H AGE OB e B & BB AT

0. EUBIC
HAFEICIE, KO (D) IRSINTWDS X 91, A pi#E T (right node raising: RNR) 43¢ (DL
FE, RNRAESO) 7°d %o

(1) John-ga Mary-ni, sosite Bill-ga Susan-ni kisusita
John-NOM Mary-to and  Bill-NOM Susan-to kissed
‘John (kissed) Mary, and Bill kissed Susan. (Sohn 1999: 367)

(1) 1%, B kisusita ‘kissed 2SEATHICILEIZAE L TWA RNRIBEX TH D, 2D LX) % HEFED
RNRAESCIZH L C, Saito (1987) 1d RNRAE LD il Z 3K (RNREH) O T RENIZED < 57,
Sohn (1999) (%2> % B+ (scrambling) |2 & % BHFEMIFEEN (overt movement) %8 H & L7250 5 H 12 7
73X (phonetic form: PF) &M COHIBR2SEH S L5 & 3 2 B8 & HIFRIZ3ED < 44, Mukai (2003)
(IERLFEE (constituency) % B L 72 W EL 5 HIHIER (string deletion) (2250 < 4347, Kato (2003, 2006)
SRS IR 2L TH A L P2 D 729DIZ AND Copy 1% L, F M [+ focus] ZE T
% £ AL #2 B (focus movement) (240 < 430 #F, Sato (2010) (& Williams (1997) @ %5 {7 1 7 Hl Bi
(coordinate ellipsis: CE) & & EBEIF: (dependent ellipsis: DE) (2350 < 43#T, Abe and Nakao (2010)
(2851 22 I F2 B) (string vacuous movement) (235D < ST 2R R L TV b, 1 HAGED RNREE LD

*ARRSIE, AARTESEEAESTEMANES CEl234E 12 A 17 H BRI KS) TO%RSEET HAREDM
ITENRE R ONBEO IS, MEBEZBLZ LD TH D, =B, KFgEE, PR 22EE — T 24 45
H AR A AT IR LR AW Bl B 4 (RRARFgt (C) Wh7e A [ o I Bt - SIAL & s MR BI AR 12 B
B - FEEIIZE] (GRS 22520487)) T UK 26 4F & H AT RIS BLA= 0T 5 8 W e 3 (Al 7
B4 Bi4r) (GEERTE (C) FIZERRAE [ BB B O AT 128D { B G L EEEB R R I BT 28D A
= AL ORI GREZS 26370557)) (23D L IEREDO—HTH %,

L (1) o5 1544 (backward conjunction reduction: BCR) #53C (PARE, BCRIE ) (23§ 2001 LC, 28
L (gapping) (230 < 231 (22 b5 HT © Kato (2003, 2006) , Sato (2010)) & A5k Sk E1F (RNR) 12380 < 4047
(RNR 73T Saito (1987) , Sohn (1999) , Mukai (2003) , Abe and Nakao (2012)) 2S2E SN T b, SOHIZBL T,
R 9 5 2 & 2, AFTIEBCRIESIZ RNRIEL CTH 5 LIRET Ho RNRIELTH 5 &3 5 Neijt (1979)
DD CFEmmIlc B LT, AKF (20122) 22RO = &,



AT, Saito (1987) @ RNR BEHZOLGHBEN LD Mz &, BEME, SEArmEpc3bmicA: U ¢
WL RNREZUMNDEFR, Thbb, FATE R (remnants) (2 P AE 1 7 £ 58 B (overt focus
movement), A bH, BRAEROLE ST BEHHE ﬁﬁéﬂ%’%if&)%f]‘& IMICE L TEVWDYDH S,

ELTWADY, Mukai (2003), Sato (2010) ciﬂi%l,fwzcwo zmamﬁﬂmi, EMK%%O)RNR%XC@
FRBERICHIEN BB, T4bE, BREROLETBEIEHA S NAH LTI RN L 2R
TZEIIHDH,

1. BARBOARE R LTI 2 %ITHR
1.1. /58 & PFHIERS 7 : Sohn (1999)

Sohn (1999: 368-369) 1&, ZEFT{L & X573 2451 (2) 123D &, HAGE & W#FFE O BCRIELIL %
BTt L TId7% C RNRELTH B LR LT 5,

(2)Right Node Raising in Korean and Japanese (Sohn 1999: 369):
1)RNR is not allowed in the constructions other than coordination
2) There is no limit on the number of remnants
3) Postposition stranding is allowed in RNR
4)Unlike in Gapping, RNR doesn’t obey the clause-mate condition and the distance between
remnants can be very far; however, RNR still obeys island constraints

