tz+2d 0]
o Z=+3hA A =
=+
4| 8H(Themathization)

e BN NN N R A S

=4, Johansson(2002: 192-193)2 <Joje} ~Folo] HEAH A~ FA
z9o HEe P35y REFHom AAAAS /HHAS Uy
= Eul

=
Johansson(2002)2] Zz}e} vl A3t} Johansson(2002: 193)0] S FEFe &
B3z 3 @Vl daddAe v 3273 2ok 275 24

%7, AR FZ2 T3] S (Johansson 2002: 193)

AG ) i 8 Sommte

B (F+ + 4l) - 3}A| A4 (Topic Linking)
C A+ 2h - 3}A| Al 2H(Topic Launching)
D Xl + ) - ol Z(Contrast)
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AR 1 3 3 38 47
A HALE 2 1 2 5
A AL 2 1 3 5 11 67
) Hea ; 2
7€} 2 2
HA 2 14 12 5 33
B AR 1 18 2 5 26
(Fral) AT 1 7 8 1 17 | 76
EEE 0
71} 0
YA 1 12 17 8 1 2 41
B¢ 3 1 4 0 2 7 18
(A AT 5 4 1 10 | 20 | 81
234 2 2
7€} 0
HA 3 7 2 4 16
FAFE 1 1 2
D ZAA A 3 1 4 2
G+ (H34 0
7€t 0
HAl 13 38 72 81 3 36 246
EIL Wh-2gE9] FrF29} F3l7]s] HASG
J(:):
HE 3} A Nz | ozt ;
?o,_lz_ EEAE = NE:! B! 44 34 92 %74 A3k total
WAL 10 11 1 21
HALE 1 2 1 4
A AR A 1 1 %5
T+ (BEA 11 2 3 18 4 39
H3 34 18 1 19
384t 1 !
YA 5 2 1 8
HAL 2 1 1 4
B A X AL 1 1 ’
T+ (BE- 2 4 6
R 1 2 1 4
A
WAL 1 3 3 2 1 1 13
HALF 1 3 2 1 7
C ZAX A 1 1 1 3 0
@A+ [mEA 4 8 3 3 3 3 27
LR 4 3 1 2 1 12
L&A 1 1 2
YA 7 13 24 2 2 12 61
A 3 3
ZAX| AL 1 1 4 |
(A]E;L) Ak 19 22 38 7 94
G 5 11 14 1 3 36
&AL 1 1
A 62 68 106 72 10 43 367
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L1 FojAtdl A 9 FALA]

adgiedo] 4 [XP V... ]
afgo] skelA ¢ [CP baet(that) XP... V]
ZAMg°]: a. He spoke not.

b. He not spoke.

c. He did not speak.
dlde]: He did not speak.

12. & 2949 7Hg # F7F

718 1: BAll & FW(phase)S HAA7]E BALA olF o 713

71 20 g ool = L - (e C [ve V ])

T4 FolojedstE VPE Hol& Sk CPEte B g 1 (CP-VP)o] F 7He] 59
(CP-TP, WP-VP) 2. = #3}5 = I oA UEstd Aot S g ojoir e @

S H(er C [ve VDA dAIAY ol ([cp Clre T [p v [ve V ]]IDEE
2as el 2AGelolAE CPEE R o4 thEA), I H T 914 she
s FUTEE SRl AASRens 2 duE AR del A BA
7 b
2. g o] (PE)ol 9 = (Phase)
2.1 =4

#| 47| (minimalist program)ol| Al FEEZES A% D ool whe} el wheh X e]d

(1) [cp C @ [p Vv @]]]]

= o3 =ZFo] A =GtH A 8Kspell-out)E Foted ZH2 FHHEQl LFolA < n| 3]
A3} PRol A faf A& WAL E£AL8E o] Fofl ou gk SAMY 8 Eo|sHA|N o =]

i)
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o)
A
5
2
IgT
for

| 20109 HSst=03

=9

—/

N} 0 AHole AFele] g BAMY &7 #Ho]l 9l B2 Chomsky(2000)°l A =
22} 22 PIC(phase impenetrability condition)S 4173 3lo] A9 o] ZFH A AL BALA
TE2 F F UES gk

