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(Control Theory) DOiifE%L#E% %5, e Chomsky 1981 Z LT
PRO & =zv b e— e LIRETREFTALRSL. REOHRTHE
> CHE AT WRDERYT 5, 25— Thompson 1973 DIRELFHHK
HLRAD =2 v v — LEECI BPOBED SELANETHY, BRI
‘privateness’ OF\VABE L ‘publicity’ REWBEO oK EL ST BRD
NETHBET Lo % LT PRO SME—HNCHE S h 5§12 DA 1% Jackendoff
1972 » Thematic Relation %%z LC PRO R {Trbhb2ThH
Brlo BIUREED NP avie—~5-gkbBE0BEr0HE L
T Koster 1978 ¢ Locality Principle AR ETH 5 2 & xXET 2, HB=
.- Locality Principle i —oD A% &ET5 & Lt X - C Jacobson
& Neubauer 1976, Hasegawa 1983 #0383 % Rule cyclicity O#E&IT
TRHBRRBZ %L %0

1. Oy bo—LBRIEE

1.1. PRO 484

Chomsky 1981 1% PRO DA KRD X 5 F LD T 5%, (@) PRO 134
F (govern) Ihiels (b)) PRO DEfTENIILD O-role #FF%, PRO %
Fipyr o 0-role #ED, (¢) %fT5 & PRO ©Bdf&lL Subjacency Condi-
tion %R T 5 LEIX R (@) PRO RETHEFHFOLE Lo (D Sub-
jacency o THRWVE WS HRIIKDOBUNLSHLATH B,
(1) (a) John thinks [that it will be difficult [PRO to feed himself]].
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() John thinks [that [{11311%8 }ge(f{;‘gg ﬁig@gﬁ}] will be difficult].

(¢) [Any attempt [PRO to feed himself]] will be difficult for John.
SR EER L Subjacency 583
(2) (a) * John seems that it will be difficult # to feed himself.

(b) * John seems that{ﬁ }ge§?§§ iiﬁzgg}wiﬂ be difficult.
PRO 0Bt s & & 0T ¥ HAEE, @0 [PRO BHRS AL &b
5RAISDRDALEIZEE L DT
(8) (a) the position of subject of an infinitive
’(b) the position of specifier (subject) of an NP
(¢) the position of COMP (Chomsky 1981:64)
(4) (a) it is unclear what PRO to do ¢£.
(o) 'd much prefer [51130 going to a movie].
{¢) I bought a book [S[lg(%%l [PRO to give ¢ to Mary]].

A&z Complement Subject @ PRO DORJEIDWTHEZ % DD TH
() X 57z COMP Py PRO OB L, @WEM®DX 57 PRO R
ELTEETHZ LTS, ()@ OfER Case 2352 bR WREETHD
PRO O4BIITBBHTH HB)e —I7(8) ) DELEIEX Genitive Case 2 MIINT
% NP % PRO $4&ETx%, PRO OEEIIEENTH 56)0
(5) (a) I persuaded Bill PRO/*Tom to leave. (V NP PRO to VP)

() I was sorry PRO/*Bill to leave. (V AP PRO to VP)

(¢) T appealed to Bill PRO/*Tom to leave. (V PP PRO to VP)

@ I asked (Bill) what PRO/*Tom to do. (V...Wh-phrase PRO
to VP)

(6) I’d much prefer [yp his going to the movie].

Chomsky @ PRO @#Uc B4 5K EEE, PRO ER & E - CRHM
i Control ¥R BMNEL/A\] EWB D TH%, #Hlxi¥ they thought
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NP said [that [PRO to feed / feeding each other (themselves)] would
be difficult &\»3 Fl5c% HiF7esn s, [Control gt Control verbs @
B X o TEHEFH IR 201X b TH o 7ein b Control verbs 53
LB D ZOBENEI 555 (0. 1) LliNTVb, LhL—HT
B R OB DR DO HEEI: Control BIFOEMIIC L - CEENBEIRS
ElZ->EDABT 5B,
(7) (a8) * They told me what PRO to feed each other.

