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Al XTSI SEED/ N A% . Sportiche (1990) <° Contreras (1995) (24 » OURESNIZHHEHRICA BN HHFHE
EEEE 2B & BEEO/NIOWNEREE I IR LS VELTH D Z L 2T, ANENEHE & RSO MBEEFF O (cf
Chomsky (1981, 1986), Aarts (1992) ftt), C <> T, v*, R 7 & OF§RERNE 2 K < a% ST 7= (cf Radford (1988a,
b) fl), L7>L. A& Tl Epstein, Kitahara, and Seely: EKS (2016) AMEE L7=AMAORHES 2 L, /MEicidzh
O OBRERIIBN & DD, & THMIRIIFS IV T<R, <v*, <T, C>>>T < /LA L E 7R D IRAEISEA éﬂé ytd)
2, ENZENOERERIRE) VST U CRBUL 5 Z LI3RWERET D, Fo. ZOREIESL &, /M|
WEENDLTH, fHib LSRL, EHo#E] R) (NENED C % C interface T IR TE 5 HE%%@“
% (cf. Mizuguchi (2019a,b)), &I, HEaalINZ/ NEIHELEL L7z Mad Magazine Sentences (2% L C, <C,T>7 < /L
I I AT D FTREME AT,

1. OIS L /N
(1) a. [How proud of himselfx;]x does John; think he; will be #? (Huang (1993: 108))
b. [Those pictures of himselfi;] John; thinks Bill; will buy #? (ibid.)
2 a ﬁéﬁlﬁiﬁﬁf}iﬁﬁ (Predicate Internal Subject Hypothesis)
T FENERIZFEIEAERL 35 (cf. Koopman and Sportiche (1991), Kuroda (1988), Sportiche (1988)),
b. phase edge Z#%H U CREIT 5 (Phase Impenetrability Condition (Chomsky (2000))),

(3) a. *[How proud of each other;]; do they; consider [sc John £]? (Sportiche (1990: 15))
b. [How good a friend of each other(’s);]; do they; consider [sc John 4] (Contreras (1995: 137))
c. Iconsider [sc them; each other;’s friend]. (Contreras (1995: 142))
4) [Proud of himselfs;; [« John; doesn’t consider [sc Bill; #]. (Bowers (1993: 623))

(5) a IREED AP DIFA: /NHINERO FFEOHDNEEE AP PEBORUSTE A Hi# T X 5,
b.  IEES DP DA /NN O EEERS KON EHiOI5E HikEE DP WERORIGE 2 Rl ¢ & 5,
(A B8 & FGEI 2B L Cid Belletti and Rizzi (1988) %)
(©6) T
IRFEDS AP D5 /INEFFEIT0RGEE AP PNERICEEIEAERL L, IR3E AP 23 55D copy % & AM5H),
b.  IREEDS DP DA /INEIEEEDRGE DP PRI B3, iR5E DP 23 HYA TR,

®

2. SRR

2.1. den Dikken (2006)

(7) a. Weconsider [sc Mary proud of herself]. (Contreras (1995: 136))
b.  We consider [rp Mary [z R [proud of herself]]]

8) /INFIPNERI I 23R & lh 2 SSHEAE 255 R elator) 2MF(ET Do

©9) R 2VBURRIFR 2RI L, 555 & iRkaEIX RP N CRURERR 2RI Z L3 TX 5 (cf. Bowers (1993)),
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(10)

2.2.

a.

b.

ﬁ:ﬁ%lﬁ
IRGEPNHEBIC EREDEIERAERR LW =, FERIZK LT (Ba,b) OEENENZ EXTHISND,
FERERTIEE R 12V > 720 My,

Contreras (1995)

(11)
(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

3.

=

INEIOREEITIRFE (AP & DP) DA TR S

IREEDS AP D

We consider [sc Mary proud of herself]. (= (7a)) (Contreras (1995: 136))
We [vp consider [rp Mary; [p F [ap 4 [a proud of herself]]]]

REE AP NEBI/ N FEREDN SRR L. 2 220> Spec-F ~BHIT 5,

—Q3a). @) ZHHATLZLENTED,

IREEAS DP DA

We consider Mary our best friend. (Contreras (1995: 135))
We [vp consider; [rp Mary; [ £ [ve £ [v & our best friend]]]]]

Larson (1988) ™ HIRE/IMT 2 L. BEIX FALO VP ND  DALENDS F 7% H L CERED
A& E CRENT 5, /INEITEREIEL TALO Spec-V IZARL L, Z 25 Spec-F ~Bi#1 5,

