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2 a ( ) ( )

(usage system)
b ( ) (
(rule sytem)
?3) a
b. Chomsky
2.1.1
(Chomsky 1965)
(
)
)
@4 a
b.
C.
d.
( )
)
3. (usage-based) Barlow and Kemmer, eds. 2000

( Kemmer and Barlow 2000) Elman, et al. 1996



2



2.1.2

2



()
(Kugler, et al. 1982)
( )
)
(scale)
)

6) A ( )

B.

C. (register)

Y]



2.1.3

2



WH

2.1.4
(
(
( Chomsky ) °
4.,
Barlow 2000, Biber 2000
5.

J. McCawley
McCawley 1998



2.2

221

(complex system)

2

(self-organize)

(emergent structure)

Waldrop 1986

10



Lakoff 1987
1991

2.2.2

(Lakoff

)

(Universal Grammar)

Bybee 1985, 1988; Langacker 1987,

(Langacker )
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@)

2.2.3

@ A.

2

(9)B

(9)A

12



Chomsky

Elman 1991

(Spatialized Syntax)

2

(9)A, B

Lakoff 1987

Langacker 1997
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2.2.4

(10)

(11)

2

L akoff

Langacker
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2.2.5
« )
complex
(12)
1955 [1975], 1957) E. Sapir
L. Bloomfield

Chomsky

Newton

N. Chomsky

15

(Chomsky
(Sapir 1929)



embody

(8)

(13) i

(complex system)

( (agent) )
( )

emergent properties

(connectionist)

16



C 2)

80

2.3

6.

(dynamical systems)

Benard cells

7.

(Prigogine and Stengers 1984)

Bates and Elman 1993

Port and van Gelder, eds. 1995

Bybee 2001

Chomsky

Chomsky

emergent structure
dissipative structure

17



( 2 ) 18

(14) A.

(14)A

(14)B

(14)A

(Elman, et al. 1996; McClelland, et al. 1986; Rumelhart, et al. 1986)

Langacker



L akoff

2

(14)B

(14)A

(14H)A

B

19



Langacker

(14)A

(14)B (14)B

21

20

(F. de Saussure

20

)



2.1

2.2

2.3
2.4

2.5
2.6

27 X
2.8

2.9

2.10

2.11

2.12

2.13
2.14

2.15

2.16 Langacker

2.17

2 )

WH

21



2.18

3.1

(15 ( )

(15) S= Hiscarsarereally inexpensive.

(15)

22



(16) (15)

(17
(15)

3

(15)

(16)

Langacker

(

(17)

(15)))

(emergent)

(17)

23



3.1.1
(sentence-formation)
(theory of sentence-formation)
(word-
formation) (theory of word-formation)
(pragmatics)
8
( 15 )
3.1.2
X
(scale-relative)
(18) X ( ) X
( )
(17)

8. Dirven and Verspoor 1998



3.2
)
(19) (theory of word-formation)
(20)
( )
3.2.1
(15)

(15) S= hiscarsarereally inexpensive

25

(word-formation



(21)W = {his, cars, are, really, inexpensive}
M = {h, -is car, -s BE, F, real, -ly, in-, expens(e), -ive}

W S (word) M W
M (morpheme) °
M
M
( BE, F )
( BE

cranberry  cran-
Wednesday  Wendnes-

A cran- B

W

1’

W,
m, m,

cran-, Wednes-, Tues-

(22) a X-day={Sunday, Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, Saturday}

b. X-berry ={cranberry, blueberry, raspberry, strawberry, ...}

9. (lexeme) (e.g., Beard 1987,
et seq)



C. Peirce
(Peirce 1958) cranberry

)

this, that

cranberry

3.2.2

L. Bloomfield

Lakoff 1987 )

)+



“learn/know the ropes”

rat”

(19)

10

(18)

10.

“kick the bucket”

28

(conventionalization)

“smell the



(lexical analysis) (tokenization) )

={his, cars, are, really, inexpensive}

(23) s= hiscarsarereallyinexpensive

(24) a {some, any, no} + X ={someone, somebody, somehow, somewhere, anyone,
anyhow, anywhere, nobody, nowhere, ...}

b. {there, here, where} + Preposition = {thereby, thereafter, hereby, whereby...}
c. {in, on} + to={into, onto}

d. Preposition + side ={inside, outside, ...}

e. Preposition + ward(s) = {inward(s), onward(s), toward(s), afterward(s)}

f. Preposition + stairs = { upstairs, downstairs, ...}

g. worth + X =worthwhile

(lexicalization)

black boéard ( ) blackboard ( )

(grammatic(al)ization)



11

Heine, et al. 1991; Hopper and Traugott 1993; Traugott and Hopper, eds. 1991

3.2.3
BE F
F = <3rd person,
plural, present> -S allophonic
F' = <3rd person, singular, present> F (allophones)
(25) a hits[hits] b. sees[syz] C. ships
[J1ps]
-S are be
is be (allomor-
phy) (suppletion)
(go~went )
(26) [d] [d3]
(27) [n] ( syncope) (28)
[r(a)] [t(a)] crossover
(26) a decide[disaid] b. decision [disidzon], deciduous
[disidzuvos]
(27) a hymn[him], column [kalom] b. hymnal [himnal] vs*[himal]
11. (be) going to (> (be) gonna) (Hopper and Traugott 1993)
will (composite auxiliary)
She kind of likes him kind of (> kinda), sort of (> sorta)

(composite modal)



c. columnar [kalamnar] vs*[kalamar]

(28) a ( ) [atara([ii)] vs *[arata(fii))] b. () [arata(na)]

Bybee (Natural Generative
Phonology; NGP) (Hooper 1976)
expens(e) expans
expanse
expans e
(A) ( underlying form) (B)
(derivation)
()
(Transformational Generative (Morpho-)Phonology)
Bybee
in expensive expens(e)
+ -ive expens(e), -ive
(word
formation rule) 2
(29) i. X5 Y+-ive
ii. 'Y= {act, admiss, allus, expens, mass, ...)
Y Y expens(e)
*allus, *admiss
12. Aronoff 1976 Carstairs-McCarthy

1992



(30) a allusfive,ion, *e} — allude
b. admisgive, ion, *e} — admit

C. expens{ive, *ion, e} — expend

*expension
*alluse, *admisse
(phonological alternation)
(31) i.. d - s/ {ikspen__1v, oluv__1v}
il.. t - s/odmi__1v
allusive (surface form: SF) [oluwsiv]
Rluvd+iv/ (underlying form: UF)
(3Da
B2) UR/ 91l uwid+ 1 Vv [/
3
SF- [ a1 u w s 1 v ]
(31)a d-s
29) X 5 Y+-ive Y
Y
[uv{d, t}]
-ive *shoos-ive (<

shoot + -ive) Y *pseus-ive (< *pseudo + -ive) Y



(output filter)