5) The gap appears in the first conjunct in the RNR

Sohn (1999) |2 X 1UiE, HARFERLHLETED RNRIZZEFLE IR Y, 1) Sk DAt ofE e clidir
SNz, ) BAEROBICHIRIZ 2\, 3) BB O (postposition stranding) 757 L5, 4)

2 Kato (2003, 2006) 1, FEFH®D RNRIE, () ISR ENTWD L) 12, SMEEL NI OBETLFSNL 2
ERH LD, HAFETIE, (i) TRENTWVD LI 12, FAHESEZE BN 2 sosite ‘and [ZBR S 11, 2Lyt
DFEf A sikasi ‘but, aruiwa ‘or, atode ‘after, toki ‘when” TIZFEW NGV E 2B L TWb, ZOFMEIEZ 5
72®, Kato (2003, 2006) Tl, AND Copy SFER S 1T\ 5, Sato (2010) 1, Williams (1997) @ [X, XJP — XP
and XP & \» ’) A D i O FEHIE H OF% 5 (the projection of a bivalent lexical item) > SE L & Hl B (CE) % %E 3
52 LT, FMBEIIFAOHLTHL L) T EERILIE LT,
(i) a.Tam confident of asteeessful-onting-atthe-track and dependent on a successful outing at the track.
b. John interviewed people who like petatoes and people who dislike potatoes.
c. John was standing on a new tabte, or on an old table.

(i) a.*John-ga hon-o keredomo Mary-ga hana-o katta
John-NOM book-ACC (bought) but Mary-NOM  flower-ACC  bought
‘John (bought) books, but Mary bought flowers.’ (Kato 2006: 2)
b.*John-ga  zassi-o Ov atode/node, Mary-mo hon-o katta

John-NOM magazine-ACC after/because Mary-also book-ACC bought
‘After/Because (bought) a magazine, Mary also bought a book.” (Sato 2010: 313)



Fifh R (clause-mate condition) (256D LB 7% <, ° BAERIIEH L EBHIICAE L 5 2 L%
ENBD, B (island conditions, cf. Ross 1967) IZ5E9, 5) ZEFT LM OSEAMIHICH 5,

1.2. 58554 (String Deletion: SD) 44k : Mukai (2003)

Mukai (2003) 1, HIBRDBH OK R & 7% 250 55PN ETH 2 LED 2\, amIE (PF) 6
F9C O [F]— (identity) 1220 { R 5 HIHIK: (SD) 4947, § &b L, RNREXDOGHT & LT, BE
RIGE L WA A REL T b, °

Mukai (2003) 1%, RNRHESCIZHER 1 (constituency) 12fED 72\ SDIZ K » TER N, BEIHSHA
ENTEPNEDTIEILZWEDSHEIREL TV 5, BEIDHES L TWAEDTHIUEL, BOSMR)
2 (island condition effects) 7YERE XN L X T TH L2, B) IIRENTWA LI, BOLEEE
VBROENZWNLTH 5L,