(b) They asked me what PRO to feed each other. (p. 72)
2% b i Control Theory B ORI X - CHBISBEA L, ThD
CIEBIRICHI S h A SR LN DB T LR ERL TV 50 LAl Chomsky
B & £ hzs Control BEACE TS OTH B LD, YOBAKR Control BiF
DM X > THRES B &30 5 I BE U CQRBRMEHB L Thinwy
X5 wEibhnb, % Control BifH &WEE5D%, ZDEERIIFITH D DIR
FRARBIIIA IR TR E 5 K Bbh . BT HTIORELEEL LT
B LTABZ LT T %,

1.2. Chomsky O3:iE

Chomsky 1980 ¢ Controller #5281 & U TEAR I Rosenbaum 1967
@ Minimal Distance Principle @84l LB A2 % Lzs L2sL Chomsky
1981 ¢iZz® OB HHTRELLLORFHERS o137 db D L LFEML
el o T he COUBICIZ2 YV Fr— VEROEMI LWL OIBEENTEL
TWab X5 Bhhb,

#l%1% Chomsky 73BT T\ % ask &\ > BEOFHALEELTHTLE)K
FRENDEOCHEMTH D Enbinbe 4 2 v 7EDAFR 2V R —F
—TH DA, @@DX 5 EMAREROEEL L CHbh i PRO 1ZEF one
(generic one) OEWLFETH B L, B)e)TiX John X v AFREIIE LA
the teacher {2z vt v —F—ikhb &\ 5, (8D ARBITRARY &ti-
5o, FOEEONP S 2y b w—5—icik BAEEMRSS L5 & LTH
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%o
(8 (a) John asked Bill how PRO to feed himself / oneself.
(b) John asked the teacher PRO to leave early.
() John asked (begged, pleaded with, ...) the teacher PRO to be
allowed to leave early.
(@) John asked Bill PRO to get (receive) permission to leave early.
(e) John was asked t what PRO to do. (ARBITRARY)
(8) & Ry promise DFHIC = v b v — VIERBRARRIBELRH %0
(9 (a) John promised Bill PRO to feed himself/*oneself.
“ (b) John was promised PRO to be allowed to leave.
(¢) * John was promised PRO to get (receive) permission to leave
early.
(d) * John was promised PRO to win.
ZOMEEFS LIWRDO X 5 IefHERR b S, o
10 John persuaded /appealed to /pleaded with Bill PRO to feed him-
self /*oneself.
) (a) John told Bill PRO to feed himself/*oneself.
(b) John told Bill how PRO to feed himself / oneself.
9 (a)‘]ohn got PRO to meet President Ford.
(b) John got Bill PRO to meet President Ford.
{e) I got a book from RBill PRO to give to Mary.
19 (2) It is important (difficult, etc.) PRO to get an A in math. (ARB.)
() PRO to clear myself of the charges is important to me.
(¢) PRO finishing my work on time is important to me.

(@) It is unclear how PRO to feed oneself. (ARBITRARY)

®)@), a)b), A)2>HE Bos7e = &1k, EERMAREFRGD PRO X% one ©
BENTRETH B LD 2 ETH D, COFFRLAWHIHELE L TEEHRC
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HAAENDNELDTHS S, a v v —LHREEETLHEDOFRMD
EZ T hBEDIT LA, @Q@OTREHOBWEN= v I r—F—Cich
OB WO) TREEERN LR NEVWIFRTHD, Thilavbr—5—0
SRR PR L T\ 5 2 L 2T T S OR LT L %o ask B
tell % v [V NP 8] W5 BE2Rs ATRACTHY, ThEhOBED
HEIRX>TSHDO PRODavie—5—p5206h2%30sBbhb,
Chomsky 1981 13##& LC T2 v b v — A BT (1) structural confi-
gurations (2) intrinsic properties of verbs (8) other semantic and pragma-
tic considerations 7o X OBEARERAGENLTCWT, ThboERSSEL
oD R A7 EREAVHEESLCELUR L T2 2 BRI NMETH S (pp.
78791 LIEATWBIEE I, ThbOMBEY BARCHE D T <%
LT i, BxhSREETBICHELTREL, Mrav e
—~ VERICATT RIS b DI O AR UMT & ENEETH o KEIDHIXZ D
FHECH > CRIFADEMEE = v b v —ABEROBL b &\ 2 Hbic LTy
HD B,

