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FEERNERIBIRET ORA B L <. NEFEE & THEROMORHHEEINEAR (1R 225 3H D)
Dz, TNETERALDOBIREIN TS, BH (1999) I T Y REFEHLERBEGR % v
FEENTERIBRET 2 03 2 — . ZoR&GFEH VT, —R L7 L 5 DREHGERBRIZC
DZEDNRLFDIEREGRTH 0 BIREEZ Db DIREGFRITH 3 & oM 3R &FDH D RER
BT IR oT\nd, AFEKRTIE, REFAZKET 20N CIRFHPEH LW E B b 7 — 2 %4
AL, BHOSHBREBMICEMN TSNS 2 & &R LR, BREHOOHTIZIRTE DA BSGEER O
ICHARRE T AD 3 2 L %R d, £7-. Kuroda (1976-7, 1992) TIRE X LT LR EEALNLERY
BRI O ML L A I N T LBEMEGZTE L, 20 TR A RKEICE E v
EH, phase # W2 X 0 kIR CI A v 2 =7 =2 A A& 085 2 L 2R L, EEFRNTE
RBREio R L 72 & Z A0RREICHALRGHIHE S 2 %,

1. FefThtsE
FEENERBIRATI OO IE LI Ic b2 228, & 2 CRIET 2K ICH SZ, UTD XS IcXKaHT
5 EhH[REL T B,
(1) FEEERNTE R BIR T %
— % 5 — NTEF R & O aEN 7 RIS 7B (R %
R B — RFAMHK A |3 3B
—[Agree"'ii
WO n—HRET 5 RA T —@E DD D--ii

—|: E-type---iv

—EAD IRy

i. BH (1999): KERHEER BT
ii. &A1l (2002), Watanabe (2004), Hiraiwa (2005, 2008): Agree 431t

iii. Kubota and Smith (2006)
NHMMN%L%mwmmmm&MMyMMQWQ}-ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ
Kitagawa (2005, 2018), Grosu and Hoshi (2016)
v. =JF (1994), Murasugi (2000): &l i3 47
AFEFR T S FEENIERBIRENIIL T O X 5 =fil<dh 5,
Q) KERIZIEF 20D A ZHHICE WD 2 BT,

a . VAZ. . DR (REHEEIR 2 H7)
b.[... ) AT ...D]% PRN,; &7 (ARA& T B2 HT)

DBz T, RIBEHERDIT T TR~ ] BT EFIWNETELR [V A Z] ZEEER
T 25, RGFIT TR [BX7] WERT 2 03EoRAGFTHY, 20 [WAZ] ZiER
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FTHZLICED, B L [VAZ] ol clEmrn 7 BIRBER 2 LT 2, BIFHIHT b 4
ST & R O R 7@ R R 2 E T 2, BHOGHTICEWTD, [0 | HiAEFEEH%ZEAL 5 %
CLEBEINTELT, UTofIBIERI LT,
(3) mllFAE DHfl

a. FRIFIINDFE > T2 OBFHRICR D EHE AV AVIRY 2L 72, (FEH (1999: 36))

b. KEBIZFRTFIZHDE > T2 2% > TRAKY Z L Th b TiTo 72, (ibid)

c. IWHIZZFRTFIZHAIE > TW2DIF BRI > TR 2L Th o TiTo 72, (ibid)
IO DFNEFENCHIEFEEES (L7 h 5 245 2BERT 2 &5 BRI LS. HA ZEIG
fiofl L & 5, —77. BEIZLAT Ofl % FEERNAERBIRET & B ofcBEikchd 5 & LT3,
(4) BERR 72 51

HETBBREB AT T ORAICEN T2 DICHRE L 72, (FEH (1999: 68))
Z OFNIAEE T 2 CRIC X 0 FEEFNAERIBRRAT & BT O W I N DA ERA DR 5, T D
X IR RAIETR 2D oD, BHIZ, 2) X5 &Hlo [o] ficiy 3) oflzFiorRIFE O
RIZEE» & L, FEHNERBEGRE O BRI 5, 72, I0FE, HA R FEE PN ER AR AT
ol L<, Bk To] fizHwizdoBnE¥FbhTng,
(5) BIFEEICTIEDH Y 2 72 hl: JEHE SR B R A

