ERNEEHEDF v LY

STV AN - TAT T LANDREE

H oW OE A

1 L &I
TAVADFEFE, /L F a L AF =, 1950 EAIRIAERCUEER ZRE LT
ORI A0 ENBEL o7z, TOMIZ, ZOFHEMGR IR VCDPOYEENTEIEDI =<)
A b - 7OTTANERBBEENTWS, ARTIE, ARSCEOHEE R L, ERS0EDS 2
DO AEEZFFODVTUICE B - 7B E T 2 BT, 1980 SFEMRIMHOICEZREAL [HEL (T 3
=7 TH—F] 26 [3=2<Y AL - 707 F0] ~NORERATR TV EIZT 5,

2 FabLRXAX—EEEMR
2-1 T E LV

TAVIDLESESH, AT A —72 - ¥rh =L Tw5hb X )2, Arts and Hu-
manities Citation Index (1992) 12X B &, J — 24 - F3 A A F —1ZALRHFAIZB W T b B
BIHENB by 7 - FUOHND—ATHDLENI D I L BT 7 ENTWEDIR, <
WIA, ==V, YA AT, N T, TUAMTLVA, I ¥, 784 bTH
D, Eod L iICEA—Tr VX radHEvind, SOy 7T h, BIEEAE TS
DIFHBBLAAT I LAF I TH D, ML 1996 FD 12 AT 68 Il o 7205, 4B, &
SIZH LWEBHEGROMEICN 2 ANTE Y, ARCEOSHE2) — FT5RELFHETH
boF ahAX—DOFBENISHEFOMIE LT ST, REE, LB, NHEHE, A%,
Bt WS n E oA B BICRATYS, bbAA, Fa s AFX—%25|HT 52034 F
Ly nE 2 KT AANZHIEDP ) TR ARWTHA I D, LI EENDOHRNAYTH 5
ZEEHEV RV, SRR PONEERIERICE 5T, Fa L2 AF—IIEHET L LAT
ERWHHETHLEFZ LI,
22 FaLAF—OFENEOHEK

SR VI DD, RBIIAEELBNEZL 572D TH b, 5S77AHT D ITHMEL L
HoTVWBEDTEOHFETOLENDL I ENH BN, I EZTALETMAVI EXHBLIBIC
TTLBEVIBDDEITHL, ZHIVIHIREIHIITHH L5 L, RlZhIFrE s -
D [SRBICE o7 CHEDS LT WAIIE 722 8D v] EFoTnh, E2AT, FaLA
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X3, BEEEOMEICEESDOTHH D by 7277 HIZEED S > THRIHW S, &V
DTERVE)THD, FaLAF—|2L o TESHEOMERIZED L ) b DD, FEBIHE
DEHETRTHL I,

Why study language? There are many possible answers, and by focusing on some I do not, of
course, mean to disparage others or question their legitemacy. One may, for example, simply be
fascinated by the elements of language in themselves and want to discover their order and arrange-
ment, their origin in history or in the individual, or the ways in which they are used in thought, in
science or in art, or in normal social interchange. One reason for studying language — and for me
personally the most compelling reason — is that it is tempting to regard language, in the traditional
phrase, as “a mirror of mind.” . .. by studying language we may discover abstract principles that
govern its structure and use, principles that are universal by biological necessity and not mere his-

torical accident, that derive from mental characteristics of the species. (Chomsky, 1975: 3—-4)

kB E, FarAxx—13, SERAMOL [ BMEZELBETHEOL ) LIOTHY), #
NENTET 5 LI2L o T, ABOEYZEWICHE SN [S/E 203 L5 50
[FBHIVAT Ll OADZALERENSHTCLIENTELLEEZTVWDLIDTHD,
2-3 RO & RARE

ARSI SREOMTE 2 L | BROTIZEORICAIE DT /-2 LI X ), 2 TOHR
BEEFLIRE ST ESRT IO —F 2B o7, SHIUE [l 2058 LT HHF
e [0 KB E T BFEANOBMENS Y 7 b T DWTW 5, B LEL %2257k
LEAZ P THEDOT, TarAF—HYPHEIZHPLTVWELEZAHZFHLTAL ),

There was, I think, one major conceptual change that took place at the origins of the work in what is
now called generative grammar, and that really didn’t lead to inconsistencies with other theories but
to concern with a new type of questions. To put it at its simplest, I think the change was a change of
focus from the study of language to the study of grammar.

In the whole long and very rich history of what is now called linguistics, the object of investiga-
tion was essentially language; that is, people wanted to find what the elements were of particular
languages, where the properties of those elements were, and so on. The grammar was just the set of
statements the linguist put together that characterized that entity called a language.

Generative grammar has a totally different concern. From the point of view of generative gram-
mar, language may not even exist. In fact, in my view it is very unclear what the notion of language
refers to, if anything. Language is not one of the things in the real world; that is, it isn’t a thing out
there. Whatever it is, it’s some sort of complex derived notion, maybe no notion: In fact, it doesn’t
seem to be a linguistic notion, at least not linguistically definable. However, there is something in
the real world, namely, what’s in your head and what’s in my head, more or less shared between
your head and my head, that makes this discussion possible. That is something in the real world, but
itis not a language — we don’t have a language in our heads. Rather, what we have in our heads is
some kind of system of rules that determines the properties of expressions over an indefinite range.

That system of rules is what is called grammar. The term is misleading because it is very different
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from the kind of grammar that a traditional grammarian wrote. It may overlap in some respects but
its purpose is different; therefore, it will tend to develop in a different way. The grammar in our head
is something in the real world. In fact, the grammar is part of the characterization of the present state
of an organism. (Chomsky, 1984: 25-6)

DF N, EEETIE, RADHOPIZH LD [F7E] Tldnd, SEOLRER 2 EIRIC
DT IENTEDL [T VI VAT AP ASTVELEEZLDTHE, FabAFx—
L L, (S5 BSHEEmoMEodge s [ Cldkd [HE] LThwiREd
DTHY, TNEERET, EBRICL | RCHFAETLLEEZONS [30E] OVATLAZEN
MAEOHEIZ LV HLEDTH D, 5N MW EEZ LITES>TVWELDOT, AfFEEET 572
DIZHDEZANPLBFHLTAL ),

To say that a person knows a language is not to say that the person knows a particular set of expres-
sions, or a set of sentence-meaning pairs taken in extension; rather, it is to say that the person knows
what associates sound and meaning in a particular way, what makes them “hang together.”
(Chomsky, 1991: 9)

TAalE, SFCHCAZZEO W ERBLAVENZ LD T 22D TELDTH LN
L, ZOHEHOHFIIH L LHEE, AFNTHLT oL HATEREL Qo LHEFER LD A M
ETRHVIFRNDTH D,