2. REBONE

2.1. Thompson 1973 DR

Thompson 1973 13BIERO BRI & LT ‘privateness’ &\ 584 %
BALT2 Y b e—AORBRHRLYS ET5, KaDELF%4D Con-
trol EERIC A XOCHEELTELXELTAL S5, PRO OBRNEHD
ANIMATE NP it X o TEBHCRE S h b hLh & bMBHNCREI D
2%, FEEEZE T HEREO ‘privateness’ &\ 5 BERAVEREICREF L T
WBhEWE B, fFiE dread (Evelyn dreads singing a solo), bear: (Max
can’t bear watching the tide come in), avoid (Sue avoids serving ‘White
wine with fish), prefer (Sir' Hubert prefers hunting elephants) 7z X D)
ik, TEAL ZOEAD B EELEBER MANLERECES LY MEA
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P BOEREIC X > TERL SN AHBEABRIETH S T &2 M5 BHEILx
Wl W HIBOBEER - TWB EELZ T % ‘private predicates’ &I
Lo Th b EREAT ‘public predicates’ *FLNIEELDNBH DB FhbD
DIBOFHEL T—RICHBE IR TN BTEDOHEE] [ERLIFEHCR
SITTRE I MENADWE | /T8 5B THBHRTH B ThbOBIE LT
‘communication predicates’ % ‘causative -predicates’ BT b b, KL
MEBEOHFTH S,
9 I argued against seeing a lawyer.
5 Father talked about getting a wig.
(6 Fred disapproves .of opening up trade with Albania.
oD PRO IXEFED NP H5 0 I3MEOEFED NP iz v b v —5 —~
LB ENTE Bo :
KIXBEDOHITH %0

@7 Trapping muscrats bothers Mary.

(@) ...she thinks it’s not feminine. (Mary)

() ...she is circulating a petition to make it illegal. (one, peo-

ple, they) . o
@9 Not getting home until 3 a.m. worried Mother.
. (8 Mother knew we were expecting her home by midn’ght.
(Mother) ‘

(b) Mother was sure you’d had an accident. (you)
@9 Playing the drums might disturb the neighbors.

(a) they might get overexcited while doing so. (they)

() so I’ll play my saxophone insteéd. (I)
@) Putting up new curtains in the kitchen' was- Harry’s idea.

(@) you’ll see he get them crooked. (he)-

(b) he’s always thinking of projects for me. (I)
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TR LHOIE@XEDB)D X 5 e h i< & PRO 23 xRS h 5 HE
PHINLDaVERr—F—MERCREINSE LELDONDRTH S,

LA k4s% Thompson @) E3 5 % D% ‘private predicates’, (22?1)%@“
% % D% ‘public predicates’ LEEACERHL T\ 5%,
@) Private Predicates

(a) fun, easy, nice, wise, bad, dangerous, healthful (Tough move-
ment predicates) (GOAL)

(b) try, propose, advocate, (feel) like, be fond of, forget, take
pride in, remember, endure, bear, stand, dread, enjoy, fear,
prefer, stop, weary of (AGENT) |

@ Public Predicates

(a) bother, disturb, worry, surprise, upset, make ... mad /angry
(causative predicates)

(b) talk (about), discuss, tell, consider, object to, argue against,
(dis)approve of, ask (about), be X’s idea® (communication
predicates)

(¢) suggest, recommend, allow, permit, forgive (GOAL)

BrEZTHI 5,
@) (a) Hal considered becoming a karate instructor.

(b) Next we considered trapping muscrats (and its effect on ecology

of the area). ,

consider &\ 5 BjFallk ‘privateness’ OFBEAHELCEE PRO o =zv e —F —
RERBC Hal BRI NDTh @), ‘discuss’ DX 5 BWROBARLE
BREWHHESLDT, PRODzv b e—~F—XEHOEE we EHTFLE—
L7 T iebble = OB private verb & LT public verb &
LCHBRET 2D TH Do T DT LIXBEPD ‘privateness’ &\~ 5 FBRAYFEE
N2V e~ LBRCELBEELTWAZ LB R LTS, Chomsky D&%
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TR INTRECIIZORINLITE A\,
2.2. HEOMEARLBER

Thompson D4¥ECIL suggest, recommend 7c ¥ % ‘public predicates’
D—DEEZTOUBNZHIXIEL L L\ &D 7V~ FOBIPIEED NP %
VIR~ FT =L LB ENTERRTTHELININEOEFLEHOEED
NP Z=avtr—7—L1LTLhHTEERUAELELLTH S0
@) (a) The psychiatrist recommended getting away for a week.

(b) The psychiatrist recommended me to get away for a week.
® (a) Kathy suggested going to the beach.