TR FA I T 4 RACKODR HENTE DD EER N - 72,

(Grosu and Hoshi (2016: 13))

(2) ° (4) PRIFIH & ETEHNERBIRET OB TR L 22 ik, FENEREIRE 2 EA T
3 [o] HE RIS O GE#% M LS TH 2 IchkT 2, #oT, DD &) =
PRIITFAE L Tz, (5) 2SEIFEEICH 2 nlEetk 138 <. EEHNERBEGE & LT L2BREn
A7, L L, 2O X9 mERTFEHNERNBRHI ZFA L 2 WEEESwE Z e d Ao T3
(Grosu and Hoshi (2016: 12)), % @ X 9 756 (ZEFIHi A FIRT 2 X Hic, [T Hizze <l
fie LTHRMLCw3EeEZONS, UM Tt REHNERBEREI 2L L CAFZET 2 (B
FEBNERBIREI 2 R0 T %) dfF 20 Tid, BEHORHEHEERTBVLETH S L ERT,

2. FEFSNAERIBA (R A 0 HARH
oo, FEHANEREARET OZERBARIILATICRA 2 X 5 ic, HAEAFDOEITIINE S 2. 21
LIS D B, JaartEIici3fieb e,
(6) AT DE
*Va VHRFEBL LW e EHE WA ZIZD TW 2O MRE L7z,  (Watanabe (1992: 261))
(7) wh D
ATV =[O0 & EF220]Y 3 v b AlCE;RT WD RS vz,
(L H (1999: 74), Watanabe (1992: 261))
(8) HilES (phase) % Bk z 7zBH{%
ATV =Y a v BHTOFEPERSRHZREL - L]HEB L W20 D XA {ERHL
7z, (Watanabe (1992: 259))
HH (1999) 12 FEHEHEZEIR & A-over-A principle (Chomsky (1968)) Z >, T o D JEATEICEE T 5
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RO ZEHAT 5, F72, BHIZ, NEFELRBER CH 2 FEHNERERET Of 2 85 L 72,
(9) FEEE D BEBRE
EEPRLIBIZREBOP T T DR E 2 72, (SRH (1999: 51))
(9) OWNEFEEIZ, [T & [TZR] OVWTNOMIRS AJEETH %, Kuroda (1976-7,1992)
. T E+2 %) ZNEFEI & 35 X 5 7« splitantecedent DFcdr b I L7223, T Daih %
REET 27201 iF T ZANE D | ORBEZXNICLE L L, Z0B3EMEI Nz (9) TlIZ AT
72\~ (Hoshi (1995: 90), Kitagawa (2005: 1258)), Z #Lid. FHEEHEIR DI OKEL L 72 2 D Tl 7\,
AT oflclid, group reading Dt & cross-serial dependency D il CRIFROIHR HEL TN 5,
(10) KEB L TET & REBA (22 i) HHY., 6L, BoTw3,
(Tanaka et al. (2019: 5), cf. Fukui (2015))
(11) group reading: KEB L fEF & REBHB=ANZ A > C=20EfF% (JHIC) 1T,
cross-serial dependency: KEFZSBH Y . L1255 L. KEEE - T 5,
Tanakaetal. (2019: 7) (%, cross-serial dependency %32 7-® ik, [ZhZ ] ORHAZLEL T2
&3 %, TN, groupreading (X Merge D A5 H g b 2 BRICED E HARICHEITZ 223, nested
dependency 1% Merge DtICITHREGFHROINEF ZEE S 2 LELH O, TN %l d 2 KAV LETDH
% 7-:®TdH %, splitantecedent IZ b [AERD FIRA Y TlL £ 5, KERHEHERIC 351> T, A-over-A principle
ICHE S IR Y EHEIBEENE FEE/HEO WIS NEFEI L LTL 2 2 B TE 22, EHi#EFD
WL 245 —2oTH b7, FFE/HWEDO WITI—2% WL Z LBHRL D5, split
antecedent D X 5 ICEFE+HMGEZEIRT 2720103, 004 %E —DODIEE L TE & ® 5 0HD
H Y. (Rif) ERoz»b I, ZhzfilF o RXKRBMETH L EFEZ LN D,

