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4. 3 Do-support 2T 22 LDV T

JIA (2019a) 1%, LIMESCIZ T DATE SN2 Hprmid, bk KOG58k
ENT-EBHEOW S ORMEEFFOZ L 2vh, SPEC-T I ABEE, TP OFMill~
Abar BE)L TWD L B L7z, &51T, JIIA (2019b) TiE, LI OS5
AN ABEE. TP OAMUIDER T & LT TopicP OFEEHIZ A-bar B84 5
CIRETDHZLICE-T, 1) BERERTH D, 2) FEHNTOBEHARTFSN
720, 3) ECM ffistN COMMMAMNFF SV, o e S & o
AN R E W T SN D & L bio, G- ERENTH
RSO LT, LI OGETR N AE LTI & v 9 s
REoMERLIPAEINDLZ AR LI,

AR TIE, LIAEST oS ETA) 0 2258 & R URRE 2o sUc B L il 3225 81
A IO W R AR 2R D, BETT 2 D%, JIIA (2019a) THRE L7
LIS OBFTRI O ARHED 5 B FiEL OB RATTUTORTH S,

(73) a. Do-support %1 F 72\
b. that - EEMIR AT D
c. HETOERBIHY 35

B0 5 B, ETAMITH (782) © LUKSIOST 125 i, Do-support
?X_’%U’fib\ <1: vy 5 )ﬁﬁzﬁé bf%‘i‘gﬁ%j—éo
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T head |28 £ 5 Bk BT BFI RIS L i Hen v o
HtE %o, (T4a) O T O L IO FEEANET D Z &7 <, C
FEEPN O E < ISR AL OFFIAT N L T (74b) BMIRES NS,

(74) a. John [T (rpasy] buy an SUV.
b. John bought an SUV.

L2xL, T & EhE buy OIZEEFED not MLIET S (75a) DL HIZ, T L
FOMICMO EEEMANET DA, (75b) O L 5 IZEFER /225 & LB
FlD do M A XN D, T4 Do-support Th D, EDFER (75¢) NBNIRAE =
b,

(75) a. John [T p.p.y] not buy an SUV.
b. John [T pp.sg-do ] not buy an SUV.
¢. John did not buy an SUV.

Do-support (2B L CTHEGE L HAUFED I PIENBIZR 412 D3, G %2
MW=t ch 5, BWEEZE wh BRI L7784 Do-support i 1 73#%
BHTHHDIZR LT, FiE% wh BMFb L7234 1% Do-support 03 H 1
T&EZRU,

(76) a. Which player did Naomi defeat?
b.*Which player Naomi defeated?
c¢. *Did which player Naomi defeat?

(77) a.*Which player did win the game? (did [T 5554 )
b. Which player won the game?

c¢. *Did which player win the game?



LI #SCDURAE & 2 O PR (3) 3

C head IR ATARE 72 10 BRI B4k & o ME (Edge feature)'! 2 £f-> TH
. TNOIRMEEZRD D Z LD TE LR ATRE /R Bt & R >3 % SPEC-C
& C head BHIZHESI T2 Z LT X » THIBR S 2217 uiE 72 572\, which
player 23 SLHAIZ SR Ty, 725 SPEC-C IZRE TV AW ¢ IRV
L7 DL, CBEFOMIRA AT E/R SR M HIBR CE IV DB Th D,

(76a-c) O X 92 HAYFED wh RMEZFF> TV D 5E, C O AT/ Kf
RN & SR M E 2 HIBR T 2 | bRRF R FIEFLTO LB Th S, T Ok
R MED vP N5 DP @ Naomi % SPEC-T 27551 L. 20 ¢ FHEOHEE G
LELDZ &T, BEDRFOMIRREEEZR ¢ BMEAHIBRT 5, £ L CRHIRICT
12 & > C Naomi IZFEHEN G2 B D 2

(78) [Tp Naomi {CaseNom] [ ¢:3S] [T {Edge} [T:Past] {.mf,_-}s}] [vP N&O‘l‘fﬂ defeat Whlch player

[¢:38] [Wh]]] e

ST, L FOBISCOM L EREN/RT L 510, TR ANIERIENIC L7
W DFED ., EHITEICHFRS EEELTWD EE R D,

(79) a. Itis important that he should go at once.
b.*It is important that him should go at once.
c. Itis important for him to go at once.

d.*It is important for he to go at once.
ZOZ NG, THASPEC-T ® DPIZEKE G 2 DS, £ Ok & BEES
DT FRIRAS AT BE R BRI R MEN £4 DP I2fH 5 &b ERET D Y, Lichin-

T, (7T8) IFIEL < IZ (80) D& L 72 %,

(80) [Tp Naomi {Case:Nom] fuPPast] [ :3S] [T Bdge} [T:Past] {.m«,—g-s}] [vP Naomi defeat which
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player [6:38] [wh]]]

(76a-c) @ CP BERE Tl C ORFOFEIRAS Al BE 72 Rl F8 173, R O & F55
fEFR T REZ2 2 ME [T:Past] 28> T % CIZBE S, Past DEZ G LEAH Z &
ko> THIBRE NS, BllFEMED [T:Past] 1£E O CHEEFEIKANOE S FicH)
FER L NI LT 5, & AN, FFRIFEMET CITBE) L7z7- 0 EhE & At
TLE-TWB, #Z T Do-support (Z X > CTHI#EhG] do NfEAZ 4L, did & L
TERBUL L7z (76a) BIREI LD, S HIT, CORDEImFEMED . wh H#EME%
£ H #Y5E which player % SPEC-C (Z#%519 25 Z Ll L - THIBRE NS,

(81) /C.P\
DP Cr
which player C/\TP
wh
tdge}  HBdgel N T,
[T:Past] FFPastl- “Naomi T
Fg:35} (CaseNom] A
Do-support [:3S]
/I\— T-to-C &% &)
A-bar % #)