(33) a
b.
c (3l)a, b (29)
70
T. Vennemann (Vennemann 1971, 1972) J.
Bybee
allusive  allude ((29) )
3.24

allude allusive, admit, admissive



— Adj
" Vt modified Loy s -ive schema
o paa X}
= Ad] —— Adj
) Vt modified % Q — Vt modified Y
#aluwsllv# #9dmI§IV#
-Vt : - Vit
# o | u w d # # o d m 1 t #
I
#oluwd#, #oluwsiv#, Hodmit#, #odmisiv#
[l
Lt moctica TV ]Adj -ive
(selection(al) restrictions)
Vt (modified)
( )
argument structure
[[ ]xm]y [xm]y m -ive
[Vt
[iVEl s Jag  TUN [ NP [run],pue lyees
1
(identity)
(variability)
(Vt modified => [aluvs] ) (instantiation) (d - s
) )

I (



(¢ 3 ) 35
)(lexicon)
1 Bybee 1985, 1988
Langacker
1987, 1991 Kumashiro 2000, Rubba 1993
3.2.5
SSW,M
2
his cars are really inexpensive | S-level
his cars are really inexpensive | W-level
BE
he| -s car| -s real | -ly | in-|expens|-ivel M-level
[3rd, Plural, Pres]

2



(Level S)  (15) (15)

(W ) {his, cars, are, really, inexpensive}

M
{hi, -s, car, -s, BE, [3rd, plural, present], real, -ly, in-, expens, -ive}

3.2.6

(phrase-formation)

Mn

X, Y

36



his cars are reallv inexpensive S-level

his cars are really inexpensive W2-level
his cars are really inexpensive wl-Level

his cars are reallv inexpensive WO-evel
his cars are really in- | expensive M1llevel
BE 0 |

he|-s | car| -s real | -I in- lexpend-ive| M*-leve

[3rd, Plural, Pres] y P

segmentation)
(proper analysis)

generative gram-

marian

generative grammarian

\
generative grammar grammarian
generative grammar -ian
4

grammar

[generative [[grammar][ian]]]



grammar

gener ative grammar

3.2.7

generative grammarian

N

grammarian

/TN

grammar
5

generative -ian

(bracketing paradox)

generative

generative grammarian

5

Chomsky

( Hockett



K

Domain of Syntax (as S-formation)

39

/V'\
/NP\ \|/ /Adjp\
D N’ v Adv Adj
| | | | |
| | | | |
D N \Y Adv Adj
YA /\, /\, /\ AN
\ / / / \ /N
N DN* N NN V VNV Adj AdvAdj] Adj/Adj  Adj
[3rd . V Ad:j/V
A : Plural, : - ' E
h is car S Pres] real  -ly expens(e) -ive
Domain of Morphology (as W-formation)
6
6
6
S W D, N, Adv, Adj
HX N X"
(eg. V-V)
3 6
(34) 13
(35)
(34) i. S NPV, V'

- VNP, V' - VAdP
ii. NP> DN',N" - NPP

13.



(35) i. D~ ND/N,N =~ NN/N,V -V VN

i. Adj - V Adj/V

I [[ ]Vt modified -ive ]Adj

(word formation schema)

AXIY_ Z
( )

( S(=VP), NP)

N, V, Adj, Adv

3.3

6 Chomsky

are BE
to be or not to be (Hamlet) be be

BE ( )

be (suppletive)
(stem allomorphy)

Bybee



( ) BE
are be were s

(redundancy rule)

14 BE
be BE
(temporal order) BE (=X)
<3rd person, plural, present> (=) “xy'  tyx’
3 Hockett X 'y
Hockett
3 ae M° BEXx vy
are X 'y
be are
Hockett
sing~sang
(36) a sang=sing PAST [= (sing)PAST]
b. sang=PAST sing[= PAST(sing)]
14. Carstairs-McCarthy 1992 Durand 1990

Natural Generative Phonology



(37) a sang=PAST(sing)

(38) a sang=F(sing, PAST)

(39)  V-ed=(V)-ed

sang

331 X

(40)

15.

42

b. sang=PAST(SING)

b. sang = F(SING, PAST)

15

X-bar Y



(40) a W=M",whereW ={N, V, Ad}, ...}

b. M” - {Spec, M}, M’ - {M° Comp}

M N/N  Adj/V M
N/N  Adj/V
(Montague Grammar) (Categorial Grammar)
(functor) 1 X
AB B Y
A
(35)
(35)
(
3.2.4 -ive Adj/Vt
Vit ( admit,
allude expend) Adj ( admissive, allusive, expensive)
(34) (35)
(
)
3.4

16. Oehrle, et al., eds, 1988  Wood 1993



¢ 3 )

(Selkirk 1982; Lieber 1992) X -bar
(40) ( M® )

Langacker



34.1

17

3

17.

45



¢ 3 )

(= ) (scale
effects)
(syntax)
(
lexicalist hypothesis )
( A
( B ( )
B
A
(Langacker 1987: 82)

18. Carstairs-McCarthy 1992

Harris 1993, Huck and Goldsmith 1994,
Newmeyer 1986 (Newmeyer  Chomsky )

46



¢ 3 )

(Bayesian decision theory)

Day(t), Night(t)

Day(t), Night(t)

Day(t), Night(t)
Day(t) > Night(t)

47



(
Day(t) = sin’(wt/12), Night(t) = cos*(mt/12) )
(41)
(42)
(41) a () ( )
( ) ( Fillmore,
et al 1988; Goldberg 1995)  Langacker 1987, 1991, 2000
)
b. ( transmission)
kick the bucket (idiom)
C (-er
)
d. (affix)
(argument structure)
(projection) (Lieber 1992; Selkirk 1982)
e ( )
(42) a ( )
( ) ( 1)

19.



(Aronoff 1976

e (

(41)

(42)

3.4.2

(43) A. (

20.

( glory)
robustnes

(Carstairs-McCarthy 1992).

49

( )
fucking- (in-fucking-portant
reduplication )( 2
( )
)

(lexica blocking) %)

(43)B (43)A

( *gloriousness)
gloriousness

effective > effectiveness# effect



21

3.4.3

3

21. 17.