3. FiLwTr — &
AFEKTE, UTOT =% L IcEHO RIFFHER T 2 HEE T 23&m % 1T ).
(12) SCHR: SU 8 \R—JERIT 2 T 2 fE 77225, itz WA RO L WIR3H 2 L IH-
T3, ZNbDROBNAT % KENBE A THIT T 5,
a. KERIIAET A NMD S B 3 BAFHHARE Ll T iz0 (/& VAT %

W2 THIT7,
b. KERIZETF UMD 5 B SEL2HHSRE SR E R o T *0/% VAT %
W2 THIT7,

Ihboflicsn, Bigxiio [0 fidFEHNERRIRE OMMAEBEN L 25, (12a) T
k. AT offdEicsnwc, [BUEAAT] 28 [38R] 2@ERT L LAAlREL b, SLENE & 5,
(13) {{..3 2. . BLeHn

—7i. (12b) OJEtE (o] fioGs, BRI NZMRIZ, TBXAFBR22:5 50w 3 RoOBEA

iz 5] dbokh, faEhicix, TBRThPikEocnwz 5B LAFEEET, BERILE

FREAR D T CIEIR R L, QRN & 72 5,

—Ji. Wtg To] fioga, FESNIERBRE2. 8FHi» 0 2> 0nRetEsH 5 23, 5l
(BT ] DX 2D i BIFEORREED A3 5, (12a,b) IKIZZNZENLLT O
EREINEEILNS,
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(14) a. (12a) {{...3 % ...} PRN;-gen B PIT}

b. (12b) {{...5 &...} PRN;-gen B4} (=CURLD)3 &)
T ZT, (14b) iIcHBWT, HRENTICFERHAFEL 2 Th, REFNIISUR Eo [7&RY 3R] %
150 % 72 DK IR0 H L5,

4. TNFETOT — 2 ITHD L HTEF

(15) RIGAE G- J@A& RN RIBIRE 2 AR L B VWEEE ICO A Y TIEE 5,
AT FEEENAE R BHREIMATEE S A D& (6) 1S D BAE S D 2> D232
%, 7. Hiffi T T2 (12a,b) DEIE/ GO Z AT 2 HEBDH 5,
Agree 53T EEEFNTERIBAREI AMAIE A S G O & (6) 12D BHE S D D> DA AL,
¥ 72, EMER-NEFEL O RIFHHKTT % Agree ICHH2 & NTEFEEMEBR 2 (9) I
DWW, FEEIFHEE X RERICE <. BIREIS D D D Agree 1XH IC EFEIE TILE
V. BERRESTFHI I AR (2 (1994)), o T, BERMEOFHICAE S HE L 72 5,

(16) REEHEEIR T ORI A TR S T e & 7m0,

5. 7 NVEERE Dh Db Y
T T, UTosMIcE 2 2T, BITD 7 ABE (Chomsky (2013) ef seq) (X d 5 AKFEHEKD
Bk, SiEflERICOVWTERT %,
(17) a. iR EEHEER LA REZ D 2>

b. (TBEE G 44 F R D B I D BAE S D 2>

c. fiEEEECITREHHER FF S N0 b
9. (172) KB L Tk, 7 _VICE D EHGEBIRAREE S L BRI TON L 202 L FiIRT 5,
{RHEINIC I SRS EE D F C Merge 25 S N BHROR B EH 75 L E2 N TE 7z, LA L,
Chomsky (2013) ¥ Merge & #%4T DML % 778 L. Merge IZEAGTEK DO 2 %175 LIREL 72, TOF:
HADT T, FEREE P H T 2@ E i3, MY OTATY XLAICIVEDONDE T ADTH

Exnd, ULTO5IHIE, Merge PMELZEAIZ T RNICH DS EMIRINDE L EZRL TS,

(18) Labels identify the sets Merge forms, and CI/SM interfaces interpret based on the labels.
(Chomsky (2013: 43))

ZDXHIC, BRBDA Vv E—7 24 Al Merge BEY HTEE L. T FFD 7V IiciEviiEz

FERRL T & X d, & Tifam LT\ b ERIEHE-NIEFEE 0E R, BRI b0 TH 57
O, BHEMEIREZES Cl A v 2 =724 AThENDIEEZDL, 25T 5L, b X 1A v &
— 7 2 ARATEIRNVEERL V) ZODFMICT 7 A TE S0, UTOREZITX S,
(19) BFEE T _LE T LEAICEINIERINEREINS,

