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Abstract

The aim of the paper is to introduce a linguistic phenomenon termed ‘that-trace’ effect, which
has long been studied by generative syntacticians, and yet remains unsolved, to those who work in
the framework of construction grammar, and more broadly, cognitive linguistics. It does not seem
productive for both camps (i.e. generative syntacticians and cognitive linguists) to criticize or ignore
each other because their paradigms are theoretically incompatible. Instead, it is hoped that both
groups will share the results of their research and try to communicate with each other so that they

can cooperatively explore new possibilities of effective and convincing explanations on linguistic
phenomena.

F—T— F ERSE, BEXOCE, that-trace IR, WhEERTSC,  #Eat s

Construction Grammar and Generative Grammar:

Concerning the that-trace effect

Naoyuki AKASO

Faculty of Foreign Studies
Nagoya Gakuin University

* AR [EEHEC SiIF0L] (20224F2H11H) TOLEEREETICEE - MEL LRI TH 5, IINEEZR,
FHHETER, EOHEME» OGR4 v 2TEM Lo, T TITid LCRGH L 7cv, ARBF%E I JSPS BHIFE
JP19K00671 DIk %21 7c b DTH 5,

FITH 202373 H31H



NN SN &

4
kS
&
=
"

1. IFL®IC

MED/NS 54 5 EZBIEZIGARABFEOMITT 7o —Fid, TOLV Y VF— hILODIEY
WA OISR ENERNHRERHT B ETL vy V252228 oHRET BT &M
bHb, THAYAREFRSBEAIH L TERXENZ S Th->7ckdIT, NF5A4 Ly 7 MITT)
MAEC [H0] ZRTH - BRAISEEE, AERCCEE O 25 M T 2 08,1 5, B
U AERCCGEM AR L, LA LEBHS, 405 OMROER R, BIEZED EA
ST, B ROXNLEED S BRARRDVET, (HADSHEFIRELLFELLT) B
HBWaEDEIREBICL > TVEEIICHA S, SEEFOREOE S LVWHIERICBLWTZN
BREZELVWHDOTHY, BBENZbDTHEDEMEVE Y, L LB DS, BRI
A AITH LNV TREL, TNENDPEDSEETS ERELL, BEbbE&r 03 LA
HERTRIEEVWEV S DN H 2D TEIEVWES D Dy FERITB O TLE & 3 T 72 0 hid
BOIEWDIRMARTIES 508, HFERLHR T Bis T HHecHERY (G385 oftRIC3EE
ThoHDbIENPTH B, TNET, CORFMOELENEZIFA T S/ pRH (2018) HiaHld 5 £ 5 i,
HEBOCHENFEA TE MRS, B eERT 2805755 (usage-based approach) O %15 % #ll
AGDOETEEFAERSE TV CEMNTFETH L &0 RIFBICHE BENT 245 TH 5,

FEEIT, HREZHADEIZRELSRBELIEFEEVERL G LAV, EORHEN S
CLEHEETHLE, TO/NE, TOXOBHWEHELIcbDTH B, BIRMICIE, BISEE
¥ (T TRESCUEEE) o ERABVEEEERSGEO T M OS> T Lichp b, 2T
%5 DI, R Tthat-trace R E L THISNTELHETH 5, IEXEL L DREEREEIC
X o THIWrE N AR, WECCEICE - TS 5 2 5200 B 5, G ORMSEF Tkt
T AMERIMD TREMB D TH 505, oM@ EfT 5 I & Tlidoikmm S rRelkic
WIREL 720,

2. HERSGEEBXiE

CDv7VavTiE, AT “oOXHE - B GRS & M) o & [
HAEEET 3.0

2-1. JEE - EFEHBDEND
WY FF 2 “>OMEOHIRRIFZENZENRDE DB EDTH - 1o,

(1) AR

MAOREN 5182 5 5 EN, H2MNSHEICEENE ENBXORE ZERT 5
(generate) 75 51F, T DXER T OMEBIEITH 4 2 EMRETH S L5 5,

(Fcf2L, AEMEETRESHNENSEDOXDRETH 5,)
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(2) #i3XiF: (Goldberg @ Construction Grammar)
SCERER &, EE s BN EBEH®D XT) OREKRTH 5,

X (0 22 BRI (RS RAI & Z BRI 2T 5 &V S AERCGERITH L, £D k9D
BHIAI TR, EEMINARAF -2 OERBILL TV S T 200X ETH 5, T
DOHEOENFKE B2 SBEPBRT 20T, T TTOEVEHRLTBL LT 5,

RO T, SRBFEEE (Faculty of Language) DOAESHED S XHEOFHER GRHXKD &7 5
[EE X (UG ] 20EL (AHER), SHEMEERMOREI Y 27 4 L BMNLLIFETH S
EEZ D (BN (Y2 —1)), & 5IW0WbW 5 5iE% I-language / E-language (competence
/ performance) @ 215}, HEBRGEDOHERRIEHETH, BEIZOHRN, LN S
E Lt Ff, TONIERIZ, =M &E - (k€ 7V (the dictionary-and-grammar model)
TdHh b, Lexicon?» Lk % syntax iIC AL, HI1E LTXDHRENS ERET 5201, JRAE
(derivation) &8 (movement) MR EWERAFFS I L1 5,

fiy, RASEFOTEER—IRTH 2HECEE, AERSGED & 5, M Lo SiEkEz
ERT, —MEEFIRE D 5 DFE = Learning (REGR) TEEMSEEBIN TV DI EER
5 (AW « 2D B EE $#E - T, HHFEGEOXKRIFETIT, v va—RicE