() Kathy suggested (to me) that I/¥Kathy should go to the beach.
AT B\ T get away DEBR EOXEEILEFOEEE the psychiatrist TiL7n
Vo B F\WTHEHDOEEE Kathy 2% go to the beach OEBR LDEER
iZ7ch e\ permit, allow, forbid, inhibit 7¢ ¥ % ‘public predicates’ o 2
N=FRARTHE2, ZhbbEBONPE=vtr—-F—10LD23FL
o EOHREEEZFENP ZFR2v e —~F—~REh2DTHS,
Z 5 L€ Thompson DO DEGFRDSIEIINETH L HELHRE - CFH
LTCLES DTN LDOHBBANETH S0 TOMIL TR DO
DD =2 v ba—F — DPEIL Jackendoff 1972 DIEZET % FEE K (Thema-
tic Relation) X > CHIBEZTHIDEE2 5,

P2 XS BABFL LT GOAL Lics NP RO =2 v P r—F5—ThH
BT ERBESINLDOTHED NP OBFRITHRTE 2,

9 (@) I will allow them to do as they like.

(b) Mary permitted Alex to go.

(e) I forbid you to enter my house.

(@) An accident prohibited Aim from coming.

T OMOBIMIT DT HAEEBRCBIRL IEL W2 ¥V T R~ T —DRENE
BRI e b0



80

63

62

639

Fra v b v -~ 2 B 5% 9

(8) John persuaded Bill to go home.
(b) Bill was persuaded by John to go home. (GOAL)
(a) John got to meet President Ford.
(b) John gof Bill to meet President Ford. (THEME)
(a) Mary permitted Alex to go.
(b) Mary gave Alex permission to go.
(¢) Mary received permission to go from Alex. (GOAL)
(@) John forced Bill to wash the dishes.
(b) Bill was forced by Bill to wash the dishes.
(¢) George forced Bob to sell his car.
(d) George forced Bob into selling his car. (THEME)
(a) John promised to go.
(b) John promised Bill to go.
(e) Mary gave Alex a promise to go.
(@) Mary received from Alex a promise to go. (SOURCE)
(BLE Jackendoff 1972)
The mayor devoted his morning hours to reading sports. (SOURCE)
(Kajita 1976)
They confined the right to teach to those who had been licensed.

(GOAL) (Scheurweghs 1959:215)
ZZFETC AL R BERE TAEBEL w580 PRO 0 @R

DI DT E 2 THRico #LTEDREKEL T Thompson 1973 &
Jackendoff 1972 OFEEIEH L This FOHEIIEL LTEKRBHT 7 =
—FLE2 DD THD. OE VLD PRO ¥FE T2 REOFDL & 7 556
WIEE OBREEBSHICE o TEFDa Y I r—F—RWELLS ET5HDTH

%o

L LFDOHROOEEGIE B OB ‘privateness’ 25RWEE, try,

propose 7o ¥ D X 57ch Dii AGENT = v b vw—3F—c& b, fun, health-
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ful e XD X 5 7c b D1k GOAL ZMi—fyica vt v —F -k b, L, pri-
vateness’ 2353 {, ‘publicity’ 2358\ 834 causative predicates, communica-
tion predicates DIF LA LITEEDO NP avie—~5— kb L AHEEE
THDHH, B, Bk, @ @5%E, ARTHEOHRL 2T 5 RmE
permit, allow, forbid, prohibit, recommend, suggest, order /¢ ik GOAL
DHEMNTY P Rr—F—T0hb,

D77~ F R VEEFTCORRIY Lo Td & Bbhad R,
causative predicates *° communication predicates 7t X DT & A X DB
PEBEONP R avtr—~F—lh5bZ L% ‘privateness’ & ‘publicity’ &
W BRI R YEA TS L THRRHHL, Mo—Dz v ir—F—~1L
RIS REE DX AT L TW5 K TH S, Solan 1978 & Comple-
ment Subject Interpretation %, Rosenbaum 1967, Chomsky 1980 & Min-
imal Distance Principle ®X 5 eiiFEMEVBIRbDHD T 7 v —FI%, {F
BEONPxavie—~F—t5b PRO BROTEBESXIZEALHRLCLE
> TWBETREL Y BRiebDT7 7 e —F 2D AXELLSPTES, &
7= Jackendoff © Thematic Relation D& T EA TS Z LI EOEHTTH
Fic k51, ZHEHAD)80), AL X oFELZFFe=y b r—
7~ DREE BRI Do EIEBIDOWRD X 5 7k THRITHITILBI
DEEETHNE LRI B 2 LiciddDd, EORLUMELLEEREFKRE
5 BRI AR Z AT PRO RELXBRICTRX 5D TH %0