SF 0, HIUEED wh MGk SN 725A . T-to-C BEh & A-bar BE) N Z
0. T-to-CBENZ L > TF iﬂ’]%f#%%ﬁﬂf LE -7 T head IZ& E T
7o 321 Do-support 258 S5 2 &2 D,

—Ji. which player A E5ETdH 5 (77a-c) Tk, T OFFOMIRAA[RE: ¢ 35
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PE2% which player % vP N5 SPEC-T (23551 L. which player ®Fi> ¢ &
HOMEEZF LIS Z & CTHIBRE LD &[RRI Z & > T which player (2%
PG 2605, EHT_EIE (T7a-c) D which player % & DOKFEMEICRS
HAHT ORISR S LI wh BELRF-TnAZ & Th D,

(82) [rp which player jcasemom pepast [0 :35] why [T [Bdge} [T:Past] frrorsa5t]

[.» whichplayer defeat Naomi (4.35]]

CPWJEIZAD &, C R ORI AT RE 7 Rl S8k & Jedif R PE 1B &2 P 6D 2
ZEDTELFEMEEFFo CWVWDOHEBELZNENHFOHEKICHET T2 &I
L5, (T6a-c) L H72 0 Z DA which player 28 wh &1 & Bpfil 3214 0 i 7
ZFFo T 5H Z LG, which player 2 SPEC-C (2 A-bar &) S5 721 T,
C OFF OB L KRB EOHIBRPER SN D Z LIl d, DFE Y, Kl
M2 Eo T ZBEICFE 5] LT Do-support (CFEOD1T 5 Z L%, SED ARV
EL LCRFMEDFEIIK T2 Z &1/ D, Liznd> T, T-to-CBENIE Z
5 FNHIZ Do-support & FE A L7200,

(83) /CP\
DP C’
/\
which player C TP
[G[“qf;]e’”]] [E[ difl DP /\T,
[p:3S] PN T
[wh] which plaver T vP

Hidgel -
[T:Past] ...Naomi

A-bar B @)




6 RBEFBER ST SE R 2579

an

ST, LI RZAT 5726, £ ogar) &5 LT wh BRSCE
fEo7edatr. LUFIORd L D255 L FEE. Do-support 252 2 57200,

(84) a.*On which stage did appear the famous singer? (did (T HEFRZS )
b. On which stage appeared the famous singer?

c. *Did on which stage appear the famous singer?

(84c) 1% (7T6c) =° (77c) LR LU <., wh %KD on which stage 2338, D
F Y SPEC-C IZRKTWRNZ &5 C 3R IEZ HIBR TE Tz
WHIEL LT oTUDH E LT, T, (84a-b) OSUEMDEWE ED X 5 ZedRE
WRIZESTHREEENTWDLIDEA S ), ZORME . LI COBGHT M
SPEC-T ##H L TWA ERET DI L2 LoT, LLFD L) ICARAHH A
525 ERTED,

T I3 > TRV, SPEC-T BFE#MERIZ L > THH LD Z &
PURT D, ZOEREWMESEDHIEE LT, (84) @ appear @ X 9 [ZHMA
Ze FFTZ 7R IR R & (] U 72 30T i) & Be iR b U 72 BE R SCa1E 2 ol
%, (85a) ?® the famous singer O L 9 72NIE%E SPEC-T IZ#tY EiF 5, izl
LIS BT 21K (20192a) DIRZEIZ L7278 9 72 5 (85b) @ on the stage d
&9 22 a)Z SPEC-T 1240 L% (LIAES0) . F721E (85¢) D & 5 ITHEFRE
@ there % SPEC-T IZ@lAT % (there H30)., L\ 930 RNA[FETH 5,

(85) a. [rp The famous SINZET jeaseNomi furk-Past [0:35] [ L Edge] [T-Past] fus-351]
[» appear the-famous-singer on which stage (4.5 ]
b. [rp On which stage ieasevomt trepastt 10:3] fwh) [T t2dget (1-Past) fro-ssy]
[vr appear the famous singer |, .35 orrwhichstagel]]
C. [1p There teoseiom fepastt 10:5) [T fhdget 1Past) evsst] [vp @ppear the famous

singer [,.35; on which stage (4.5 wil]
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SPEC-T (Zf#) L 7= (85a) ™ the famous singer & (85b) ® on which stage.
B LOSPEC-T (Zf# 4 L7z (85c) @ there (%, TIZL» CEENEZ B, +
D FAE & BT B AV MR ATRE AR R B E M 5- & D, IRAEDS CP DR
JEIZET D L. (85a) & (85c) TiE C 2NEF MR AT RE AR MEhI FEMEDS . AR AT

MR R A RS T 2 CIZFHII LAIBRS N D, 51T, C DAEhR MR,
wh FEM: % #-5 on which stage % SPEC-C (Z#59] L CHIR SN D, ZDfEHR,
@ aa &gl & B S 7L72 T 12 Do-support 23 227> 0, (85a) & (85¢) 1L E L E
AU (86a) L T* (86b) ##% T, (87a-b) & L CHIULT 5,

(86) a. [CP On which stage [:3] [wh] [c did [T:Past] {.uzpapﬁsf}{_gdge}] [TP the famous
SINGET [case:Nom] pu:Past [+:35] Appear the-famoussingeron-which-stage]]?
b. [cp On which stage (4.5 wny [c did [r:past) furpasy frazet] [1p theTe feasemvomt pepast

(43 appear the famous singer |, 35 on-which-stage]]?
(87) a. On which stage did the famous singer appear?

b. On which stage did there appear the famous singer?

