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Yet Another End-of-Argument-Strcuture Argument: A Lesson from Scrambling and
Argument Ellipsis in Japanese

Keywords: neo-Davidsonian event semantics, scrambling, argument ellipsis

Synopsis: There has been a lively discussion on whether Theme should be severed from
the verb (Lohndal 2014 among others). In this talk, I will argue for the total elimination
of the argument structure in terms of the free word order in Japanese, and its relevance to
the availability of Argument Ellipsis (AE) in Japanese (cf. Oku 1998).
Background: Since Kratzer (1996) (or the insight from Marantz 1984), Agent has been
considered not part of the lexical specification of verbs. That is, verbs do not select Agent
whereas Theme is selected by verbs. However, contra what she says, recent studies on
the argument structure aim at the complete abolishment of it (Alexiadou 2014, Borer
2005, LaTerza 2015, Lohndal 2014). One such argument comes from the mereological
relation of eventuality. For instance, Taylor (1985) observes that in (1), the universal
quantification triggered by each only takes the Theme argument and the quick event in its
scope, and the graceful event is the sum of each quickly-done event, which results in the
semantics in (2), where each introduces the mereological subevent relation with respect
the entire event, and the subevents are 3-closed (cf. Schein 1993). This semantics cannot
be possible unless we dissociate Theme from the verb since if Theme is encoded on the
verb, it will necessarily be in the scope of the pertinent quantifier.
(1) Gracefully, Sally ate each crisp quickly.
2) Je[gracefully(e) A Agent(Sally)(e) A eat(e) A Vx : crisp(x)[de” < e[Theme(e’, x) A
quickly(e’)]]
Turning to Japanese, the same state of affairs is observed, albeit we need to be careful in
choosing the adverb that modifies the entire event. Observe:

3) Omosirookasiku, Taroo-wa sorezore-no poteti-o subyaku tabe-ta.
funnily Taro-Top each-GEN  crisp-acc quickly eat-pAsT
‘Funnily, Taro eat each crisp quickly.’

(3) shows that severing Theme from the verb is not implausible in Japanese, and giving
up the argument structure brings us a couple of consequences otherwise hard to obtain.
Proposal: Following LaTarza (2015) and Nomura (2016), I propose that case particles in

Japanese (K) denote a function from an entity to a set of events:
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4) [K] = Ax € D,.de € D;.O(x)(e)

Then, the verb is just a monadic predicate only selecting an event argument, and the
clause-internal scrambling does not have to involve movement, This is because the ap-
parently scrambled object can directly get adjoined to TP as (6) shows (assuming that TP
also denotes a set of events). Namely, the subject KP and the object KP are combined
with the verb via Predicate Modification (PM) under the set of events.

5) a. Taroo-wa sono hon-o  yon-da.
Taro-top that book-acc read-psT
‘Taro read that book.’

b. Ae € Dy[1(e) < t* A reading(e) A Agent(Taro)(e) A Theme(the book)(e)]

(6) a. [rp [kp Sonohon-o ] [rp Taroo-wa yon-da ]].
that book-acc Taro-top read-pst
Lit. ‘That book, Taro read.’

b. Ae € Dy Theme(the book)(e) A T(e) < t* A reading(e) A Agent(Taro)(e)]
Consequences: The dichotomy of clause-internal vs. long-distance (LD) scrambling is
now understood in terms of the possibility of base-generating the apparently scrambled
KP. That is, only the former can allow the base-generation since clause-internal scram-
bling allows the eventuality of the Agent KP, the Theme KP and the verb to be combined
via PM. In contrast, LD only allows movement, and if the apparently scrambled embed-
ded KP is base-generated in the matrix domain, it will be semantically interpreted as an
argument of the matrix predicate since it will semantically be integrated with the matrix
verb via PM, and this is not what we want. Therefore, only the movement analysis is pos-
sible, and the moved KP will semantically reconstruct due to its higher semantic type. If
base-generated, the apparently scrambled KP can take scope where it appears, which then
explains why only clause-internal scrambling can feed to semantics. Also, the proposed
analysis explains why Japanese has Argument Ellipsis (AE) at all. Under Sakamoto’s
(2019) analysis, AE should be a case of LF-copying, and in the covert syntax, the ellipsis
clause will get some argument from the antecedent clause via LF-copying, which means
that the ellipsis clause does not have anything in its argument position in the overt syntax.
If we assume the traditional argument structure, this would be problematic, but under the
current approach, we are happy to have nothing in the AE clause and wait a given KP to

be copied at LF. In this connection, only KP languages allow AE as Otaki (2014) says.
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Roots in “triple” transitivity alternations
Keywords: transitivity alternation, root, Voice, Distributed Morphology, Japanese

