1

e Realistic Grammar ~

FEC = Gt

I 3o < SCHR B & DB

ZHE 5t (FARHR)

otoguro@waseda. jp

PRRRE ASCRIEENTZERTIEZE S, 201442 01 H

A generative grammar is not a model for a speaker or a hearer. .. No doubt, a reasonable model
of language use will incorporate, as a basic component, the generative grammar that expresses the
speaker-hearer’s knowledge of the language; but this generative grammar does not, in itself, prescribe
the character or functioning of a perceptual model or a model of speech-production.
(Chomsky 1965:9; cf. Bresnan 1978:1)
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There seems no serious doubt that structural descriptions are, ..., psychologically real; ... The
direct evidence that the integration and recognition of sentences is governed by the computational
processes specified by transformational grammars appears considerably weaker.

(Fodor et al. 1974:273-4)

[IIn essence. . . the question of psychological reality is no more and no less sensible in principle
than the question of the physical reality of the physicist’s theoretical constructions
(Chomsky 1980:192)

Chomsky construes the problem of psychological reality as an ontological problem...In other
words, he takes the question to be whether the rules and other constructs of linguistic theory
“have reality,” whether they describe real mental entities and processes. . . What has been doubted
is that these internal knowledge structures are adequately characterized by transformational
grammars. . .

(Bresnan & Kaplan 1982:xx)
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(Bresnan 1978:3,14)
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a. That problem, we talked about A for days.
We talked about that problem for days.

i

a. [That he was sick] we talked about a for days.
b. *We talked about [that he was sick] for days.
. [That languages are learnable] is captured A by this theory.

T oo

. *This theory captures [that languages are learnable]. (Bresnan 2001:17)

o

I don’t care [that languages are learnable].

o

. *[That languages are learnable] isn’t cared A. (Bresnan 2001:22)

I'said I would meet you, . ..

a. ...and [meet/*met you] I will A!

b. ...and I will [meet/*met you].

She said she would meet me, ...

a. ...and [meet/met me] she has A!

b. ...and she has [*meet/met me]. (Bresnan 2001:18)

[Buy/*Bought a bigger house] though John may 4, it still won’t solve his book-storage problem.

[Buy/Bought a house] though they have 4, they still haven’t solved their book-storage problems.
(Andrews 1994:218)

a. Iam not your friend.

b. *I amn’t/ain’t your friend.

a. Am1 A not your friend? (formal)

b. Aren’t1 A your friend?

c. *Laren’t your friend. (Bresnan 2001:18-9)

Teddy is the man I want to succeed.

a. Teddy is the man (whom) I want A to succeed. “I want Teddy to succeed.”

b. Teddy is the man (whom) I want to succeed A. “I want to succeed Teddy.”

Teddy is the man I wanna succeed.

a. *Teddy is the man (whom) I want A to succeed. “I want Teddy to succeed.”

b. Teddy is the man (whom) I want to succeed A. “I want to succeed Teddy.”

a. There’s gonna be a movie made about us.

b. There is going A to be a movie made about us. (Bresnan 1978:42-3)
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o SHEWDY A 712 X D AFINAAAE S 2 EEOME I 8 (S BULEE [parallel distributed

processing])
o ZTNZNOREEIHERIEZHE T 28R 5 s (ilFicHE-D < B [constraint-based])

o FRHEIIBIEIC X o TG s (BI%0Y [functional])
(Kaplan & Bresnan 1982, Bresnan 2001, Dalrymple 2001, Falk 2001, Kroeger 2004)
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o cfifiti (constituent-structure)

o A (functional-structure) p Mg

o s (semantic-structure) ;\

¢
CHEYE —> [RENE —> s HEX

e m & (morphological-structure) / \

e p i (phonological-structure)
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o i (information-structure)
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o X M, HIREEHLAN

o P (endocentric), #HDM (exocentric)

(14) P
DP r
the robbers A
I VP
e /R
\ DP Adv

I N

smashing the window  brutally

(15) W x—L R (Welsh) (16) 7AEYEE (Warlpiri)
P 1P

AA

I

gwelodd NP VP kurdu-jarra-rlu A

see-3.5G.PAST
‘ ‘ child-puar-erG

Sion NP ‘
hn
Jo A Ka-pala ﬂ\

ddrai -
g PRES-3.DU NP v NP

dragon

maliki ~ wajili-pinyi ~ wita-jarra-rlu
dog.aBs  chase-NPasT  small-DUAL-ERG

(Bresnan 2001:130)

(cf. Simpson 1991)