COEHT, AHDOL DX S = X LW FLEE L T L2 & o T, ARIER
Cognitive Science. 2% 0 [FRHIFY] O—# & L THEDSITONL Z LIl b, itld, Z
O [IFE] L) TR ECHEL LI holze TR IDKRERETIE, BAFED
HHDVIEIFELEZFF o TVE L IANE L B oTETWE, HRTYH, 4 L5 B0
HOMTRANCOWTOMENFTEIHEH SN TV D, 2O L2, FBHARFEORREIZIZD
SELVHDDHBD, TNAREDOTMREDEL hPbLoTnIEDTHL, T3 LAF—
3. CONGBORREICSHEOMAVRITHENIREVE LT, 20HEEZ=213EHITT
V5.2 (a) SiBlEAMEVIFIEELZLOTH Y, BERLHFIIH LI R RE T RT3,
(b) SFEOLAE. E0 L9 % [HEk] (knowledge) 2SBHOHIZ A > TWBH DD, ZOFME% R0
BB EDRFIUTEHL v, BIIE, EFEOELZFLRTH T Ly (¢) 77— 5 DIUED
HBMEZHIITE 5,

DT, ABIAABIZOWTEZEI LD TrLT s, [AM IR & v FHORA
EHWVZBHEMIIIZW LT [ o] L2 [SRExFE2) L) T L R LI
D EFSNTE, ABMOBEOD A 5 = X L ORI SEOMIES R/ THEREVOIEY
KRCTHDEFZ LI,

1950 R OAFCEOMBUE. 4 H. [F2H# 4| (Cognitive Revolution) & I-EIL 5 8) & D
EELEGEEDOTND, FaLlAXF—HEDSTERE) L L

The cognitive revolution is concerned with states of the mind / brain and how they enter into behav-
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ior, in particular, cognitive states: states of knowledge, understanding, interpretation, belief, and so
on. An approach to human thought and action in these terms takes psychology, and its subfield of
linguistics, to be part of the natural sciences, concerned with human nature and its manifestations
and particularly with the brain. (Chomsky, 1991: 5)

bIODVLEEICE ) 2 oId, 73 5 A% —13, 1950 0 [FAHEaG] & [5 RaBHEa
(the second cognitive revolution) & F-A TV 5, fid, [55—RiBHIH 4y | (the first cognitive revo-
lution) (& 17 AL 5 18 T4 (B B W IZZNLIED) OLHS, BEL EO. | IROW3ETH % &
L. AErat (8 RBMYG ] 32N E2EIG S, BCES0 5 Otz 5
Zv LOBGHLIEICIAS ) L T55DTHLELTVD, ZOFRA Y MEIROFIHIZ
fRIcRIN TG,

Generative grammar can be regarded as a kind of confluence of long-forgotten concerns of the
study of language and mind, and new understanding provided by the formal science. (Chomsky,
1995a: 4)

2-4  AEROCEER O B

SHmOB LB, TABHEZEEHELEHR 0L LN TELLHII0L0D] &
WO RIS, BREM L (3] 252528 Thb, 2hEDHAASEIIOVTONEI S
FoTURT o AL TV AR TH 225, AR TIE. ORI 2 BEICECH
LRFEE S o TBIANE) LWV ) DTH D, LIZbinsz & )12, ARCOEOMENRIEE
FERFET AN | MICH B EDO Y AT L, DF 0, LS (Mental Grammar) THh 5, L
Tehio THEB LB, FOLFEDYATLANED LI D02 WHIZL, ZhED L) (2
LCL  BIHFET A2 L) XG0 720D 2T 52 12k o T, COMBEICERE S5 2 L9
Y55, $hbb, [NHIIAREEELHROLIENTEL LT DN] LWHEE
ROZODOREIZE SR THRET LD TH 5.7

(i) What is the system of knowledge? What is in the mind / brain of the speaker of English or
Spanish or Japanese?

(ii) How does this system of knowledge arise in the mind / brain?

() DHEIZ, HEAPDHLEHEEH>TVDE L) LE ZOADFHED Y AT LIZHT S
L | BROIRFE % WO ICRLIR T 2 R 2 PR T A S DGR L e B, (i) DREIL, Tt X
L TEEWEER) 2 5122 5 D0 % /R SEMEL% (Language Acquisition) D ¥ & #5455 %
CEEoTERZONL D TH L, ZOYE. SHEEOERL. SHELEST 2O
D | BEOREAS ED L) 1o T EhrigE L. TR (EFET—5 DA ¥ 7 M)
LoTED L) ILEBEBORT LIZIRBIC R 2002 3HHT 200 TRITIUER S v,
L7zt > Ty BEOCEIR () & Gi) QMG ORMEICEZ A Z L2 HBEE L TE 2, T34
F—ld, ) OMEDEZ L %5 L) limt [RLilIZ 47, ] (Descriptive Adequacy) % {72 L
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7o EIEOY, (i) OMEOE 2 L% b XD % [FH%Z 51| (Explanatory Adequacy)
Rz L7 LIRS, 3HICRA LIS, TOTo0 [FZ41E] OBRPERCEDREL &
bEXRDBLDLEDTH D,
2-5 JF 3 L AF—HEDOLE
ZITC, TaARAF—HHOLBEMRICARTAL ), —MRITKE 5 O0EIIFIToN
L5TH? ). FTHE—DERIE, 1957 FICHRLE N7z Syntactic Structures \ZIEE 5 [ #1113
i) DEUTH B ZORNE, FAERSOEERR OFERN 72 fikim L A L) BEOLEE
AL T be # LWAEBSHEOA & 2N E TOLKN % Sk O OFHIM & A3 5D
MY BV, T A WEEEREHELRTHEROAFL L ORFVHHIHTRI 572
HOBR S LCTUE, 1965 IR S L7z Aspects of the Theory of Syntax \AAFR &N 5 [1E
Fii] (Standard Theory) DEXFETH 5, [FBHE] & [FEMHE] 13- VXHIL, &
E%m@&ﬁ‘%&%ﬁ?ﬁ@uﬁg%@'é ELETLVTH L, COMGRITERELZAGRNERZ R L
MR, Va—Y - bA4aTg, Yary -anN—F - OA K= KAZ NV, VALK -
<y a—LA%RED [HEEER | (Generative Semantics) & DWW A5 ZRI D & I2d -
720
ROBEFE [PrKIEHERRE | (Extended Standard Theory) T& %, 1970 4 “Deep Structure,
Surface Structure and Semantic Interpretation” & “Remarks on Nominalization”* |2 X > TR & 1172
HEC. WBHEE 2T Cld e {, REEE D BERERICEDL S L) 2 E DL R RIS
oTWh, 6|2, BEOMILTIE, ENERGRORH & £ B2, 1FLOT X N—HHITH
Sz,
ZOH, [SLETIERIEMERES | (Revised Extended Standard Theory) DB %3 2 5 45, [Pk
A | L o vE, [ER] (race) &V ) BESOEAIZ LY . BRARDSEKBIEGE DA T
ThNDLZ el holzmThb, $IOERBET, N FE THREWE (Surface Structure), 7
1% (Deep Structure) & FFA TW/2FRKIR LNV & % | ZE I S-Structure, D-Structure & I3
£ ot TG, BIRBREOD & OREEIRIEAE TN b 720, T TORFHEL L
$ES72DDIZR D) 2k 20 [#£RE] (Surface), [#E | (Deep) &\ ZHIHDHEK L
TERDAMC O EDIND 7 EOBRENR -T2 vy 22 EE LD TH D, B
BEIDYEMRZ T L\ ) F 2 J71d. 1975 4D Reflections on Language THIREIZFT HH Sz,
DB L, 19814E D Lectures on Government and Binding \ZH6F 5, bW 5 GB Bl
BRETH 2. i, T3 AF—13 [GB Hiw] &) IFOHIZEG TE RV EREDELT
SoTBY, [HEL/$T I % —07 71 —F ] (Principles and Parameters Approach) % IfA T
ffioTwd, BRIFELLIHNT H25, —FTE 9 & E I (Universal Grammar) OB &
Ifid e, W OPDERW L SHEOHE L SEEMOEVEEANT/IT Iy —OMEEH %
ffioTRIZILEVIDBDTHD, ZOHEE, T OECOFHEFHIIL o THFES
. 2% )ILVHEFIC Do TREBBRFEEEAT
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FLC, 2O [FEENRTI =07 T0—=F] L) LNV OBSWEENRBEICL LD
EVI)EAD, BAED [ =< A b - 70275 4] (Minimalist Program) DB T3 5, 1990
FEACDIEDED S, [FEME] L WIMEIIOWT, F3 L AF— 3R LERELEBEOD TV
A3, 1992 45|27 - T “A Minimalist Program for Linguistic Theory” % MIT Occasional Papers in
Linguistics, Number 1 & L CHE# L, 1995 4E 1213, ZORIBICHE L2 e, #Hzicdns
FCE M ORI L THIRL L 720 ZNAS, The Minimalist Program CT& % o [JHH L85 3 & —
OF7TU—F] L [IZ23)AL - 7TO7 T 4] 1220 TE, HTREL Y BIFTwoT
I TIFELCIFN W & I2T 5,