] Introduction: | In the realm of argument structure, the division of labor between roots and
functional heads has been intensely debated between “projectionist” (e.g. Levin & Rap-
paport Hovav, 1995) and “constructionist” (e.g. Marantz, 1997) approaches (see Borer,
2005 for a summary). One of the major battlefields is transitivity alternations (Alexiadou
et al. 2015), but there is one methodological problem with transitive-intransitive “pairs’:
both unmarked and marked variants of the same transitivity are not generated from the
same roots, hence the failure to isolate the unique contribution of functional heads. In this
paper, in order to solve this problem, we investigate transitivity alternations in Japanese,
in which there exist transitive-transitive-intransitive and transitive-intransitive-intransitive
“triplets” sharing the same roots, and observe different syntactic behaviors between un-
marked and marked variants regarding external arguments. We then argue within Dis-
tributed Morphology (Halle & Marantz, 1993) that external arguments must be specified
by Voice morphology. As a theoretical consequence, this paper strongly suggests that
roots have no argument structure information about external arguments and their thematic
roles, corroborating the “constructionist” approach.

Transitive-transitive-intransitive “triplets”: | There are several “triplets”, where two
transitive verbs, one unmarked and another marked, are derived from the same root:

Root Meaning Unmarked Transitive Marked Transitive Intransitive
hag ‘peel’ hag-@-u hag-as-u hag-e-ru
tok  ‘dissolve’ tok-&-u tok-as-u tok-e-ru
kir ‘cut’ kir-@-u kir-as-u kir-e-ru
nuk ‘pull’ nuk-g-u nuk-as-u nuk-e-ru

When the external argument is Agent (1), unmarked and marked transitive verbs seem
to freely alternate with no syntactic/semantic differences. However, when the external
argument is switched to Causer (2), only marked transitive verbs are acceptable:

(1) John-ga posutaa-o 2) Kaze-ga posutaa-o

John-Nom poster-Acc
hag-{@|as}-ta.
peel-Transitive-Past

‘John took off a poster.’

wind-Nom poster-Acc
hag-{*@|as}-ta.
take.off-Transitive-Past
‘Wind took off a poster.’

Intransitive-intransitive-transitive ‘““triplets”: ‘ There are also several “triplets”, where
two intransitive verbs, one unmarked and another marked, are derived from the same root:

Root  Meaning Unmarked Intransitive Marked Intransitive  Transitive
chijim  ‘shrink’ chijim-&-u chijim-ar-u chijim-e-ru
karam ‘connect’ karam-@-u karam-ar-u karam-e-ru
yurum  ‘loosen’ yurum-J-u yurum-ar-u yurum-e-ru
tsutaw  ‘transmit’ tsutaw-J-u tsutaw-ar-u tsutaw-e-ru

It is widely known that two interpretations of the aspectual morpheme -teiru, “resultative”
and “progressive” interpretations, harmonize with unaccusative and unergative verbs, re-
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spectively (Tsujimura, 1991). Unmarked and marked transitive verbs appear to be inter-
changeable with the “resultative” interpretation (3), but the “progressive” interpretation is
only available with unmarked intransitive verbs (4):

3) Syatsu-ga chijim-{&|ar}-teiru. 4) Syatsu-ga chijim-{&|*ar}-teiru.
shirt-Nom shrink-Intransitive-Asp shirt-Nom shrink-Intransitive-Asp
‘A shirt has shrunk.” (resultative) ‘A shirt is shrinking.” (progressive)

Two types of “triplets” suggest the following descriptive generalization (5):

(5) a. Marked transitive verbs can only be transitive.
b. Marked intransitive verbs can only be unaccusative.
c. Unmarked verbs can be transitive, unergative, and unaccusative.