3 Sohn (1999:369) 1&, (i) 12D, ZEFHLICERE SN A HIHHHFIRAR S N2V L 23 L T,
(i) a. Tom-un phicca-lul, kuliko Jo-nun ayskrim-ul ku ay-ka cohahanta-ko mitnunta
Tom-TOP pizza-ACC and ~ Jo-TOP icecream-ACC the boy-NOM like-COMP  believe
‘Tom, pizza and Jo believes that the boy likes ice cream’ (Sohn 1999: 369)
b. Tom-un  phicca-lul; kuay=kat—cohahanta=ko-mitnunta kuliko Jo-nun ayakrim-ul;
Tom-TOP pizza-ACC; the-boy—t—tike-COMP—betieve and  Jo-TOP ice cream-ACC;
kuay-ka#;  cohahanta-ko  mitnunta
the boy #;  like-COMP believe
(i) T, [TomEZDVIEREFPIFEIZEFL, JoEEDOVERTAAZ ) —ADUELZEFLTnD] &
V) FA—OHIAOEE TId A\ Tom & EFPERAERZTH Y, HHPMEIRICTES Thhve 2B, ()12, &
RHFINZPE o 72 [Z2 DODED TomlFEF DI EZEEF L, ZLTEZDODERIoNTA A2 ) — AWIFE72L
BLTwao L) RS FIET 5o
4 Sato (2010: 318) 1, F&iE R D A W (postposition-drop) 12250 & | Saito (1987) OFE B /3-HT O i & 5 L T
%o Abe and Hoshi (1997) 2815 L T\ 5 X 912, HAGE CIE A5 nituite ‘about D EREDFF S5
(i) John-ga Bill, (sosite) Mary-ga Susan-nituite  hanasita
John-NON Bill and Mary-NOM  Susan-about  talked
‘John (talked about) Bill, and Mary talked about Susan. (Abe and Hoshi 1997:111)
RNR &, JH 1%, HERCRIZHA S35 0T, nitite & hanasita (ZIEEKECTH Y, RNROBH 22135 2 Lid7%
w9 i?ﬁ’(%% T (reanalysis) D A A1 = ALIZHEDE, () ZFH 2L TETY, (i) 2D Z
T& 2\ PO L BE I EEH S wirbTh b,
(i) John-ga kono riyuu- (de), (sosite) Mary-ga ano riyuu-de  kubininatta.
John-NOM that reason-for and Mary-NOM that reason-for was-fired
‘John (was fired) (for)this reason, (and) Mary was fired for that reason. (Abe and Hoshi 1997:112)
(ii) DG riyuu-(de) @ de & Bl kubininatta S, BN S5 Z Lidk\v, TOBRIE, #E) Vl‘ﬁ“( I7 {Hl
Bropi 2 X3 28R TH L L) I b L. 4B, RNRERDVIFHERFETHo THHENLHEITH LTI
Abbott (1976) %> Kimura (1985) % D &,
5 Mukai (2003) 1%, HZAFED RNRIEL % verbless conjunction & FFA TV %,



(3) Mike-ga raion-ni, Tom-ga  [ypkuma-ni  osowareta otoko]-o  tasuketa
Mike-NOM  lion-DAT Tom-NOM  bear-DAT was:being:attacked man-ACC saved
‘Mike saved the man who was being attacked by a lion, and Tom saved the man who was being

attacked by a bear.” (Mukai 2003: 210)

(3) OFEMDEAIHIZ 1L, Mike-ga & raion-ni 3FRA L TV %o K12, FRATEE raion-ni DB
OEAEZ T TS ET L% 51E, PE WL (extraction) ¥EEIZR 3 % & (islands) Td % A %5
1) (complex NPs) @ [y raion-ni osowareta otoko] 7> 5 DK & 1 LIFFF S nd, IFEEME % 5139 T
BB, EBZX, LEMTH 2 L OHMARENT WD, T, Mukai (2003) 12 LU, B#E))
MboTnianl b zRditlTh b, 3) DIREICHEBEVEG L THB 5T, osowareta otoko-o
tasuketa &\ ) MR Z % L T2 WELGIIAHIBR SN S £ v ) DA%, Mukai (2003) @ SD 12D
M TH %o

Mukai (2003: 211) 1, SD 2k & 1L ME— D55 (structural condition) I, HIER & 15 R 5%
ASHLAE (continuous) L, BIF 2 & 2N ORVEV) FHFOATH L L FRT L. ZDH
T, RO @A) ZBNZED, BEXATHLIEIZT 5o

(4) a.*Tom-ga keeki-o, Mike-ga Mary-ni  tyokoreeto-o  ageta
Tom-NOM cake-ACC Mike-NOM Mary-DAT chocolate-ACC gave
‘Tom gave a cake to Mary, and Mike gave a chocolate to Mary.’

b. Tom-NOM Mary=-DAT cake-ACC gave, Mike-NOM Mary-DAT chocolate-ACC gave

Mukai (2003) 12 £ 3L, (4a) OIELEMEE, HIBE TV 25 HI2%8H L T nw ISR
o Thbb, (4b) IIIRENTWD L HIZ, (4a) TIE, Mary-DAT & gave DAHGE 2 57541 ASHI B
ENTVD, TORKEELE LT, (da) DIELHENE > T 5D,