Db, BUFRCF a AAF —HEOEBL WA, HEMWLRETVF = ¥ VI3ZDOREL S
NTWBL00, BMFFELE L TOERLEEROMEDT L ZOHEL ) fHIZBW T,
MPERG2S I =< )AL - 7O I AW ETELEDo TV REVEES>THEVBE
Tld vy,

3 ERNEDEE - -TE
3-1 FEEHES &R S

ANHOSTEHEBORNEEZ TAHDL L, L MICBALDPOFFEICHET 2 A7 =X LHHES
19 (innately) IZAFE L TWT, TN FHEMEBEZWRICLTWEEEZERI I E2/BRV, €D
HHE LTI BHIFONL b0, () THIZTNZ T— 2%, & - HeblltnThrl
FEWA 7w &L (b) FEFRICFEVEIC, Lard, MO bICSHEERI I L,
() IR SN EDPHENTH LI L, BEDhHb, Farix—3HZ@z [F9 >
ORFE] LA T, A1:097% H5k (innate knowledge) DIFEX /R Tk b EELZHM & Lo
TWh, FaLAF—12XNE, N=F TV F - Ty L EOEBRHZ LTVWDEEWVI,

How comes it that human beings, whose contacts with the world are brief and personal and limited,

are nevertheless able to know as much as they do know? (Russel, 1948)

ANHEOFHEI, —fBC N, S, MR SRR . Bo 2B THbR TV A SiE
ARFEL T L RDTHLNS, TOEMGNS, SEEREZEEICT S 27 =X 41T,
HRPDOABSEICHIBTELLDOTRITIER S5V, 2D S, [EE I (Univer-
sal Grammar) & W ) BEEDSTTLHDTH 5,

The theory of UG [Universal Grammar] must meet two obvious conditions. On the one hand, it
must be compatible with the diversity of existing (indeed, possible) grammars. At the same time,
UG must be sufficiently constrained and restrictive in the options it permits so as to account for the
fact that each of these grammars develops in the mind on the basis of quite limited evidence.
(Chomsky, 1981: 3)

FaLAX—DEZFE, EAMIZERDL ) D THL, T, AMIZIIERRIIHD -
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72 [ SFEH%AE | (Language Faculty) 25 ) . 21U L o TEAEESDSUIRIC R 5 L5 5, IS
FROA 27y b ERZITRAFOFEEIEOIREE T Initial State & IFUY, 2 OIREIX AR &)
B TH D EE 2 D, L7zA > T, IO Initial State DIFHAEE L ETH B, T O, M
WEREDA > 7y F A 6N 5 2 L2 L) FEKEE S Initial State 2> 52 5725, Hefkhy
S FEEA DY E L 72K % Steady State L1535, BB E5IXICE 21E. 2 @ Steady State D
FLRAMEBSGEORLR E V) S LIl D DF Y EESGEONE E HERIYIRT 2 L1280,
DRI Z L 2 S AR A EN 2T DRI R 2D TH B, DHHAZDRIREINT
WESCEE, RO BRBESENDPOIRETE D L V) AR S RITNE RO v,
3-2 WM OECHE & R G

23 HilB VT, AREERIIEN L TOMLKI 2 FHF LI T o2 E- 27 T U —F
LD, SHEOMZBISH L&D Y 7 e b7b Lz bili_7z, Lo, BARMLSHTICE
W, WHIOAERSOEEZENUROTEFOEZ 2B EZ TENE b o LWL TRE D
ELRTTHEE, FarAF—EF I,

Early generative grammar more or less extended traditional ideas, sharpened them, modified them

and it looked at new things, but it borrowed a good deal out of the conceptual apparatus of tradi-

tional grammar and of structural grammar. (Chomsky, 1995b: 31)

TNTIE, MOAERIEE EMBHIOBHEFAI LD L) ZullBVTE TN ZOTH 2 )
Mo Fa L AF—ITXNE, T [BHIOKR] THY ., HHFHEOHELIIB N TH LHE
DB B LV MEREFED Y AT LORBIEGROT LA D722 L TH b,

Traditional grammar was based on notions of grammatical constructions, rule systems, specialized
rule systems for particular grammatical constructions, substantial variations among languages and
the rule systems and the constructional systems; and early transformational grammar looked like
that too, except that it tried to overcome the enormous gaps that were just left as intuition in tradi-

tional grammar and it tried to make them explicit which, of course opened up all sorts of new doors.
(Chomsky, 1995b: 31)