Langacker

50



¢ 3 )

(p. 180))

view of grammar  (43)A

(H,0)

(

)

(

)

(43)A (43)B

Langacker symbolic
(43)B
C )
(

51



(self-organization)

Langacker

3.4.4

(de Bleser and Bayer 1988)

(theory of complex systems)

(emergence)

52



Bybee

3.5

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

( 3

7)

17)

(19), (20)

53



3.6 Langacker (maximalism)
3.7
3.8 W, W,
m, m,

10
3.9 (22 N-N (compounding)
3.10
3.11

3.12 All the customers have been greedier than me

3.13 (15 »

3.14

3.15

4.1



Lakoff 1987

41.1

4

22.

22

(prototype effect)

55

Lakoff



(44)i

(44) i,

V.

Vil.

(44)i, ii

(44)iii

4

(44)v

23.

56

23

(44)vi, vii

(grammatic(al)ization)

(44)vi, vii (compounding)



57

( 4 )
E. Rosch 70 (prototype theory)
(44) /
more contentful
B= Phrase\A
Prototypical ___|
Phrases
shorter longer

-€ >
Prototypical

Prototypical words
morphemes A: words

_ Y
C: morphemes less contentful
7
A( ) (free form)
(44)iv
(free morpheme) B ( ) (phrase)
(44)vi C(
) (bound form)
(44)i (bound morpheme)
7
(44)vi
(44)i

(44)vi



A B C

(Wittgenstein 1958) (radial category

structure, Lakoff 1987)
A
B (44)vi
A C (44)ii, iii ()
4.1.2
(grammatic(al)ization)
(44)ii
B-A
y'know  you know because by cause

(e.g., outside, inside)

(44)iii -ment
-ly, -ful
B-A-C
E. Benveniste
(Heine, et al. 1990; Hopper
and Traugott 1993; Traugott and Hopper, eds,, 1990)
B-A-C
A-B
A-C
B-A-C
(Hopper and Traugott 1993)



59

4.1.3
Bybee-Vennemann

4.2

J. L. Bybee ( 80

J. B. Hooper )
(Bybee and Moder 1984; Bybee and Pardo 1981; Bybee

and Slobin 1982)

R. Langacker

Bybee 70

T.Vennemann 60 70
(Natural Generative Phonology: NGP) NGP

(Natural Generative Grammar: NGG)

NGG/NGP
NGP (Transformational Generative Phonology: TGP)
Sound Pattern of English (SPE) SPE
1968 M. Hale N. Chomsky

(MIT)

SPE  Chomsky  Aspects of the Theory of Sytnax (1965)

1968



SPE

(45) a

SPE

(abstractness debate)
NGP

(Vennemann 1971) Bybee

(Kiparsky 1978)

421 NGP 1

NGP

(Hooper 1976)

46) i. P

(go~went

70

60

Vennemann  Bybee

(G. Hudson, B. Rudes)

SPE

Vennemann SPE

NGP/NGG

Lexical Morphology

SPE

(P-rules, Phonetic rules)

P. Kiparsky



( 4 ) 61

i. MP (MP-rules, Morpho-phonological rules)

iii. (viarules)

Hooper 1976 (syllabification rules),
(morphological spell-out rules)

P (i) (aspiration), (ii)
(devoicing), (iii) (epenthesis)
[su.to.rai.ku] (< [strayk]) MP (
)
MP
MP
NGP
SPE
NGP roof [ruwf] roofs [ruvfs] leaf [lif]
leaves[livz] MP

leaves|livz]/ * leafs[lifs]

*maple leaves maple leafs NGP [[maple
leaf]-9 (e.g., [[the man on the corner]’s hat])

(e.g., [[generative grammar] ian]) (e.g., the man on the
corner) (e.g., generative grammar)
(cliticization)

Bybee P ,MP
TGP
NGP
NGP TGP ( )



Vennemann NGP
TGP Bybee

Vennemann

Vennemann

Bybee NGP

(True Generalization

Condition: TGC) NPG
TGC
NGP
NGP
IP (extended Item-and-Process model) Bybee 1988
(
) (transformation) (
)
(derivation)
( )
(47 A



70
1974)
NGP
SPE
S. Bird
(Declarative Phonology)
1991; Scobbie 1997) TGC

NGP

48) . (TGC

(Fodor, et al

70

(Computational Phonology)
(Constraint-based Phonology)
(Bird 1995; Coleman

63



ii. (No-ordering Condition)

iii. TGP NGP (
&
L akoff (Lakoff 1993)
K. Koskenniemi (Two-level Morphology:
Koskenniemi 1986) (Finte-State Morphology)
(Karttunen 1993)%
(no-ordering condition)
NGP J. Holland

(classifier system)

( P , MP :
)26
Bybee 1985, 1988
NGP
(connectionism) (paralel distributed
processing; McClelland, et al. 1986; Rumelhart, et al. 1986)
70 NGP (distributed

representation) Bybee
(localist network)

422 NGP 2

24. TGP X—>ANYZ
constraint-based

25. SPE

26. Holland 1995



65

NGP
(49) i. SPE
P /MP
ii.
(ii)
Carstairs-McCarthy 1992 MP
(50) a father ~b. paternal
(51) a Feburary~b. fever
(52) a governor ~b. gubernatorial
(50)a, b
(53) i.p-f/.. i. f - pl..
(54) i.t-0/.. i. 0 - t/..
(5) i.a-ol.. ii.o -al..
TGP {/fadar/, Ipadar/, fatar/, [patar/, fadar/, [padar/,
ffatar/, [patar/} ( )
(50)a,b

TGP

(underspecification)



(53)i, (54)i Grimm

Ipater/

(ruleinversion)
(53)i, (54)i
TGP NGP

(56) a fo p/__ador o _ otor(nal)

b. 8 o t/fa_or « po__or(nal)

father, paternal

27. Ipater/
(54)i P Ipater/

(53)i, (54)i paternal

father  paternal

father
[fader/
(
) 27
)
(53)i,
father
MP
paternal

paternal

66



4.3

(lexicon)

4 )

(priming effect)

(frequency effect)

Bybee 1985, 1988

67



Bybee 1985, 1988

43.1

(57)

(B)

A.