’Proposal - Voice: ‘ Three types of Voice (Kratzer, 1996) have been independently pro-
posed as functional head that specifies the presence/absence of external arguments:

(6) a. Voice,p: Specified as the obligatory presence of DP in SpecVoice.
b. Voice|_p;: Specified as the obligatory absence of DP in SpecVoice.
c. Voicey: Underspecified regarding the presence/absence of DP in SpecVoice.
We propose that this independently proposed system of Voice (6) explains transitivity
alternations in Japanese. Specifically, we argue that external arguments of marked transi-

tive/marked intransitive/unmarked verbs are (not) introduced by Voice| pj/Voice|_ p)/Voiceg,
respectively, capturing the generalization (5).

’Prediction - Little v: ‘ If transitivity morphology is overt realizations of Voice, then the
prediction is that verbalizing morphology should be overtly attested as little v (Marantz,
1997) between roots and Voice (Pylkkédnen, 2002). This prediction seems to be borne out
by deadjectival (7) and denominal (8) verbs:

7 {huka|taka}-m-ar-u (8) {tuna|mata}-g-ar-u
{deep|high}-v-Voice-Pres {rope|crotch }-v-Voice-Pres
‘become deep/high’ ‘connect/straddle’

This supports the distinctness of Voice and little v (Harley, 2013; Legate, 2014), although
transitivity morphology in Japanese has been previously analyzed as “flavors” of little v.

In summary, this paper has closely examined transitive-transitive-intransitive
and intransitive-intransitive-transitive “triplets” sharing the same roots and shown that the

presence/absence of external arguments and their thematic roles are determined by Voice
morphology. This result is critically incompatible with the “projectionist” claim that ar-
gument structures are lexically projected from roots. Thus, we conclude that external
arguments must be severed from roots, but rather introduced by functional heads, further
corroborating the “constructionist” view that argument structures are syntactically con-
structed from functional heads. Methodologically, verb “triplets” should also be explored
in languages with rich transitivity alternations in order to reveal the nature of roots.

Alexiadou, A., Anagnostopoulou, E., & Schafer, F. 2015. External Arguments in
Transitivity Alternations.; Borer, H. 2005. The Normal Course of Events.; Halle, M. & Marantz,

A. 1993. Distributed Morphology and the Pieces of Inflection.; Kratzer, A. 1996. Severing
the external argument from its verb.; Marantz, A. 1997. No escape from syntax.; Levin, B. &
Rappaport Hovav, M. 1995. Unaccusativity.; Pylkkdnen, L. 2002. Introducing Arguments.
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WX o TIREINTVS [HWT] JEOR[HBICX 3T A MCXoTHIELD S
TEBTES, AR T IR EBERONEZ Ehs, [HRunTl Bid (X

1
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W ORI DR HEEERNICEIGE DR D AA[REIC R 5 L TN T 5,
(4) [wT] Bicks7 2+ (BAR2010: 36)

a. iz (WEZI) ZOHESHIHCEDL LV TVRE,

b. *ZOARIE (WEZIL) 2FLHRVTWVD,

[FICE D ] ZA T 4L THE2ICHEDLT [T TERARETH 5 D
KX LT, 26k ik Thwe] BEAARETH L, 2hit, D67k
W IR IZBE L [ v] OflA G DRI TEhE + 728\
CuIHEE R o TR WhA L TH B,

GUCRT LI, TRV RV X TREYTCwiaWn] EwHETTAIricT 3
TLIETER, [BOVARVWTWE | ICT 32 L3R aEch s, 2l [RY
o BRZEORZEICKR LT B+ ZR0] EWHERER-RwC e TH Y,
[BY 7w RZ o8 L [7\v] OfAEDLE TIIAREAS EMmMMEEE O
BB AARETH L & LTFAT S,

(B) [TRY ] iTxtd2 [HRunwe] 52t
a. KREBICEF IR RBoAan/2HTnin,
b. *RERICE (W) EFNRRED T Wnd,

4. KREEHY T SHT

ATFA4FLLELTCOOHPEHEL W & ETRLEZ [RY R\ OB
Wb, RERCIKEBENZBEFECL 20 2R T 2, BEHEG
(Morphological Merger)® X 9 ZJEREEAE CIIHEERN R H ICHE 252 5
EIETERO2LTH D, [\ | OFGEN I ZIE 2 2 i3 —&i 7 E
ZEE) (head movement)72 1 CTld 7z K #EREM 72 —5E(L D X 5 R BIEDB L E
I 7 0 BEERAICIIRIRED D 28, T/RY ] & [hv] offficfho®k (22Tl
[Cw (2))) ZATESE 2 LREMMIHE RS [T JEAWREIC R S
EWVIHIRDEHEIL, Mo OBIEOHFELZZFFT 5,