ERBIAT L ERDS KL L 725D (symbolic unit) & L THEZ, ﬁ/ﬁﬂ’]fc&ﬁﬂ RIS R oR AN
e S GoarisEED ., e EH T 2 kA€ 7L (the usage-based model) 1THD W
12b DT, ZDOXRIFactual utterances TH VD, FHIHIRH « HIZRA BV DRBELB W
L1278 %, Langacker (2008) ® Content Requirement % Goldberg (2006) ® Surface Generalization
Hypothesis 732 O HEULI N icfgEtTH %,

PEAS < Bk (2016: 54) 13, ZERCCE LRAISEFOMEZ [©PILRSS V] LHlES L
BRS, MHERERSEOR S EANGSAMEA ZEmrcimy X5 & st L, #A
SEFTRTNICEEEMNA T, TNLZTTRIEASNBVWSTEOHEEEL, 5L —MBREET)
Db IcEH LOOTFV)TUOE 5,420 THE] LELEHTVEDRIEEEEBLLDOTH
5He TOXDIIRAINCER 2 5FHBIEA FA 0 F — O AL > TBHE VI Z D K
LT&ER?

2-2. HERSUERICEITBRE

HARBIE) 75 S35 O AT %2 H15 L 72 Chomsky 13, 1965%F1C, 1EEERIEG (Aspects €7 V) %
F2IE U 72 Aspects of the Theory of Syntax D55 1 B WT, EREO+EERBEEZ TS0
iZl7co TOERFBEMEZET B LROL I B,

3) 1. UG : I OEKN 58012 UG 2 HE
2. Autonomy of Syntax : JEFH DT O BKEEEEE § 24 7 3 ) —FEOHER
3. Syntax U038 © syntax 72 A3 (AR A7 ¥
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4. Competence vs. Performance : HARMEESE O FiEHE 1D BERIIFE O X E

N5 DOHFE I, 1960 DRk HEE (state of art) T, fFEMRE L TR ENBEETH - 72,
20 AR OB S Y, CDAspects 1T AIICEF LI LS > THHE TRV, Ln
LIBWE, ThESdT L INSOFROZEEERL TVEDOTEE YV, INo0LHEEZY
AN 12FEF - B 1, % D% Chomsky 20 SN, IEOE L EAFTHILTTV -7,

[FIF5i2, Chomsky DGR Z D & D &, FREEMEGZEH~D & LT, ZD®RH0FITHIZD, Yk
KEEHEIES (the Extended Standard Theory), JE¥E«/¥ 5 # — % HiEg (Government & Binding (GB)
M), Y =<Y R b7vs 54 (Minimalist Program) ~&E#ERE LTV - 7228, ZRISREW, B
ROHBELBTHONTELOBEETH B, INOOHGBEHO AT, Hic, UGIKEAL T3,
1970 A ITK E BHEERIEERIN & - 7o, GBEERO I TH 5, #FRIE THE] & TR &
WO ZoDHuLERAMELSEONILSDTHD, KRIE, &2RGERTLOEYSEIRTH S
[+ ¥ 5 x — % (Principles & Parameters) | EFHEN S K51 50%, Thid & bh <,
T DOEMEICTS > THID TUG DEWIEAR TS 2B EMLE B ICE LW HIBERTENE T
DR EE 3—F2EdEICA -7t EFA 5,

L LS, T TOUGbAspects TIESNTWRHROEEF Fich b DT, Bl
UGHHE STz, UG & BBIKEDRRGR, I O 3R 221 & Gl iy 224 M o Bk %
GBHEEFR TIN5 £ — % (ENEH) THHT 5, 80T, GBORHAAZT L THA IS
FETHIDERA 517, Chomsky HE 3B _XTWa X512, Zos < i) (Chomsky ©
59 [GdR) BHEAR BN THE, 2%, AT 5 ILE P NRETCELI LT,
xR SBOANE U TETIThN S Z LiCii - 5TH %,

O [ UG, I =<U X FOIICAD, BT B Y75 &0 5, VWL DHOD
BB ST A, SEELOBIS,» O R BRIENEZ ST oL I -5 TH B,”

Chomsky (R & b D SBERERERICE > THRE 1 EEZB." SBRIBLZSHERNN»S10H
SERTEE, MBI L SHERIS N B, YO LERFR2 5 5 21, By TR Wi, SiESH
BLAT T, 278, #LofEE2 L, GBTRESNTE/ LI BEMNLUGIF—K
ETHhHL 3500 E WS RIENEET TENISWVWI EICE 5, LA LIC, bD X S s it
UG%AEt FDOHLEREDL S ITELDOLEVIIVMNHTL %, 2%, Faculty of Language ®
BERSANE Y 2 — vl M Y27 L) BEIhOREPEVIBIVTH B, #LHTII,
MR Y 27 4103, HRBREBEIESLEE SN2, GBTRESNTE L [Ehi ] UG
MERE PORITHBE LA E VI DR Y AL VEEE B, =TT, Chomsky 25ER - 72 Bk I3,
UGAZEHEEL, AlRERIRD v PV b DICEEMA LI ETH -1, 2E D, ThETI,
UGTHEREZHIHL TE1D, ZOUGHKEZ X SICHMTELDEHFERL TV EVWHHFES
073 LTH B, Al-Mutairi (2014) OFEZEMGED 5 &, I THFHIHTD - 72 UG 7
THEN-1DTHDZ " HIEES S &, BIEDO I =< ) 2 MFEICHE T 2 UG, [HF4 (merge) |
PPN 2 EARBELZ T LD, ToOMOENE, BE GE2ER) & AR & 053K
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IS bDIKIRD /T o5 T EiTis - e,