BLE2 BRI BIXRD X 5 /e PRO MFHRAIZRET %0
89 PRO BHREA o

PRO ® =2 vt r~F—i% PRO & sz % command L TWBHNTED
FE AR OEIE B ONAEWEMETH S ‘privateness’ H 5\ 3 ‘publicity’
L Thematic Relation X o THEEIN 5,0

FRENHLAL |

@)% LEELBTOPLOFENEE X @ ‘privateness’ 237, X &#



=2 v b w — )L 38 ) 11

20 PRO DIEF MK (1) D AGENT %, (i) Dk GOAL % =
ViIr—F—LLTEN,

(i) (ii)-

X ... PRO PRO ... X
)b LEEVEHE X ONTERREMED ‘publicity’ 2EWEHERD NP % = v
Pr—F = LTEATI L,
©)d LEEVEEB XPACTEHOHEET 5 BRERLEA TV HRO L
5 7RO GOAL % 2 v v~ — L LTES (permit, allow,
forbid, prohibit, recommend, suggest, order), % 7z persuade; get,
force: promise, devote; confine 7g X oW #WBirEh Fh GOAL,
THEME, SOURCE, GOAL = vt r—3—& L TE~S,

3. Locality Principle & #@BSRE]

3.1. The Intervention Constraint & I;o‘cality Principle
LA B 2 ORABE SR — 27 aEIEREE (Equi NP Deletion) 12 X

STRPILES L SRTERLDTH B0 LU THMTE =Y b 1 —F — i
—CREIN GG LERO NP BIEN 2560 “FHO B O LEEY
BMUico £ LTHIBD 2 v b = — 5 — 1260 DHLHID(@)3(¢) DIE RN A O 1
Lo TREEND &MU Ie RETTIIHO)DORANCEIRT 5EFED = v b
v — 35— DOEYFEICELSELD T LT 5, Bifficai <X 5z ‘publicity’
23E\L causative % communication predicates 1 command X} 7-HEICD
PRO fEEO NP =2 vt v—F—~2 L TLB T ENHBTHLINLTLD
Z 5 TR BERFET b,
63 (a) Giving myself a promotion would anger the press.

(b) *’It would anger the press to give myself a promotion. .
89 (a) Helping yourself to seconds would shock the hostess.

(b) * The hostess would be shocked by helping yourself to seconds.
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{Clements 1974)
EeoD @iz PRO 28 I, You THH (ZORBTHIFEEL T X
W), fEBO NP 3= v b r—F—2ieh? 2 EuR LT 5500 X 5 7ok
Bl D L ThIXFFE ItV
@87 (a) John said that making a fool of himself / herself in public dis-
turbed Sue.
(b) John said that it disturbed Sue to make a fool of *himself /
herself in public. ' (Grinder 1970:301-302)
(37.2) Tt PRO BEEDO NP Zavie—~F—RENBTERRLTND
7%, BEUCHEARLZERTTHLM)D PRO 1L Sue Lz v br—5~
ERTeo
b DB S % Grinder 1970:308 % The Intervention Constraint® &\~
SHIFEERITCHBALEL Y E Lo LALEAL ZOHNXTTETSH D Dele-
tion Path DOEBMABIRE TR <BEFTEEDE NS DOTH B, Koster 1978
1+ Locality Principle é: \>5 Grinder OFIFIOE L HEREB IS -HWEIE
FL T35, ThiZ—BHENE < ECRIEFTEBEIE 2 L0, Rebix
COFKEERA LT EOMBERRE T2 2 it Uit o Koster DRET %
COHRITKRD X 57edbDTH %o ‘
89 The Locality Principle (Koster 1978:137 or 227)
| No rule involves @;.1, 7 (where a c-commands or is parallel to 7)
in :
ce e iads vy iy wnes To vuns Giy anns Giza, o0. (i21)
unless @ ...
636D L) DBEIT T Fh the press, the hostess A% Locality Pr’inciplle D
a; CHHEL PROL =¥ b r—F— 2 OO0 & & HIET 2 D BIRBRR
TRER /e B2 DTH Do SIDEES Z ORI THATE %,
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8 (a) s

@ VP

v

wi

———————
comMmpP S
NP

i VP
s . V
John said that \PRO/ making a fool cf X-self disturbed Sue.