(6) BFIH I X—F 4 — 72 DT,
a. AL EHTnin,
b. ?KRESICIE (W) EHRABEY T TWnd,

51 F>CHR
FEARFE (2010) [REFHE) & TE ORI MERE - SN 2T - 51
A (f) [55E & SeEMEm] 27-50. Hat ¢ FAfhtt.



A Comparative Study of Compound Words
Makiko Mukai
Faculty of Cultural Studies
University of Kochi

Structures for two-member compounds have been proposed by Roeper, Snyder and
Hiramatsu (2002), Josefsson (1997), and Mukai (2008, 2016) within the Minimalist
Program (Chomsky 1995, 2007). In addition, Mukai argues that her theory can capture
the difficulty of processing in right-branching recursive compounds, in contrast to left-
branching recursive compounds (Kubozono 1995, Poll 2015). However, there remain
some empirical and theoretical problems in these analyses.

The aim of this presentation is to propose an alternative structure for compounds within
the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 2007, 2008), with the special focus that words are
derived in Narrow Syntax with Root (Chomsky 2008) with a category-feature. The
proposed structure can capture syntactic, morphological, semantic and phonological
characteristics of noun-noun compounds, especially in English, Mainland Scandinavian
and Japanese. I will also show that lexicalised phrases in Romance languages can be
explained using the proposed structure.

At the end of the presentation, I will propose another structure for recursive
compounds in these languages. How could we explain that compounds and recursive

compounds exist in Languages?



INF) 5 4 s« PR KB - A S - R 58T
(PP ERABE,  $3RBERT)

A 3FRITRT 2 BRI AT DR FE & BFEALE A~ DA FTREMEIZ DUV T

F—U— I BRI, IREREE, BORAHEME, D-linked Question,  H e
1. BREDPITE #SEOBMRIERG (LA T, RA (Relational Adjective))id, 44 a2 1EAf L.
TN DRE T RO (AT (2014)), RA 13, JEPERGE 24 2 WEEA (B @ a
beautiful princess; the princess is beautiful) 2 13572 V) | dRFEAE IZIF@F AR TX 720
(%51): industrial output; *this output is industrial) (Levi (1978:24)), L2>L. (WNIZHABDH &
T, HETEDHEEN DD,

(1)  Her infection turned out to be viral, not bacterial. (Levi (1978: 254))
Levi (IZ&AUE, ZOHG, BYYED TllFE] (L2 b0TIIRS TUA VA 128D
LD TH D Z LIRS SN D T2DIZ RA DRGEIEICAR TE 5, ZHUTK
T B HAGED RA 1. FEARDAFNZ Expanded modifier (-14) 211395 Z & TR T
&5 (VAN AEDREIE), Z Z TR DOIL, QOITRSND L DIZ, FEHEEO LD
7Rt < TH RA MIRRENEI AR TEX 58 TH D (cf. Nagano (2016)),

(2) L DGREIL D A /L APE(D)TE,

ZOX DT, HFETIE RA ORRFENE~OAERIZEA L T, —EDSURAIHKIAFLE

FTDDITK L AAGEIZIZZ O & 9 22D B2 W DIRZRETZS 5 7y AFERIT,
ZORINZHR L, HERFEIBIT D RA TERLDT-E & £ OIRFENE~DEE RN 2 )
AET D ERIER L LT, TOHBZHALNIT D,
2. FERIZBIT D RA DBRFEMBAFR DI  Nagano (2018)i%, Levi (1978) D537 2 [
FZ. EDOL I 72EIT RA DIRFEEIZAER FTHE TH 502 & 7] LTV 5, Nagano
WX AUZ, XX Her infection is viral. &\ 53U, D(iscourse)-linked wh-question (23
DB AL LTIENC2 %, FlziE, GUTR LD KD RERITH 2,

(3)  Which type of infection was her infection? (Nagano (2018: 194))
(D L H 12, BURIIZRRHEZFE D HATE. 3)D X 9 72 D-linked question & DBIRAE
GIRETE D712, FBWReL 705, £ L OiUL, FGETIEL, RA OIFELE~DE
L RTREMED S SUIRIC L > THRGES LTS & E R D,