(2) PIC(Phase Impenetrability Condition)
In phase a with head H, the domain of H is not accessible to operations outside a,

only H and its edge are accessible to such operations. (Chomsky 2000:108)

[ZA 3]

A HAaF] JMdolr] ZHE e} CPE THBHE 7]5-2 Chomsky (2006: 106)014] A53}
=, W CPe FFFEoA 5YA o2 EA8t A4 (proposition)od F-of] w2 o]t
D Epstein (2004): F-FHEo A P} CP7F EAA 02 ZAgThs RS Exajsto] T

==

UeEE fdolmg BEx3} o] Hol BAMRA A E ypo} CP7F ZWo]al whetet 2=
SUE 277F gieh. weF BARRAA sk CP7E SHel kil A, ol e AF

Tk <
7] <= (stipulation)©] HE. o] a2 HYE AYsto]of st HAaF YA E
T s} ghr.

P Epstein & Seely (2002: 78) WA ] /Hd = A A3 Fo}. WAAE LFe] 7ldol 2=
olgl WA/go] &9t of DA PFA A S A SR BT ST

&O

22 3A=ZA

P At el BREe] TS HPATIE S ohlet 7lEd] BHE T2 gt T
=1

b 3714 o] 5o 2 FAMFA A &= = &7 (Extension Condition)D <] <4l

(3) a. Target a phrase marker K.
b. Add an empty @ external to K.
c. Substitution a phrase mark 3 for @, forming the new

phrase marker " = a projection of K (Chomsky 1993: 22)

(4) @ must be external to the targeted phrase marker K.
Thus, GT and Move extend K to K* [i.e., T], which
includes K as a proper part. (Chomsky 1993: 22)

| g e ) I e B
(D Chomsky (1993: 22): Sgx712 A thA| o] (overt substitution)ol] 7 2 &% =
iRy

1) Extension Condition (Chomsky 1995)
Merge should be effected at the root.
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@ Inheritance theoryol| A= &3z 710] X AKX A FE=T)

23. THI FAlo|F

(5) a. FF2AL o71E Aol Fo] FARAA oW 4T sesp
b. FHelA Uehbs Bt BE oWl 9@L ek
c. TAE WA FARA A4 H LT

a. oA HF2AE st FAtelEe] YR Cue =] A=A

(7) [cp C [tp T [» Vv [vp V111

1 1

(8) [cp what [c did [rp SUB [y [v see t ]]]]

P SAtol s HHs ta

k)

22 A&ol A7id

©9) a. ool FAE o BAE
b. BAHROIA BAto]Fol ALHTI SpecO R o] Fhe XPolE 2l of X’
= o] o O]‘T_‘7]‘?

P9 e T FHAdT
O FHoNAME=E C= TE AYsta ve VE A8 st ¢-A2 & S (inheritance)

So] XPolE 4T
@ FAtol s =He ¥
2006, 76).
@ GoJAte e o] FiEoleHe e W] T3 (monadic phase)o] A F
7Ne] =W (dyadic phase)o. 2 v} = 2.

Lo,

H 5= ¥l (categorial selection) -2 4 ¥H (Matushansky

3. gojoiist

athgole] dnby ol FANM e AP 22 F MAd fAshe i g HolF
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(er=oloiarets| 20108 H2tar)y

—/

I A= FAE o] FokA] B B (1003 S of<zo] A[ujA oln.