— 5 LI SCOPRAEIZLL T O X 5 1T72 5, (85b) Tid TP B T4 iy A
SPEC-TIZAY, TIZ X > THATAIC E4& & BE ST & M 72 BN rTRE 72 Ry
FMENGEZBND, IRED CPRIBICAD & CREF DM ATRE 72 kel 38k
COEEIEIL. TN ENOEERDD Z LD TE LHEMEE > T D EHEEH
HOFIZFHET LT e 6 7enay, Hih) on which stage (TR FE % &

h EEOW G EFi> TR, 2% SPEC-CIZ#H53 57715 T C OFiofif
FRASFIRE 2 Rt B ME & e B ME O HIBR N R & 415 Z £ 12720 . Do-support
I Z B0,
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(88) CcP
/\

DP C

/\

on which stage C TP

[CaseNeoml Hadgel PP/\T ,

LT Past] Ferr
[o:3] A T~
[wh] on which plaver T vP

Hidgel -
[T:Past] ...en—which stage
Tue-3}

LLEo &9 72 R 2 #% T, LIAE S wh 5E[3C (84b) BIRAE SN D
((89) & L CTHEsk),

(89) On which stage appeared the famous singer?

HEHE2Z 21X, (89) T Do-support 23 H S L7 E W) FEADHT 572
W%, B4 on which stage 73— B SPEC-T |26 #14 2 L{RETHZ LT
b D, LATAIESPEC-TIZA D Z & T, Tovd T4 & REHI M2 1845 L,
SPEC-C I 8ht% C OWFfSEMEZHIFR L, Do-support Z[HEE3 5D TH 5,

4. 4 that - BHIR 2T 5 Z LiIzoW\T
LIS OB NI S Bk E M- CEEICBEI SED Z LR AHETH D,

(90) a. Into the room Terry claims walked a bunch of gorillas.
b. Into which room does Terry claim walked that bunch of gorillas?

(Culicover and Levine 2001)
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LML R G, #fiX® C head IZffi SCHEHL D that S A>T\ 5 &, LA
SC D O EEY IXFFS e,

(91) a.*Into the room Terry claims that walked a bunch of gorillas.
b.*Into which room does Terry claim that walked that bunch of
gorillas?

(Culicover and Levine 2001)

ZE, KD (92a-b) BART XD ITH TN O EFEOHR D 28, #iX CiZ
that 72T AVEFRECTH D DIZxt L, MisC ClZ that 236 5 & RA[fglc /25 &
W) G LTI TH D,

(92) a. Who do you think read the book?
b.*Who do you think that read the book?
c. What do you think John read?
d. What do you think that John read?

(92¢-d) 23T K D AL D HBVEE DR & T Y 13 that OF HEIZEAR e < ATHE
Thbd, HWFEOHKZEY X that - EBN R A RN 0ICx LT, FiE, B
L O LI #SCo5arA) Ok & B Y 1% that - BRI R %317 T, C head IZ that
BA>TWNDHE, ZD that # X TRENIZ T2 Z LR TERVOIIRETH
5970

LN @ wh )13 D SPEC-C Z#%H L C. AR L7 98 B ~ i 78 B
MK E) L SCBICEET A L B HND Z &b, JREOHMC CiE (EPP %
PEZMED) JeiEEE RS> TN D EBZXDHZENTED (LI -> T wh #FiE
EROBERE T OREWICHENT D). —J7. (93a-d) BT LI, MK
TIEEE - PBFAEEN R SRV EnS, MiXClEEXLC ERALY, —
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A% L MRR AT RE R RV E 2 FF o VW K D ISR R D,

(93) a. John wonders [if Mary bought the car yesterday].
b. John wonders [what Mary bought yesterday].
c. *John wonders [did Mary buy the car yesterday].
d.*John wonders [what did Mary buy yesterday].

L L7en b, JIEK (2019b) THEIF/2L 212, 7ANLT Yy RTRESIN T
% Y585 #E @ Hiberno-English Tl i 3L @ T-to-C BB BN Hl22 S 5,
(McCloskey (1992), Henry (1995))

(94) a. I wondered [would I be offered the same plate for the whole
holiday].
Roddy Doyle: The Woman Who Walked into Doors, 154
b. She asked the stewards [was any member of the committee in the
hall].
James Joyce: Dubliners, 170

(95) a. The baritone was asked [what did he think of Mrs Kearney’s
conduct].
James Joyce: Dubliners, 176
b. You'd be better off asking [why did he marry me].
Frank McGuinness: Dolly West’s Kitchen, 55

DT END, FEFEOML CIXMFR AR g2 fls# 2R LB X 6D,
fA. L. Hiberno-English O #fi3C C 23 FF-DWEfll 51X EPP &8 ME % {1 5 72 ® Wi
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DAl % o T2 R ATRERF I B E 2 > T 25557 2 BN H 508, FEAENGE
DS C Wb OWHIFENET EPP BEZ R0 B2 BN 5,
(92a-b) @ wh AJIZH L SPEC-T 12 7= T2 & »C LM G2 b, %
PRI AR ATREZR I BE bR 2 L 172 D (4.3 MR), —J5 (92¢-d)
O wh AT TR &5 SO TREFEEZF 7220, 2L T Wiho
wh ] b #iSC C D el FEMEIC &> T SPEC-CIZ# Bl &b, #li3C C OffIRAR
AIREZRMERI B PE T EPP B2 R/ 720 O TREREFE OF 5 Tld/n <. AR AT
REZe B IEZ FF DR L O (Agree) BIfRZ W L CTHIBRE LD, o F
. (92c-d) TIE, WX CIT T ORsHIFHEN L —BOBREHKO, Z0EEE
9, CIZE LES 7= FEf] 2% Present <° Past &\ 72 EH (finite) DE TH
AU SRR & L C that, b L <IZHE AR B 220 Hli U (phonologically
null complementizer: NC) 23@h& L. b LEHOMENIETH (nonfinite) TH
AU for BRELET D LAET D'

(96) a. What do you think [that we should do]?
b. What do you think [NC we should do]?

c. What is it necessary [for us to do]?