Bybee

4

TGP

80

Bybee

1985, 1988

Bybee

Bybee
«C )
(usage-based)

(B)



Bybee Fo(
)
(i)
(ii)
(58) .
ii.
cat~kitten cat~mouse
pair~repair bank ( )~bank (
)
Stanners, et al. 1979
deception  deceive walked  walk
4.3.2



( 4 ) 70

Phonological-relatedness Dimension

7
P

featherya  \
feathereds  P< eatherya :

featherlessa
featheringn

8
8 feather )
(
)
feather feather (conceptual -
relatedness) (phonol ogical-rel atedness)
(59) a feather c
b. feather p
c p c p
feather
8 <c, p>



¢ 4 )

P-plane (for P-dimension)

[wWe dar] fedorls]

~

RN
~

[f ¢ 0 9r]

[bord]

|
| | |
|

<WEATHER, N>\ <FEATHER-LESS, Adj>

<FEATHER N>
<BIRD, N>
C-plane (for C-dimension)
9
8 feather,
featherless, weather, bird 9 P 8
p C C
P Bybee 1985, 1988, 2001
( )
C
(Latent Semantic Analysys
(LSA)(Landauer, et al. 1994) )
P C Langacker

4.3.3 Bybee -Langacker



( 4 ) 72

Langacker

9 Langacker

Kumashiro 2000; Langacker 1987, 1991; Rubba 1993

Langacker (entrenchment) Bybee

Bybee

(autonomy)

(e.g., went vs *goed, children vs * childs, men vs * mans, better vs *gooder)
(e.g., V-ed,
N-s)
(eg.)

Bybee 1988, 2001
Bybee Langacker (analyzability)

SCISSOrs, pants, savings
N-s
(e.g, pins, chairs)

(e.g., scissors, pants, savings)

Bybee

4.3.4



Bybee
4.3.5
Rumelhart and McClelland 1986
(60) a /
b U
U
(goed (overregularization)  camed

Rumelhart and McClelland  ( )

Rumelhart and McClelland
(RM ) Fodor and
Pylyshyn 1988, Pinker and Prince 1988
RM

(61) a (wickelphone: Wickelgren
1969)



b. (simple perceptron)
C. (Francis and Kucera 1982
)
d.
Pinker and Prince 1988
-ed
RM
@i, i1, i) Plunkett and Marchman 1991, 1993, 1996
Elman 1991 (starting small)
Elman 1993
(iv) Cottrell and Plunkett 1991
Jackson and Cottrell 1997
( RM
U RM
)
(iv) NGP
P MP

(Pinker and Prince 1988; Marcus, et al. 1992)



(regulars) (irregulars)

(dua route theory)

Bybee Langacker

SCissors, pants

Pinker  Marcus

Pinker

(Lima, et al, eds 1994

75



Fodor and McLaughlin 1990 (systematicity)

4.3.6

(

(cross-serial dependency construction: Bresnan, et al. 1982)
(The cheese

the rat ate was rotten vs * ?The cheese the rat the cat chased ate was rotten)

Chomsky



(Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar)

(Gazdar, et al. 1985)

4.4

(

J. Holland

Bybee, Langacker

7



N
N!
N =100
N!
N

(distributed representation)

44.1
(pro-
ductiviy)
(
)
generative, cognitive, positive
(62)
(62) [X, A] - f([Y, V] [-ive, AIV])
X, Y (62) (63)

(64)



( 4 ) 79

(63) a [, admissive] — [, admit][ -ive]
b. [, allusive] - [, allude][ -ive]
c. [, generative] — [, generat(e) ][-ive]
d. [, offensive] — [, offend ][-ive]

(64) a [, cognitive] [, cognit(e) ][ -ive]
b. [, fugitive] — [, fugit(e) ][ -ive]

c. [, preservative] — [, preservat(e) ][ -ive ]

cognit(e), fugit(e), preservat(e)

(overanalysis)

-ive [ ]Vt modified

[kagnayt]



80
Vit(*) modified Adj
— Vi(*) modifie i
4 I v o# -ive schema
- Adj — Adj
Vt* modified —Vt modified
A 7 N N
# k a g n 9t |1 Vv # #l o d m 1 s |1 Vv #
' 1 ‘ )
: M
Vit \ — Vit
#ksgna;llt# # o d m 1 t #
10
-ive Vit*
Vt cognite,,
( )
cognite
cognite

(usage-based)

4.4.2



(65) kill amuse refuse arrive
i. [V-ngly killing amusing refusing arriving
i. [V -ment], *Killment amusement *refusement *arrivement
ii. [V -al, *killal *amusal refusal arrival
iv. [V -ance], *killance  *amusance *refusance *arrivance
V-ing
[\V-ing]
-S -ed
(
Jones’ vs Jones's, ran vs *runned )
4.4.3
exit, appear -er
*exister, *appearer ( exister
existant
) run, go runner, goer

comer later comer

sayer  yasayer

444

arrivement, ?refusement , ?cognite
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arrivement, refuse-

ment
L S(L) G(S(L))
L W(L) G(W(L))
445
( )
transmission transmit
( ) (denotation)  ( ) (connotation)
transmission
Smith “Smith”
( ) ( « ) (“ Smith”
Fauconnier 1985
4.4.6

Bloomfield



( 4 ) 83

4.4.7
(bracketing paradox)
(66)a, &
(66) a generative grammarians a. generative grammar
b. cognitive linguists b’. cognitive linguistics
(66)a (67)a
( ?)(67)b
(67) a [[[[A generative]A [grammar]N ]N 'ian]N 'S]N
b. [[[generative], [[grammar], -iar] ], -S],
c. [[[generative], [[[grammar]y -ian], -s|,]\
Siegel (1974) [, 1 (classl, Il affixes)

28

(level ordering)

4.4.8

(68) 1. -ate, -ion, -ity, -ify, -ic, -ish, -able, sub-, de-, in-

[1. -ly, -ful, -some, -ness, -hood, -less, -able, re-, un-, non-,

28. Allen 1979 1l I
(Selkirk 1982) 1l



29

(69) i (X-full-nessvs
*X-full-ity, * X-full-hood)

(diviay]ne vsdiv[i]nity; )
iii.
( hapless )

V. (pro- and
en-clitics™; socio-linguistics and economics = [socio-[linguistics and
economic]])

Vi. (un-germ-

resistant vs *in-germ-resistant; laid-back-nessvs * laid-back-ity)

(e.g., -able) (réfutable # refatable)

-able

29. Durand 1990: 171  Haraguchi and Nakamura, eds. 1992: class |
and |1 affixes level ordering hypothesis

30. clitic(s) Right-Node Raising
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) ( ) (
) ( )
nativity
4.4.9
(66)a
unhappier, ungrammaticality un-
-er, -ity (70)

(70) a [un[[happi]er]]

b. [un[[grammatical]ity]]

un- [un- A],
[un- N], s un- grammaticality
(70) ungrammatical ness
(71) a [[un[happi]]er] b. [[un[grammatical]]ity] b'.