(10) 2tjdo] 4

a. Se swicola Herod cwad to dam tungel-witegum
the treacherous Herod spoke to the star-wise man
'the treacherous Herod spoke to the astrologers'
(AHTH, I, 82,15, Kemenade: 17)

b. Maran cydd habbad englas to Gode ponne men
more affinity have angels to God than men
'angels have more affinity to God than men
(AHTh. 1. 10.3, Kemenade 17)

(1) eige] sheldd

a. Peet Darius hie mid gefeohte secan wolde

that Darius them for battle visit wanted
'that Darius wanted to seek them to battle with them'
(Oros. 45.31, Kemenade 19)
b. gif hie him pes rices
it they him the kindom granted
'if they would grant him the kindom'
(Parker 755, Kemenade 16)

b noidoldl e ol%: AwHo R mrjgole] G HelA 2ol Wt EA} Ho
YAtz dnkg o2 sofn|(head final)e] U-FoA OV o](Canale 1978, Lightfoot
1979, 1991, Bean 1983, van Kemenade 1987, pintzuk 1991, Denison 1993).

P O nugoolM® Fd3 Feo] oveolo] EA8] shthe T2 (Allen 1995, Kroch &
Tayor 2000, Pintzuk 1991)%
tfdole] 1P} VPE 7913 3 A F(head initial)U S ojn] E A2 o] FHTT
}\}\q’T_‘ T (Kroch & Taylor 2000, Pintzuk, 1993, 2002, 2005)2)

2) ol gk Foll= 1Pet VP el whet the 47EA] FEiZE EAlste] adjdole] FEo whet ofe 47t
2 4 Mol Fxz BEAg)

a. head-initial IP + head-final VP: [IP AUX [VP O V ]
b. head-initial IP + head-initial VP: [IP AUX [VP V O ]
c. head-final IP + head-final VP: [IP [VP O V] AUX]
d. head-initial TP + head-initial VP:  [IP [VP V O ] AUX]
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P AT o] vhry:
@D 7]<=(stipulation)2] =Al
D dolgEaadAe B

» sojdoli= oveldol obd :
D aGelN = FFFe VoFRel EASAHE
@ HA2FddAE Kayne (1994)2] LCAME WE 2E AAdo]= 814 F(head
initial) SVO©{<= (Roberts 1997, Nunes 2002 i.a.).

(12) a. I go] ¥4 : [ XP C [ve V11

aige] A [ [c Pat ] [wve vV 11

g TP

(13) [ece C [w V .. 1]

p ntjdole] TP7F EAEHA] & o] f
@ AlAlfn 7 EASHA] S
@ 253 AKspilt infinitive) to7} VERIA] 92

14) to enserche, and to perfitly knowe alle manere of Naturels thinge.
p y g
(Kiparsky 1997:465, Secreta secretorum, OED 1400, )

B FoM 254} do7h FERIA e
&4 2 & I(definite effects)”} 1S

@@

(15) Ond pa aefter pon Pe dar waeron da halgan lofsangs
and then after it that were the holy praise-songs (BL 207:28).

3) Kayne (1994) LCA: If A, a non-terminal, asymmetically c-commands B, a non-terminal, then all terminals a
dominated by A precede all terminals b dominated by B.

4) 2Ol 250l nemone] UERIE AlGoi AN doFA7F A e

a. Ne sende se deofol da fyr.
Nort sent the devil then fire  (Mitchell, I. 661)
b. Ppe ne twynad nan ding, Pat Ppu sawle haebbe

you not doubt not at all, that you soul have (Visser 8489)
c. He nolde beon cyning

He not wanted to be king (Mitchell, I: 661)
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33 nigole] VPTRS FHolF

puthgololr @dI VPTE [v» V]
O SHE B AAF B HAZE 913(Philippe(1997: 63))

(16) a. 0a baer sum wudewe hire suna lic bebyrgnne
then bore a/some widow her son to be buried (AZHom. i.66.15)
b. Men ne cunnon secqan to sode... hwa paem hleste onfeng

people cannot say for surew.... who the cargo received (Beo. 50)