LLEDIRAEE (92¢-d) ICHEM T 2725, ZOMIX CPIILLTO LS IZRSN
%o

(97) [cp what [wh] [C fuaﬂqlasf}fEdge}] [r» John fEase:Nom} feF:Past} [ 6 :3] [T Bdge} [T:Past] WS}]

T
that /NC
[.» Fohm read what]]]

(92a-b) IFLLTDO Lotk b,
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(98) [cp Who {Case:Nom] fuT:Past} [ :3S] [wh] [C qufEdge}] [r» whe [T {Edge} [T:Past] W?JS‘}] [vp
who read the book]]]

(97) Tlx C OFfo uT 1 Agree %18 U T T OFf> Past DIE%E T LIS 72,
CITIIMiCEf# & LT that, b L <IZFHABRO 20U NC 235 @49
Do 7. (98) TiX. T b F4& & MR AR I RE 7R R 5 4 5- 2 H 4172 who
0 C DY FEMEIZ L - TSPEC-CIZFHBI SN b7, ZHic kY Clidskhnk
PE L BRI B MEDBIBRNER SN D Z L ITR DM, ZOHAD C OFFFIFEMET,
T OfFIRATRE 22 Wil bk & D Agree il U CE D% T Lt> 2o Tidie
WO T, SRR ORBA 1T Z 57220,

—Ji. LI#SCOEFTA S (91a-b) 2333 L 512 that - JIEB R 2% 5,
b, BTN SPEC-T Z & H L CHiSC TP OA~BEI T2 EIRET S =
EC, ERBEREBRICHAT 2 2 TE D, BETAINM L SPEC-TICAS &
RET 5725, (9la-b) DL CP DIREIZKRD L H KT ZENTE 5,

(99) a. [cp into the rOOM jeasevomy ffPast [0:59] [topic] LC gt Bacet] [1p 1tO-the-room [T
{Edee} [T-Past] fes-asy] [v» Walk a bunch of gorillas into-theroom]]]
b. [cp into which 1ro0m jcaseNomi frPast) [0:38) [topic] (wh] [C ety frager] [rp 1XtO
whichroom [T fraget (rpast) freessy] [vp walk that bunch of gorillas mte
whichroom]]]

(99a) @ into the room, (99b) ?® into which room (%, i3 SPEC-T (Z—H.A
V. & Z CHIRRATREZRIFHI A2 5 2 LD, A& X Topic FME%A, %EHIX
Topic #FME & wh EMEE2 2N ENFRFo72b, C DuizHENEIZ L > T SPEC-C 12
FHol S D, ClETOIREEFITE N TS A) DFRFOFMET K - Thodmrk & I
FIFRIEDHIERANER SN D05, ZD%aE. C ORI T ORI RE 22 iF
HSEMEDMEZ G LIS 2 L7 <HIBRS N2 DT, MisUE@E oA I3 Z 6720
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DTHD,

2 TCTHIREMICEE R Z LIX, (99a-b) MR L DI LI Lo AT Al
that - IR R A Z T2 L WH FEEZUINT L-0120E, HETmn— A
SPEC-T IZFEMT 5 LWETHIETHDHZ LIZHEE I,

4.5 WEFOERRICEY 8H 5 Z L1220 T
WD (100) D & 5 ITEBOEAEF % G I TN OB+ O/ER O
SHEY7e R & SIS U T (101a-b) D2iB Y OERMNAfRETH 5,

(100) Someone loves everyone.
(101) a. 3x¥y love (x, ¥)
(There is some person x such that x loves every person.)
b. ¥y3ax love (x, ¥)

(For every person y, there is some person who loves y.)

A I AL CHERENTME SN D LT 575, (100) DIREICHENT TP
P T someone 7% everyone % C #fHl 9% 72 %, someone 7% everyone & ¥ %
JRCERIRZ £ (101a) ORERZ1G2 Z LR TE D,

(102) [rp someone [,p someone loves everyone]]

I BT, COEMBMEIZ L > THIEEZ SNABEIC L > THERHBEI RN & 72
HEND ET 575, everyone 73 someone £ 0 b JIAWERIK AR (101b) @
fEIRIT, C OFF I HMED everyone % SPEC-C 12755 Z Lz k»TH
HiLd,

(103) [cp everyone [tp someone [,p someotre loves everyone]]|
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HAVEEZ wh )D& 9 ZRE 2B 2 TH FAERIC2H0 Y DR FTRETd 5,

(104) a. Who does everyone love?
b. John loves Mary, Bill loves Jane, and Tom loves Cathy.

c. Everyone loves Mary.

(104a) DERIIZ I T everyone DEM IS who DVERBL LV &AW & HE 2
57¢ 5 (104b) D& Z 2725 L, #iZ who DEFAY everyone DZ LV &
JRWEEIRT D725 (104c) DEZ T D, TNENOMERITLLT OJRAAE
EABHELND,

(105) a. [rp everyone [,p everyone love who]]
b. [cp who does [rp everyone [,p everyone love who]]]

(105a) Ti& TP T everyone 7 who % C #4#l L T\ % d T everyone 7 who
L0 BIRVER ZFFo, IRED CP BEE £ CTiltte & C D FeimzEMED wh
A Ho who 23819 %7, (105b) 2557 L 512, SPEC-C 2 5 L7 who
2 everyone & C#ifl L, who?deveryone & ¥ & JAVMERIKZ RS> Z L2725,

EZAM, (106a) DX HIZEEN wh AJHE FICRoTnD &, ZD5EEM
NZH D% A & LT (106b) [FAEY T, (106c) DEXTTDHIBHEETH D,

(106) a. Who loves everyone?
b.*John loves Mary, Bill loves Jane, and Tom loves Cathy.

c. John loves everyone.