(4) BIAED MP: the Three Factors Framework (Chomsky (2005))
F1EKN UG=0E
F2RN REER
HIEN HAREHILE

BUE, ARCCETE, H3ERNLE UG & OBIREIA S MIcd 2 HHTHIEAED ShTwb, H
ARTHENDREG T s0THNE, SERAOLOTREL, roHEEEZR>C LA TE
52 &0, SEFEOUGOTIHEGEHARD 3 ENTE S, 25185 &, ERERDOIGH
MrRrc&xal &t b,

Lo L7535, Chomsky © D Z D53, FEHVS SEEEL O T @, I LS
NTLE->TVE, TOLI BEHKESH D, 20105 %I, BHIE 1. @FLwic] chlik
O BMEEHER > LS Ic -7,

RHAEBFEE P S OEBOEICH T 2 W 2 o fiflicid, UG, ilfitric Language Faculty /
Language Acquisition Device DFHiE, HEME (S0 QML HER O HEE) ORI, Eht-.
X O )EBR I EnB T o 5,

ZD—>Td %, Chomsky UG %#E LD [HIMOER | #FaitRThHLS,

FIBMOER & 3 TP SEERT 2BICHHTE 27— B TEZ LW EERLICHET
b5,

(5) 1. YWRMBEICTSEF— 4 DHEIEMNRBZEREXTHE N,
2. WA EDBMOWERILL, FRMRTE2N%MA %,
3. REEGEEOHB LA SHEARERR L SHEEHOA» O/ ONE EREBEA SNV
HEHT 5%,

Chomsky & Tz, AMEMRONIZ LW, OB RAGEMEREET 2 L51CK 5013
BEEM> TS M vicbinA, [775 v ORE (Plato’s problem) ] EFFAZ, T I THT
5 DWHERIIBUGDIREGHTH > Teb T TH 5,

Chomsky D #FEIZ, MEFOEML NVITBVWTRBIELVWHDTH >t LA LEADS, 1965
ED Aspects LIRIBEZ 5N TELFMOER=7— 4 OEOBES 1§, PR - 25085, 5
H.2 EEEDH 5 &, Goldberg (2013b: 485) IR %o Aspects D3I S 1172 1965 4F 24 B (3,
MRNDOEEER -7 — 5 bHROFRET -5 b, KEBWa—~"2pfHTEEL -7, L
DL, BHER, Thozxfk-7ka -2 (6) OLIBHMEASFHTE 2REECH S &
Goldberg (359 %,



(6) a. associative learning
b. rational inductive interferences
communicative system

d. emergent phenomena

FIMOERD 6 UGERTET 2 CGETIE, THSHEL T GERARADZTNEFEL b
DTHDHEVHFHRNS 5, 1% Hilpert (2014: 156) (28 #5e R (The continuity hypothesis)
LR, RO &S CiAT 5,

What the rule-based account assumes is that the child has in fact acquired the adult schema,
even if the realisation of that schema is still hampered by the child’s as-yet imperfect mastery
of language production. This assumption is called the continuity hypothesis, and it states that
language of children is mentally represented by the same syntactic rules and categories as adult

language (Pinker 1984).

Zhiest L, flEOER & UGS GET 2 X SUHEIT BT 5 5355 158 % Hilpert (2014 :
157) BRDO LS ITHHL TW 5B,

The constructional, item-based view of language acquisition implies that children’s constructions
have to be studied on their own terms. The adult grammar is not to be seen as the standard that
somehow underlies children’s utterances; rather, the constructional view holds that children’s
utterances directly reflect their knowledge of language. Rather than projecting adult-like
structures into the child’s linguistic competence, the constructional view thus holds that what you

see is what you get.

b L R OEN] )i Goldberg DFEHEd 2 & 91T, O LEL 51, UGORMIEBIES ¢
ZEwLw by, BRETRUGCOIREERD E AR E BRH SR IRIEE SV, 20
FITBIL TR, HEH (2018 1 163) (FIRD L H IR TW5B,

LI PRIBEO AR E WD IRWEE . J Tl <, HEMITEESGES O LS EEEHO
PFENEFET 5 & VD RIS R A B P R ORI RS W TIRT T & 28, 5%
{RDOENBZDTH A9,

Goldberg & 13 F72 2@ S0 5 TlEd 528, Tl EOHEREHZRMOBER & 35D & 2 ATk
W B MEPEE PR IZEO TV 5,
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2-3. WERICH T HR9%E

EXXENDORE 1 GHmAE, [HX] OERICELE6DTH 5,

bE b &, Goldberg (1995:4) TRIRD L DI, BIEOEREH» LI TETHRITER WL
BEREAT I RAF <2 EERL TV,

(7) Goldberg’s definition of construction (1995)
C is a CONSTRUCTION iff,; C is a form-meaning pair <F;, S;> such that some aspect of F; or
some aspect of S; is not strictly predictable from C’s component parts from other previously

established constructions.

Z D%, Goldberg (2006 : 5) T, non-predictability 72 11T & % H#EAE P, D LUEEEREML /2
RO & HIERITEIEL TV S,

(8) Goldberg’s revised definition of construction (2006)
Any linguistic pattern is recognized as a construction as long as some aspect of its form or function
is not strictly predictable from its component parts or from other constructions recognized as
exist. In addition, patterns are stored as construction even if they are fully predictable as long as

they occur with sufficient frequency.