6 An(2007) &, i) RNRIESCOHIEE S N5 ZEHRITHIZICBERE (linearly adjacent) L CW AT TR BT, HEH Y
ENZOMIINTES 5 2 LIFRFS 2w, i) FMHOGMIZSH 5 ERAPHIFR S NS 2 L 2L TV 2, Mukai
(2003) ® An (2007) THEM STV B —OREOERFEOHIEILETH S 2 &, Pz R OHIERD D
LNenwZ &, BREPEENRITIUE R SRV 21E, RNRIZHE S LA (right edge restriction: RER) 2° 5
BEXHEINLENTH L. A (RER) 12B L CTl, McCloskey (1986), Erteschik-Shir (1987) , Oehrle (1991),
Wilder (1999) , Sabbagh (2003, 2007) , Abels (2004) , Boskovié (2004) , Ince (2009) , AAF (2011b,2012a) * B = &,
7 (4) ® HIWEE A keeki-o/tyokoreeto-o | ’fﬁ%’éﬂﬁ BHESN, HIBRSN AR EHAERT S LI IC%5E,
Aimil# (RER) 2%z &, (DITREN TV L X)L, WEME %D,
(i) a. Tom-ga keeki-o,  Mike-ga tyokoreeto-o Mary-ni ageta
Tom-NOM cake-ACC Mike-NOM chocolate-ACC Mary-DAT gave
‘Tom gave a cake to Mary, and Mike gave a chocolate to Mary.’
b. Tom-NOM cake-ACC Mary-DATgave, Mike-NOM chocolate-ACC Mary-DAT gave



Mukai (2003: 222) Tld, RNRAETORMEE LT, 1) IFERENARNREZ L LTAEL S, 2) T
DEMEOMEDPBLE I N, 3)PFE—MELENERENDL 2 L &8 L, BEEMICEI I
WL EHIEIEE (SD) ST AR E SN TWw 5,

1.3. i85 3|ZEF# &) (String-Vacuous Movement: SVM) 447 : Abe and Nakao (2012)

SHAE W AERERS B (overt syntactic movement) TIE, 7, FENE (word order) 73 %735, FENEHOZE
b OBV G ZZERE) (SVM) 2°H 50 2D SVMIZHED { RNRIEL D57 %, Abe and Nakao (2012)
FHRELTVD. SVM Lid, BEE, (5) ITRSNTVABEDZ L TH 5,

5) a t, P v

S IRENTVD LI, t,DIMEDS aDIMENOBEIZBWT, e OEIEIZEDL S Z &
E%ve ZOX) BBENL, (6a,b) DIUEMETIRENT VD X H 12, EFRMEIC WHEERTF A L,
FiE L WEIE O & (subject-auxiliary inversion) 252 Z & 2 WIGEIE SN TV L BEITH 5,

(6) a. Who left?
b. *Who did leave?

(62) 1T LHEMTH LA, (6b) IFIELHMTH B, T, FFEAMEIC WHEERF 2D 585612,
FREEHBFOBEIGE SV EERL TV, —BIZIE, WHREIZE (CP) DIFERECH
HEEENTWSLDOT, (6a) TH, WHiRE who® CPIRER~D WHEEIZSHEH S b 28, FEIE
WCEEDPELLZ Ed v ZOBEINSVM Th b,

Abe and Nakao (2012) (%, HARGED RNRIESCIZA 2 SVM 123D 5T ° # 9K L, RNREAR
WRE, EAMIIZEOLEMHINED B, BORRPBEIN WS AL, BEERDPE O (left
edge) IZH DG, ThbbH, T (focus) BEAFL 5 FIZ2 % (string-vacuous) D& TH 5 & D57
MEIREL T 25, )7, Mukai (2003) & iZ57% ), RNRERERDVBEDOLNIZ % IR, 72,
EARERDMEATD 2T EOFRMNRNFENDL ETRT 5, ZOR%E, (7Ta,b) ZHIIED,
ERATHRDLIEIZT B,

() BLFEHR DX, BIFEAFAAOLEFBENC L), Mary-DAT & gave &\ 9) B3 AL 55 A HIR S Tw
LIHTH Do

8 Abe and Nakao (2012) 1%, RNRIZx L C, BRBEEVHEABB SN, R OEMIEHTO T HIFE (T-deletion) %
B S ID & T 550 %3-S 5 Abe and Hoshi (1997) D ZEFH LM % IRK5E L T\ 5.