(106a) X who 2% everyone £ ¥ & JKWMERI & FF ORI L 22 Ff72 7200 Th
B, ZHUFLLTO XS ICH &5, (106a) (X TP B TIZLL O X 212,
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(107) [rp who [,p who loves everyone]]

who 7% everyone & C ## L TV % DT, who 7’ everyone J ¥ JEUME I 2
FEOMIRMR GO D, 20O TPIZ C O3 EE L, = odeunskiEs wh #EME%2 FFo
who ZHREHICFHEDIT DD T, U TFOHER K ER D

(108) [cp Who [rp whe [,» who loves everyone]]]

Z O CP#EIZH VT who 28 everyone 2 CHMI L TWH DT, FEiRE L
T who 7 everyone £ U JRWMERIEZFFOMIR LS5 Z &R TERVOTH
%

LI SCOSGATA S 58 & RERIC 1O DOfEIR LiF & 7220y, LIS (109) 1X
(110b) OFFEFRILFF S F°. (110a) DR LRz 720,

(109) In some pigeonhole was lying every letter.
(Den Dikken 2006)
(110) a. 3Iy¥x lying in (x, ¥)
(There is some pigeonhole y such that every letter was lying in ¥.)
b. ¥x3y lying in (x, y)

(For every letter x, there is some pigeonhole which x was lying in.)

LI X 0B a2 — H SPEC-TIZAD EMRET D725, (109) O TP FEE i1
LT X525,

(111) [rp In some pigeonhole [,p lying every letter inrsomepigeonhote]]

in some pigeonhole 7% every letter % C il L CT\»% DT, some pigeonhole
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2N every letter KV JAWERHIZFFOMRA G LD, S HIC, TPIZHAE L
72 C DY FEMEN Topic M % +-> in some pigeonhole Z 5 EERICHES I 5
DT, LATOMEERS IR B35,

(112) [cp in some pigeonhole [rp trsomepigeonhote [p lying every letter i
somepigeonthole]]|]

CP g 123\ T % in some pigeonhole 7% every letter & C #fHl L T\ 5 D
T, TOFERE, in some pigeonhole 723 every letter J V) JAVWMER R % RS fRIR
LD ZENTERVDTH D,

ZZTHIERTREIE, LI OLET A OE IR O ERIC B 2 5% 2 #
U DR, IRERREE 2 5 TV D ORGEFTA)A— HSPEC-TIZ Ao
TV EWIRETH D,

(TLI # X DYRA: & Z O PEERAYIRARS (4)) 12HE<)

=

10 FEFURATREFEME & IXE M EREZ L7220 FEMEZ 0 9 (Chomsky 1995), 141
ZIX. DP 230 ¢ H#ME (AFR, PR, BEOSUERN) IXEWMRICE S
T 57 DR FTREREETH 203, T BFEFD ¢ FEIT e A & BRI H ik
L7anE W) H bR TEER M TH %, Chomsky (2001, 2008) T
13, PR ATRERMEIIE 2+ > CIREICEA SN A DICH LT, EEF-T
WCIREIEA SN D OPFERAATRERM CTH D L FER SN, TN
DIFEIZ LY | R ATEERMEILHIBR &7 i AUEZ OIREITAFET 5.
MR AR 72 s ME D HIBR X, MR ATRE e R 2 R D25k & —3 (Agree)
OERICIR Y ZOEEMEESND Z LIk > TER SN D,
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SebmRNE L 1IFE S| A BREN 9 2 T, Chomsky (1981) 23 (4IFIXT &
IFNTWE) TRRBICIEES 2R > L4 TRTHHEE LTREL
7= EPP (Extended Projection Principle, fIi RKIEFFR) (ima 363 5,
% D1%, Chomsky (2000) X, EPP %2 T ® A 72 59, 7 = — X EFERIC
L L. Chomsky (2007, 2008) (23 T, Jeliiith & L T2 b sh
7
Henm O HAT LIS L ORI 720 LUT Tl ikaskam (S EAERER D R
P, JIIAR (2019b) O FE3EI Tk ~<7= CP % /3E| L 7= left periphery (TP
DEAER > OHERE) DORFEEEAM L TEmaED 5,
ERIEE D F FHAEHE A SRR AR ATRERIEOMEPA R ET D 2
ETEORAARERMETHIREND & LT, 22 TIEBHZEL T»
%, LinL7Zens, THIES (deletion)] 132 D FEMEN 22 ICHERHEE ) S
[VH % (erasure)] N7 Z & & EWHT 5D TiL7Z2, Chomsky (2001:
19) % “... deleted features remain visible until the strong-phase level
LDEBRARTND, DFE Y| HIBRS NI RMETIR T = — X LAV TR
IRE U THEGERIEIZE s TR TH O FIHFIRETH H, % LT, Chomsky
(2000: 131) 7% “Deleted features are literally erased, ... possibly at the
phase level.” L L TWA K I, HIBRENIZHZMEXT = — XL~
SFE D CP°DP AL THESN., 7 = —XOIMUN D OFEEERIEICIER
A, OFE VHEEIAREL 2R D,
Pesetsky and Torrego (2001) & [RIARIZ, FHE & e 384 O BRE 4 & fa
LTW5, O ERICRRIZBNLHE LT, LTOA—ZAFF U7,
I A= R RNED O 7R Y ¥ =F 35 Pitta-pitta 35 O 6] &2 2513 T
%, TREOFI TR DPICARERHI AR S Tun 5,
(1) a. Ngapiri-ngu thawa paya-nha.

father-FUT  kill bird-ACC

‘Father will kill the bird.’
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b. Thithi-ngu karnta pathiparnta.
elder brother-FUT go  morning
‘My elder brother will go in the morning.’