3. RA DR FE: & D-linked Question Ll EDO3HT & E 2 T, AFETIE. QDL
9 72 AAGED RA DbEEALEIC AR T 5556 B, D-linked question 2385705 &9 il
HEEEFERCTH DM, ZORDY TRERR->TWD LTRSS, @IQzf#HET 5,

4) P DRGLEIL T A L AE(D)T, =Q)
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HAGED [-M£] 1%, XM &£V 9T D-linked question & [FEROEIE 232 &5 %
HiLD, DFE Y M DFGUEI I ED? ) & D BRI AR S 5, Ziud, T4
WILA ENGETH Y . FHIZRER & L THREL TV T, ZORERERYRMER 5 Z ik
Ttype, nature’ DEMREZRZ D 2 ENTE D=0 THD, OFV ., HEREEE)BHET 5
S AR S5, —H, JGEEO RA L, v~ AGEHROIEARIZ-al, -an, -ic, -ical, -
ous 78 EDYRAEFEREDFEODOL 2 E TSNS DY (BFT (2014)), AU H OEFHIE
\THEHERI R SR CTh Y . L2 LRFEDEMAR-72\ (Baueretal. (2013:314)), =D
72 BEREHU Tl D-linked question @ X 9 72BEREA K72 T Z L IZTERWVDOTH D,

ZOIHAIE LITFUE, AT T Ol BRERZSR IZ L - TF S /- RA
DNREEACEIAER T 55513, SURIC KL DB PRE L 72 513 Th D, ZOTHIN
ELWZ E2G)DOBITRTHL S, T2 T BED -] BRA (VA IVAD)ETE
LTS, ZAUTIEEED RA ZIRAET DEEHTIN L M BERER 72 R TH 5,

(5) a * PLOBIYEIITANADT, (cf. T A L ADEGIE)

b.  EEROBYYEITHEO TIFRL, YAV ADT,
AAGRICBWTH, (a0 L 512, BKD [-0) 12X 5T RA MR ESNDHAIL,
P, TRRRALEN BT D 2 L ILTE RV, (Sa) AV AIHE & 72 D DI FGEEDOY G & [FIEK,
[ 2 DIBGYEI AT CTT23?) &9 D-linked question (Zxf L TE X DHED. HDHWN
IE(Eb)D L H 2, BRIt 2 £ T HA TRIFIUTZR B0, DF 0 | F5E L AR
HRZZ T o0 THY . TIUFIAREEROGITOIEL S Z2m LTV D,

LLED & 912, FEEIT, FUTHRRERZRIRAEBSEDO AN X - TRA 2T 572,

D-linked question & DEH V) 2 SUHRIC L > TIRAET D MLERHDH—T7, HAGEIL, 7B
HIRFIE % 5 | &k < Expanded modifier (25 > CRA 2K CTEX 720, D L5 2G6
1L, Z OFEEEHIRFEDY D-linked question Dffj & 295, ZD7-HIZ, HAGETIZRA
DIRFENLEADAEEIKR L TR EOHKINARERDTH D,
[2%3CHiR] Bauer, L., R. Lieber, and 1. Plag (2013) The Oxford Reference Guide to English
Morphology. | Levi, J. N. (1978) The Syntax and Semantics of Complex Nominals. / Nagano, A.
(2016) “Are Relational Adjectives Possible Cross-Linguistically? The Case of Japanese,” Word
Structure9(1),42-71./Nagano, A. (2018) “A Conversion Analysis of So-Called Coercion from
Relational to Qualitative Adjectives in English,” Word Structure 11(2), 185-210. / BF#LF
(014) [FELAJLAMTIHERE] BHFRtE, AR
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A Unified Analysis for Actual and Prospective Result of Causative Predicates

Keywords: Lexical semantics, Causative predicate, Modality

Synopsis: This study aims at minimizing arbitrariness in lexical semantics. It has been

argued that some causative predicates have a sublexical modal component, but there is no

criterion for which predicate has one. I will show that such arbitrariness can be discarded

from the theory, proposing that all causative predicates introduce modality.

Background: A causative predicate is a bi-eventive predicate, involving a causing event

and a caused event (Parsons, 1990; I use a term event in the widest sense: it includes a

(dynamic) event and a state). Following Rappaport and Levin’s (2010) conceptual

structure of events, a causative predicate has the following underlying structure.

(1) [x ACT] CAUSE [y BECOME.../HAVE...]