SF D, BUREEPO TR TEZ2HETH-TH, BOELHLONEZF—<E O, HXE
FEST BT EITH - 1,

L LBEXS, T, MERMESCONEW S EERZ B > 1 72 D A3 Fillmore 5 T &
50 bEb &, BUHDA 7 4 A4 475 12 H L Fillmore 5 D WhH W 55— 7 L —k (Berkeley
Construction Grammar) (3, B ZEXEBREDBLT L —HKLLIcbDTHIZLERE V&
WA AER D, Fillmore 1, EBEA/KAIL TW 24X (meaningless construction) O FELE % 32
HBHNETH D EFEHT 5. Fillmore et al (2012) TRIGEN SDHE LT3 >0 5 A 7 DIF{EE
fefi L Cw 5,

9 1. FEOEHRICHIEE & 208D WIEX LD Y5 » (] : Subject-Predicate 130
2. ERD[E U ToEEN LI Hh 72 2H0¥5 » (f] @ Subj-Aux Inversion 530
3. BEXbEWOIE > TR WYy v (] © Filler-Gap # 30

COLHE, EHEOBVWHEXEEDENE I DICO VT EO R X HAICTT > TV A,
Ko (2019 :127) FIRD &L S ITiBE4 %,

EXos Lo T 2EENSE SNV, Wb 3 [ #EH S (meaningless

_7_
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construction) | ZFAHTL 5 &, HXIIIEREBEKROG» 57105 E VD, WXSGEORR
L ATHEDNHNTLE 25T,

Hilpert (2014 :52) &, WO WHE 2R 284, AEHAIO LS BbDIci-TLE
5 T EAEERT 5,

Constructions without meaning would be linguistic generalizations not unlike traditional
phrase structure rules, such as the generalization that noun phrases can be formed through the

combination of a determiner, an attributive adjective, and a noun.

TG E 25 L, TN RECYIRIE & 5 0 RCUE DO EBAZRD 5 2 i, Ki
(2019:130) »7EEE LT TEHRMBHEHESI 2 TE R WEA LB LD 2155, HicElia
B2 cEBnuwEoERXO XS BHECERD I NE LV FERICRET b H 2| &
BRTWB &SI, BOGEDTEEEA NS T EITE D ALK,

ZOX O BREEEA BN S, BIRTRE, KAHOWHXOGESHEE, Hilpert (2020 : 111) 23
RITik % & 512, Goldberg DIEIEM (8) # L LELTWBE LD TH B,

At the time of writing this chapter, this second definition represents a relatively broad consensus
in the Construction Community. Constructions are those form-meaning mappings that speakers
have memorized in their network of linguistic knowledge, be it for reasons of formal or functional
non-predictability or because of frequent exposure. It goes without saying that this is by no means

the only view that is held (cf. Langacker 2005, Sag 2012, or Kay 2013, amongst others.)

Pk, Rcsfckoi, ERXEOHBXEbwIn Bz T hofM@ZlA 525 6, &
TEMBAGRZ R Lo, BBIFEEEZEAEQTOCIRZERL TV 5,

3. that-trace%hR

HERSCETRINO RS 7 — 5 OFEFICELZEC O TR, BEORAEROMEICES L S
57— IO EEZFLSE B EEZERLTVS, 2Dy, SEHRLKREVIONR R
HBIEEFE, EREOF =y HxL v WOKS 7— 5 0HiFH) o s 25
ELTEDRIFAMOEETDH 5, HBCGEPIE S BIR 3RO TIREN T D TH 5D IFHENT
HBEM, TO—}T, ERSGESIO > TELBERO P IT, WCCEEE2ED) BAISEY
TEEPVER->TIBVEDNDH Z, AFRTRZD LS BBIRE—2ID FF 5,

BE R R 2 RIS LT & e AERCGE TR, (10) 1ITRd & 5 B WhEERIIcEB T 5
SCEPE O HEAIRE L 75 > T F2.” (HIZEBE (trace) EFFIN 25T, WhikOnhild %R L

_8_
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TW3,)

(10) a.  Who, did you expect #; would win the race?
b. *Who; did you expect that £, would win the race?

10) ART LS, WEBHET (=) OEEICH % Whik (e.g who) BXHHICH 254,
JEPefoeaal (i SCERER) that 2375 WIE (= (102)) B XTEHITH 5703, that HEIN 2RI 137558
WRTmaTE (= A0b) Mo TWS, TOHRIE, (A1) OX5ic, Whik (e.g. which
race) HUERBEIO BWEEICH 12 BHHCIR, that BT K 2B RSN 0W

(11) a.  Which race; did you expect I would win ¢, ?
b.  Which race; did you expect that [ would win ¢;?

i3, Permutter (1968) M3HU D [, Bresnan (1972) 73 the Fixed Subject Constraint & IFf
AEBRTHBH, BEOERIED (trace) 9% 5 & & N7 ILAREEERE R < GB HliR o B
[that-trace IR ] OZFFTILL HISN B X DT - 7co S04ELL LRI SHISE TV DBZR D
ek, K& 32027 —ViKHEion b, 1) IAEHEMER (Extended Standard Theory) :
SLIRHIISER (7 4 vy =) O, 2) GBEER [ #3 (government) | OBEEZE W 7c3ilH, 3)
=<0 2 b (R PRSI0, REORENIIN - 72D, 2000805
O [ % Minimalist © 18 37 T il 2l A RE SN D K DI - fe,) THh B, T I T,
ZOBIPS, BOWRD—>TH 5 Erlewin (2020) 1L >< D &filhTH I 5,

Erlewin (2020: 2) (&, C O that-trace’hH%, syntax ICHHE 6N 5 EFEZ NI ET X HH)
%29 2k @ Anti-locality DHIFIC & - THilA4 %,

(12)  Spec-to-Spec Anti-Locality

Movement of a phrase from the Specifier of XP must cross a maximal projection other than XP.