@ to-FHA BHAIGEF EASA] S

(17) a. se cing het hi feohtan agien Pitas
the king ordered them to fight against the Picts (Chron. 12,449)

b. he ... let itt eornenn forpwipp
he forthwith set it running (orm 1336)

® 2G| o] FZHo| P2

(18) (Koopman 1990: 176)

DO-IO 853 54%
10-DO 715 46%
Total 1568 100%

@ =] A Tzl

4. TA g0l Al

4.1 FA| g

P Al o] & norman conquest (1066)°] % 15007}A] o] Z 7]t o] 150001 4] 180013 )
o] AI71&2 o] Al7]o= =A(inflection)d] TTste} FHoFo] T a1 WA (grammatical
genden) = “FAEH Aujgoe} FARE g H oS AT Ao A= 3o
not®] #1x| ¢ #Hste] that 22 Al ZEA o FARI X 7 FA Ol YRS TH(Visser.
p.1529-1536).

(19) a. He did not speak (Visser §1438)

b. He not spoke (Visser §1440)
c. He spoke not (Visser §1441)
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(20) do-not-verb T-<(19a)
a. If he be sinful, I doe not know (C1460)
If he be sinful, I do not know
(C1460, Chester Myst. PL. 237, 193, Roberts 1993:251)
b. the money is so likkle that it doth not suffice (C1417)
the money is so little that it does not sufice
(1417:Ellis, Orig.Lett. UU, I, P 61: Roberts 1993:251)

(21) verb-not T-(19b)
a. they were ful soore adredde and wist not what it was.
they were fukk sore afraid and knew not what it was
(1438: Anon.: The Gilte legende; Gray 1985: 1030)
b. Wepyng and tears counforteth not dissolute laghers
weeping and tears comfort not dissolute laughers
(1400-50, n. love The Myrour of the Blessyd Lyf of jesu Christ)

(22) not-verb7-3=(19¢)
a. Thairwith he nocht growit
At this he not shrunk (in fear)
(1448, Richard Holland The Buke of the Howlat, 7)
b. Or if there were, it not belongs to you
(1600, Shakespeare 2 Henry IV, 1. 98)

S EEERE
(23) a. He spoke not
b.[ce C [t spoke; [not] [vp t ]]I]

(24) a. He not spoke
b.[ce C  [not] [w» spokei [w t ]11]

(25) a. He did not speak
b. [cp C [Tp did [  speak; [vo i 11

P do el 414
(26) a. Thus conscience does make cowards of us all (Hamlet, II, 1,83)

b. Rough winds do shake the darling buds of May

(Sonnet xxviii, 1.3)
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Dueba] sAbel T3 B E Jojojeiste ngole ©dd =W [ C [w V.]I°]
T He Her ®iglste] AAE = ol CPet e EE A, B VPR
B EE BF o HHe AA ddigeld F N S8 [ C [ Tle v
[p V.. 22 Fdste FHolUEE o] Sl &etaat shait

42 Gl v-to-TO| F

@u Aol A FHe] F(T-0-ColE, V-to-vo] B)T el vto-TolFo] hehith
(Pollock 1989). & ZFA} have/be/dosAt= TR o] &< g}
(27) a. John does not like Mary
b. John has not met her

c. John is not happy.

(28) [tp John T [p have/be/do .. [vp .. ]]]

(29) a. John likes Mary
b. John [tp T( s) [w like Mary]]

|

L 32
lo
tlo 5
S rr
>
ro
v

b. aQl 7A-F Cu< shHe
(Spell-Out)= A -8A] 71t}

5. 48
B 2o M aggel/FAgolangolda dehte ojeiges Ilo] gdd 2w
S o ol

(CP-VP)oll Al = 7] 2] ZTH(CP-TP, w-VP)& £-315] & dtel] Qzte d2dolet A ‘
3 FAlolEo] BAREA AgHTn B AR E HEE B dAY FES

5) 22t 9 do]2] havelbe/do FAFE v-to-Tol 3l Jo]LubEAl=
yehdth 97]dd A= e =oe Hu(2008)S =kt

[¢]

&3k

o

k=7t ke A7)
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ACHom = ZAlfric's Catholic Homilies 990-992.
ZALS = Alfric's Lives of Saints 993-998.