—den Dikken (2006) & (35720 | AHFRRAFATHZ LN TE 5,

AR

FERERIRE F 13 ) > 720 AT,

(152) 2R3 & 912, H HAURE CIXRHEE B HU5E? Heavy NP Shift 73 TX 72V w3, (15b) MMIRET 5 K&
N NHITIEARE T D, A< R CIRETITZRWDS, ZHEHARED D OFHECHLI LIZIREZE 2 5
&L MEDEDNFHIHTERY,

* John sent # a letter [every musician in the orchestra];. (Larson (1988: 354))

I consider [sc £ a fool] [any man who smokes];. (Aarts (1992: 132))

/N OFEFE

(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

(20)

®

®

=

®

/N & RSO ZFF (cf. Aarts (1992), Chomsky (1981, 1986), inter alia),
John considered Mary beautiful.
John considered that Mary is beautiful.
/NEIFBACERY72 C R T 2K <,
* didn’t consider that/if/whether/for it suitable. (Radford (1988a: 327))
*] consider your attitude to/can deeply offensive. (ibid.)
/B copula be N EBUEL L TS (19b) & [RIEOHIRZ1S 573, BAFERIIZ copula be 1332 H L7220,
I consider [sc him a genius]. (Kitagawa (1985: 214), —HHMEIE)
I consider [cp he is a genius]. (Kitagawa (1985: 214), —HHEIE)
As usual, consider takes NP or clausal arguments, [...]. By the assumption (I) of uniformity of lexical entry — the
null hypothesis — (iv) and (v) (Bill foolish and it important that S) must also involve clausal arguments: |[...]
(Chomsky (1981: 106), "R NI DNFRE % FEITIBAN)
[a] “small clause” — a clausal structure lacking INFL and the copula. [...] Comparison with languages similar to

English suggest that S’-deletion is obligatory for small clauses, [ ...] (Chomsky (1981: 107))
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—/NEEE & PG A2 L, B OSRBACR (clausal arguments ZAfE0IZHLD) Bl LTV DIZH
B 57, BEEIIZIFBAER)7e C ° T, copulabe &K<,

4. SRS
21)

(22)

(23)
(24)

(25)

5.

P o

=

T

5.1

S

(26)

27

a.

®

52. M

(28)

Chomsky (2015): PNESIOFE

[\ subject [R-v* [object [R, ebjeet]]]] (fthHfF])

R 23 v IS L v* 2 syntax (23U N TIERIBEAVIZ 72 % (Chomsky (2004)), & L C v*@ phasehood
D RIZHFKE D (R 13 denDikken (2006) @ R(elator) & (35720 HEkDV LFREDO LD TH D),
Epstein, Kitahara, and Seely (EKS) (2016): #MA%HEA

[cp [1p subject [rv+p R-v*, subjeet]]] (FExH&ENRFS L UV EIRE

V¥ syntax |ZBEAIHLHHANI R EAMIRIDFE AT 9. & L TR, v>OT7 v/ LNRAEIZEAS
%o ZORER v¥ O phasehood I3 syntax |[TEA SRR TH ¥ 2SN TN D,

(13 EKS (2016) [3Z&fEER, FEeits@haa], SZEMBOIREIZISVT R & v ONIRIIFS 2 AHE)
Mizuguchi (2019, b): C & T OSMIRIIFE, C-linterface TOBREIR

We consider Mary to be proud of herself.

We [+ R-v* [Mary [R [Mary [<C, T> [be [Mary proud of herself]]]]

Mary seems to be here.

Mary seems [<T, C> [be Mary here]]

Mizuguchi (2019a) 1%, EKS(2016) O$EE%E T & C OBMRIC IR, BSNS54 Tld<C, >0
TV H b O FFRESCTII<T, C>O 7~ VT AONRAEISE A S5 & T3, Mizuguchi (2019b) 13
H RS 282, BIRBIRIL Clinterface TEIK & L7, EBH5HE C 2ETeZ &) HEFEOZEIRES R
Zi7- % (cf. Chomsky (1981)) (Mizuguchi (2019a, b) DOFEAZRHTIE H T Oiaml ZEBEIRI 720
DTHEIES D),

EKS (2016) ¥ XU Mizuguchi (2019a) DIEZRARM L, /NI CIIACOMRERIRE MG S,
<R, <v*, <T, C>>>D 7T /LI AHRAEICEA S NS,
FHiOENE] (R) 137~ /L H LN C % C-linterface C—HHUZIEIRNT 5 (cf. Mizuguchi (2019a, b)),
<R, <v¥, <T, C>>>D 7T < /A LDV Tas & LCTRILLTHREV, BELT 508 9 3T
DR NEFIRNTHZ L TE B (cf. den Dikken (2006)),
—ZOREIIHES &ML C 2 ETT- O Ch D Z AT 5 Z LN TE 57217 The <,
INEINZHIT DR ZHE— L TR D Z L3 TE D (pace Stowell (1981, 1983)),