15 SGETAIRCHERED there 358878 ¢ RV R T RN ATBEZR AFRFRME &
LTCEABHER > TWDHD, BICHT 2R MEEFLRWERET D,

16 C DIRFHIFRMEDMEIR ATRE 7R REHI FZMED B 5 LBt 7ol A2 R0 2 & THSUE
WOBEPMFEIND LD ZZTOREIE, ZDOHRY O ad hoc 7251
ETIEA <, T-to-C BEYORER, MIRFTEE/RE 2 7 - 72 T DRl S VEDS
ClzEH L7=Z & T Do-support ML Z 5 Z & (4.3HiBM) LWITHTH
Do WG, CNORHRFEMESFERIVESR &L OfMMEZ R L, B 13
SO A, BB T do DIAZENENFRT L L TRIDFRE LT
WAxDHZENTED,

ZE 30k
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The Derivation of the LIC

and Its Theoretical Consequences: Part 3

Yumi Kawamoto

The preposed locative phrase in a Locative Inversion construction
(LIC) acts in the same way as the subject DP in a sentence in the following
respects: First, the LIC locative phrase is not subject to Do-support, nor is
the subject DP, when it is wh-questioned; second, neither of them is exempt
from the that-trace effect so that either one is impossible to extract from a
finite subordinate clause with the complementizer that; and finally, both of
them exhibit asymmetries in the scope of operators, that is, the quantified
object cannot take scope over the quantified LIC locative phrase just as it
fails to have wide scope over the wh-questioned subject.

We show all of the traits observed above between the LIC locative
phrase and the subject in common can be reasonably explained by assuming
that the LIC locative phrase stops by at SPEC-T on its way to TopicP. In
order to be valued and deleted, the Edge feature on C attracts either the
wh-questioned locative phrase or the wh-questioned subject. Then, the
uninterpretable Tense feature on C can dispense with attraction of T
because it can check with the uninterpretable Tense feature which either
the LIC locative phrase or the subject has received from T. As T-to-C
movement does not take place, the finite T can avoid being stranded from
the verb. Hence, no Do-support.

The uninterpretable Tense feature on the complement C in standard
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English does not have the EPP property and therefore it can be deleted just
by entering into the Agree relation with an element which has interpretable
tense features. From the assumption that a complementizer, whether
explicit or phonetically null, merges with C whose tense feature is valued
as [Present] or [Past] and stranded from T, it follows that the extraction of
the subject or the LIC locative phrase from the subordinate clause does not
trigger a merger of a complementizer while the extraction of the object
does.

If we assume the scope of operators is determined on the clausal level,
that is, TP and CP, the scopal asymmetries observed between the subject
and the LIC locative phrase on the one hand and the object on the other
turn out to be again reflected by the fact that the former items both have
moved into SPEC-T.
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Language Selection in Multilingual
Speech Production
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1. Introduction

In the field of psycholinguistics there is a significant amount of
research dedicated to investigating language selectivity in multilingual
speech production, and although most of the work done in this area focuses
on bilinguals, there have been several studies done on trilinguals as well.
The ‘hard problem’ at issue with multilinguals is how they select the right
word in one language and control the corresponding word in another
language. In an English-Japanese bilingual, for example, how is “dog”
selected over “inu” (or vice versa) in the production of speech? While
lexicons in each language share a common conceptual system, they contain
different lexical entries. The ostensible “problem” then is that there does
not appear to be a problem of production; multilinguals are fully capable of
speaking the languages in which they are fluent with little to no signs of
“confusion.” Therefore, this logically necessitates a mechanism that can
regulate the competition between languages in multilingual speech
production.

Once this hard problem was established, the fundamental research
question that arose was at what point in the lexical selection process the
target language is selected. While researchers agree that there is

competition between the components of the target language and the non-
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target language when a concept needs to be expressed verbally, there is
controversy pertaining to the locus of where the selection of the target
language occurs (Schwieter 2007). However, there is a consensus that this
locus of selection can occur in two possible places: at the semantic level or
the lexical level. Corresponding to these proposed solutions are theories
that make a case for each possible locus of selection. Prior to discussing
these theories in multilinguals, it is useful to include a brief overview of

how speech production is proposed to work in monolinguals.

2. Speech Production in Monolinguals

It is typically only the shared traits between theories of speech
production that prove to be relevant for theories of multilingual speech
production, which tend to build upon the assumptions regarding speech
production in general. There are nevertheless certain controversial
concepts that emerged from the debate on monolingual models that are
worth mentioning, notably the extent to which a model is discrete or
interactive in nature. A discrete model, such as the one proposed by
Levelt, Roelofs, and Meyer (1999), does not allow feedback and cascading
activation to occur between stages, and there is no forward and backward
spreading of activation between them. Interactive models, such as the one
proposed by Dell (1986), allow the various levels involved in speech
production to interact with one another in any direction. This is relevant
because when a lexical entry is selected, components within the same level
compete for activation, whereas in a discrete model activation from the
lexical level would only feed down to the phonological level. In an
interactive model the target concept spreads activation freely throughout

the levels involved in speech production. The crux of the interactivity-
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discrete debate, then, is in how activation flows through each of the levels
involved.

Understanding the basic representation of monolingual speech
production is vital in transitioning to bilingual models because while these
latter models are principally focused on the competition between languages
and the locus of language selection, they also address the competition that

occurs within languages between activated lexical entries.

3. Speech Production in Bilinguals

There are two main theories that provide an explanation for how
competition is resolved between languages in the process of speech
production. Both theories attempt to explain lexical processing in
bilinguals and attempt to resolve competition through a process of
activating the target language’s words and suppressing the non-target
language’s words; where they differ, of course, is the level at which this
process occurs (Schwieter 2007). The first theory is Green’s (1986; 1998)
Inhibitory Control (IC) model. This model proposes that selection of the
target language is achieved through a process of inhibition at the lexical
level, in which words in the non-target language are suppressed. The
second theory is La Heij’s (2005) Concept Selection Hypothesis (CSH).
This theory argues that important “cues” during the preverbal stage
determine which language is activated, with the locus of selection being at

the conceptual level.