It is argued that some of the causative predicates have a sublexical modal component with

a conceptual structure roughly as (2), where the modality is represented by an operator o
(Koenig and Davis, 2001; Kratzer, 2013; Beavers 2011).
(2) [x ACT] ocCAUSE [y BECOME.../HAVE...]
The argument is motivated by the fact that these predicates do not require actuality of the
resultant event: the result can be denied. Compare the following constructions. (For
justification of a resultant state HAVE, see Harley (2002) and Harley and Jung (2015).)
(3) a. John gave Mary a ball, #but she never received/got it.
b. [[John ACT] CAUSE [Mary HAVE a ball]]
(4) a. John threw Mary a ball, but she never received/got it.
b. [[John ACT<trow>] DCAUSE [Mary HAVE a ball]]
Issue: Although the modal approach is attractive, it is arbitrarily defined which predicates
has the modal component. The theory becomes more sophisticated and interesting if we
can abolish such arbitrariness, which I will demonstrate to be possible. I argue that (1) all
causative predicates introduce a modal component, and (ii) the effect of the modality is
sometimes nullified. I also discuss some consequences of the proposal.
Data: I list representative causative verbs, classifying based on actuality/prospectivity of

the result. All ‘lexical’ causative predicates like break and open have actual results;
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periphrastic/grammatical causative predicates vary in this respect (force/make v.s.
urge/goad) and ditransitive predicates does, too.
(5) a. Verbs with actual results: open, break, make, force, give, etc.
b. Verbs with prospective results: urge, goad, throw, write, etc.

Proposal: Notice that the verbs in (5b) all encode a manner of causing event. Urge must

involve a verbal order; throw (prospectively) induces a HAVE state by throwing, etc. On
the contrary, the verbs in (5a) lack such specification. I argue that when causative
predicates have specification on a manner of causing events in the lexicon, they denote a
prospective result. Conversely, when predicates lack such specification, they denote
actual result. In order to formalize this, I propose the following denotation for causative
predicates in general.
(6) Let @ be a causative predicate with a resultant event (or state) y. Then,
[[0]] = AxAy.Ae.Aw. ACT(e, y, w) & Vw’Emaxge)(Nfile)) [3e’CAUSE(e, e’, w’) &
y(e’, x, w’) ], where
a. f(e) 1s a circumstantial modal base: f(e) = {p | p is a proposition denoting the
laws of nature and other relevant facts of the world where e happens}
b. g(e) is an ordering source: g(e) = {q| q is a proposition denoting the norms
inherently associated with e}
C. maxg(e) selects the most ideal world(s) from Nf(e), given the ordering source
g(e).
Consider throw, for example. Since it encodes a manner, g(e) are composed from a
proposition like [[the agent throws with a proper form]], [[the agent put enough amount
of energy]], and the actual world may or may not be contained in maxge)(Nf(e)), hence
the prospective result. If a verb lacks manner specification, g(e) contains no proposition,
and its effect is vacuous. By definition, f{e), and in turn maxge)(Nf{e)), necessarily
contains the actual world, hence actuality.
Selected Reference: Rappaport Hovav, M., & Levin, B. (2010). Reflections on
Manner/Result Complementarity. In E. Doron, M. Rappaort Hovav, & 1. Sichel (Eds.),

Syntax, Lexical Semantics, and Event Structure (pp. 21-38). Oxford University Press.



B

(FURFR B

AAGEIZR T 2 EEEF O TRER D 5%

F—U— N BERY R, BE)OIREBE L, TAR LR, ZTkE

AFERTIL, AARGEIZBIT HDEGEE]O [BER Y 228 12D\ T, FA001),
FEARQOID A REHIFICRET L. LFO X ICEET S « BARGEICH T 2 EEEE
DAEOF T, BEEEF O T HEALRIEDOZ T MEIT L - TRIATE 2,

FEAR (2001) TiX, BEHEM TR LWL OOBESEFICT H 2 & TR
INFRRIZ 2 D% — v (fil 1) &, BhEHM CIIARR TE 5 DICHEEER TIIR
BRRARE T H /37— (F12) Lo ZHERIBHEN STV D,