BE> T, (20a) O FEEILHNERBIRETIZ 200) DiEERZER, [BR] 270325 ([RX
7o) DRHIO T %) BEDOTICH 2 ERMNEIREI NS 2720, [D AT AEYNGERI NS,
(20) a. KERIFAET 230 A SR NICE V72D % BT, (=(2))

b. {a~r {o VAT, DY ERENT)

ZOREITLD, (170) ~DEZDBEL B8 TE DL, EOEREBEE L CREBEEGIEONS LT
2L, EBACBIZEEGEEA VA —T 2 A RATOHWR I LRTEL, 295328, EEMIC
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IDENT_NAUEFRTZ EE 252 LICX D, A-over-Aprinciple 25E 24, BHORERFERE, E
BEFRDOBICHES T e BHHING, HiEERC wh 5O 7 <V LEPFICIIEEIR 7 o T I
%, (21) OfEEICE T, [XRHE] BWNEFEES (530 2#ERL X5 L3 28, d&BRIcsy
Tt TA] BEBVGERI NS 720, BRI NWBRCIIIEGEN L 72 5,

QD {xw {o {1 .5 X... A} DYKF}
RZIC, (17c) DEERMFZERICOWT, BHOREICH WRIFABER 2 3F Ml 4 Tl mHric
RSN T 7B REAR O BEEE (Larson (1988)) ICK T %729, FRICKFED (22) X 5 AT
ate-pizza D RIFHHERPGEF S 02, L v ) S HTL 2,

(22) *I ate that John made a pizza.
TDRICOWT, EEFNAERBERENICIZ TS HETH L L2 SN T3 (Hiraiwa (2005,
2008)). HAGETIE [0 ] 234 LHREL L CHRES 225, REETIZZ O X 5 Bfias i 2 & a8
JRRC, FEMANEMBERHIZARIN WL EZ S, Thbb, that 1ZHFULORER B2 X 7x
W72 @ i ate-that [H]D semantic type mismatch 72>, ii. Chomsky (2015) T3 #5d- H Y FERE D [phi]
agreement 23 EE X LT\ % 23, that 13[phi] feature Z Ff72 72\ 2 & 1T X 5 agreement DRI, DV T
N TIEERN L b, T2, RFEETIT s-selection DA E P o> T3 53, c-selection T Pesetsky
(1982), Chomsky (1981) ZF i€\, Case ICEILT 5 L EZ b,

6. BEhE RSt
RRIC, LUT OBEMSAF 2K D o
(23) For a p.i. relative clause to be acceptable, it is necessary that it be interpreted pragmatically in such a

way as to be directly relevant to the pragmatic content of its matrix clause.
(Kuroda (1976-7), Kuroda (1992: 147))

Bt IX. LAY (24)-(26) OXTEE A FRHT 2 7z I E I LT %

(24) KERIZAETF 23D A Z %MD Fic %b\f:@%ﬁlo‘( (Kuroda (1976-7), Kuroda (1992: 148))
(25) #KERIFEF 23 0 A TR IEHILO kic uxfo@%:HxO <.. (ibid.)
(26) KERIZTET 280 A ZZWEH IO E uauwmxt@%ﬂx«)f... (ibid.: 149)

Kuroda |Z. FHICTEZ 24~V b & FEHANERBIRET TR Z 2 4 X~ | % one superordinate
event D7 & LTI I NG T NIE bR w5,

(27) [T]he two events must be understood as components of a superordinate event.
(Kuroda (1976-7), Kuroda (1992: 154))

(25) DEZBERT B2 DIF,. Z2oD 4 XV ORENIEZ D I X b .2 b % t$5 3 % superordinate
event VIE I N W0 E il %, —F, (26) TIHEROKH [TH< ] I X Y., superordinate
event PETE | BAVEEL 725, T T T, (25) ICHIGT 5 (28) @i%%ﬁ&*ﬁféfa‘é{%ﬁﬁﬁ I A
XV AL OREPIFET D 235 > TORREIX T2 iz, FEEEIMERBIFRAETIC (3B E# M5
DM@ DTN e D3 B,