L L, SHIETCIREGHAMEL LT HIToNE I LIl% 5, 2-5HITRZL I,
ARCCEO B (Rl ] & TR L] oWl %23 5EMEmc Y 723 2
EThotzo MHFIEOFM A BN & LOFLR Z T T 5721 Tt [FHAZ 4] %
2SR CIRED W ET ATV DTH B,
3-3  FUaRAYZE Y & BB 1k o BRI R
1960 FUH &, [FLalk A2 4] & TR ST DT % 7z 3 B IC O W Toxf
WOZEZOSNED L Z Ll b, [FLkZ 4] 2737201203, MR SREOFM 2 3k
HAIOTRZ LR T IUE R 5%\ L L, 2O LX) it 2o Ed 51z, #
NEFNOZFEIEFNPFROZEIC LD TITE SR X ) 25 CEHAIAE R Tnw Z
Wl DEVASEBOEVARASNLZLIZRDIDTHD, LA [FUINEY
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e 2723 7201203, Rk SOERIO KR DN <O b AR A OBHOHIIAFAEY 5 &
W) ZEEFEZLNLE . b LOARNREECESAR & V) B DO THL D% L
F, EELEOERRE—DOTHDLEEZLONPHEKRTHL, ZORIEALTT 3 2 AF— 13K
DEHENT N2,
To achieve descriptive adequacy, it appeared that you had to have extremely elaborate rule systems,
specific to particular languages, even to particular constructions, so like the rules for relative clause
in English didn’t look like the rules for question in English and certainly didn’t look like the rule for
passive in English and still less like any rule in Japanese. On the other hand, the most minimal
consideration of explanatory adequacy in the technical sense led to the conclusion that it had to be
exactly the opposite: that there had to be basically one language with minor modifications — there
couldn’t be a lot of distinctions. This naturally led one to assume that this basically uniform lan-

guage would be not too wildly intricate and diverse in its internal structure. That is not a logical

necessity, but it is a natural conclusion. (Chomsky, 1995b: 31)

FarAx—d, TOZODOZLEDOMOFERMIREHEIMT 5 2 & 2 Lo ABSUEH IC P
BNARELRFYLYITHY, TRIOF YLy IIC, AFHFLERELTOND L
FoTWwad,

BARIBIZ R CTHh L9 Bl SHEFAMREOT—ATLFIEGVICHENS, £
75 - BB & (Subject-Auxiliary Inversion) 13, $FEDEEM L 7% £12TTL A CEHAIE LT
RESNTe (D EQOXEEZTHL I,

(1) a. Johnis abaseball player. (2) a. John wanted to play baseball.
b. IsJohn a baseball player? b. Did John want to play baseball.

COBBIMERCETIIBAKD & ) ISRed Sz [BERSCTRIBIEO & ) 2EEFHN
WEZNDSEFBEORNZL A, BEIFID % WIEEI2IE do OMIELRIELFREDORICL 5], ThC
U, PIHOEBSUETIIMFEREEZ Lo &R L, B0 5 H O SD (Structural
Description) & 25T O SC (Structural Change) % i > T3 (formal) 1258 L7z, 2%
ML L CRTL 1)L QYDEI TR D,

(1) [[John] [[is] [a baseball player]] (2") [[John] [[wanted] [to play baseball]]]
SD: 1 2 3 SD: 1 2 3
SC: 2—1—3 SC: did—1—want—3

LrL. COBHNIEFEICEH TIE > TS, HAGE, TERE. 72— VAR, 77 ¥ ik
EOBBILICIE) FLHTUIEL VWS LIZRDBIPSHLENTH 5.

(3) a. fRIFFETT, (4) a. fth 2 F4&
b. fRIZZEAETT D b. it &2 ¥4 @.
c. *TT () IRFE, c. e il FE @.

d. e @ fil A
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(5) a. Gaeth Fred wobr. (6) a. La rose est belle.
got  Fred a prize the rose is beautiful
b. Gaeth Fred wobr? b. La rose est-elle belle?

the rose is-it beautiful

4) OHEFEOBISII HAGEIIB S 8720 D TH b, PEFEIIIGE L TOEARZENZE LT
b oY, FEMSCTIIHFED X9 2 78 - DEFEEISE S §, HAGED X9 I23CRICEER OB)
FDEIBRIDEEL, T2, B) IZHIF 72T = — IV AFEIE Verb-Subject-Object (VSO) DS ik
TdHAHH, (5a) 1d FFED “Fred got a prize” 12, (5b) & “Did Fred get a prize?” (ZxHnd % LT
Hbo COFETIEEMLEMES L ZIEFEIHE L2 720 SR O 2 217720 §25 DTl
VAV I A=Y a v EEZDETTHA, 77V AGBEITGELBTWLEEZABLVWEGET
HBHD, TNTH (6) DBITHH5H X912, FEFF (clitic) PHEA SN IT TR 5§, HFEOTE
P DEEEIENZOFEHTIFT L L V) DTIER W,

L7285 T, HEREOEFE - BiEhRflE & v BHNE, & 212 DS FEOREOREIIB W T
LAMEDN B VEREDORAIE W) 281k b, 2OXH 2, FNOSHEOTERAMZFHL < E
MMEL &) T ET21EE, MOFFEE OB TR VEVATHTETL IV, [RlkiEY
PR ICIZED T 20 Livavs, [BHMZNME] & dii7-2 ) &3 2 £k O B
DERD,SFHENLTV->TLE)DTH S,

34 —fREHEOER: EE e kDT

ZFNTIE, & 2O CEHICHE L OFEM e 5 &, ARSI b e o720
THHI) Do COEZIE IH] THAHo 7L, 20 LD RifgE21TTld [FHNZY
P ICEDL S EIETERVDITTH LY, ZNERSICL UMD IEE S 2\,

What linguists should try to provide is an abstract characterization of particular and universal gram-
mar that will serve as a guide and framework for this more general inquiry. This is not to say that the
study of highly specific mechanisms (e.g., phonological rules, conditions on transformations, etc.)
should be abandoned. On the contrary, it is only through the detailed investigation of these particu-
lar systems that we have any hope of advancing towards a grasp of the abstract structures, condi-
tions and properties that should, some day, constitute the subject matter of general linguistic theory.
(Chomsky, 1977: 207)

1960 M 513, 20 L) LV Z b 2L T, 2205 (IR L)L To) il
BERDT L) ETAENDPHLENDLZLICh b, Thbb, MHHSHEOSCEHIIRHE L0
M7RTRIE P HFEARZ L2 Bl LC, T3S 20723 B CH:] ofms HiE
TWIREPHEATZZDOTH D, 2200, EBCEE., 4 OSTERID & —#0) 72 FiEO KR
FEHE W22 9 LT IS Tws T,

From the early 1960s, its [generative grammar’s] central objective was to abstract general prin-

ciples from the complex rule systems devised for particular languages, leaving rules that are simple,
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constrained in their operation by these UG principles. Steps in this direction reduce the variety of

language-specific properties, thus contributing to explanatory adequacy. (Chomsky 1995a: 5)