AHTh

The Homilies of the Anglo-Saxon Church, ed. Thrope, volume and Page number.

Bede = OE version of Bede's Ecclesiastical History, ed. Miller. Page and Line.

BI = Blicking Homilies, ed. Morris. Page.

Bo = King Alfred's Boethius, ed. Sedgefield. Section, Page and line

CH = The Work of Chaucer.

Chron = C and D manuscripts of Anglo-Saxon Chronicle.

CP = King Alfred's Translation of Pope Gregory's Cura pastoralis, ed. sweet. Page and

line.

Mt = The Gospel according to Matthew, ed. Grunberg. Line reference.

Oros = The Old English English Orosius, ed. Bately. Page and Line.

Parker = The Parker ms. of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, ed. Plummer. year entry.

PC = The Peterborough Chronicle, ed. Clark. Year entry and line.
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shFolol o] A hstale] AHPA

F&A
(A7 etam)
I }\5|i
S QpaBe tah SolM s grige a7 23l tatel FeEtt 4w
2ASAT Adaloksts A4 wol WA $eh ALD W grige @3
& EA @A Adeoksts Aol AAR o o (politeness)F] Stk &
Stk @2 Sof A7/l wES WLHn I WU PAT TS £FYL o)
Adste 4P M fet 2e WHon AdsaL WAL ok Z Uy
o AWEG 970 meb] ARets Yol gebd 4 itk ot E@ velvit o
£ ATe By & 9.
o] AL A: Algel Adsge] thetel Folum o] EHL Bl hE veish
t ogA X W Reldch ok @EeE Wt AdEdA Eeol @ 2

Fl

1. 2ol gk AAs ol At #gt AMste) = AlFo] ek A-S S 2
< e HEd =R
2. Kwon (2004)2] Ao A 3gt=ro] A- 3}3)A] POWERS] ®17H4
HA AAZ PN Fag aar Aete e 24w w3k Aol Us7P
3. AA A FA T A Aot eTk EAGTHE ojw gl 2fol & Ho| =71

o] AFE= 204 FAT 209 AAe EAY A ARNE Ao R FALEIY o
Beebe et al. (1990)8] X HeFS o] &3¢l omn, Fux /\}ﬂle W2 A 37MR] 2 14—
o] X319} (ie., power[+/-P], distance[+/-D] ZL2] 3l the degree of imposition [high/

low]). &l FHHEE dolH 7] flste] AEA 7Y o F FRF=rl & A F 714
o 7bF 9% BaFTsl AL A T X2 27 A o] AFdE A4S A
b Aol F AR dFolA AWstal Stk oA U olfre A g
PSS el e gt A R S el & A& FE Ad o

o) Adste A3 AdsE AP 3
Al )
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| 20104 HAEstar] gl )

o)
A
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2
IgT
for

offl

& & gt FARES A3 A52E Ao 2AAom A" &
I = 1< :
AofAF A Azt A ujdelE 9138 Grice (1975)= Co-operative principle (CP)Z}
g 3t4 E(Maxims)oll TAHSFL AT H] S Gricee] o] Eo] 2 HAo R FE&Adol Az
(@]

(Politeness Principle)E A3t UA= FAIT 7|25 SyotAuTh

Lakoff (1973), Leech (1983)°l ©]o] F&delE AT o FosHA AdFs= g4
2] Brown and Levinson (1978)2] F<%4 ©] &2 Goffmane] ‘AW (face) 7S E)
2 A A3t dojd A AgdME AWE BislEE v 5, &0l UIE
A Qesh ke AAR a5 e 3EHe dnd dojd FE A%
om 59 FEA Bde] JE Ee AW (face)olth. 2ELS U o] AW