(1) a. FiF, RICH—y b (BN Te/BEFEDT),

b. BURIZ, #—Xy FTHREZ W/ E 0T,
(2) a. FHAIF, BTV FE (BoTo/BY DT,

b, FAEX, NUXTEZEZ (Bo7o/+ B0 2IFT),

Z DR FREME DB DI AT OV TREAR (2011) 1 FRO L HICFEE LT,

(3) < (BEh)) + [EE 6 2 CIRREZEAL(EI))) = [HEF5D 5 (BEREZ L)
(4) &2 EBEIMRIEL)) + (HT 28 = B0 1T 2 (BEHkEELYL) )
T (4) OEFFT (2) ORFITIATE 508, IO X 5 RBNTEHB TE 2w,
(5) a. KERIZT—7wictbzw (- 7=/8f 0 >iF7=)

b. KERIIFETT —7 % (fi>7=/8i0 i 7=)

[ % 1 b Bhed H &I E) L REEE L OB DM > TRV, BTt
L2 TH D, (4) OWFITHEZIL, TV ST 5] b 1205 1Tk IBHE))
DEWROAZBEY H S, EEBFPZER TR 5L, EERITE (5)
DB ZREIFHETH D, - T, I CTRBETX 2852 EAEFANCT 5 LK
BARTF LR LBHICHONT, @) 72 TEHALEAARWEEbR b,

RESCTIE, RENEE 2V &, A8 2 AT 2 B0 TR bR M
DZITHHE (BAR 20052 &> T 5, HARGEOES BEILERIE S B
& RERIVESEEIC T b, BISEEEESEFIOLRGIX VL & V2 OE %
ROERA TH Y | WHIREGR, AHRRDL, FB. RIRBEGR L O SCBIFR D 5 FHA
b2 (1 1993), & L CHEEBEFNIZRE W CITEER R F=ZHAT (Williams
1981)) V2 OFGERMENMETR SN D, HIZIX 2) © TBY D7 5) 1L, VI BnF
B L, FEIT IXUF] RlEoBEmEZ HAUEES LTERD, [0 % ) AydhE]
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DFEIER L 2D UL b, TBE] O X5 it R4 HIEEZ B2\, KR, T8
DD IFRBETERVEREREITH D,

LU M0 2 %) OBAIE. VL & V2 OBWRBMRA RS, Y 21T 5 )

OHFAT 85 NTET, A% LCS2 BY LCS1 THFLTE5DiITxi L,
[0 DI D) 1Ty EMESEDLITHICHILINFITEET, £/ b
D IDF5] OFEENI XVIE, D175 2 Tffis) OFETHY, sk
DIZOT T LW EBRIZRD, DFV [DF5) BEBEELT i) BET
AR MRIRIZD DD DT, KL TIE V2 REEHTH 205 VI & V2
ISR 2 2T b D LA D, MR LT V2 ORliFID—272% VI O LCS
(Lexical conceptual structure) (Z K-> THli7c SNHBERTHY . VI (#id) OTF
LI ERMEDN T O F FEAFNIZTHAND (A (2005)), 76> T, [
DT 5 E 2T 5] TiEkel THid) OFMEEZZITHE, 2O F F 5
Thbd, £o, LFTHINL TV (1) © THEFEDDL] b, B 215
ER U< FALEERA LR EDOZ TR E TR T %,

AAGEIZBWT, ZORIICEABFICT LI ETRETEDLLIITRD N
X =%, BOREITBIETE 2038 IEIN RV IRGITW D, il (1) @ T
XFEO 5 DA, NIV RLSF) BETF NS,

(6) a. KEBIFEEIZARAZ —% (T30 RS L),

b. KEBIFBEEAZ R A X —T (KZo72NT W RS L),

NE 0 R< 3 XRR LB A8 & E- THREENESEFITHY . V2 8 EHE
HTHO NS, HAHFEORMEIL VL & V20 0ZTHAINLI LD TH DS, T
RS TV VI BERTEFROFERMPND 72725 LV BHEG 2D, (6a)
DEINTHRAZ =02 R DDERS ., (6b)D X HITARAZ =0k b TN
BEDTAREN2 L 25 (BERN NS ITNTA D) OB FRE, SERIRETH S,
2 HRSCHR
FEATS 182001 TBELR V) A28 | 52 1LKRRGHR) [T H 246 it B3 o> 8% & #530] PP.100-
126. ARG KIEEEE)S
FEART /. 2011, THEGR Y 228 & LR ORI S2ILKES, i) TR ek S

FEFORRSE 1 aE )] PP33-57. < A Lkt
MR, 2005. [EA8E - IREBFOEK EFE] 0> UERE