(7) a.*John-wa kuma-ni, sosite Mary-wa raion-ni Bill-ga osowareta koto-o
John-TOP bear-by and Mary-TOP lion-by Bill-NOM attacked fact-ACC
minna-ni itta
everyone-DAT told
‘John _ by a bear, and Mary told everyone that Bill was attacked by a lion.’
b. *John-wa munoosa-no tameni, sosite Mary-wa mudan kekkin-no
John-TOP incompetent-GEN because and Mary-TOP absence-without-notice-GEN
tameni kubi-ninatta hito-o nagusameta
because be-fired person-ACC comforted
‘John _ because of his incompetence, and Mary comforted a person who was fired because of

his absence without notice.” (Abe and Nakao 2012: 4)

(7a) ® RNR AT kuma-ni [ EEOLHIZR <, (7b) DFEAEEFE munoosa-no tameni (X HIE T
D, (7a,b) TIXEDSEMREIELE SN D & OHIWTFAT Abe and Nakao (2012) TR EN TV 5,

Abe and Nakao (2012) 12 X 711X, Mukai (2003) 2S5OSR RSB SN E 54 L7z (3) 1,
BREREDVPEOLmICH Y, EABEFLTIERETHL5ETHL L) T LIl b, RNRIE
LCTEOFMHMRPBE SN2V OIE, RNROFEREZEHIH (argument) TH LA, Tt d, 5
DIchilld B Td 5 &) O Abe and Nakao (2012) DT ThH %o BHOFRURIRPBIE S N2
WA D (8a) EBIE SN DA (8b) 123 5 SVMIZHED A & i HICHEEI T A 2 L 123 %,

(8) a.[=(3)] Mike-ga  raion-ni, Tom-ga [ykuma-ni osowareta otokoJ-o  tasuketa
Mike-NOM lion-DAT Tom-NOM bear-DAT was:being:attacked man-ACC saved
b. [=(7)]*John-wa kuma-ni, sosite Mary-wa raion-ni Bill-ga osowareta koto-o
John-TOP bear-by and  Mary-TOP lion-by Bill-NOM attacked fact-ACC
minna-ni itta

everyone-DAT told

Abe and Nakao (2012) (2 LU, (8a) IXFE R EAVRATE S raion-ni/kuma-ni (2B S 4L, BOLLG
IZSVM D7 ST 5%, ZOBENL, FEBETEMIFZH) (covert movement) Tdh 5, {17, (8b) IX SVM
TlE 7% o Kuna-ni/raion-ni & i85 osowareta ® [ |2 F 57 Bill-ga 23 TEL TV A6 TH D, I
PATERYFEED (overt movement) TH V), EOFMIIFENILEL, (8b) IFIELHENE RS,



2. BARBOAHESE LT EHIBRA R
AREITIX, HAFED RNREECOFEEME 2 BN 2 4720102, 43809 RNRIESCO in-situ Hl 55
M & B HLCHEE S 5 0

(9)  AIEH) RNR AL in-situ BB HT (Kimura 1985, 1986, AFf 2011a, b,2012a,b) -
RNR ## 1, —FHBOSEMIENICH 5,

AHF (2011a, b, 20122, b) 1, (9) IZIRENTW A L 912, LAY RNRI#E LD L #EIETH 5 RNRE
FE—FLHMOENEHENIZH ), ZNLDAIOENIE (non-final conjunct (s)) O RNRZEHR IZKTIGT 5
ERIIIHIBAEA END LT EIREL T 5, ° ARTIE, Mukai (2003) & FBEC, HA
FEO RNRIECIE, (10) ISR ENTWAS K )12, WATHIER (backward deletion) O T 5 &
RELTWh,

(10) Backward deletion in the non-final conjunct (s) (cf. Mukai 2003)
HAGED RNRIESCIE, — A H OSAIHLYLCOMATHIERO@EH TE» NS,

AROFMBIEL WET B E, EFEL HARFEIZBWT, RNREELOIREBEDSFH—THs I L1
b bbb, WHETHNHAGETHN, BB (movement) Tid 7 < HIBR (deletion) A%EH S 4T
LBrNDLZ L5, HAFED RNREXOSEE TIE 7% CHIBRZSEA S b 2 & 25535
THBT %0