(b)
S
& =
T
v S
—

COMP S

NP

vP
/
v \@9 2
|
John said  that it disturbed Sue PRO ) {5 make a fool of X-Self

B DAL Sue 23 PRO % c—command LT\ DT a; &7 53 John
& PRO ofE0o £ XfHIE LV 8)BNIE Sue 75 PRO % c~command LT
W%0DT John & PRO DU D EIHIEINDEDTH b0
3.2. Locality Principle 5€ 5 RSN

Locality Principle & cyclicity ORIfE% % 2 5 i HBEROR LD HE
EET<ZACHNTE o 2.1 T~ X 5ic fun, healthful, hard, easy,
nice, dangerous, bad 7 2@ ‘Tough movement predicates’ | ‘privateness’
OB TH Do PRO BIRHBAC X % & 2 h bOHERADOEEMILD PRO
Davre—3—1% HEFE GOAL OBFfds NP NBEHHCEIL
12T CTHBo ROFID PRO kZhZh John, you DERULREEET
HDo
@9 (a) PRO hunting elephants can be dangerous for John.

(b) PRO eating vegetables is healthful for you.
LALEZTCHELAZDIRKRDL DB TH 5,
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@ John thought that the fact that PRO criticizing himself / herself

was hard surprised Mary. (Jacobson & Neubauer 1976)
@A 29 v 7 EOHHTIE himself / herself ¥ %5 3 FRER & &35 PRO
FEEDONP OBRAHFINDZ L VSGETORRBEFETHI >R L
%o LZxL B L hard v 5 HEFDOE AL GOAL wihizsb for NP 235
¥, o NP #3243 PRO oMf—D = v e~ —Linh Z L2005 W
LI TH Do Fih for NP et d, KOFIT Thompson 1973 7336H
LC»a X5 PRO & for NP p3EBRENIC R 5 MPULEF 2 Dhislo (3)
DEFERZ D PRO & dangerous OEE LEWI Tl 5 GOAL XixF—
DFHRNGE L BRILTIIERDIRNDTH Do
49 (a) Hunting elephants can be dangerous.

(b) (¥=a) His hunting elephants can be dangerous for us.

(¢) (¥a) Their hunting elephants can be dangerous for you.
- ZDERIMER PRO T/ {EMIhic GOAL O NP OERERDO =V b
r— VIEREZEHT NP THDZ L& WiE> T\ Do 0F D EFOHLD PRO
1249 GOAL o NP LFE—TH %2, GOAL O NP XA I T\ 5RIL
ER.D NP DBERAEZT 5 Z LT[R D TH S0

zzTzZd NP %fEH L PRONP &5 B TR Lo L EREORERLE

2 BRBIFELTRL 5o WOHDRLLICELERE L THE 5o
439 John thought that Mary was surprised by the fact that PRO crit-

icizing *himself / herself was hard (for PRONP).
himself "CIEFI= % D1 PRONP 73 Mary D&% RfTRE L TED T &%
FRUTU 5o WTFIH® NP % %4772 35 PRO fi#ziC & % D1 PRONP
% Mary 2% c—command LT\ 7eusfddic, John & PRONP & ofFoox
PRI I BN TH B0 —HFEdDHEIL Mary 73 PRONP % c-command
LT\ T PRONP iz John X »s5EWfEBICH B 7o, Locality Principle © X
- C PRONP=John OFAIIHIEENEDTH %o &5 LT Tough move-
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ment % 5| &R THEREOEAL, GOAL DK IcH 5 PRONP 2 Lo-

cality Principle Ofil{y% 32 PRO BHRICEEMEL L2 5D TH b,

3.3 Locality Principle D#3E
Jécobson & Neubauer 1976 17444y DEHIIL Intervention Constraint X
PRO ey A 7 v Z L EBRERN T2 2 L CRHMTED LEL T %o
.44 (a) John thought that shaving himself /herself would bother Mary.
(b) John thought that Mary would be bothered by shaving *him-
self /herself.

45 (a) John thought that shaving himself would disturb Mary.

(b) * John thought that Mary would be disturbed by shaving him-

self. :

(¢) ¥ John thought that it would disturb Mary to shave himself.
BBk ZhARE 4T Locality Principle THIBIFAETH b JEREAH OBLAE
RRECHDEEL D, @WHBGHQT John=PRO &7thic 0l Locality
Principle X - C Mary M F DR DX %#HIET 500 TH B, Bl bas
FRLTCWBEROE D (b)(e)d Mary 53 John & PRONP DBJfBAHILT % %z
DI L 15 B o |
@9 y(a) John thought that the fact that criticizing himself was hard

disturbed Mary.