[[un[grammtical]]ness]

31. undo [un- V1], [un- N],



67)b b

(66)a (67)

11

generatlve grammar—:an-s

generative grammar ian grammar—:an-s

generatlve grammar grammar ian -IGnS

ININ

generatlve grammar -ian =S

RN

generat(e) -ive

11

11 grammar

(proper anaysis)

11
11 (66)a



87

(66)b, ¢

cognitive linguistics

cognitivelinguists (66)b (66)c

cognitive lingu-ist-s

_——

- lingu-ist-s

language

cognitive

*cognit(e)  -ive

(cognitive) linguist  -(ist)ics (cognitive) linguistics

13 (72)

(72) a Englishlinguists b. English linguistics c. English language

English Ilngi

English Ilngu lst-lcs --------- English Ilngu -ist lingu-ist-s
Enghsh Ianguage Imgu-lst-:cs \

Engish— ,
-ics lingu-ist -ist-s
NN\

*Engl -ish language -+ lingu -ist

13

/,"'

s

11 12 English



generative  cognitive lingu- /language

*gener ative language, *cognitive language

4.4.10

11,12, 13

4.5

11

88



4.1
4.2 7
4.3 7
4.4y know = you know, oh boy, fucking part of speech
4.5
instead, kind, dog, window, hard, Chomsky, far, like, fucking, damn
4.6
4.7
4.8
(lexical head) (Lakoff 1974)
Johninvitedyou’ll never guess how many people to you can imagine what kind of a party
at it should be obvious wherewith God only knows what purpose in mind, despite you can
guess what pressure.
4.9
4.10
411 P , MP ,

i
ii.
iii.
iv.

als] ~an[on]

the[d9] ~ [di]

theideais... ~theidea [r] of it ... (r )

[onigorofi] vs ?*[onikoro|i] ( ), [takizawa] vs ?*[takisawa] ( ), [[irasawa] vs
[firazawa] ( )

[twrwppage] vs*[twrwhage] ( ), [nakittwra] vs ?*[nakitwra] ( )



412

4.13

414

4.15

4.16

417

4.18

4.19

4.20

421

4.22

4.23

4.24

4.25
4.26

4.27
4.28

4.29

4 )

maple |leafs ~ |leaves

Optimality Theory (Archangeli and Langendoen, eds. 1997; Kager 1999; Prince

and Smolensky 1993)

NGP

(representations)
(schemas)

(regularity)
Rumel hart and McClelland 1986

Pinker

10

cognite

(rules)

NGP

Bybee

Langacker

Bybee

, MP

-ful (e.g,. helpful), -ness (e.g., kindness), -ize (e.g.,

fertilize), -1y (e.g., smplifiy), de- (e.g., deactivate)

(eg.

(65)

(usage)

10
), -

(eg.

),

(e.g..
- (eg,

)’_

)

(eg.,

)1_

90



4.30

4.31

4.32

4.33

4.34

5.1

11,12, 13

( 4

(iv)

unhappier

(i1)

() (derivation)
(iii) (declension)

(compounding)

(i)

(i)

(inflection)

91



51.1
(72)
f
(72)  w=f(xy)
w x () (base) (stem)
(root) ¥y (affix)
kindness kind () -ness
f(kind, -ness)
f
(zero derivation) y
(72)
w X,
y
5.1.2
y w 33
(derive)
32.
33. projection

Selkirk 1982



(¢ 5)
Xy (morpheme)
y
pérmit
permit N-V [1] - [e] sing~sang
y
5.1.3
f
(73) A. X , y
B X ) y
C. X : y
D. X ) y
A,B C
D
A deceive, receive de-, re,
(e.g., de-activate, re-state ceive  deceive, receive
B child-
hood, kindness child, kind
-hood, -ness
A,B,C Siegel 1974
(Classl|, Il affixes) i
A B
34. Allen 1979 Kiparsky 1982

(Lexical Phonology)

93



NGP
(lexical evolution)
5.14
y y+X y
(prefix) reassign re-  anti-cognitivism  anti-
W Xty y (suffix) (postfix)
(anti-)cognitivism  -ism “( )
y X +y+X X
y (infix)
in-fucking-portant ( fucking-insertion )  a-whole-nother
sing~sang
( )
McCarthy 1979 Goldsmith 1976
(autosegment)
(Durand 1990; McCarthy 1981)
(non-concatenative) (multiplanar) (multidimen-
sional)
W y+X+y y y
(circumfix) ge _ -{ent}

% have V-en

35. ( ) -en ( )



5.1.5

(72)

(74)

5.2

(75)

5.2.1

(76)

X=X+ X" Y= (Y Vo V) (74)

f(x, y) =y1+x’ +y2+x” +Y,

i Y, ( )

(75)

Spatially, this sequence is positioned on the opposite face of the protein from residues Q167,
Q171, T214 and Q218, which are thought to participate in binding an auxiliary molecule
essential to prion propagation. Nature, 16 August 2001: 741

(75) 32 (word-form)

1. spatially, 2. this, 3. is, 4. positioned, 5. on, 6. the, 7. opposite, 8. face, 9. of, 10. the, 11.
protein, 12. from, 13. residues, 14. Q167, 15. Q171, 16. T214, 17. and, 18. Q218, 19. which,
20. are 21. thought, 22. to, 23. participate, 24. in, 25. binding, 26. an, 27. auxiliary, 28.
molecule, 29. essential, 30. to, 31. prion, 32. propagation



77 spatiallythissequencei spositionedontheoppositefaceofthe
proteinfromresi duesQ167Q171T214andQ218whi charethoughttoparti cipatei nbindinganauxilia-
rymol ecul eessential toprionpropagation.
speech stream (automatic word recognition)
(78) A.
B. ( )
522
(75) 32 f (80)
(79) i. Adj,Adv,D,N,V, , ) ) )
i [X,Y] X ( ) Y X
. Y A/B Y B
A
(iii)

5

(76)
(75)

(functor)



(80) 1.

36.

37.

© © N o o A~

10.
11.
12.

13.

14.
15.
16.
17.

18.

19.

20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.