3. RNREBXELERERDEHHE
3.1. EDFH#HF ESCEMEICEET S HIEDEN

HAGED RNRAESCOIREIZE L TIE, H1HTHE L7z X 912, FRAEE (remnants) 73757712
SETEMIICRB SN D LT 20D EEN TV S, #1212, Sohn (1999: 380) Tlx, RNRAE I,
SN OFERATER &S 5 BRI A &R (scrambling) O ORIZ, F—Mod &
WZEFIEAEBM (PF) TOHIBROBH % SN TEPND L OGP IRESI N TN 5,

(11) [=(1)] John-ga Mary-ni, sosite Bill-ga Susan-ni kisusita

(12) [;p John-ga, [;, Mary-ni, [;p t, t, kisusita] ] Isosite [, Bill-ga, [, Susan-ni, [;p t; t, kisusita]]]

9 RNR OHIBE/ATISxT L Tld, Neijt 1979, George 1980, Wexler and Culicover 1980, Banfield 1981, Hartmann 2000,
Bogkovi¢ 2004, Ha 2006a, b, Chalcraft 2006, Ince 2009, An 2009, Barros and Vicente 2011 = ZHR D Z &

10' Abe and Nakao (2012) 1%, RNR## 254189 (across-the-board: ATB) LI f 12350 & 221 % & 3 5% Ross
(1967) D 453HT % HiE## 9 % Sabbagh (2007) @ ATB BB HAHTIZ D { GHT 2 KE L T 5,



(12) OFTRIE, BRALS NP L EICHIEWRE), T4b5, »EREOEHEZ 2T, HE
HyfE G (overt syntax) ICBWTIROLNDLFRTH S, TOFRRPEHERAM (PF) I2BWT, £
WMOEMTIHTHIBRSEH SE LN L 025(11) Th D, BHAEMBED RNRIESCIZHE G L C\w5 &
B REHLUS, B DSt (island conditions) R RASBIZE S N5 2 LSRR E N T 5,

(13) a.?? John-i phiano-lul, kuliko Bill-i kitha-lul Mary-ka cal  chintanun
John-NOM piano-ACC and  Bill-NOM guitar-ACC Mary-NOM well play

sasil-ul  anta
fact-ACC know
‘John, piano and Bill knows the fact that Mary plays guitar very well.
b.?? Tom-i phicca-lul, kuliko Jo-ka ayskrim-ul ku ai-ka cohahanum-ci

Tom-NOM pizza-ACC and  Jo-NOM icecream-ACC the boy-NOM like-Q

alko sipehanta
want to know
‘Tom, pizza and Jo wants to know whether the boy likes ice cream’

c.?? John-i chayk-ul, kuliko Mary-ka inhyeng-ul san tuy-ey pap-ul mekessta
John-NOM book-ACC and  Mary-NOM doll-ACC buy after meal-ACC had
‘John, a book and Mary had a meal after she bought a doll.” (Sohn 1999: 369)

(13a) 1ZNZ Hi (content clauses), (13b) (& WHE (WH-islands), (13c) (& A3 (adjunct clauses) 7> 5
DFEAREFT O E M L (extraction) 257 AL THB Y, Sohn (1999) DHIWHIZ L 1L, BOFMITER
L, ELENTH %,

Abe and Nakao (2012) 1, RNREEREENBOIIGIZ %R, F72, BRAERIMNINGE T % W
12, BOEHRMRDPEND LT LM 2HREL TV 5,

(14) [=(7)] a.* John-wa  kuma-ni, sosite Mary-wa  raion-ni Bill-ga osowareta koto-o

John-TOP bear-by and Mary-TOP lion-by Bill-NOM attacked fact-ACC
minna-ni itta
everyone-DAT told

b. *John-wa munoosa-no tameni, sosite Mary-wa mudan kekkin-no
John-TOP incompetent-GEN because and Mary-TOP absence-without-notice-GEN
tameni kubi-ninatta hito-o nagusameta

because be-fired person-ACC comforted



(14a) OFEATEF kuma-ni 1EEDOLEGIZZ% <, (14b) DFEAE S munoosa-no tameni (I INE TH 5o
RNREELOBERBELZVHTL 2, BOLHKIZH 2w T, (14) EIELENTH 5 & D5 H4
FENTWD,

Sohn (1999) %> Abe and Nakao (2012) & 1357 D), Neijt (1979) %> Mukai (2003) % Sato (2010) T,
(15) R (16) 12D X, BOFUMRPBE SN LW EPHEH SN TS,