(b) * John thought that Mary was disturbed by bthe fact that crit-

icizing himself was hard.

(¢) * John thought that it disturbed Mary that criticizing himself

was hard.
@) (2) John thought that the claim that criticizing himself / herself
was painful was believed by Mary. '

() John thought that Mary believed the claim that criticizing

*himself / herself is painful.
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@9 5 & & PRONP % Mary 7% c—command L T\ /s @0 ¢k Lo-
cality Principle IL@2a37c\ 7% John=PRONP OFLRITHEEINT, #HE
John=PRO ¢+ 75D CTH%,
RERODBT T BRDOBAEELTHL 5o
4 (a) % That the fact that criticizing himself was hard surprised
Mary annoyed John.
(b) * That Mary was surprised by the fact that criticizing himself
was hard annoyed John.
@9 (a) That the claim that criticizing % himself / herself was painful
was believed by Mary annoyed John.
(b) That Mary believed the claim that criticizing *himself / herself
was painful annoyed John.
Ebbd@X 0 mDFH John D= v b r—3F — s BTATREMEIMENT DX (b)
DOEH Mary 78 PRONP ##5E1c. c~command LT\ T Locality Principle
BT 25 TH S,

wIZ. wh-BEID trace DEFBETH A5, Zhit PRO Davie—5—L
LCd#8E3 5 L, %7 Locality Principle ® a; DIHE LCHEERETX 5 &
BEST B0 ROPNEAT John & PRO L ofFoo s HiE3h T 5HE
HRLUTV 52, Zhix wh-BEIED trace 2% a; D& LTEATL 505
THbo TRELWLDOHITH %o :
60 (2) Which woman did John think # would be annoyed by shaving
*himself / herself ?
(b) Which woman did John think # was annoyed at seeing *him-
self / herself. ‘
{¢) Which woman did John think ¢ was annoyed that criticizing

*himself / herself was hard.

6) (2) * The woman who John thought # would be annoyed by shav-
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ing himself.
(b) * The woman who John thought ¢ was annoyed that criticizing
himself was hard.
K OO)L@)DEERE T Raising, ZHEW L \» 5 NP movement 235230 72h D
THBHH, @cit Jennifer 73()TiL-F?D trace »3 Elmer & PRO & iS50
DEEMEIEL T %,
69 (a) Elmer claimed Jennifer to have known that it was necessary
to brush *his / her own teeth. ’
() Jennifer was claimed by Elmer { to have known that it was

necessary to brush *his /her own teeth. (Grinder 1970:307)
3.4. Locality Principle & 88|

Jacobson & Neubauer 1976 /% which picture of X-self D) (@)D X
5 I EDALI D BHFEDMBICH - T X=]John DFLNE 2 LhiHlic
LT, ®DX5i X=John or Mary DFEHIE2 b HHRA % B
FTuwdo
63 (a) * John didn’t know that Mary took that picture of himself.

(b) (i) John didn’t know which picture of himself Mary took 2.
(ii) John didn’t know which picture of herself (it’s likely that)
Mary took ¢£.

#% 51t Intervention Constraint % PRO-self OBER5HY 1L T
R B, FDEETR@BLRELLODDIFEXDOETTH L, KL D
TMEZH 5 72 PRO M & Intervention Constraint (ZTEBCHEA X
hdEFRLI. BIZEEOBHDOTDS 41 74T PRO #ERI IRV %
wh- B8 COMP O EBE~BE I, EOSV A 71T RRO ERR /I
#o &3 3uE Mary ik John & PRO OFA%HIET BRI HRWDT
OYINEFER I B/ LT E S0 FRTD Sy A 72T PRO BIRE
AiE Mary £ »C John=PRO flik & h, PRO=Mary O#HHKD %L
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%2 bR, =@ which picture of herself 73 wh-~movement i 7-Brb)(i)H3

ERINDDTH %o M Hasegawa 1983:101—102 3k DOHI% HITC,

ERoMBrHEEH LANTREE S hicmgD PRO OBEREL T 570D

2%, PRO BHRBEAVERICER She il bl ERT 5,

69 TIt’s[ [Tor washing herself / himself in public] [comp that] George
thought that Susan would detest #/be bothered by #].