[spatially, Adv] = f([spatial, A], [-ly, Adv/A])
[spatial, A] = f([space, N], [-ial, A/N])
[this, D] = f([th(e), D], [-is, D/D])
[is, V] =f([be, V], [F, V/V]), F = <3rd person, singular, present>
[positioned, A] = f([position, V], [-ed, V/V])*®
[position, V] = f([position, N], [G, V/N])*
[position, N] = f([posit, V], [-ion, V/N])
[opposite, A] = f([oppose, V], [-ite, A/V])
[residues, N] =f([residue, N], [-Ss, N/N])
[residue, N] = f([reside, V], [-ue, N/V])
[reside, N] = f([side, V], [re-, VIV])
[Q167, N] = f([Q, N], [167, N/N])

f([Q, N/N], [167, N])
[which, D] = f(Jwh, D], [-ich, D/D])

[are, V] =f([be, V], [F, VIV])
[thought, V] = f([think, V], [G, V/V])
[participate, V] = f([participe, N7, [-ate, V/N?])
[participe, N7 = f([part, N], [-icipe, N?/N])
[binding, N] = f([binding, A], [H, N/A])

[binding, A] = f([binding, N], [H, A/N])
[binding, A] = f([bind, V], [-ing, A/V])

[binding, N] = f([bind, V], [-ing, N/V/])
[an, D] =1([a, D], [-n, D/D])
[auxiliary, A] = f([auxiliary, N], [F, A/N])
[auxiliary, N] = f([auxily, A7, [-ary, N/A7])
[molecule, N] = f([mole, N7, [-cule, N/N])
[essential, A] = f([essence, N], [-ial, A/N])
[essence, N] = f([essen(t), A7], [-ce, N/A])




5.2.3

BE

524

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

¢ 5)

[essen(t), N] = f([ess, V7, [-en(t), A/V])

[prion propagation, N] = f([propagation, N], [prion, N/N])

[prion, N/N] = f([prion, NJ, [F, N/N])
[prion, N] = f([pri, N7, [-on, N/N7])

[propagation, N] = f([propagate, V], [-ion, N/V])

[propagate, V] = f([pagate, V7, [pro-, V/IV])

[pagate, V] =f([pag, N7, [-ate, V/N])

be

(derivational)

XIX

X? X

is, are

BE

(inflectional)

(80)3, 4, 5, 9, 13, 14, 15, (19)

XIX

98



5.3

(80)

5

de Bleser and Bayer 1988

V-ing

(

Bybee 1985

99



( 5 ) 100

Langacker
-er
Langacker 2000: 152-154

(81) squealer > complainer > computer > propeller > drawer

Lakoff 1987

singer

plier, stapler, drawer
Londoner, islander prayer, teenag-

er

38

L angacker
[V-er]

(82) a Thisuseful routine computes the function.

b. We computed the function with this useful routine.

computer, propeller, drawer a

38.



(83) a taxi-driver

531 -er

model)

ing)

5

Langacker

39

101
drive -er
b. screwdriver
Langacker
Langacker
(billiard
(base)
Langacker
14 (profil-

(84) a Shegavethebook to her friend.

b. She gave her friend the book.

39.
Langacker



¢ 5)
force FI  indirect force F2  motion calised by FI
\ :
&
Z TR
¢
Y LM
X GIVEY TO Z
X
| possesion caused
forc: Fl Y by FI
X GIVEZ Y
14
14 XgiveYtoZ(egq., (84)a)
toZ 14
XgiveZY (eq., (84)b)
X GIVE Z XgveYtoZ Y
) F2
( )
X compute Y with Z
compute Y
force FI . .
N\ instrumental subject

A

Z COMPUTE Y

indirect force F2

15

X COMPUTE Y WITH Z

102

v)



( 5)
6.2.2
5.3.2
(e.g., compute)
-er
instrumental subject agentive subject
nominalization nominalization
Z
X
Y Y
\
e Fen
€ (b)
16
16(a) Z -e
16(b) X
16(a) 16(b)
(85) For Manhattan Project, many women worked as computers at Los Alamos.
5.3.2

103



typist, physicist, magician, mathematician, surgeon, surgent, agent,
pesant singer
-er, -ist, -(ic)ian AGENT(EVENT) (polymorphic)
Beard 1987, 1988, 1990

for StoV, SsV-ing, that SV

SsV-ing (e.g., refuse, deny)
V-ing refusal, denial
5.3.2
N-N () (zero derivation)

f(Q, 167), f(propagation, prion)

(86) a *“pungent foot odor in the shoe store” embarrassment

b. “I can’'t believe | did that on thefirst date” anxiety

[pungent foot odor in the shoe store, A], [I| can’'t believe | did that on the

first date, A] 0

5.4

40. I-can’t-believe-1-did-that-on-the-fir st-date anxiety



( 5 ) 105

case

marking

(87)
4. [is, V] =f([be, V], F)
5. [positioned, V] = f([position, V], -ed)
14. [are, V] =f([be, V], F)
15. [thought, V] = f([think, V], F’)

9. [residues, N] =f([residue, N], -es)

F,F,-ed (allomorph)

(conjugation)

54.1

(88)

(88)

41.



( 5 ) 106

a [John, N, Nominative] = f([John, N], [@, Nominative])
b. [John, N, Accusative] = f([John, N], [4, Accusative])
c. [John, N, Dative] = f([John, N], [, Dative])

d. [John, N, Ablative] = f([John, N], [F, Ablative])

(e. [John's, N, Genitive] = f([John, NJ, [-'s, Genitive]))

Nominative, Accusative, Dative, Ablative, Genitive , , ,

, instrumental
(88)
( ) (inflection, conjugation)
(declension)
inflection
5.4.2

(89) a [he N, Nominative] = f([he, N], [&, Nominative])
b. [him, N, Accusative] = f([he, N], [-im, Accusative])

. [him, N, Dative] = f([he, N], [-im, Dative])

O

d. [him, N, Ablative] = f([he, N], [-im, Ablative])

. [his, N, Genitive] = f([he, N], [-'s, Genitive])

)

to, for by, with

(group genitive) (

(cliticization))



¢ 5)

(90) a Theman on the corner’s hat isfunny.

b. Queen of England’s health

[we [5 [\ the man at the corner] '] [, hat]]

[\» the man at the corner] s

(91)a, b

(91) a [DeﬁniteNP [D [N X] "5] [IndefiniteN Y]]

b. [DeﬁniteNP [D [NP X] "S] [IndefiniteN Y]]

5.4.3

(92)
X ={

(92) a [X ,N,Nom]=f(X,N],[- ,Nominative])

b. [X ,N,Accu] =f([X, N],[- ,Accusative])

c. [X ,N,Da]=f([X N],[- ,Datve])

d. [X ,N,Abl]=f([X N],[- ,Ablative& Instrumental])

)

[X ,N,Gen] =f([X,N],[- ,Genitive])

107



( 5 ) 108

(93) a X{ C }

(deep

case) (semantic case)

a. ()

b, ? )

b, (27 )

(94)a’ (95)a 119 » R 119 »

(incorporation)

5.4.4

(agglutination)

0)



( 5 ) 109

(if)

(alomorphy) (polymorphism)

()

(paradigm)

case marker

(96)a b

(96) a *tohe

b. tohim

(96)b

* ( ) ()



( 5 ) 110

5.5

(phrase formation)

(pseudo-pluralization)

97) XofY
a sheetsof paper
b. pieces of { evidence, advice, ...}

c. hours of {bath, telephone, conversation, ...}

Bybee 1985 (periphrastic)
X Y

54.2

5.5.1

42.