Relativised Lexical Integrity ~

Morphologically complete words are leaves of the c-structure tree and each leaf corresponds to one

and only one c-structure node. (Bresnan 2001:92; cf. Bresnan & Mchombo 1995)
/

Economy of Expression ~

All syntactic phrase structure nodes are optional and are not used unless required by independent
principles. (Bresnan 2001:92)
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smashed the window buy at Tesco



f i#iE (18) |[prED  ‘smash(susj,o0By)’
o JEIEAETTH (AVM; attribute-value matrix) TENSE - PAST
PRED ‘robber’
o iR (susj, 0BJ, COMP, ADJUNCT. . . ) suBy I
o kM (TENSE, ASPECT, NUM, PERS, NUM PL
GEND....) [prED  “Window’]
OB]J DEF  +
NUM  SG
N Vi (19)
(c%:ﬂé}: 1538 D RS P
o T:= (M) A
(1 susp) =1 T=1
o L= DP r
o ¢ BRI, 5 fHE~ DG T:LAM T:‘l
D NP VP
o =« BIEDHi
| I
o M: c RGO & RHT A~ DR the o=l (T om)=1
4 \% Dpr
| P
robbers smashed 1= t=1
D NP
| |
the T=1
N
|
window
SHARTEHH (20) a. the D (Toep)=+
o Y b. robbers N (7 preD) = ‘robber’
il e
" (T NUM) =PL
o (i c. smashed V (T PrED) = ‘smash(susj,oBy)’
o %L JEIE fH (T TENSE) = PAST
d. window N (T prep) = ‘window’
(T NUM) = sG
@) a. _,, b F1L,C,D c , L:V,N, A, P
X FP DF: SUBJ, TOPIC, FOCUS L CF: OBJ, COMP. . .
T:l (T DF) — l b A
X" XP (Ter)=1
XP
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(22)  a. *John likes not Mary.
b. *John kisses often Mary.
c. John often kisses Mary.

(23) a. Jean (n’) aime pas Marie.

b. Jean embrasse souvent Maries.

c. *Jean souvent embrasse Marie. (7 7 ¥ A3 (Pollock 1989:367)
(24) P
1P

/\

A

Jean vp ]o% IAVP

‘ A

embrasse; Adv VP AdV/\V P
sou\‘lent ml’ oft‘en ml’
t‘i ﬁ kisLes %ry

(cf. Emonds 1978, Pollock 1989)
Clause spine

o B3 AR HINE o 3 21 b BRRERING o 1L IC S KL S N B,

o CHEED V1, CIZERINERFHORMEZTXTH—D fEICERI NS (df. (21a,b)).
(Sells 2001; cf. Grimshaw’s (2003) Extended Projection)
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o ¥ 770 7k (Kroeger 1993)
1 7 # (King 1995)
7 = — )V Rk (Sadler 1997, Bresnan 2001)
A = —TF Vi (Sells 2001)
7 A A v Fik (Sells 2003, 2005)

2 —u v % - RL b AIVEER (Luis & Otoguro 2004, 2005, 2011, 2012)
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tomata.

(26) a. ... ad Jonbordar oft

that]. eats often tomatoes
‘... that John often eats tomatoes.”

b. *...ad J6n oft bordar tomata.

c. ... az Jonasest oft

thatJ. eats often tomatoes

d. *... az Jonas oft est pomidorn.

pomidorn.

(27) a. ... at Johanofte spiser tomater.
tomatoes

that]. often eats

b. *... at]Johan spiser ofte tomater.

c. ... at Joénofta etur tomatir.
that]. often eats tomatoes

d. *... at]Jén etur ofta tomatir.

(PA ATV NiE

474 v ailh)

(Fv~—7

(7 21 —iF)
(Vikner 1997:189)
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[ Rich Agreement Hypothesis

)

ATty vadl | TAARAZY R | Ty~s—7
loyf-n ‘run’ segj-a ‘say’ hore ‘hear’
Sg Pl Sg Pl Sg Pl
1 loyf loyf-n | segi  segj-um | hor-te her-te
2 loyf-st loyf-t | segi-r seg-id0 | her-te hor-te
3 loyf-t loyfn | segi-r segj-a hor-te her-te

KL ATy aih 7AATZY N, Trye— oG

Hallingmalet (/ V7 = —)

hoyrae "hear’

Alvdalsmadlet (A7 = —7 V)
hira ‘hear’