FEIZ, 1960 AL DT 3 5 A F — D A-over-A Principle, Ross (1967) @ Island Constraints,
Emonds (1970) @ Structure-Preserving Hypothesis 7 &1&. Z O AIPEDWIFE D & HHRHY v
WIZTCTELEETH 5,

CORNOHFT, b o & BIFETE L DIEHHANOWN S TH 5 ) o MOER LT
. EFEOGHZITIZBENTY, BULZ L WHOERHRISRES N, ZN5HI1TF S
[ 253 | (Transformation) T& - T, B (Movement) 7213 T7% <, HlIF (Deletion). 11 (Attach-
ment) 72 EOEMEL EFA TV, LA L, OBICHEMERT b - LHlRENABDICT 57290,
L [BEIZTE | (Movement Transformation) @ & IR S 4, 4450402 8) (Move NP) & 5ER1
FIRE) Move Wh)y D —DOH#HNE LTHbND L) IChb, ZOBRI LI HENBRIEICE L
DL, 1980 FEHAP S [TV 7 7 BB Movear) & 7 V) [R5 30D — 5 HEfl L 7»
JuE, Mz & 2B LT ] bwv ) @R e 2 720 ZIARIEZ i b — i) % R 3L
DR E LTHRB) L LIHRTH 50

ET, BLOHD) LIdA4 DEFRHRROFB MR L T BREHLE X MY 2 LI EmD
BN, 209 BIR—RE SN EEPH LREZ T ANLND &, TALEEND kA
ZEBISFETED L9 IZABUL (realize) SN TV 20 b DD LLEHNTTL 5, SEIZHiR
N2k, HESCEO BRI SEZIRET A 2 EDITE R TR RSOV LTH A,
ZZTLEWIERSCED» SMBAL L TEELEZBRT L) 7 7a—F L) b 970
REZ R SUEDE IR L T, ZNZ MBI SRETHEET 5 £\ ) 7 70 —F 25 2> T o
720 ORI 72ZESCEDRITEA, 1980 FRDIE LOE, LI [FHE L /ST I8 —0
T7u—F| OBERELLII, REBWLERZETLZ LG5, €2 T, RIFZOH LT
TH=FOFHIES ).

4 FEBENZIZ-OF7TO-F
4-1 TG 2 e A

Tl SCEDBRZ R DE R E LH LA, T3 L AF 12X o TRESNZD
3. 19794124 F U T OEF TITb N ERERICBVWTTH o7, 20K, SHITHED
Mz 57 d DA, 1981 H1\Z Lectures on Government and Binding & L CH S, T 2125 3
2 A F =% “radical shift” & 788 % B LA ADHEET LD TH 5,

...1it was a fairly radical shift of perspective on how to view questions of language. It sort of
developed step by step and it didn’t seem like much of a big change, point by point, but when you
put it together, the various strands that came together amounted to a rather different point of view.
So it’s a much sharper break with the tradition going back to Panini than early generative grammar
had been. (Chomsky, 1995b: 32) .
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Z DL Government & Binding DEH T % & - T, —#&12 [GB #Hiil LIM-Ehz, L
L., FaLA¥— CEHBHTEI [GBHG] LWV AHIRESZWVWEFT>T0h, €
DI Goverment b Binding b ZOHFHIFFE 2D D TR LZWALZE V), LIDTD
DD ZFEOMIII L o TABILEBELGMETHLD%51E, LOFEERT T efib
BUINE ROV LI RE2NPHTH S,
.. I’ve been trying for years to get people to stop using the term “GB theory.” The phrase never
made any sense. For one thing, if government and binding were real, they were part of everybody’s
theory. Both of them come from traditional grammar. ... The real approach was the principles and

parameters approach that may or may not involve government and binding. (Chomsky, 1995b:
32)

KT, FEENTIV—DT Tu—FE, FRETOERE EIHPEMWIE) DTHAD
Do bHAAMPVIENIHE L HLDEN, ZOHRTHORFICEE R EWI, B LT3
Y =T T —F0, ERIEBXORRDHBEPIML - ZATHS ),

The P & P [Principles and Parameters] approach held that languages have no rules in anything like
the familiar sense, and no theoretically significant grammatical constructions except as taxonomic
artifacts. There are universal principles and a finite array of options as to how they apply (param-
eters), but no language-particular rules and no grammatical constructions of the traditional sort

within or across languages. (Chomsky 1995a: 6)

L7225 T, ZOEHTIE, HLRHEDFTHECHLICOMEM S b EHAI 27tk s 5 2 &
FEHORAEE FO RV & ETHEEILEOBRPIEDOHLTH L, FHEL/NT 3
Y —DT7 7 —=FIZE > TI LD T, EFRSUEDPRRI %230 & IRAMIZECE) 7 7a—
Tl BbIULIlholtbkERHEDTH A,
4-2 FHELENT I8 —0kR
CCTHBICERENT IS -7 7O —FERHLTBI ). I, LEOETNVELT
i, WHhYWLTETIVET) ZHE L, EECHEIXAMSIE-#ICH TE F % EH (principles)
& SREM D&\ (language variation) % 2T 5 /%7 I ¥ — (parameters) 2 LR SN TV 5 &
EZ2bo —MEHEOMRIL, KITHIT B (A T) FAEF (subtheories) 72 EHK S & 5,

D-Structure
S-Structure

‘ Logical Form (LF) ‘ ‘ Phonetic Form (PF) ‘

X /N —FFi (X-bar Theory)
Bi 535G (Bounding Theory)

1

2

3. = HFH (Government Theory)
4. ©-H§F (©-Theory)
5

6

7

SRS (Binding Theory)
#%BE5 (Case Theory)
= > b u— )VHEF (Control Theory)

T E7 VTl Lexicon 7> 5 &V IHH (lexical item) 25HX ) H & 4L D-Structure # i 35%, Z L
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TUE HIXZE Move o) DYEH £ 41T S-Structure 125 LS5, # D S-Structure % =k
R XI5 FIRIZEE 2 B DY Logical Form (LF) Component T& V) | & ERIZAIBT 5
FIRIZZ 2 % D7) Phonetic Form (PF) Component T 4
ZITRERHIFTHHEGmICOVWTREHFLIHWT 2 2 LELawA, Shb OB
HENRT I —OMEMERIC LY HE D SR BISCED H LY 235805312 7 A A% 3L (Core
Grammar) 25JRET 5 2 L1l b, TITWHNT I8 — LEKMEPSFEOHOENEED 72
FTAL Y FDOEIBIDTHY), FEBRIIEHET—IDOA Ty b LIl L TEOHEIRE S
Nb, Pla 525613, COMGHTIE, HARFED LD, %&%tlﬂ@ai@i&ﬁ‘%i}ﬁi’?
LDTHLDOEEHZFEIICBNTULEND 2\ LA L, HARFE L RIS 22IE D X
EMHITE 25> TWb, ZOES MEZ/ED 7230087 357 —Tah ), Bl ITHREFEDRE
NEDE 72 &SRR RET 5 C LIRS T 587 35 —DENED) L EZ LD TH b,
XT38 — DR LRPIEHRTRTD, T3 2 AF -1, TOEZHIIFIISHEOAIIHT
ZE2HOTERL AWEN LA ARG EILALNDE L TH L LEEZ T,