43,

Goldberg 1995 F XVYZ
M  XcausesY to become Z <F, M>

Fillmore-Kay-Goldberg



(98) a Theyrealized that ....
b. Theyhaverealized that ....

c. Theyhaverecently realized that ...

-ed
have ... {-ed, -en}
V-en

have

SV*O: they realized

/mreanzedit

SV:theyrealize V*: haverealized V*/V O: realized it
V*/V: realized

S: they V: have V:realize V*IVIV: -d O:it
17

5.6 ,

5.6.0

111



( 5 ) 112

X-{ful, load} of Y

(99) a bucketfuls of water; b. bucketsful of water; c. buckets ful of water

(100) a ship-loads of coal; b. ships-load of coal; c. shipsload of coal

c -S a
b
[ X-ful ], Y -ful X
(e.g., bucket, ship) (
)
Z=[,,XofY], (figure-ground reversal)
X X, Y
(101) a Heeatsalot (of junk foods). b. It'sgetting a lot better.™
(102) a Heateabit of cake. b. Heisabit (of) coward.

c. Hecomplained a little bit.
(103) a. Sharkisan interesting kind of fish. b. Heiskind of ajerk.

c¢. Hekind of insulted me.

44, alot alot



( 5 ) 113

5.1
5.2

5.3 Londoner, prayer, stranger, puzzer 16

5.4
5.5
5.6

57 XPX={ , ,..LP={, , , ,.}) (NP = Noun Phrase)
(PP = Postpositional Phrase)

5.8 X-P

5.9 (80)
(e'g" ) ) )

5.10 (80)

6.1



( (passivization))

[S{be, get}

O (PO)]

ab

(104) a ()
b. ( )
(105) a He was nominated for Nobel Prizein 1998,

b. (Swedish Royal Academy) nominated him for Nobel Prizein 1998.

[nusumare(ru)],,,  [nusumu],, [nominated],,  [nominate],,

(106) a [nusumare, Adj] = f([nusumu, V], [-ar(e), Adj/V1]]

b. [nominated, Adj] = f([nominate, V1], [-d, Adj/V1]]

114



¢ 6 )

( Langacker (profile shift)

6.1.1

115

(107)-(110)

(107) a Thedog isbarking.
b. The dog barks aloud.
(108) a. Heisnot a believer of either generative or cognitive theory.
b. He does not believe either generative or cognitive theory.
(109) a Heisvery critical of most linguistic theories.

b. He criticizes most linguistic theories,

[ Vi ng ]Adj ((107)3-) [ V-er ]N
((108)a) [N-al ],y ((109)a)

(believe, criticize)
(generative or cognitive theory, most linguistic theories)  ( )
[V -ism],

((110)a) his

(110) a Hiscriticisms of most syntactic theories are well known.

b. Itiswell known that he {often,repeatedly} criticize{s,d} most syntactic the-

45,
hit, put



( 6 ) 116

ories
( )
[ \Y 'ee]N
(
)
(incorporation)
6.1.2
( ) (
)
60 70 (104), (105)a (104), (105)b
( (deep structure))
Bybee-Vennemann (True Generalization
Condition: TGG)
TGG
70

(theory of derivational complexity: Fodor, et al. 1974)

NGP



(111) a b. *
(112) a. Heissaid to be genious (by everybody).

b. *(Eveybody) says himto be a genius.

“X " saidtobeY

6.1.3

phoric island: Postal 1969)

truck they

46. «

(ana-

117



( 6 ) 118

(113) a *Truckdriversfill them up with diesel.”

b. Driversof trucks fill them up with disel.

they truck-

(114) a McCarthyites are now puzzed by him *

b. Baker, was so.-called because he baked bread.

6.1.4
(Baker
1988) (incorporation)
Sadock 1991: 94
(ERG = ergative , INST = instrumental , IND = indicative )
(115) a marlunnik ammassattor punga

marluk-nik ammassark-tor-punga

two-INST/p  sardine-eat-INDIC/1s
47. Sproat 1988

48. Sproat 1988



¢ 6 )

‘] atetwo sardines

b. ammassannik marlunnik nerivunga
ammassak-nik maruluk-nik  neri-vunga

sardine-INST/ptwo-INST/p  eat-INDIC/1s
‘| ate two sardines

(115)a () ammassark (‘sardine’) -tor- (‘eat’)
(115)b -neri- (‘eat’)

angisuumut  -kar(poq)
(ALLAT =dlative )

(116) [1Tu-mut angi suu-mut-kar-poq
house-ALLAT big-ALLAT-go-INDIC,3sg
“He went to the big house’

[[iNu-mut] [angisuu-mut] 5. 1,» N Ad)

(eg.,
-tor- (‘eat’), -gar- (‘have’), -kar- (‘go’))
“ 3 (light verb)
(polysynthetic)
Sadock
(Autolexical Syntax) (Sadock 1988, 1991)
Sadock
( M orphophonology

119



( 6 ) 120

(
)
Langacker (bipolar theo-
ry)
Sadock
49 ( )
(115) (116)
( )
( )
6.1.5
(contraction)
elision, enchainement
(117) a. I’'mgonna do that. b. 1 amgoing to do that.
(118) a. | dunno. b. 1 don't know.
(119) a I'ancienrégime b. du pain
a. *leancienrégime b’. *dele pain
C. *du homme c’. del”homme

49, Sadock 1991



( 6 ) 121
(116)
I’m, gonna, dunno, |I’ancienne, du
I'm [Sub-
ject NP & Auxiliary Verb] gonna

[Adj & to-Infinitive] dunno
[Auxiliary Verb & Negative & Main Verb]

Langacker
(Iexical assembly) (119)b, ¢’
du pain del’homme
du /\pajn de I"homme
de le g pain de \Ie homme
(A) (B)
18
Langacker 1997
18(A) de, pain le pain