R ET WS & 2 A Dlocality (RFTtE) & 1%, BE)EEORERFE XD 2 —EOHPMHNTL
DIEHLNTBVEWVDS D TH 5, Anti-locality (2, TN & 13, BHEND 5 —EDHIPHT
HBEPHITEED SNBVEVSEHIITH 5, (12) 13, FEEHH» S OB 1T T OFEERE FF> 1] (&
KEHXP) DIAAD, Blofa YP) 2#Z LBV EVLI bOT, MiEd s >0a0
TREES D SIRERNDOBE 2 ZE LTV 5,

that-trace ) R D55 13, (13) TR & DT, TPOE» 5 —> EfLicd 5 CPDIEE
HIC WhiB S B 4 21 E0S C OHIFIICR T 5 T LIca D IEX LB B,



(13) Cp

that D313 W54, Erlewin (2020: 4) 13 C & THY (numeration D BERET) &4 L 724 CT (bundled
CT) 7, —>DiEE L Tsyntax ITHASNBEEEZ B, 299 5&, RERKROLIHbDE
%, (CTP: CTA2FEHE 9 54) (CTPhrase))

(14> e [CTP_

It

Z D72 & D Anti-locality DHFIICER T2 Z LI 580,
TN, Rizzi (2006) 1Tk - TIEHENILIROFEE» S bS5,

(15) a. *What do you think [¢p _ that [;p S [peq __in the box]]]?
b. " What do you think [, _ that [ there is [peq _in the box]]]?

EPP D 729 D [ & there ST A S N 5354, TPA#Z 2 8) & 72 %5 @ T Anti-locality /X1 1375 5
TV £oT (15b) BXEMEXEBZDTTH 5,

Erlewin (2020) »3uh~5 X 51T, (13) OHEMNIT#E T # 7 = X & (“deeper motivation”) % &
NI BHEBE SICBETHD, TRTHRTEXEVI DI TRV AR ET IHER
EAFEREM D S DFFI EFEVD DT BT LR LEVWDOT, ROBBHEEES 2 TRFME] OB L,
5 DIFRMMEEE 135,

4. that-trace R & #ELE

that-trace R I WhBEN RSBS54 2R TH %28, IREZZD L OHECCEITB 1 5 Whit s
G2V TIE, Goldberg (2013c : 28) 735, IRD KL S HFilHAE LTV 5,

(16) What did Mina buy Mel?

(16) 13, F43XH (SVOO) ThdH 0 WhisliIX Tb b 505, WXCHEMITE, RO K S gk
BREXHEET2EDTH B ENS,
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(17) a. Ditransitive Construction
b. Nonsubject Question construction
c. Subject-Auxiliary inversion construction
d. VP construction
e. NP construction
f. Indefinite Determiner construction

g. Mina, buy, Mel, what, do Lexical constructions

(17g) ThH B & DI, FBEEGHCELZIT T OVHEXCGETIE, lexical BFES, WX EHEZ 5,
16) DXIF TN S DX DFAEDLEITE > TIESN S & Goldberg 135 90 T DBRICEEITH -
TL 20RO TH % (Goldberg 2006: 25),

(18) Surface Generalization Hypothesis (SGH)
There are typically broader syntactic and semantic generalizations associated with a surface
argument structure form than exist between the same surface form and a distinct form that it is

hypothesized to be syntactically or semantically derived from.

ZZTHW LM TW S “asurface argument structure form” (3 Hilpert (2014: 46) i< # U T
“construction” EfFFR L & 9 SGH IFFEBICEK (=) ICBIN/c bDZ T 2380 5 &V 5 G (=
WFFEHEE) T, & @ 7o DTSR, HRIT the “what you see is what you get” approach & FEIEA1 5

CDXHIT, KEKHNE DRI oMt T 2EEM AT, EBOGED X 5 IRA 132
DTN E WS G E YOI RS Whilk D il OoofiE) EHIC 3 ARRISERT
b b, FIAE, [6 U IREZFBD 27k E 7V T & % Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar
(Pollard and Sag (1994) ) Ti& SLASH O X 575 4 7 =X A% {RE L TW %, Goldberg (2013a:
454) 13, CORIBALT, RO XS IHAT 5,

The “valence” or “subcat” feature innovation in Pollard and Sag (1994) or Sag (2012) is intended
to keep track of how arguments are expressed; on the constructionist approach, this feature can be

associated with the phrasal construction instead of lexical verb.

XEHDOWhiE (3, HBEEEXTRIBIEIIHLEZDT, 04 H =X LEECED AN S04
BTl EVS TEhb LBV, ZdZ &RIFIIEE Whik kU 2 1 2 ENERRIC ST
bNTVELLE, ZD2H =X AZ[TRLT 2HENBT VDN EVS I > TL 5 E-D
N5, TO/IF, Adger (2013) DIERT 3 L S ICEINE S HTH 545, T TR, KED that-
trace IRITEEERT T Lic L& H,

WSS DA & C that-trace R & ] - 7o IE R A Td 503, Hiflitz, MXoMAéabH



i ERFEBER T

DO ELFIYE (compatibility) 22 S QBRI TH A 5, FlAIE, (A1) @ 2 XEWD edITZHEX
XiEE L TRIRD LD B R+ —< 2 NETILELRH L BN S,