4. Inhibitory Control
Green hypothesizes that lexical entries include “language tags” that

dictate to which language they belong after the semantic system has sent
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activation to both languages at the lexical level. Then, based on language
tags, the non-target words are suppressed or “inhibited” to a degree that is
proportional to the activation received by the target language with the
“correct” tags. Because inhibition must be applied at a proportional
degree to activation, it follows that more inhibition must necessarily be
applied to the language in which the speaker is more fluent, the LI.
Conversely, less inhibition would be applied to the language in which the
speaker is less proficient because the inhibitory control mechanism is
dealing with a smaller system. The way to test this hypothesis empirically
is to measure reaction time in bilinguals as they switch in and out of L1
and L2 (Schwieter 2007).

The primary means by which Green’s theory has been empirically
tested is through language switching trials involving two kinds of tasks:
numerical-naming tasks and picture-naming tasks (Schwieter 2007).
Meuter and Allport (1999) authored one of the most influential articles
supporting Green’s theory, notably finding that reaction times were shorter
when switching into L2 and longer when switching into L1 during
numerical-naming tasks. However, not all studies confirm the hypotheses
of the IC model regarding all bilinguals across the board.

Finkbeiner et al. (2006) used picture-naming tasks and numerical-
naming tasks to test the validity of Green’s IC model. While their results
on the numerical-naming tasks confirmed Meuter and Allport’s (1999)
results, they notably found symmetrical switch costs in picture-naming
tasks, contradicting the assumptions of the IC model. In addition, Costa
and Santesteban (2004) found that asymmetrical switch costs occurred in
low proficiency bilinguals, but in high proficiency bilinguals (specifically,

Spanish-Catalan bilinguals) symmetrical switch costs were found.
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While there are a host of potential explanations that account for the
discrepancy in the results on picture-naming tasks (one could assign blame
to the nature of the trials used to test inhibitory control), Costa and
Santesteban (2004) provided an explanation that has proven to be
influential and has continued to garner support among researchers. The
authors raised the possibility that as the gap between L1 and L2 proficiency
levels narrows, bilinguals will rely increasingly less on inhibitory control
and more on a language-selective mechanism at the conceptual level (Costa
2005, Costa, Santesteban, & Ivanova 2006). Costa and Santesteban’s
(2004) work has led to a growing emphasis being placed on qualifying the
degree of proficiency in multilingual participants in research, a variable
that had hitherto been relatively ignored but has since been proposed as
the key variable that determines a reliance on either an inhibitory control
mechanism or a language-selective mechanism in bilingual speech
production (Schwieter 2007). Thus, for higher proficiency bilinguals, La

Heij’s CSH may more accurately reflect their selection process.

5. The Concept Selection Hypothesis

Unlike the IC model, the CSH does not require “inhibitory control”
per se. In the CSH, only words in the target language are activated due to
“higher linguistic cues” at the preverbal level, which puts the locus of
language selection before lexical retrieval; this form of selection has been
called “complex access, simple selection” by the author (La Heij 2005).

Like the IC model, the CSH does have empirical support, which has
generally come from Bloem and La Heij (2003). Instead of relying on
picture-naming and numerical-naming tasks, however, the authors were

able to provide empirical support for their model by investigating the roles
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of semantic interference and facilitation. More specifically, the authors
attempted to isolate a variable that could induce semantic facilitation. In
their experiment, Dutch-English bilinguals were shown a semantically
related Dutch word or picture alongside an English word and instructed to
ignore the related words and pictures and simply translate the English
word into Dutch. The researchers hypothesized that the context words
would impede backward translation because they would provide more
competition at the lexical level. More importantly, however, their results
confirmed their prediction that a semantically related context picture would
facilitate backward translation because they would activate their
representations at the conceptual level, eliminating the need for
competition between languages at the lexical level. Therefore, the authors
conclude, the locus of selection is at the conceptual level and preverbal cues
are the mechanism by which the appropriate language is selected.

To date there have been no major challenges to the CSH, but Bloem et
al. (2004) did find that if they manipulated the stimulus onset asynchrony
(SOA) at which context words or pictures were shown they could reverse
the effect of semantic interference and achieve semantic facilitation
instead. While semantic interference occurred when a context word was
presented alongside a target word to be translated, the authors found that
if the context word was presented -200ms before the target, semantic
facilitation occurred; they also found the same results with context pictures.
Bloem et al. (2004) explain this by positing that the decay rate of activation
for lexical representation is stronger than the decay rate of activation for
conceptual representations. Therefore, because the conceptual level is still
activated by the time the target stimulus is presented, the effect of a pre-

exposed context word approximates that of a pre-exposed context picture.
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These experiments ultimately help provide both a unified account of
semantic interference and facilitation and further evidence that the CSH
explains the language selection process in bilinguals. However, because
there is empirical support for both the IC model and the CSH under certain
conditions (e.g. proficiency levels), it is important to attempt to synthesize
these two models and address the question of whether they are mutually

exclusive.

6. The Proficiency Problem

According to Costa and Santesteban (2004), the IC model does a good
job of accounting for the language selection process in low proficiency
bilinguals but a poor job of accounting for the process in high proficiency
bilinguals. Therefore, they suggest that the process of language selection
may be fundamentally different in low and high proficiency bilinguals.
This is important for two reasons. The first is that, if this is true,
proficiency level should be one of the main variables studied in the field of
bilingual speech production, and more effort should be made to qualify and
quantify the degree of proficiency of the bilinguals selected for research.
Certainly no one would argue that there is not a high degree of variability
in the proficiency levels of bilinguals, but few researchers prior to Costa
and Santesteban have argued this was a relevant issue (Schwieter 2007).
The second reason this finding is important is that it suggests that the two
models are not mutually exclusive per se, but are each accounting for a
fundamentally different process and thus are correct depending on the

circumstance—namely, the type of bilingual being investigated.