Aol eln

"the public self-image that every member of a society wants to claim for himself"
(Brown and Levinson (1987: 61))
g—o] Holetn et T /A AWAA = A3 AW (positive face)TH
AW (negative face)Z Tl AFA AW OhE AlFowA] W EHA] &
dlgroln 434 AW A7) Aol T AREdA AFHIE v A
o w3keh ARSl T EC meh EEbiva gt} olgk S4Co ' <Q1ste] Brown
and Levinson (1987)2 | 9] a8 9] (Face-Threatening act)ol] 2|3l AwWo] Y& Lo
W ool2 waey] ol B4 derse] ASHTT Ak ANAFAS ANAY 3
Toll wiel FE AR o] deflet AW A e At spxpzte] Abg A A
2, A7 sl el AW A8l P, 295 AY AEAFAN st Y Fao)
A M AgA Bebgke] Axo) o&) 1 ghko] Ax ¥t gt

L
i
B

b AN
L

N
o N
o

-
L

ol¢} e o]E2S EUE AA 3t w3 Ao 2oy 20iE EelAE I
2 3] AWE 4 gl 2 o wer] e AME s gl ity

71 WEoltt.

M. '8 & (Methodology)

1. 3] A} (Participants):

4089 =9l - 202 EAE 202 oAl 409 o 20 YA = A
7= Y3 thghola 207 AL (A & Y3 3| Abo]tt.

« ol 20ﬂ1~4o
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2. Z% (Procedures):

DCT(Discourse Completion Test)E =2 7|Este] o=

st ©
LA - = AN
o) AF: TS 2 e we 49Ut ol Al o) galg R

Fuh

B
R o Foll 2 ofe] E3AVE e AY Hedy & AW
2 oo uole AYE Ha, ke 3 2HAd

YOU:

% aF, gow £FE d

3. =7 (Instrument):

d AF= DCTE 47F4] &= AFsdvt 5 F /B9 a7 & 74 (Refusals to
a request)} T+ 7ol A|-Fol| et AA (Refusals to an offer)= UFo A
47VA gge A EE,

2 43 (Request situations):

= A classmate not so intimate, who often misses class, asks to borrow the
respondent's notes (+D, -P, high)

= A boss asks an employee (the respondent) to spend an extra hour or
two at work (-D, +P, low)

A& 4 (Offer situations):

= The respondent was asked by a friend to try a new diet
(-D, -P, low)

= A boss invites the respondent to his/her child first birthday party
(+D,+P, high)

4. A5 FA(Data Analysis)

o] Ao A8 FA& Beebe et al. (1990)2 vl o= EAFon I Y&e vt
U

Direct

Performative (e.g., 'l refuse')

Nonperformative statement

1. 'No'

2. Negative willingness/ability (' can't.'/'I don't think so')
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Indirect
apology (e.g., 'I'm sorry......")
wish (e.g., 'l wish I could stay.....")
Reason/Explanation (e.g., 'My parents will be home today')
Statement of alternative
1. I can do X instead of Y (e.g., 'T'd prefer...")
2. Why don't you do X instead of Y (e.g., "Why don't you ask someone
else?")
Set conditions for future or past acceptance (e.g., 'If you had asked me
earlier, I would have.....")
Promise of future acceptance (e.g., 'l promise.....")
Statement of principle (e.g., 'l never do business with friends')
Statement of philosophy (e.g., 'One can't be too careful')
Attempt to dissuade interlocutor
-Threat or statement of negative consequences to the requester (e.g., 'l
won't be any fun tonight to refuse an invitation')
-Guilt trip (e.g., waitress to customers who want to sit a while: ' can't
make a living off people who just order coffee')
-Criticize the request/requester (statement of negative felling or opinion;
insult/attack) (e.g., "Who do you think you are?' 'That's a terrible idea!")
-Request for help, empathy, and assistance by dropping or holding the
request.
-Let interlocutor off the hook (e.g., 'Don't worry about it', "That's okay')
-self-defense (e.g., 'I'm trying my best', 'I'm doing all I can do')
Acceptance that functions as a refusal
-Unspecific or indefinite reply
-Lack of enthusiasm
Avoidance
-Nonverbal
a. Silence
b. Hesitation
c. Do nothing
d. Physical departure
-Verbal
a. Topic switch
b. Joke
c. Repetition of part of request (e.g., 'Monday?")
d. Postponement (e.g., 'T'll think about it')
e. Hedging (e.g., 'Gee, 1 don't know', 'I'm not sure')