(19) a. Sentence Complement construction (=Subordinary construction)
b. Wh-question construction (=Filler-Gap construction)

c. that-less construction

(192) IR OMREOSVWHEXTHY, T ITH—LIEK < BiELE-o o000 &5
BEEICEDN 50, (19b) 1, XUADSWhikh» S5 25 THh 5, THhid, Filler & Gap
WEEN TIKERIRIC & 2 AR ESNAEXDO—>TH 5, (19c) D that-less construction &
(3, IR D that BT 2 2 F =< ThH b, that DEMKIT, RTRB X 51, o] S Dk
BREDB B 215, X AF—<&ELTHT VY NT BRI ENTE S,

Lo Las, (10a) & (11D BHEXEMAGDE 2B, BFMEORENSE LT VDT, X
T8 5 S WD A, that-trace IR D (10b) 72 icfitEisnwa Licisy, HiL5
R EL-TLE S, T THREMEE LCiEN U L2 00, ROEHIEED 5 0HfITH 5"

(20) Backgrounded constructions are islands (BCI)
(BC= Not the primary topic nor the potential focus part)

C N SO I B RE T 2 i 2 HL D A 72 Erteschik-Shir (1973) @ [ 24 (dominance) |

OHRNEZHL S DTDH %, Erteschik-Shir 1&, that DEMEE, HEEEI» S5O (Whig/s & D) EHE
OO H LIRS 0 TRIRD ©, EEEIAERAICESS g (FHETd, ik cosk
bIWER), that WEIKTE, Whi %&%mﬁ LIWTEBLENNT B, L (19c) D that-
less construction BEHA L BEHI AR >HEICHbN M TH 3 L IThiF, HEEHEITRL
(backgrounded) =417\ DT, Wh-question %Y L DA EDLEDAIREL 15 5, D that-trace
MEOEE, BCIAE o, (192) & (19b) DHAADLENTEHVENS T LKL BKEA
91

COHMIF, KROK S BHEEFPUST 5D0ICELTVDE LI 5,

that & %3RS 2T N SR 0EE (null C 2855 2 EDTERVEED Th 5 FEEHHKET)
F oG, EEHO (FEEEDMO) EHREWhiEic L CXEICES & QD ok, FEX
b LS BARBUENEL LB ENDh > T 5,

(21) a. *Who, did Bill mutter that # was playing too much poker?
b. ??What; did John whisper that Mary bought #,?

LT AW, (2la) DBE, that #EWET 5 E BB MRS N5 L anTcw 3, (B (2010))
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(22) Who, did Bill mutter # was playing too much poker?

7o, FEEHPRREENE L [AHRIC, (23) DL D ICHAHEE] BT $that #H < TETEE,

(23) a. He admitted *(that) she participated in the break in.
b. You forgot *(that) he escaped.
c. John mentioned *(that) she hired Bill.
d. John noticed *(that) Tom left early every day. (Hegarty (1991))

ZoBad, (24) DX, HERETOLFEZ Whik & U CTHHICENPN B, that PERS N5,

(24) a. Who, did he admit [£; participated in the break in]
b. Who; did you forget [¢; escaped]
c. Who, did John mention [¢, hired Bill]
d. Who; did John notice [¢; left early every day] (Hegarty 1991)

W, FEELPREEENE] P AR F I SPIc B 5 EBEILERSY L 185 DT, that-less X & 135D D
DIV, TD XD S that PEEENETE 2 OWHEEEE, Wh-question (b L < (& Filler-Gap) #3Z
DIGENAREL 851213, BCIOSAH SF A, HRENPEE LS ENRETHD, T0D
Fo DI d that DSEWE S Nz that-less XA VWIS MIEE 5BV T Eici b, DF 0, (22)%(24)

TREHPE RSN ED72DIT, that-less i & Wh-question 3 (Filler-Gap #§3) DA &
HDEDPAREL L BEDTDH B,

Lo LS, o, that OFMHIBFHRYE 41T Wh-question WE3C (Filler-Gap #530) 255K
VLTWws (D @Y cip s encaisniesnic, HaREHE S M0,

F 7o, that-trace A3, RIT/RT & 91T, & 57T D adverbs/adverbials 73 A & 115 & AR M
MNh kT3 E5HMENTWS, (Culicover (1992, 1993))

(25) a.Iasked what Leslie said that in her opinion ¢ had made Robin give a book to Lee.
b. Lee forgot which dishes Leslie had said that under normal circumstances ¢ should be put on

the table.

2% 0, Filler-Gap 13 & Sentence Complement X DA &b ICBCIZ2#H b E 5721 T
(3, that-trace IFZFHT 5 T EIFTEZHITH LY

b —oDAREEE L CIFEH O L > T 2008, Goldberg (2019) Tiss TV 5 [#ial
M5EH] (statistical preemption) | Tdh A 5, ETHILEHI & E[E—D a3 v FF X MTBLTHA L
5 BERBMND A, RHMNEINTICHTEO—IRHIGEIN I OTWEEEZ LN
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SEE OMERNIHER O R T dH 5, FEH2ICH T % Blocking (Clark and Clark (1979) etc.) & [RIEED &
DTh B, 1IEMEE LI % 725 Goldberg (2019 : 76) D5 H TR T it L& 5™

Importantly, however, the sorts of ill-formed novel examples that we aim to account for,
repeated below in (5.3) (left side), have conventional close paraphrases (right side) that have
been consistently witnessed instead of the unacceptable types of examples. That is, statistical
preemption predicts that we judge the examples on the left to be unacceptable because we have
learned that native English speakers use the constructions on the right to express the intended

messages-in-context.