(15) a. FfHEERF) (CSC)
*Alfonse cooked the beans and-therice and Harry cooked the potatoes and the rice.
b. LRI (SSC)
That Alfonse cooked theriee and that Harry ate the rice is fantastic.
c. WA HIK (CNPC)
Alfonse discussed the question of which rice we-wotld-eat and Mary discussed the question of
which beans we would eat.
(16) [=(3)] Mike-ga  raion-ni, Tom-ga [ypkuma-ni osowareta otoko]-o tasuketa

Mike-NOM lion-DAT Tom-NOM bear-DAT was:being:attacked man-ACC saved

Neijt (1979) &, (15) 7 —ZIZHED &, CSCEFRZ, HEFED RNR TIEBD LR RIEILE S e
TEEREML T D, FERIC, Mukai (2003) (X, (16) 123D &, HAFED RNR T b EOSMRH)S
BgsN w2 ML b,

Mukai (2003: 215-216) 1%, B2, RNRECICIILETBENEG L, BOFEML, T4abb, THO
1t (subjacency) IZi#ER T A5 Z LX), WEEPEKT T2 320z L Twb, 20
%, (17a,b) ZHNCED, EZTHLI LT H !

(17) a. Mike-ga raion-ni, Tom-ga [yp [;ppro osowareta] otokol-o tasuketa.
Mike-NOM lion-DAT Tom-NOM bear-DAT was attacked man-ACC saved
‘Mike saved the man who was being attacked by a lion, and Tom saved the man who was being
attacked by a bear.’ (Mukai 2003: 215)

b. Tom-ga Lakers-ni,  Mike-ga Bulls-ga katu  to omotteita.

Tom-NOM Lakers-DAT Mike-NOM Nets-DAT Bulls-NOM defeat COMP thought
‘Tom thought that Bulls would defeat Lakers, and Mike thought Bulls would defeat Nets.’
(Mukai 2003: 216)

11 Sato (2010: 319) 1%, Mukai (2003) DR T 5 (17) DELLA S, Abe and Hoshi (1997) O B ENZHD 43047
RO L, ARG (CE) LR EA N (DE) 123D BN TnwA 2 L afm L T b,



(17a) OFEAEEF raion-ni 13H5aE FO B Z MRS % BAFRFIET (relative clauses) % & T84 44 514) (complex
noun phrases) NIZd %75, (17b) O Lakers-ni (&#tik EOBOHIZ1E 7 vy RNRIELOFERSFERITE
HBEHPHEA SN TND LT 2% 561E, Hil LOBBIICHRING THROFMIIEDE, hEDE
WA SN D Z eI EN L, Thbb, THEOFRMIERT % (172) 13IECEMT, #ERL
2\ (170) IIENTH B Z e IFF SN D, L L&7A™S, Mukai (2003) 12 X AUE, FHASHERIE
RSN L REL DTN TS, (17a) 2 30ER & HIBT§ 2 9E 13434 H374 T,
(17a) Z IR T (17b) ZEMTH L L HIWT L 72BERF X IAD W ah o722 MG SN T
Wik,

3.2. RIEEHPHREBEADKE
BOSMNRENH D EDOFRICH LT, BEISGGRIND BEOLMUAOERN TITHEEAIMEL & -
TWwbE, Kato (2006: 51) 1ZERT 5, ZDE%E, kD (18) 2FICE D, ZXTHALILIZT D,

(18) a.?? Harry-ga imiron, sosite Alfonse-ga toogoron-o  kenkyuusiteiru
Harry-NOM semantics and  Alfonse-NOM syntax-ACC is studying
genngogakusya-ni atta
linguist-DAT met
‘Harry met a linguist who studies demantics and Alfonse syntax. (Abe and Hoshi 1997: 115)

b.? Harry-ga imiron-o, sosite Alfonse-ga toogoron-o  kenkyuusiteiru
Harry-NOM semantics-ACC and  Alfonse-NOM syntax-ACC is studying
genngogakusya-ni atta

linguist-DAT met (Kato 2006: 51)