In a complicated deductive system, if you make a small change here and there the output can be
wildly different. In fact, the phenomenon is not unlike speciation, if biologists are now correct. The
biochemistry of life looks more or less similar across the whole spectrum, but if you make slight
changes, say, in the regulatory mechanisms and timing and so on, you get a totally different organ-
ism, because in an intricate enough system, even if it’s fixed in character, a little tinkering here and

there may make radical difference in output. (Chomsky, 1984: 34)

DFN, bLLLDERNLLIAERLETY, HHIIKAG T2 AT 2DR4. HAHIZ
RIURFADDLEZ 727205 ThD ., ZNHFREMICEREETKEE) DDICLTLE ) WHE
WSd %o DI, NHOMIIES AV A OMIES 1) »OMiigd ., BEMEETR S LV Tldkk
REEFE I THWETH A I D, SEMIEENENTORAESZBDICR>T0h, F3 4
AF¥ =1k, SELAKTHLLEIDTH S,
CONRGIZ—DEZTNVIELWET S L, SEERO 7T ADIRICHER L DI
D BBHNZSEIED L S EII0%D D, THOSHEER L, SHEOFERHEIZFZATY
{TBERATUE R, 2RI, ST Ty "L TF I8 —DfixiET s L
NEEMEBOTIL AL LD TH b,

HHH

.. so-called language learning is not a matter of finding the principles; you have to learn how to fix
the parameters. If we had the right theory, the parameters would be simple enough so that you could
learn the values by inspection, from short sentences like “he eats” and “mangia.” (Chomsky,
1984: 35)

43 [=wr7u - X3 F—|vys. [wA 278 - T35~ ]: VLyvHY

JFHENRT Iy =0T 7u—F 1k, WHRPOERLEROMTHELZIFU, ZNFEFTHIE
HEHEZH P TR0 L) REREICHLTHZOT 77U —F 00O ED NS L) 12
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olze Tl EDOHAFEIZOVWT—DODORES L ENTDTHLNS, TNEMi e FiE
o THREES 5 2 EPEEII R 72D TH b, 1980 FALFEIEN 5 1990 £ A F T, T3
[GB Syntax L&) | L \W\Wo7zb2AHTH A,

UL, 20902, F72LTh, ARCEDEM. [FLliz L] & [FHnZUY] o
BOYLyIHBEHNTL LD TH o720 TONY —VIFHTEIEFIZL BTG, FHEEINT
3 =0T T —FORHADVIRREND &, ZNDSEDORE I 245 5 B 72 O
., MBSFEOMIZEE B L THRIET A 2 LIl b, & 2AN, HHSEOMZEZ ED LD
LI EHDVGEVDHY. 5T b FIENT IV —DT TH—FITF/NT I — L) Filk
MOEWERLTLANLERELHESTNSH 72O TIEHLD, TNEL->TLTD [HPNEY
] DEDNTN LX) BAMDPIRESHNIE LD D TH 72,

Z D\ IS Pro-Drop Parameter & 7* Null Subject Parameter & 220X 5/837 I % —Tdh
%o b &b & Rizzi (1982) % 258512 LT, Chomsky (1981) 25/37 2 ¥ —DE X xR T 729012
AL DTHY, A5 TiE AL VFERE LT T 0 X5k, Hilis EORRN RN E
BT AT I DI T Tho7z, PLFLIATAL I,

45 ) TiEEARL VRRICIZRIZHITS () 205 (v) DR D L D205, Ffke 75 v Ak
K, SOENRLDRI SRV, (22 TEadflixf 5 1) 7ET, b OFIZEFETH 5.7)

(i) XHOEFEVPLSINLE T Ly,

(i) HZBWT, FFEPBFAOBKICHTETY L,
(i) HORALOEFEDS, FEMFAOBI T Ly,
(iv) BORBLOFEFEVPLSI N CTH Ly,

(v) Wb that-trace (t) effect H37% 3,

(i") a. ho trovato il libro b. *found the book
(ii") a. ha mangiato Giovanni b. *ate John
(iii") a. 1’uomo [che mi domando [chi abbia visto]] b. *the man who I wonder who saw®
(iv') a. ecco laragazza [che mi demando b. *this is the girl who I wonder
[chi crede [che possa VP]]] who thinks that may VP
(v') a. chicredi[che partira] b. *who do you think that (t) will leave?

CZNMP DN =V R E VT VAT YT A v IR ANZALDH S EFEZLDIIHKT
59 £ITT, () OFE LB 2, FFEPFESINLZLTHVWEREIZ GO 25 (v) DFXT
WURETCTH ), EREVPR SN ITNE RS 2 VWSEIE. O 95 (v) DT XTHARURETH 5 &
IR5E L. Z11% Null Subject Parameter & FfFA7Z, DF ), TO/NNT IV —%F L IZThE, A
F)TERANRL VEED L) BREFEIIRY ., FTIITHET TV ATERWED L ) BBk
LrEZLDOTH5,

ZOSHIE, —DDIRT I —DIEDENIZ L > TV OO FHEBR SRR HHT
ELAYVTEE|ANRAL VEBELHERE | 7TV AFEDBENPEHEO LR LIS HE D L v ) IEE

3*
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WD B3 CThH b, LL, OHIZIA ) TOHFEOMERSFRILA &) TiEOMET
bHDE WD) LDV ONLPFSLRCHTENR2DPY, M7 7 Y ADFFOME, S
D25 VDI EDVWLOPRELENTHL LI FENROP o720 Lz, £9%5E,
Null Subject Parameter — 2 DEDEWVA TR T TIIRWVWE W) T LR, i b o> Efline
VXTI = R TRV RV E VI RV RENDL I LIl ko TLE o7z, H LI
T3 = DRI E A E AR, FERIIINWL DDA 710 - 8T I 7 =P REEI N
DTH 5%,

b BHHY LRI N, FEMELEOBRE VI BEAS L, CokHicvA s
08737 =20 OURETHENI) T EIE, HABEDSEDD A FHEDOR I LA
AENGWTEHAIZRET 2D EREN LGNV LIk b, SEHLORIZ T NTI5 -4
559 TId, FHEAE ) LTHEBIMO ) BICHEN L ICEEERL ) 2003 HATE %
o TLEIDTH Do AN LM Z 73 % E LEOER % 18K T 5 O THIUL, Baker
(1995) PEHFAL TWVB LI b o KE B~ U - XTIV -2 QIRTHEHBIVLETH 5.2
WA, EBSCERDRO TR DL DI, WODDORONTFERN 8T 35 —DIEDEN
B VATITA v ZICBET 2O b DFRHHR T SNVICHII L TS &9 Loz
DTH 5%,