(20—57T, FcboEAL LS & LTV AFHIRE 53 £HD KoV THELZBICHR
TREE, HHELFME S TEHOVEVWIZEKE 63 A PEATLIETT, E
BROEEMH TR, ARINTVWAROHIXTIRE L, GRSV NEICHY SN E T,

b WERON BB LBVDOREBETL & 90 HEMERIOZEZTEH WS &, Lk
ENEMONEFRLIBVOE, RERESES EGMOM X EMi- T v - VERIT S
bOEZEFH L CE kit TEEd,)

5.3 a. ?Explain me something. Explain something to me.
b. ?He disappeared the rabbit. He made the rabbit disappear.
c. ?She considered to go. She considered going.
d. ?the afraid boy the boy who was afraid

VI D%, e (10) T4 TiEkv s L, (10b) 28 (10a) OFWVW#AEKHEE L CHEETH
ZIbhboLIRBINBOVORFEIERIcL s i tEbis,

(10) a. Who, did you expect ¢ would win the race?
b. *Who; did you expect that £, would win the race?

LOLBAS, TITTOUL SHhORENEL B &I 5,

—21Z, (10a) & (10b) ORI, HATHIEHIDBEC S LTh, T TH, QD OB SBEE 15 -
T %, 51T, (25) TH.7zadverbs/adverbials DIFAD 7 — 2 EFE L KT NIEHE SV ET
niE, RIS THEMEE 2, T2 b, THIBEM XLV - L HMOM IR oM 3HA TR
75 <, that-trace NR DY 513, HEX DA GO E OFERITHT 2HMEBOT, AiELE L XS,
FAHEHZBERH LTIV LOME I DHREICIAHTH %,

oI, #EtrsEklics Y 5, F— 7 AT B PRV ENIERRICKEEVSIEALD
MR 27249, TORITSWTIE, Adger (2013) 75 Parasitic Gap (FAZEf) % W T
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LTW3,

Parasitic Gap (Z34ZEr) &3, (26a) O LS BHRT, 5 [Zih] 3, HOobH>—>0D [ZE
il BBNE LIk > TOAHFINENTH S, (260) TS &, Y I, BIOZEHX (Wh
EOEP) OHBITRET L0 bDTH 5,

(26) Parasitic Gap

What did the cat tease __ before she devoured _ ?

ISR

Z teased X before she devoured Y

Which cat teased the mouse before she devoured her body?

e o

What did the cat tease __ before she devoured her body?

(¢

. *What did the cat tease the mouse before she devoured _ ?

=

*Which cat teased the mouse before she devoured _ ?

(260) IFFHID FFEDS, (26d) [EFHI O HWEEN T NE N WhiEIZH 72 5 5ED WhEEHISLTH %,
FHi» SO WhBEEC O X5 IV, {JHNET (adjunct) OEFE “her body” % Whik &
L CHHICEE S ¥ 05813, (26e) MWRd@EO, JEXERME, ZHIKBAL T, E@BCITHt
M T& 57595, L L, WhiW EHiO HIFET & 5 5 (262) ITHB WV TR, (26e) & [FRRIC =
L7152 EIGET (beforefii) 70 5 WhaB 2O tha i TH 21T bbb 59, AN &l =
N5, [ERFIC, (26a) & (260) EDEWICSHEET 2 LENDH S, TDX ST EEHIFAT 5121,
WhiED AT ERASNIE L 15 5 TL B, & 51T Hk 75 O 5 (3 Parasitic Gap ® HBSHAE TH %,
Parasitic Gap (313 £ A EBINIB WV, IEFICENBHXTH LI EBROEN TV 5,

Pearl and Sprouse (2012) (¥ “No sample across child-directed speech corpora containing 675,000
words.” ¥ L TV d (Adger (2013), 2 F 0, 7— % AJ] (B BEbwTZLWwWE LThH,
Parasitic Gap FIEL K ¥rs 2D TH %, TDIZ 0o, BIED that-trace HR ZRE 7 — 4
WKEEN VO TIECEHMS N5 £& X % D3 Parasitic Gap D& LIRS G DBV & iTh
51259,

VIE, RT&&S1T, that-trace F% % Parasitic Gap @ & 5 S EHR I, HCCETRA 5 Oh
EIDPMERIE>ETD LBV, TS DBRIE Surface Generalization Hypothesis 72 (1 12§ 5 #5C
ETH S OEARER D &S h, SEROMIANTE N B,

b. ¥&dd

ARFETld, EBOGEEHCURIT BT 2 EMILE 2K 2 fodic, ERED, EFicbic-T
dam L T 5 that-trace IR Z N L, IREZZD IS ORSOCUEICRHEZRE LD TH 5,
COHRF, WEEZMENRICEL, NENT - ZRHT 348 ETH 0580 Boh - 12
bDOTH BH, RIEICHEN BT L EB RSP - TE LT, S OB BMELBETH %, i,



HiERFBEA T i

SR AW AEMTRR & T MO0 - BAEFEY S, Wih, CoBRERS T Licikdid
TThBEH, REZEDBVIETIRED XS AN FIRETH 2 212> W TH R ORI IR
L7z,

R SRS FERE S SEE A BB STV 2DITR, ThEhofETr —<%iBKT 3
BErb T, BEHVONFRICHED L, %%T%éj*ﬁﬁé%%ﬁ%%tﬁ?i&@%%%
BUFETH B EEZ B, KWW I L > TlindtE OB » 0 £ 153 5 2 MRt s hid
ENWTH D,

E

1 AR, Goldberg DREX S (CxG) ZHLDKS T & &9 5, WALDRECCER, SBEIRE S (Cognitive
Construction Grammar) &FEIEN 5 T & 238 %, il 1Z Croft : Radical CxG, Sag : Sign-based CxG, Bergen
& Chang : Embodied CxG 72 &E23d % & SNTW 5, F72, Iwata (2008) O Lexical CxG (& HA AR E D H
MkE LTiLd 2ICfEdT 5D TH %,