(18a) (%, Abe and Hoshi (1997) TICEMEAMRW ¥ &, COLHEMEOR S IBBIRENDLE
DEMHRETH D L ENTVD, TOERIIH LT, Kato (2006) 1%, (18a) OO S 1T EHD
FHRFICE A D Tik7%: ., imiron ‘semantics |23\ CTHEE R (case-markers) R 2 IEF 2% L T
52 EIZHB EDHMAVRENT VA, FIZIE, (18b) D X )12, R/ RIER -0 M b
LT, WEBOMENRONE EDFTRN L SN T WD, R KFOTFARE I (NGRS
P, HBIEBOBREIL, 7272058 A ¥ —F (colloquial Japanese Speech) TR.H515 Z L 5%
<, XHRIIAZALF (particles) DBIFT -yo R -zo M ME N, (19) DL HIZ, H T 2T IV R EK
BV onb &, (18a) OIEMTE XL LMD L0 Tifx Wiz72wiz,
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(19) Harry-ga imiron,  sosite Alfonse-ga toogoron-o  kenkyuusiteiru
Harry-NOM semantics and  Alfonse-NOM syntax-ACC is studying
genngogakusya-ni atta-yo/zo.

linguist-DAT met-PARTICLE

MR BEFAOBREI CEEOER T 2T Wb L3 5% 51X, RNRESCOIREIZE TR
B L, BOFRUNDEROFEREE LT, WEEMEL 2> TWLEETZ W LIk b,

3.3. EREHHR

RNR 1 3CI2 /A% 414 (left branch condition: LBC) DRI RAEHE S vy &) 2 &1k, RNRIESC
DFEASEFRN i # 8 (leftward mevement) 235 L TW e w2 & /R TREHLE 72 %, Sato (2010:
322-323) TH, Kim (1997) OitahIE) & PREIRICEDS SO TRHMT 2 2 LD TE 2 0wHH L
LT, RNRIESCIZAERGM (LBC) DRIRDBIGE SN2V LRI N TV 5,

(20) a.Nina-wa Ana-no (sosite) Lydia-wa Tomo-no  kuruma-o untensita.
Nina-TOP Ana-GEN and Lydia-TOP Tomo-GEN car-ACC drove
‘Nina (drove) Ana’s (car) and Lydia drove Tomo's car.
b. * Tomo-no; Lydia-wa # kuruma-o untensita.

Tomo-GEN Lydia-TOP car-ACC  drove (An 2007:145-146)

TR ED AT, (20a) 1&, &0 KE %454 Ana-no/Tomo-no kuruma-o 25 Ana-no/Tomo-
noSREMSND I LICENEBEPNL I LR D, LELARDS, ZOBENE, (20b) T/RENTWVS
£I91Z, LBCIZEK L, #HFENAHWVIETTHLAHY, (20a) 13, EEIILENTH %o (20a) I2BVT
LBCORIRDP A SN E V) Z L1k, RNRESUZERER O LT BEAVHET L Twrni v
CERRLTVD

12 Abe and Nakao (2012) D Fi5 572 E) (SVM) 74T Tld, (20a) 253CHEMTH 2 DL, T OBENTIEBAAEN 72
SVMT®H O, (20b) BN TH 2 D, BHENBHPEH SN TULHERTHL EHMT LI L% 5,
Abe and Nakao (2012) 25249 % SVM (230  JEBE R B & BB B OB TOLEB SRR b 5 Bl
RICKT B0 %, BOFMHEESELIERLEOLEOD & THREILTALE, SYMEIRET S & T,
Mukai (2003) HMEH S 2 B O LRI EIE L 2V LI LTHME 525 2 D TEZO LRABELRIET, &
HEMHRIRPBESN BN EIF L THHE G222 8RN TERVE ) IZEDN D,
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4. £

HARFED RNRFELOGHT & LT, SFMEMNICIMIZA L TWSD RNREZDNOESE, T4bb,
P23 (remnants) (ZBHAEN) 7 £E RiF2 ) (overt focus movement), §72b 5, HAEROL ST BEH
BMHEND LV GBI ESN TS, RNRIEXDERREFR DO BB ES {55712 Sohn
(1999), Kato (2003, 2006) , Abe and Nakao (2012) 2% %o AR TIE, 1) BOFMRIRICE T 5 0k
DY E DD Y, TEOFAEEI/BIZ SN2V &, i) BB EFOREIC L 530k
MO TIZEOFEM L FR R L EZRIC X LWL H S 2 &, i) AEEIR 2 S EEAF N T

bbb, BREEROLESTBEFEH SN TEIPNLMELTE LW Ezm L7,
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