5 IZZYXbN-TOLNDEH
5-1 WRIRNOFEDIZ T T Y

JFHENT IF—DOT7 TH—FHFRESNTHAOLRLD I6ERVICR DL, ZOT7 TO—F
3. AHISEOMROBBIZBVTLLD A V7 FOHBEREE D725 L2 L IdFEn 4
Vo L2l FaiaAF—ld, ThE Lo LNV OE, BER ARSI 2o I L &
9 &L 1980 SEALDMD D ED S [HEFEMEDEIE | (Economy Principle) & 9 % 2 )7 & LD
1990 FEHDPS I =XV AL - TUT T AHEVIH LB AIHE LIGO 72, bok b,
FALAX—IIEbELE, IZTYRLTETT AT EGOVHMA & D BERIZ I
N OV TVWLndDTHhb,

The Principles and Parameters Approach was a framework. This [a minimalist program] is even less
than a framework, it’s a set of questions that guide inquiry. It’s not even a framework for a theory.
(Chomsky, 1995b: 32)

NWEEZHEFoEPRVO7e Y 27 b CTHED, TTIEVYTFa—ty v TRREZTT
<y WP OARSERPER L. EEZHR AR A MRS GO Tn b,

52 BiblIEELR Y AT L0

BARMIZIE, Fa 2 AF—EI =<V AL - TSI ATRO _DOOBEIZIY) LA T
%01

Z
A
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(i) How much of what we are doing is just technology in order to describe something? Parts of
the technology may not really be empirically motivated.

(ii) How perfect a system is language?
() ORI ERICE 2 2BE & LT, F 3 4 AF—1Z “intellectual honesty” &\ 9) & & & H 1T
TWwbd, 2F N, FIENTIF—DT7 T —FEDR ) OEREEHIT720, TO%»TiHib
NTVBANZALBARBILELRDDLDY, Drob LThHbbDIE, Zhafl) LHHH
WHEIZT B L) 2T, AHOBEOHFIZRBIZA>TND AN = AL LIFES TWDLDTI
B, T2ZHEDOVVMNELEZFHE LT, ArLbdobd b LI LT T0ALETR
DTERWDe Fa A AF =13, ARSCERGR D 20 &) ZEMICW»OTER L 7% T 7
LBRWEF)IDTH %,

(i) OFEIZOW T, Fa b AF &, SilfRZEAMLL L) e Lzedil, 2oENX
LI A FIME: (redundancy) 2SE EN TV A E S IZIERLTH) FL WY, SRMAID KR EH
LWBRENRZ T B 80 ) TERMELIHBRL TE&72E )W 22T, BnE o> TAM

BRERAEFIHE SNIZIDOTH ) 2055, BHOEYFE LD X 7 = X 5 L3R Fik
2Ob, FKEMSEL BV [V TV TIZLi Y ] % [RERY AT L] ThhHEWRE
LTHRIZDTH b,

Some basic properties of language are unusual among biological systems, notably the property of
discrete infinity. A working hypothesis in generative grammar has been that languages are based on
simple principles that interact to form often intricate structures, and that the language faculty is
nonredundant, in that particular phenomena are not “overdetermined” by principles of language.
These too are unexpected features of complex biological systems, more like what one expects to
find (for unexplained reasons) in the study of the inorganic world. The approach has, nevertheless,
proven to be a successful one, suggesting that the hypotheses are more than just an artifact reflecting
amode of inquiry.” (Chomsky, 1995a: 168)

FarAF—HHG, TETF o2 OWs NS LT, SebIEARLITMmENR X 7 = X LH
v B VAT LA THLUREMD 2 VDI TRAVERBDTVDA, izl v T
WVTHERDDTH D EREL THEZEDTAL) EVIDTH B,
53 I=VYAL - FOTTLDOHMA

INF COEFRCERGRTIE, SHEBRIC RN LHH] 25227201 a kA =X
LEMET D S o720 ZOMEIIE, FRCHH OB THE ISR o N 05, FHEEN
FIF—DTTH=FIZA>2THLDOWHLDL GBHFHTORON/MEATHL, =<1 A
k7077 LTI, S SITBRZRFEEZI) B 72012, ZRETIRESNTW XA =
ALDOHRT, ENDPRBIZLETENDILETREVWDDOLONERAZEIZLZ, 22T
WEDORHEL B b DN, T3 LAF—DF 9, “virtual conceptual necessity” Tdh b, 2 F V)
FHEMICEZTLENEI D] PEEICRLEVIDTHEL, ZOD, FahAFx—
%&ﬁf@iﬁﬁﬁbhé#kwvk:%#%%zpbt@f%éo%LT\%@ﬁ%ﬁ%é
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N SERRE O AN TOETIVTH b,

Language Faculty

Cognitive system that stores information

Spell-Out

LF PF

Computational system

Y 7
Conceptual-Intentional Articulatory-Perceptual
System (C-I) System (A-P)

(Performance systems that access the information

in the cognitive system and use it in various ways)

CCTHEAIREFEZVWCONR TR L ), 7T, Skl (Language Faculty) (3D DS
F9. T[R4 >~ A T 4 ] (Cognitive system) & FEFEOKE4 7 [ SREMHH O ¥ A 7 4 ] (Performance
systems) 25BN V.o TWvh, £ L THEFILSHIC, HEHERMEREICEROETZ %S
[F35-40H > A 7 4 | (Articulatory-Perceptual system) & 3856174 (Speech Act) 72 & % & {2k <
BWRICET A2 xRS [HEE-EED 2 X7 4 ] (Conceptual-Intentional system) 2> & B ) 37D
LENTNDY 32XV AL - 7077 LOMBOHLI %L [RBAOY X7 4] & [FH]
(Lexicon) & Sk [EIH D ¥ A5 4 | (Computational system) |25 TWh, ZLT, 2D
SO [FGHHOY AT L] OHIZIELF EPFOARNA ¥ ¥ =T 24 ADL NV L LTRDDS
., BEHERZ TE 7V TRE STV 72 D-Structure & S-Structure [3/FFE L 22\ ' FERIC
% 2T, D-Structure & S-Structure [IHRFIW b DTH L L DHHPETH L, WEED L)
Ko T EIAhIE, HELLIY ZENTFECEHEY, ZOMOER LDV
(phrases) X°3C (sentences) & T T 5 & X IZED 729 IR (derivation) DEfEZ /R L T 5, 3
ZXVANDEZF NS5 VoThH, LF & PFIEHEHEHOmE 2L £ LTHLERZLNLVTH
bo HELL, B0 [FHEOY AT L] MPMEYZLEHRE, eheh [ER] & & %
W) SFREMHO Y AT LAWFD L L) BT BLENFD LN THL, ZNIE, Fifi
[F] & (R OO )HBEDORELHHMTHL LV EHKIWET ) AT LALKDOF
FEHARMLL CWh EEZATHH I,