Imogen considers [sc Brian (as) a nice guy]. (den Dikken (2006: 34))
Imogen regards [sc Brian as/*¢ a nice guy]. (piF as D null FEZ7~7)  (den Dikken (2006: 34), —HHEIE)
I consider [sc it as good]. (Starke (1995: 239))

/NI EREIE D Spec-R ~#%H# 3% (cf. Hong and Lasnik (2010), Lasnik and Saito (1991), Postal (1974)),
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(29) a. ?*The DA proved [that the defendants were guilty| during each other’s trials. (Lasnik and Saito (1991: 328))
b. ?*The DA proved [that none of the defendants were guilty] during any of the trials. (Lasnik and Saito (1991: 329))
(30) a.  The DA proved [two men guilty] during each other’s trials. (Hong and Lasnik (2010: 279))
b.  The DA proved [no one guilty] during any of the trials. (ibid.)
3D The DA [v+p R-v* [rp two men [r [r R [sc two-men guilty] during each other’s trials]]]
53. 5t
(32) Chomsky (2013,2015) @ Labeling Algorithm: LA (ZFSWCIREZETT 9,
5.3.1. AP Predicate
(33) a.  We consider Mary proud of herself. (= (4a)) (Contreras (1995: 136))
b, [c C [<phiphi> We [1 T [Rev+ We [Rv R-V* [<phi, phi> Mary [r R [<r <vx, <1, o> Mgy [« <, <1, 0 <R, <v¥, <T, C>>>
[+ fMaryi[ proud of herself]]]T11111]
—Chomsky (2015), EKS (2016) DFERZJLEL, <R, <v*, <T, C>>>/L 7~V b EET 5,
—Spec-A ([ZFFENIEERARK T D720, AP BEIT ZBIEFFED copy 5 Te, - T, /IHiFEED
FHbEE AP OIS Z T & 5,
(34) a.  [Proud of himselfs;]x John; doesn’t consider [sc Bill; #]. (= (2)) (Bowers (1993: 623))
b.  [Bill Proud of himselfs;] ... John; ... [+ [Bill-proud-efhimsel] [+ ... Bill; ... [Billproud-efhimself]|]
5.3.2. DP Predicate
(35) a.  John considers [sc [pp Bill] [pp Bob’s friend]]. (Williams (1983: 297))
—IRGE DP NN B AR L 720 v 3R3E DP 487EHT Bob THED HL T2,
b, EERD: ANEIEERT L TITHREARCT D D,
(36) John is my best friend.
b. My best friend is John.
(36b) I FMHIE = &2 7L ERHIALD (cf. Moro (1997)),
37 [my best friend [is {John, my-best-friend} | (cf. Narita (2015))
—be BRI IHERER IR 25 £ 72\ ) symmetry 72 {DP, DP}#id& % 9,
(38) I consider [sc John as my best friend]. (Moro (1995: 119))
b. *Iconsider [sc my best friend as John]. (ibid.)
/N EREDNRGE DP & symmetry 72 {DP, DPM#IEZ AT 72 5, (38b) & SUGEMITE LiR> TTHHIT 2,
39) I consider [sc John the culprit]. (Heycock (1995: 227))
b.  *I consider [sc the culprit John]. (ibid.)
—as PEEANZEBYET 508 2 2303R86ReV, — IS/ NI CIEE = o 7 SIFF S R0,
(40) =S

IREE DP 2SHWBAVHBRE, /N FREI Spec<R, <v*, <T, C>>|Z KRS 5,

—<R, <v¥, <T, C>>>7 /L MITEGEIE R & v bEEND, £, ZOT7 VAT Mdas &L
THIYLTE D, D72, be Wiia & 1358720 | MFEBIZRTEE LT AP R°DP AR T& 57217 T
72K ANHE LTHEEDP 28RS 2 LARET D, DF V. /NI TII<R, <v*, <T,C>>>T < /LA A
DMEET D Z IR0 | R IR BRI O T D & RET 2.
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1)

(42)

(43)

(44)

(45)

5.33.

®

We consider Mary our best friend. (= (7a)) (Contreras (1995: 135))

b, [c C [<phiphi> We [T T [Rvs We [Rovt R-V* [<pi, phi> Mary [R R [<r, <y, <1, o> Mary [<r, <, <, o> <R, <v¥, <T, C>>>

[ our best friend]]]111]11]