Sg Pl

Sg Pl

1 heyr-e hoyr-a
2 heyr-e heyr-ae
3 hoeyr-e hoyr-ae

hor-er  hor-um
hor-er  hor-ir
hor-er hor-a

£2: AH VP FETHEOWEIGH

(28) . at me kjopee ikkje bokje.
that we buy not the.book
. at  me ikkje kjopee bokje.
that we not buy the.book
(Hallingmalet)
(29) a. Ba fodye at igwild int fy om.
but because thatI wanted not follow him
‘Tust because we didn’t want to follow him.”
. Igi red ankumb inte.
I am afraid he comes not
(Alvdalsmalet)
(Rohrbacher 1999:118, Bobaljik 2002:136-7)
HAY 2 —F ik TR
dlska ‘love’ singen ‘sing’
Sg Pl Sg Pl
1 dlsk-ar é&lsk-um | sing-e  sing-en
2 dlsk-ar dlsk-in | sing-est sing-en
3 lsk-ar dlsk-a sing-ed  sing-en
# 3 A 2 — 7 VAR LSRR O BT
(30) a. Zn han sivngeer aegh thigianda messu.
if he sings not silent mass
b. By thy thanks I set not a straw. (Koeneman & Ziejlstra 2010)
RAH DHENR

o HEIEHOENIVBRONTOBEZHMRL TV 2HEVNH 5.

o JGETRIFTEH DB IB KON T 6, BESHIKT 2 £ TITRHZEHS > 7 (Roberts 1993,

Watanabe 1994, Vikner 1997).

(€)Y

(32)

Heva bra et antsofft int bootsen.
it was good that he bought not the.book
‘It was good that he didn’t buy the book.”

... for det at han Nilsen kom ikkje.
because thathe N.

‘... because Nilsen didn’t come.”

came not

(Kronoby Swedish)

(Tromse Norwegian)

(Rohrbacher 1999:118, Bobaljik 2002:139)



e LFG IZ B 2 5% N (35)
s . FPHASEEE cast | HIHIMEARIEEE cast
o M—FEEFZDIEMNIEIE, 878514 L%k T % (Andrews 1982, 1990, Sadler & Spencer 2001, Se Tl Se Tl
Otoguro 2006, forthcoming). 1 caste  casten | cast caste
o TART Y FEERA T4 v 2B X9 REiEE, BEEOAREEICE W UEHB T T 54 2 castest casten | castest caste
LIIRSSZ (paradigmatic contrast) 23H.6 1%, 3 casteth casten | casteth caste
(cf. Roberts 1993:257)
o HBEEICBWTHEFDAFREMNEDL T ¥4 A2 7T L X, B IS ESReRiE o JLR AR R X o 2
ns, LEds. caste 1 +|| castest 1 —|| casteth 1 —|| casten [NUM pL]
/ PERS PERS PERS
- 2+ 2 -
(33) 74 X7 Fifi segia ‘say’ \ NUI;/[P ) sG NUM  SG NUM  SG
BIE AR IEE:
Sg Pl castest 1 =|| casteth 1 —|| caste [NUM pL] cast [ ]
1 segi segjum PERS - PERS _

segir segid

NUM  SG NUM  SG
3 segir segja
(36)
segi 1 +| segjum 1 4| segid 1 || sesir |pprs [1 _] segja[ ] EP Colloquial BP
PERS PERS PERS 2 4 Sg Pl Sg Pl
NUM - sG 1 falo falamos | falo fala
NUM 86 NUM L NUM PL falas falais fala falam
(G4) A 74 v 23 loyfn ‘run’ 3 fala falam fala falam
(Roberts 2007:338)
Sg Pl BP:
1 loyf loyfn falo 1 +| falam |pprs [1 _} falu[ ]
2 loyfst loyft PERS 1y _
3 loyft loyfn NUM. P
L AR NUM  SG
loyf {1+ loyfst [1_]l%ﬂF“SP ﬁywﬁ[ ]
PERS PERS
- 2 + .
5 fiinn
NUM  SG NUM  SG
o LFG BIRZEBRIED WG IC & 2 SHEARROBIHETH D, LHEFEEDSRCET LTS 5.
PG o EWFIMEDNY L—2 a iE, FEEBHICK ST, FEOTVENEHETHHATIE TS 5.

o JHITEBDOARTEIEALICHE - TATRIED R T 54 ARINIDTbI S &, By o filEHsHEnE i o TENTEHEDZE (3T 54 LIRHIOME) 3RZICL ¥ a v NOERICAE Y, HERIEA O

6 REREHIRICIR A IS 7 M5,
o ZOELIFFEREINTH D RTF AL LINTH 5.

B2 &7 5§ 2 LI X D ERIALOHIBEN N Y 2 — 2 v 2B AT

o DX T T u—FIF R o 7GR E IR T 2 ETNELS T ZHRBICK S,
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