18(B) de, homme le



( 6 ) 122
de [olmme ( ) (re)syllabifica-
tion

(
— Morpho-phonological Dimension—
du pain
de le g pain
+ symbolic links:- :
p b N
~— /
NP
L Semantic-syntactic Dimension —
19
Sadock 1988, 1991 (Autolexical Syntax)
Lan-
gakcer Sadock
I’'m
stupid, I am stupid | stupid am
I’'m stupid | am stupid
I'm stupid | am stupid
/\am . stupid Aam stupid



Bybee 2001

6.1.6

(Georgian)

(120) a. Jeanlelui a donne.
Jean it to-{ him,her} has given
“Jean gave it to him/her”
a. *Jeanlui adonnéle.

d. *Jeanleadonné (a) lui.

b. Jean |ui a donnéle pain.
Jean to-{ him,her} has given the bread
“Jean gave him the bread”

c. Jeanleadonnéa Marie.
Jean it has given to Marie
“Jean gave Marie the bread”

le () ( )

leur (dative); en (genitive))

(clitic)

6.1.7 N-V

={N, P}), N-Adj , P-P

123

(le, 1a, les, se (accusative); lui,

(cliticization)

X-V (X
(X-V N-N (



124

root compound) (synthetic compound)

)

(121) a Jimisa (long-distance) truck-driver.

b. Jimdrives (long-distance) trucks

b’. Jimdrivestrucks for long distances.
(122) a Shewasjust a bystander.
b. Shejust stood by.
b’. *Shejust bystood.
(123) a Shehand-washed everything.
b. She washed everything by hands
(124) a. They overcame the hardship.
b. They got/come over the hardship.
(125) a. The greeting card was hand-written.

b. The greeting card was written by hand

(126)  Hedisappeared into the room

(
-en
V, Y
Y
Vl
P-v (e.g., undergo, overcome)
X[P-V1],,Y Y V,(eg., go, come)

under, over)

P(eg.,



( 6 ) 125

(121)-(125) ab

(121)-(125) ab

6.2

N-N X-V

(127) a The queen knighted him.

b. The queen made himknight.

c. The queen made a knight out of him.
(128) a John’sgonna 747 to Japan next week.

b. John’s gonna fly to Japan next week by 747.

Clark and Clark 1979
Sanders 1988
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(129) i. f(<X, N>, <@, Vt/N>) (e.g., f([knight, N], [&, V1/N])
ii. f(<X, N>, <@, Vi/N>) (eq., f([747,N], [9, ViIN]))
(129)i N-(al)ize (e.g., crystallize,

civilize, colonize, magnetize, metabolize, revolution(al)ize)

(130) a. They colonized the bacteria.
a. They got/made colonies of the bacteria.
b. The material crystalized after all.

b’. The researchers got/made crystal of the material after all.

N-ize
X-ize de-X-ize (e.g., de-crystalize, de-civilize, de-colonize, de-
magnetize, de-metabolize, de-revolution(al)ize)
re-X-ize (e.g., re-crystalize, re-civilize, re-colonize, re-magnetize, re-metabolize)
de-X-ize un-X-ize

*?The queen knightized him

(129)i, ii
(127)-(128)
Goldberg 1995
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6.2.1

(middle construction)

construction)

(131) a Thisbook reads easily.
b. Everyone reads this book easily.
(132) a. Thisshirt washes easily.

b. Everone washes this shirt easily.

(133)  F[(XV,Y]O0 G:[[YV,Z]
X, Y= NP, Z= adverb

a V,=V,=read, Z = easly

b. V,=V,=wash, Z = easily

6.2.2

(causativazation)

(134) a. Shebroke the window.

127

blending

(active-passive



1978)

(136)

a

b.

21

The window broke.

She broke the window with a hammer.

Her hammer broke the window.

He opened the door.

The door opened.

He opened the door with another key.

Another key opened the door .

a b

(unaccusativity)

b a

NGP

Gi[(YV,] O F:[(XV,Y]
X, Y=NP

V1 = V2= break

V, =V, = open

break

(Perlmutter
b

(134)b

128
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X’s autonomous change

A) of its state ®)
o> |0
Y z Y z

X BREAK # X’ BREAK X BREAK INTO X’

21
(e.g., (the) window) t t'
X(t)
(autonomous) X' = X(t") (B)
(e.g., into X(t"))
(134)b ( ) break

(©)

(D) causative subject

causative subject (E) instrumental subject

X’ X’ X’

\ Y,
Y BREAK X \ WA%(\MTH y4 / Z BREAK X

state change caused by causative
Y force interpreted as primary
22
X(t)
Y
X(t) Y (134)a
(D)

X compute Y with Z (134)c



( 6 )
Z compute Y
(E) (134)d
(127)a (© X =him, X" = knight, Y =the queen
X()-X(t") (= BREAK)
X(t') = KNIGHT resultative
construction (

)

(137) a Sorry, | didn’t get it right.
b. | ate myself sick.

c. He sneezed the napkin off the table.

6.2.3

( appear, come, exist) (136)

make

(138) a. *They appeared him.
b. They made him appear.
c. Heappeared (from behind the curtain).
d. Heappearedto meto bevicious.
(139) a. *They existed the solution.
b. They made the solution exist.
c. The solution existed.

d. The solution existed (??to me)(*to be simple).

130



appear, exist

(A)

X’ APPEAR # X APPEAR

(A)  (138)c

experiencer) Z X

(139) exist

break

X(t')

131

V2

(B)

x—b@ X

Y z Y

23

(B)
(B)

Y VA

X’ = X EXIST (SINCE X)
24

X" APPEAR to Y Z

X(1)
) /
z
(138)d
Y (sentient,
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(140) a. Shelooked at him a. Shelooked for him.

b. Helooked nice

(141) G:[YV,Z]OO F:[(XV,Y]
X=NP,Y=PNP

a V,=V,=look, P=at

(140)b
(D)

(©) (D)

X ® X

z Y
/

Y LOOK AT X’ /X' LOOK Z

implicit experiencer
(E)

Q)

z

Y LOOK FOR X’
25

(140)a, @  (C) (B)
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6.3

(142) .

6.1 (e.g., taking, giving, going)



6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5
6.6

6.7
6.8

6.9

6.10

6.11
6.12

6.13

6.14

6.15

6.16

6.17

V-er (e.g., singer, kicker, shopper)
(e.g., taken, given, gone)
(eg., ,
’ ) - ')
Siegel
( )
Bybee
I’m, can’t, gonna, wanna
18
(phonological pole)
L angancker

(semantic pole)

134



6.18 X
6.19 X
v
(competence)

performance

135
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136
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WH
(amalgam: Lakoff 1974) (syntactic reinterpretation: Kgjita
1977)
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