—/ NIRRT EE DP BB AR L7220, 135 DP 258§ 2 BRI/ N 7B D copy &8 £ 720728,
/NEFERERS LN EHiFEED NG DP WEIORISIE 2 A 5 Z L T&E 5,

a.  [How good a friend of each other(’s);]; do they; consider [sc John £] (= (1b)) (Contreras (1995: 137))
b.  Iconsider [sc them; each other;’s friend]. (= (1¢)) (Contreras (1995: 142))
a.  [How good a friend of each other(’s)] ... theyi...[vr PHow-good-afiiend-ofeach-other(s) [v+p ... John ... [,

vt <T.Coo> JOhA [ <yt <1 oo <R, <V, <T, C>>> [How-gooda friend-of each other(s)1]]]]

b.  them;... [«r <+ <1 o> themi [«r, <, <1, > <R, <v*, <T, C>>> [each other;’s friend]]]
/NETT (38b) K2 (39b) MFFEMZRV T &1, den Dikken (2006) [FlkE, DP BEhO#%# M (Minimal Link
Condition (Chomsky (1995), Relativized Minimality (Rizzi (1990))) (ZEDOWCRRAIT 5 Z LN TE 5,

a. *...DP,...[DP;[<R, <v*, <T, C>>>[DR:]]]

..DP; ... [BR; [<R, <v*, <T, C>>> [DP1]]]

=

AIREME

(46)
47)

(48)

(49)
(50)
D
(52)

(53)

What! Bronsky clever!? Ha. (Akmajian (1984: 5))
/INE & B LT AR,
a.  VEBHEREAOHBLAFF S 720,

(i) *Her will/might call me up?! (Akmajian (1984: 3), —H{&IE)

(i)) *I consider [sc your attitude can deeply offensive]. (Radford (1988a: 327), —HHMEIE)
b, SCRFAIDOARZTFS 20,

(i) What! *Her unfortunately lose her job! (Akmajian (1984: 3))

(ii) ?*John considers [sc Mary probably scared of snakes] — certainly she is scared of snakes.
(Nakajima (1991: 40))
c. IERIRMEIETEIULT D,

(i)  What! Her/*She call me up?! Never! (Akmajian (1984: 3), —H{&IE)
(i) I consider [sc him/*he unsuitable for the job]. (Radford (1988b: 9))
*Him gets a job?! (Akmajian (1984: 3))

—/ N & UTFZR D BRI 525, TR S 72vy,
GE 1 BERC T A RBY 9, phi-feature O—EH 720,
Mad Magazine Sentences % Force (exclamative (EESCEE SR L)) Z/RT (Akmajian (1984: 2))
iAE 2: Mad Magazine Sentences X C Z 5T LAEET 5,
Mad Magazine Sentences D FEFHZITHIIRENEND, DF D, BrRUbLEITD 2 L AVATHE,
a.  HIM getajob!? (KICFAITREAE R (Akmajian (1984: 8), —H#HEIE)
b. *’im geta job? (Akmajian (1984: 8))
AE 3: Mad Magazine Sentences (23317 % C |3 focus-feature %5273, unvalued phi-feature 2572720,
—C TR, B2 &3O Force KM, TNLIUTE LRI D,
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(54) =S
a.  MadMagazine Sentences Tl T |Z C 2SS L, <C, T>D7 /L LARNIREICEAS LD, ZD
IKF, C 1T syntax [ZBW TR TH D, F7o. C I focus-feature 27273, unvalued phi-feature |34+
72720y,
b. T syntax [ZBWTIIERTH D72, SCRIFCIEBEFEIN BB L L &35 2 5,
c.  FaEL<C, T>1Z focus-feature 241 L7=—E&1T\ ), { DP, <C, T>} D7 ~laid<Foc, Foc> & 725 & 48

ET %,
(&) [<Foc, Foe> Her [<c, 7> <C, T> [+ Her call me up]]] (= (47c))
(56) ERBlT phi-feature 0 L7z —&21THRW 2D, T 7 40 M Hg) & L TRIULT D (cf
Chomsky (2000), Schutze (1997, 2001)), & 7= %47%0 M3 KANT 572, B b EIT L7235,
(57) a.  What! No one eat this wonderful cake?! Impossible. (Akmajian (1984: 4, fn. 4))
b.  What! *This wonderful cake, no one eat?! (ibid.)
(58) [p= this wonderful cake [<foc, Foc- N0 ONE [<c, 7> <C, T> [ry+ RO-O1€ cat this-wonderful cake]]]
—LDTAYILPPRE 5722 Topicalization [XFF S48V (ZESEERHEE & 72 D),
6. BbYIZ

(59) AFER TIIHHBROBLIN D NEIOIREL, THUTE ENLBFEOTIEIC L > THT bid 2
EERER LT, 72, NEINENI<R, <v¥ <T,C>>>T < /L LMEE L., /NIREICH D EIET D
Z LT EIRER G BUCIRBCE D AREME AR LT, BRI, /N SR L 7R A BB AR Mad
Magazine Sentences (258 L C<C, T>7 <~ /L L& W Tt 52 7=,

EBGN
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