(28) KERIZAET2HMEHILD EICiE W72 ) A Z%HL-> T..
TN DOBIED» L, UTORRBEL 5,

(29) fATECBEEPE SR IXAAAE L. Al = EEE N TE B BE AR BT I o i 3 % @ 2,
2K L, RFER T3 phase DB DO DFBHZ A 5, phase DIEFK IR A 72 d DABREINT
W3 ((30) LASM, 5l 21X Arsenijevic and Hinzen (2012), Boskovié¢ (2014), Chomsky (2015)) 23, A¥E
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KClFfmEOMEZ AL T OERICHE S,
(30) [E]ither a verb phrase in which all theta-roles are assigned or a full clause including tense and force.
Call these objects propositional. (Chomsky (2000: 106))

¥/, i & | Kuroda W2 A Ry P 2B OGS LT UTob 0% ET 5, 2 2 TlE,
ARy b e E— OS2 E 2 BT 2GR T O T, BT (—o D) Sl adiEE T 5
72DIE—DDARY FRRETH L LDAREFIRT 5,

Bl CLA v & —7 = 4 A TOMRREN

phase (I —D2DA XV P &XF L TdEEHKT 5,

(31) M7z T AuE, FEFHNERERE Z S50 FH O vP XA RV P EERT 5720, (27) 28
HEIMICH 7235, 2D X5, BRI, phase DOFRICEE T 2 — MM S IcBIT ¢ &
%, T D% TR E & B 7200 A BE SR 13 R NE BB E O A ICE CIX E 2 D%
FExb, 2T, RIEHGERBIGRUIMC, REWRAEEERGR & LRl fHingHofz &2,
(32) a. S KERIZ Y A Z &2 BN,

b. NG (FEFHAIMEREIRED: KEBIZHETFBPICE W] A T2 BT,

c. RIFBEEIR (FESNTERBIRED: KENZHETF BV A ZEPUCE W=D BT,
FNFNDEH P ICBWT, Bl) BEDL A TMEINELE2FEZ2 5L, £F (32a) DHiEFT
T (31) HEMICHWHICH 23S, WEfldIEE LTwvP D4Ry Fo—#fE LTHAET 3720 C
BB, XRIT, (32b) MG (FEHI/MERBIRE) ©d (31) IMEBENICH I b, [B7%E] X
[(WAZ] ZIHE LCHLZ 23, FEERAMERLBRRET X 1 /pair-Merge 1€ X U | HHZERTT 2 1%E| %
HI L TVPDARY MICHARATINE20TH S, UTOREEOBZRE OIS, R & %
T, (33) TlE, BERIICH T 2 XY HAGRICE ICBEBHAEEN TS, 2D Lid, XBET

AV PO e L CBREIVHEREL T2 &F X NITHARICHIATE 5,

(33) Did you read the exam that I left on your desk?
a. Yes, I read the exam that you left on my desk.
b. ?Yes, I read the exam. (cf. Yes, I read that exam.) (McCawley (1981: 117))

—7. (32¢c) OREIFHHERN (FELHNAERBIRED) <l 31 1IHFENICHZ I hxwv, (32) I8k
WC, ThAT) I (RIEED BRICX Y, (B & TAEXRE] Lvd o4y Mchizic
b o T3P, FEMANAERERET BRI EEH O VP ORT A X b & IMOBERD Rz
72O THD WoT.ClLA v E—7 2 A A TOIREN 31) %3 7=oic, BhEWSEE 23) 28
PAZICAE T4, BREE L RV TGN e S e T R TR B 7 v,

7. ¥&®

KRIEFLTIE, AT EZ BB 7268, #7277 — 2 %R $ % 2 & ©, FEIBNERBIRE % #iC
ELCRDIEHICN L CIRBHO RIFEHER TS L ETH 2 L 2 LTz, 2D, 7~V
i & RIFHEEIR L O 00 ) ZEL L, Merge PEGZVL, 4 VXA =7 24 RF TV EES
2 LICHRAEZIT) E 2O T C. RIEEHER IZFISRIICH BERERaTch b 2 & kmL., &
B oSEMERICYMN, REIC, STRETRERLIALTL 2R 2BEELEFIC oW T,
phase D#LR 2> & Z DB 2 Z 5 L, BlEMESEMF L X 0 — M R RS IcEIT s % < & T,
iz DM DHHET 5 D>, F 72 It ORESOTIE S TE E SR w02 B3 2 B Z 1T 5 72,
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