L L EDBIROBEERE L T4 5 LERGERIFINDIOE, b
5% S %%\ LS D Specifier DAL, 0% b COMP & TOP iR S i
dDLE2bhbBo KM Locality Principle 1wk d X 5 infiBhH Al BEE S
E, 5o TPRO 53 BI= Intervention Constraint IXJEEICHEHE X1
R b v S FRIIMNLEL O 5 LR DIZEbh 5,
65 HREIELAY

4 L PRO (self) % &Mk D X b el ORBIC B3, %D AIHYEE

t OB H B DE LT PRO SBRBAMYEB T Z ENTE Do

(=)

////\\\\\\

Specif., S
Xi /\
... PRO,.. eeotiana Specif,=TOP or COMP

COBPBABREBORRE LTIRKRDOZ EnBTFLIE 50 #H—ic PRO MR

FARNE e 2 OFR OB R BERCT I HE N L LV IFFIEL L < Bb

Rtz cyclicity OBEAEZIMOBR ZENTEBZ Lo BTICKRD X 5 1B

DEFRAD—IT B B BAFMD PRO MR & HALBB AL 2 bh 5 AT

H%bo ,

66 (a) The interest in visiting Las Vegas which Mary displayed f ...
(b) the addiction to smbking pot that # caused John’s death ...
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(c) the exhaustion from overindulging in sex that ¢ eventually ruined
his eyesight ... : (Stockwell et al. 1968:609)
ZhB® PRO WEIZWAWARKTHENILVWEDLEL DR TS5, i
HOMEBANC X IVEBEBCHERATIRETH 5, 0% b COMP OB H 2
which & %\ % that (3FESRAVICIZ PRO 2 FACEIAFT L SELDOREND,
ﬁ%ﬁ%mriof%m B8t DRLBIRH S D& LT PRO BRI 5 &t
, @bt hFh PRO=Mary, John, he DERMAERCES Bh
%o BLEZDEITIE Locality Principle Dﬁ%ﬁ&?ﬁﬁjﬁﬁu(b LERREL
ChA G ECORRE DTSR TS 2 ExF# Uik

* AFEIFEEI0A ISk B RE T ehbh R ERFRFEATOREHD
EKBIHE ST D FRIEE 2 AIOBFRREEFEIRCRUFELTORE
R DOEREEL > T WDe BEFRL2 AV 252 TFE o7 kKEM, #H
BIEE, WU, RHRE, TEEWOMEET &r#RFARSEEE DR AEN
IR L %o | ‘

—_— —

1) NP #Bo Specifier WFEINT NP 23z v e —~F b 6E L TRDL
DNRBH Do , :
(i) To go to the movies with you would be my pleasure. (I or ARB.)

(Solan 1978)

learning to cooperate

(i) (@) We feel that PRO {helpmg each other

} is important for their
development,
(» PRO finishipg his work on time is important to John’s develop-
ment, ’
(c) PRO finishing ‘his work on time is important to John’s friends.
. (Chomsky 1981:77-78)
@@%%PMDI&n@ﬁﬁ#&bé&hMiAm%ﬁA@@Em@(%@&
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2)

3D

4)

[z v P r — A B )

EZx2bhd,e
The Intervention Constraint (Grinder 1970:308)
Equi-NP deletion between two NP, NPa and NPb is blocked if there
exists a possible controller NPc in the deletion path.
Deletion: Path
An element, e; (=NPc), is said to be in the deletion path of a deletion
transformation, Ti, involving a controller, Ci (=NPa) and a term to be
deleted, t; (=NPb), if at the time of application of Ti
(a) NPc bears more primacy relations with respect to NPb than does
NPa or
() NPa and NPc bear the same primacy relations with respect to NPb
and Nf’c lies between NPa and NPb in the linear order specified
by precedence and NPa and NPc are not clause mates.
@DOHE DR L OMETTIX % Db D2 Grinder DHWTTIX+THY, Zhix
fH A% & 2 Locality Principle DUMOBERICEEAS S LB 5.
(i) That PRO washing himself;/*herself; with liquid oxygen disturbed
Pete; surprised Eileen;.
(ii) That it disturbed Pete PRO to wash himself /*herself surprised Eileen.
(iii) That it was likely that PRO washing himself /*herself would disturb

Pete irritated Eileen.
(Grinder 1970)
Cf. Chomsky 1981:212-222
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