30 RBFBER S SMER S 37975

7. Defining Bilingualism

One can easily imagine heritage speakers being fundamentally
different from bilingual speakers who learned a second language in a
classroom environment rather than a more organic cultural one. One can
also imagine a scenario where a bilingual is equally proficient at speaking
two languages but is superior at reading and writing in one language. It
is possible that the term “bilingual” is used too liberally and doesn’t
necessarily apply to those in the process of learning a second language (e.g.,
someone in their 5 year of study in a foreign language). Certainly, a
variety of factors other than speaking proficiency—like age of acquisition,
cultural identity, and relative aptitude at reading and writing—should play
a key role in defining bilingual type.

Of course, there have been attempts to define bilingualism in the past.
Bloomfield (1933) suggested that bilinguals were people who had a “native-
like” control of two languages, but few bilinguals meet this standard.
Weinreich (1953) defined bilingualism as the ability to alternatively
communicate in more than one language, while Grosjean (1999) considers
the every-day use of two languages a prerequisite for defining a person as
bilingual. Recent studies suggest that it is essential to qualify not only the
proficiency level of bilinguals, but also their histories and the sociocultural
context in which their bilingualism manifests. Spanish-Catalan and
Dutch-English bilinguals, for example, appear to be the gold standard in
terms of “balanced bilinguals,” so they provide a good benchmark for the
upper end of the bilingualism spectrum and exist in clear contrast with
“dominant bilinguals” who are demonstrably more proficient in one
language than another (Peal and Lambert 1962).

Further investigations on the role of proficiency in determining the
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locus of language selection should consider the nature of the bilinguals
being studied and attempt a categorical representation of the type of
bilingualism under investigation. In addition, it may be useful to study
trilinguals to further analyze the circumstances under which certain

mechanisms regulate language selection.

8. Speech Production in Trilinguals

Research on trilinguals has typically tested the assumptions of the IC
model and the role the robustness of L2 and L3 plays in determining the
reliance on inhibitory control. Results, however, have been mixed.
Schwieter and Sunderman (2011) did find support for IC occurring in all
three languages in their testing of English language learners of French and
Spanish. However, they also found that only the proficiency level of L2
affected performance on all languages on picture-naming language switch
tasks; L3 proficiency level only regulated performance on L3 switching
tasks. While the researchers did not find support for Costa and
Santesteban’s (2004) theory of shifts from a reliance on IC to a language-
selective mechanism with increases in proficiency, they suggest that a
“threshold of lexical robustness” may exist that dictates a proficiency level
at which this shift occurs, and argue that the participants in their study did
not pass this threshold (Schwieter and Sunderman 2011: 409). However,
the researchers also suggest that this threshold may only be possible for
bilinguals and out of the reach of trilinguals, where three languages must
compete for selection.

Linck, Schwieter, and Sunderman (2012) also found support for the IC
model, but only when switching in and out of L1 and into the less proficient

L3 from L1. Inhibitory control did not appear to be operating when
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switching into L2. Their results suggest further qualifications on the
conditions under which IC regulates language selection and provide
additional support for the notion that proficiency level modulates the

mechanism responsible for language selection.

9. Conclusion

While the two main theories investigated here-the CSH and the IC-
each has their fair share of support, on a purely conceptual level they do
invite criticism. The IC model, for instance, seems to adhere to a kind of
circular logic. The absence of preverbal cues at the conceptual level places
a great deal of responsibility on the part of the lexical level to regulate
language selection, and the explanation that language tags alone can
regulate the selection process may prove insufficient. The argument is
that lexical items intrinsically have language tags that allow the lexical
entries to demonstrate to which language they belong, and because of this
the incorrect language is suppressed in proportion to the activation the
language tags provide the correct language. This argument appears
circular in nature, and essentially states that language tags regulate the
process because they exist, and they exist because they regulate the
process. Regardless of whether “inhibitory control” occurs, the IC model
falters as a theory because it fails to consider the role of conceptual
linguistic cues to inform the language selection process; this is a process
which has been formulated to occur for components of speech production
other than language selection, such as register, tone, etc. (La Heij 2005).

While conceptually the CSH appears to be more fundamentally sound
as a theory than the IC, there is one potential logical inconsistency in the

model itself, although minor. While the “complex access, simple selection”
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description implies that there is no competitive selection process, the visual
representation of the model seems to suggest otherwise (see Figure 1).
This is because the visual representation of the lexical level depicts words
from both languages (the target and non-target language) receiving
activation from the conceptual level. The model explains that although
some non-target language words are activated, only the target language is
considered at this level. It may be useful to examine errors made by
bilinguals in switching tasks and develop a modeling paradigm that
attempts to parse out the degree of activation the target language receives

versus the non-target language.

Language: ENGLISH

Y Register: FORMAL

Concept: CHAIR

Lexical Level

Phonological Level

Figure 1. Lexical selection in La Heij’s Concept Selection Hypothesis
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Clearly, a great deal of future research needs to be devoted to
investigating the conditions under which inhibitory control mechanisms
and language-selective mechanisms occur. L2 and L3 proficiency levels
may determine the shift from a reliance on inhibitory control at the lexical
level to a language-selective mechanism at the conceptual level. To
accomplish this, it would be useful to attempt to place pools of bilinguals
used in research on a spectrum of bilingualism that takes into account
cultural factors, age of acquisition, frequency of use of both languages, and
proficiency at speaking, reading, and writing in each language. Until this
is done, we can expect to see a large variability in the results obtained from

studies on language selection in multilinguals.
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