2) oIz, HEH (2016 : 317) RIRD & S ITibXTWV 5,

BHREODNONOLEYFIIRE TH 5 DAL 59, LK « tERMICH ENIERET O H 5, LCGER
AIECEHL, zofmEta2EfAL C&en, TN T TEREFEOTLEBEBICEIATNTHY, BEOE
B AEH T 27 70 —F bEFRICEETH 5, MEZ I ECREL TV T LN, Thn 5DFHEIED
X ORE L2 5, |

3) Jackendoff (2002: 108) i3, Chomsky (1965) @ E¥[s T (ZHEFETERII 72 I s Bk &2 L, WP & FHErT
ERIICTH 5 &\ D OIS B HGEICRE mh - 2 LI L T 5,

4) ZLDOENLEEFEPHENTENTNOMREE L TE 7, B TH, Aspects DIEIRIC, Ehkim & #
FEAm D BRI B W T A ) U Fo R AR GRS THFR 2 E D 72235 72 B 13, Chomsky DI AR AN E T A
MO E L, 80FEMREZ I, BHISIEY (Cognitive Linguistics) DORN AT 5 L 51278 5, HE
ki (Generative Semantics) 73 Chomsky fRiCiiiiicE WS DIF, &4 v 7HElTH D, wFErE -
RHMEEFICRE LI ERE NS &0 B2 Lakoff (1987) 21L& (20200 TREB STV 2,

5) JEH (2018:108) & [TESBEEOGRMIERE] = [75 ~ v O] 2#%T 2% 0, 2D%EICHE [F
L OB = [ 5 =9 ¢ v ORE] BHEFICA->Toh -] LT 5,

6) TOBFEZFEMIGE DT, HHIh SERCUE IR ATEE O LA T OEBSL I N TV, HHEO
%3, Pinker and Bloom (1990) T& %,

7)  TOUG%f#HIE (explicans) 72> 5 #M#IHIA (explicandum) ~BATS €7/ &id, Y =< 2 MifFFE (MP)
73 genetic nativism 7* 5 non-genetic nativism ~F4T L 72 T & 1278 % & Al-Mutairi (2014: 22) 1369 %,

“One of the major characteristics of the MP is the speculation that the faculty of language is simple, operates on
the basis of capacities that are largely identifiable in other aspects of human cognition and indeed in other species,
and is (largely) not determined by aspects of the human genome.”

8) EL (2019 :214) | COESE, [HX] OERZDOSDEDS > TTT S, MCUEMR L #7F>rh
THEEBDIPNTOZONEIRTH D, WCGEHR N WA TRV T E 2T R TR > Tv
5] LTV,

9) EFEICHB T B DR IE Cowart (1997) THEIES N T 5,
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10) that-trace R OHIEHT > » ) T — ¥ 3 VITDWVTIE, Munemasa (2003) %, F /o KA viEDOEHLICEL
T3, Featherston(2005) %, fhE3EIZH T B HZHHIC> W Tid Erlewin (2020) 22O T &,

11) Numeration T& 1K L Thundled CT RN E 113 & W 5 & 2 (ZBRE WG TH % 2%, syntax O BB TREE
DIEAIRET S 2 EbTE %, TN, Chomsky (2015) D C-to-T DH#EMEHAIZLE S C D phase-hood D T~
DI#ETH 5, 158, Erlewin (2020) (3 that-trace FIFRDM, 51D "> DI & T D Anti-locality D ) T
IHcEs &L LT3,

12) EPP & &, [T XTOfiEFFELZFF> ] & 5 GBI D Extended Projection Principle (JLKRGIFHE) 0 5,
FlEREMRHSNTCEIBETDH %,

13) Erlewin(2020) Tld (12) 12>\ T “Here I set aside the question of the deeper motivation for ([12])” & LT\ 5%,

14) (17) ITBWVT, Wh-question i XHHF 5N TV WEHEIZAHTH 5,

15) Goldberg (2006: 132) i, XKD & 5 gl d %,

“In a constructional approach, “movement” phenomena are understood to involve the combination of some

%

construction with an unbounded dependency construction (e.g. a question, relative clause, topicalization). The
constructions that are combined each have particular information-structure properties, and those properties must
be consistent in order to avoid a pragmatic clash.”
BCI®7E# 13 Goldberg (2006:135) & 5,

16) [E @ %% (sland constraints) | % BCI Tl L T\ 3 Ambridge and Goldberg (2008) 125} L T, Liu et al (2019)
MIBFEER A ST FEER T, verb frequency DB G AZA ST LTV %,

17) Goldberg (2006) 1F, HHHHEICHB T B2 FEL T TRINTHHPTEXHL VI EEZHFEL TV, D15
DEBITE, KD XD EXESFL DTV B,
“Most if not all of the traditional constraints on “movement” —i.e. the impossibility of combining a construction
involving a long-distance dependency with another construction—derive from clashes of information-structure
properties of the constructions involved.”
SCHD “Most if not all” DESIAIE D T LERL TV S,

18) RNiF MFATHIBORELBTVOREEN] 102EH) »5D5IfTH %,

19) & 0 HIHEFHAIC S W T, TChomsky HamfFIL (O] OLRZIHE B40FH) 22O &,

20) ERSCEE LR EEFEOME OB & LT, WBK - fEH (2022) BT LI LN TEB1ES 5, TN
YouTube * # v N+ ¢ 2 b OFM (W5 EFEFT VA BE LI THENEICE -7 bDTH B, KRR
Lbdh, TOLSUBRFH, OHI RSP NS AJREE S RETE VIS 9,

SE Mk
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