&T, —F T D-Stucture & S-Structure [37F7E L2 o7zl ) DI TH 525, FE

[

nuu
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|24 % T D-Structure & S-Structure 2 ffio TR L TE&72 2 & &, 2K S THIL 217 ud
LoD THINO REGPEZ A -722 81k b, IFRFHY NRFEDONT—F - 52X
SV IHERNE o TN THED, [FaLAF—DRRDTANNVIE, FaLrAF—H
BTHo] V) OPT-720)HTEELIRNTH S, I=~V AT 07T LR OHE
Tl&, 73 4 A% — 13 D-Structure & S-Structure ¥ RET 5 L DEEMZHFH L TE 72D
L. GEE, TORGMPHET. LT O o K DRI RUTNE L5 ho7eblITH b,

Fa hAAX =D E P VO FEATRTHAS L, D-Structure [ZBJ L Tld. GB Bl TIE 6-#
i & DRRICBVTEETH -7, 0-HMmIEERBRICEG 226 I=v AL - 7
0277 LTI LF THEAT A2 L2072, ZOHRE D-Structure DFFEFLNEIZ L A &7 7%
LI lilhb, o, STHICHBEL T, Chomsky (1981) Tld 3 CIZ D-Structure % l5E 4 [
RS S T2 h5, D-Structure 237  BRAIUTZORIES 22 {5 L LTWA Y 2
5. S-Structure 122 W T, £ F T S-Structure Tl N T W78 TEO FEAS, S-
Structure T2 C LF CHA SN L 2 L2 5h, b LCIE, &GE) B e 2T 5 809
TREMEZER L TR RWZZ) L LTWwa, &) biF, GBHFTIE. FAHFER (Bind-
ing Theory), = > M H — VHEF (Control Theory), 1% (Case Theory) % & O 13 S-Struc-
ture IZBR STV 7275, 5B LF TEMA T 5 2 &1L, BEHE & 0> b o — VERRIZO
WTREDLEIAHENFHERSIN TRV, INHIRZD) BHIAEKTIZI YA - Ty
TLIHAREINLZ L IZHRAETHH ),

F 3 L A ¥ — 7% Government and Binding (GB) B &\ 9 HREIZ B> T b &\ T L3k
2L 7=Ahs, BAET a LAF—DNER L L) & LTWADIX, Government b Binding b b
W [FHEENT IV —07T0—F | OHGwmEFLZETHE, 5B~/ LH12, GBOB
R HEHER AR E D B b O IBIERGET R TH S, GB O G /R [#5] (Govern-
ment) EWVIHIPERIE, IZFUAD - TUTTANLIIEEICED) ESNT, FFIC, Rizzi
(1990) %> Exceptional Case Marking 72 & CHE 2 & & % K7 L Tz [ EZEHEH] (head-gov-
ernment) (3522 127H 2. [JEATH0%2 | (antecedent-government) & [FFRFMEDIEIR ] » 58 X H
SNBMEIZL o TEGE) ERLEZIT TS,

5-4 EREO N, DREYE

R E CCRLAEIIC, IZ2FVRAL - TS FLATREHENRT IF—DTTU—FOD
FERMIZ R IR 205, ZNETOHEBmDPORFNEE 2 L, BIRIZY 7V SR
WMEEN 722 L LTwh, T$TIZGBHEMICE o7& EIZ, F 3 A AF —OHGGHIIRE R
WL ERE L T, ZREHEFELOBET LT E W) ERE L L L) Ilh o Tz
A, IZVVAL-TurIAL, FE [HEEZIHLRL] LV HHTH S, GB
MR IR P OER IR 25 ZAA, BB EOREEH T I=FVAL - TUTT L
YIRAICHEE S o TR ) 22 H %,

L2L, S HIZTVAL - TUT7 03 EDE) L F XYLy V%% A5DTHA)
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Do EVHRTTFHIND I LIZ, ERLEDITE-7E, oF 0 [Flakmyzeytt] & [#
BRG] OFRBRA, TF v Ly Ve LTHUEPP LN >TLETHA ) LWV S
EThb, IZXVAL - TUT T HAIRNEROHEGR 2O S LT 2 THh A ) w5, HFISCE
DIFFEDZ OFHLADHTHEA TN I B2, I ZTVITHIB S NZ8T 35 =20 3
ZRNVB AN ZALDHRTIIFRTELR VL) BREGHEIZRONDDTIERVES ) Dy
FOLEIZRVAL - THZTLADOT TU—FPRED L) IS B Oh, FEFICHBRZEN
LIATHAI,

1) Pinker, 1994: 23.

2) Chomsky, 1986: xxvi.

3) Chomsky, 1988: 3.

4) ZOZODOFLIEM S L b Chomsky (1972) IZFRERS N TV 5,

5) *XZDBILHIELENTH S Z L 2IRT,

6) Ok, F 3 L AF—IF Lasnik and Saito (1992) DIEE % Z1F AN T Affect a #]E L TWb, Zh
(E TR S0 0 — M EEI Al L 2 P, BEILTH, HIBEL T, L Thvv] vy
fMETH L5, WO A 0L ) ICHBROZ Vb D Lida (HEsTwb,

7) Chomsky 1981: 240.

8) Z4LiE, “the man x such that I wonder who x saw” DL TlX, 1 7)) TEETIELENTH 5 HUFET
BIELENTH S,

9) bHLAA, boLHROIEVANT I Y —%HIEZ ) LT 58 X1E, £ THRESIN TS, Borer
(1984), Fukui (1986), Chomsky (1995) 7 &3 ZDWVWHITH 5,

10) Chomsky, 1995b: 31.
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L Specified Subject Condition MW )5 & i 7z X W2 L1255, (i) DHA @) & 0 b AEDIEH:
HxE Do TVREDITTERV, ZORFESPRE N, OLICHEHGH O CH LvwElfbt =) 5
ZLIl oD TH S,

12) AARAOBEEPS I =) AN - 70 s 7 A0SO H/ME] 25 U725 D12, Fukui (1996) A%
H%o

13) Performance systems (213 2 OfiIZ b 72V AT ADFAET A 00 LB WA, SiEfEH L VI 1H
PHIRIDTOIM S THER TV D, £72, FaEOBHEE [E7] orb s [FA4 V] 20T
articulatory-perceptual system 13 [ 7 ] IZFRS 7w,

14)  LIHT O S-Structure DALE L Spell-Out & 29 DAH B A%, T AU W LFEOF IR S sn s L
NV TREBZVWEW) L, REDEDERETHREID I 5 &) FIRT, S-Structure & 134 {3
bOTH 5,

15) EAREIZIZ, tough FESL DN TdH 5, “John is easy to please.” D £ 9 LT, “John” ® D-Structure
TOMEDITIZOWT GB B ClE - 72D TTL 52D ThH 5,
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