Adjuncts to refusals

Statement of positive opinion/felling or agreement (e.g., 'That's a good
idea....", 'T'd love to....")

Statement of empathy (e.g., 'l realize you are in a difficult situation’)

Pause fillers (e.g., 'uhh', 'well', 'oh', 'uhm')

Gratitude/appreciation

Agreement (e.g., 'Yes/okay, but....")

Willingness (e.g., 'I'd love to, but...")

A Aol B84 AL skl theel Mol FrhE AL
- Mitigated refusal (e.g., 'So, I think probably.....")

2

o i

o, =4 el = Al 53 o] v
g degE § gled, ov & AFdA LHFIIZE JAE. & IAF
oA FE3f 8l o] vhg2 b2 Zo] A ¥t} [direct] + [reason] + [statement of

alternative].
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IV. 23} (Results)

VA gge MESe WAE 221 oA Wete] B 2AETh 1 Al
82 AR ey 2o

Table 1. Frequency of pragmatic strategies in refusals of requests (situations 1, 3)

Strategy Situation 1 Situation 3 1+3
% ® % ® %

Direct Refusals 12.16 9 2.67 2 7.38

Indirect Refusals

Criticize the request 4.05 3 2.01

Statement of principle 9.46 7 1.33 1 5.37

Apology 25.68 19 36.00 27 30.87

Reason/Explanation 31.08 23 48.00 36 39.60

Statement of negative consequence 1.35 1 0.67

Set condition for future 1.35 1 1.33 1 1.34

Statement of alternative 8.11 6 2.67 2 5.37

Self-defense

Promise of future acceptance 2.67 2 1.34

Mitigated refusal

Repetition of part request

Adjuncts to Refusals

Pause fillers 541 4 4.00 3 4.70

Statement of empathy 1.35 1 0.67

Agreement

Gratitude

Statement of positive opinion 1.33 1 0.67

Willingness ‘

Total 100.00 74 100.00 75 100.00
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Situation 1 : Note situation [-P, +D, high]

o] A% £ o MUt tE AFolA =ELVE Wil AFgoEA delF
© L FHes WMl Ho] glom FPAZ] dils] 5o =EFVE vt d
gl A7e 7o 245 Bel o, F e JskA] &tk FHaAPE Bt 9
A A7 REE dEYgtn 8Hste AFoR ARSIAH $1x]= [[POWER]O| L )
Wate]l Agle [-DISTANT]ClW o753 =+ [HIGH]|Z UEebdt) o] ZfghelA] e
AbgA ] MELS AuEm Table 1914 £ 4 o] b4 Ad HAgo] F=
AHE-E Q=1 reason (31.08%), apology (25.68%), direct refusal (12.16%), statement of

principle (9.46%), alternative (8.11%), pause fillers (5.41%) —12|aL
(4.05%)°] «o & VYeta ok

criticize the request

Situation 3. Part-time job [+P, -D, low]

o] & AMF A ofZutolE shi= Aol o E AMPH FUF 275 879t
= Agolth AxeA e R Ft A5 S APESstaE el Ha olsAY B
DA H el FAIH, 25 Qo oFoi HIFE Eot} o= %—i APEEOl @A
AlZEel 2H-E5 QFste AgeE 18T 1EY AfololBE ARS|A A=
[+POWER]e|H QZiE<ot o] FE -2 =2 [-DISTANT]|t} '/]T“l‘—’ FE=E [LOW]

o

2 UET. 9] Table 1914 & ZHE A ATo] F2 ALEEYom I A
BAes AHEE FQ M0 2 reasons (48%) 9} apology (36%) AFE-% 2™, pause
fillers (4%), direct refusals (2.67%), alternative (2.67%) I1&|il
acceptance (2.67) 2|t 2 YEFSLTE

Aol

promise of future

Table 2. Frequency of pragmatic strategies in refusals of offers (situations 2, 4)

Strategy Situation 2 Situation 4 2+4
%o (® %o (® %
Direct Refusals 10.91 6 2.50 2 593
Indirect Refusals
Criticize the request 9.09 5 3.70
Statement of principle 5.45 3 222
Apology 1.82 1 32.50 26 20.00
Reason/Explanation 14.55 8 47.50 38 34.07
Statement of negative consequence
Set condition for future 3.75 3 222
Statement of alternative 29.09 16 2.50 2 13.33
Self-defense 3.64 2 1.48
Promise of future acceptance 12.73 7 2.50 2 6.67
Mitigated refusal 1.82 1 0.74
Repetition of part request 1.82 1 0.74
Adjuncts to Refusals
Pause fillers 5.45 3 1.25 1 2.96
Statement of empathy 2.50 2 1.48
Agreement 1.82 1 0.74
Gratitude 1.82 1 1.25 1 1.48
Statement of positive opinion
Willingness ‘ 3.75 3
Total 100.00 55 100.00 80 100.00
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Situation 2. Diet program [-P, -D, low]

o] F&ge F g 77t FollA TVE Ea Utk 7 &4 F2E At o
& AFE "HelolEE fsto] oY 7] 2RO o] 3}3 Ae FFo R Y
2= 7%@?3‘?5}. 561?‘& T+ Atelolel7]el At2lA 912 [-POWER]®|™ [-DISTANT]
olt}. o FH3 = [LOW]E YEFSTH 9] Table 204 = ZF Aol g% 130l
A Aol —ri APEE o O ARAGES A HETH statement of alternative
(29.09%), reason (14.55%), promise of future acceptance (12.73%), direct refusals
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Situation 4. First birthday party (+P, +D, high)
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Figure 1. Distribution of pragmatic strategies in refusals (situations 1,2,3,4).
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mSitustion 1(%) = Situstion 2(%6) situation 3(25) = Situation 4(35)

Table 3. Frequency of pragmatic strategies of male and female in refusals

Male(n=20) Female(n=20)
Strategy % 0 % )
Direct Refusals 9.68 12 4.38 7
Indirect Refusals
Criticize the request 3.23 4 2.50 4
Statement of principle 4.84 6 3.13 5
Apology 21.77 27 28.75 46
Reason/Explanation 38.71 48 35.63 57
Statement of negative consequence 0.81 1
Set condition for future 1.61 2 1.88 3
Statement of alternative 9.68 12 8.76 14
Self-defense 1.61 2
Promise of future acceptance 4.84 6 3.13 5
Mitigated refusal 0.81 1
Repetition of part request 0.63 1
Adjuncts to Refusals
Pause fillers 0.81 1 6.25 10
Statement of empathy 1.88 3
Agreement 0.81 1
Gratitude 1.25 2
Statement of positive opinion 0.63 1
Willingness 081 1 125 2
Total 100.00 124 100.00 160

Oeoz 3A =59 Ad A S ool Aelrt slerh EAdTE o

w gk Aol 5 Holerkr & AFEY 99 Table 314 & F R0l FEHRE T2
reason (male: 38.71%, female: 35.63%) ¥} apology (male: 21.77%, female: 28.75)7} 2%
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