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(1) a.?7?The elderly man told about [that the legend
was wrong] and [the truth].

b.?The elderly man told about [the truth] and
[that the legend was wrong].

(2) a.??The executive producer denied, but the gen-
eral manager agreed with [that the project is
interesting).

b.?The general manager agreed with, but the ex-
ecutive producer denied [that the project is
interesting).

(1) \Z3BW T, that HIUXATER about @IEE LTHND
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(3) a.*John was thinking about that he was wrong.

b.??John was thinking about (pause) that he was
wrong.

c.?John was thinking about, by the way, that he
was wrong.

AR —HR, #AERS: 21 il COE a2/ o & (555 - i85
AR ARSI B IR 3 X OHIbRY: %Wﬂ%lwﬂ%ﬁnf
UE—T 0T T MDD OB O R A T TIThl T b

BRI HONTIE, BRREEFICRB N TIE, 7, “v7
L DREEMAT S - LIk 0 RRIEDRIES R L
T 7. Bard et.al. (1996). Keller (2003) 72 & Cl3%
ILEBEH THH E L TND. AFTIEBREDE 2

B‘La r

W22 BV, BT EGEHEIC Lo TREND EEZD L
BU:OD: b —HEOBSIITOEN, b L ILHEEH

FIE IR, MEZROMBEE LT A5 Z &i2T 5.

2 WEETIL
A+t 2 2 a Tl Takahashi, Ishikawa and Yoshi-

moto (2006) | iob\’CTE'“E'éi’b’Cb\}:) REECE e 00)
SHWBET V) BT 2 L12T 5.

2.1 FEHE

AETFT VBN TIL, &TO /) — RIITEWE % B
ELTHEHDERELTWD. LLTIZEOMIEX %2R~
aw XIERELI Y 2 —L L, J—F4 (X, Y, Z 72
L), /—KTF7UL (NP, VP 72 &) 5%t L, &k
EITERICI DRSNS, £, IHEEEORITEICERK

av(X, S)
X

N

av(Y, NP) av(Z, VP)
Y z

1: MRS AT X O S - NP VP O Ak
(T) Th 5 LTET 5.

T =Y av(X,CAT)

i=1

ZK%T TUE, TEPEEE D LT DRI HES < FEIEHEAL
TRV, BEEEERSEDNLD EEL TS,

(%41F 1) semantic predicate-argument struc-
ture Z235ERK L 72 & ALERER AN L 7=
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(5) a. [ =der. AX.1d(X) 0 (predicate-
argument structure 235k L72 &R
ESNTERICEA SN D)

b. g =det. AX.id(X) av(X,CAT;) =
av(X,CAT;) —
(AR PRE R AR ﬁ:b\ EH X b)

C. h =qet. )\X.id(X) av(X, CATi) =
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AET T, FibEIIE /) — FOTEMEEIC L 0 FEK
EELTTFHshD. ZORE HEksIERE (well-formed
functions) IZ XV EHHE IND. Zy...Z; % daughter &
L Z % mother node &9 % local tree O@RMEITLLT
DEIEHEAEEINS.
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(11) Wi (Z;) =der. av(Z, CAT;)

Wiz, /—F Z ® daughter (Z;) &ROEME: % B%k
wiy ZEFTHZEITEVRDD.

(12) WfQ(Z) =def. HWfl (ZZ)

\Z mother node H& Diikg: (wii(Z)) & dauther
f2 EEEHTAEDES Z LI12XL VY, local tree D
HERTFEND.
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MMéﬂ1w<b%¢méﬁMGm$%7w ZBNT
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grammar &/OERIFEERIC LV g L7z#E5. TAG ©oF
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5TV % (Sturt and Lombardo 2005) .
TAG ZHHAT2I2H20, (14) 2 HET 5.

(14) initial/aux tree OFFOIEMEE L, FEORFOIGTESE
LEAMTH D

(E (14) X, TAG I35\ TIGEED RIIFLIED HIF O
HSILDEE, GEFMEE B R ) — REWNTET D A
L Lfiéfﬁéﬂéf:&) FEOREEND / — N2 TH
C{EMEEZFF>Z L 2B KT 5. LUFIC initial tree T
HD told ZHlE L TrT.2 £/, TAG LOEETH
% adjunction, substitution {Z2OWTLLFERET 5.

(15) adjunction, substitution HAEDES X, BfESIN S
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S[L.0]

NPO | [1.0] VPILO]

S NP1 [1.0

2: told DIEMEFE RS & OFEFA G

TAG (FFIZ Feature-based TAG) 72 & TiI4& / — NI
top feature, bottom feature Z#ffH, BH D/ — KDOTF
WZED X ) iR REREZ O L ONESHES N, b L
ISRV OV TN R ST\ 5 . H
MNATIEN D L. mother node @ bottom feature & A
J10 top feature A —{L I D3, IEHEEIZ OV TIE
EHOANT LW RFEMAV BRI IND LWV ) ANBA
FIDOIEVEE D override S5 EARET 5. substitution
BEIZHOWTHRERIC, BEMz o/ — FOIEHE
1L override &h 5.

e adjoining

S[0.5]

A[0.5]

e substitution
S[0.5]

s[0.5]

A[L.0]
e

3: IEMEEEFT % @ adjoining, substitution #fE
F7o, BREERD 2O OWEEFRIZOVWT, TAG

T X 4 @ X HIZ initial/aux tree MEEZ /2 L TN 5H
7o®lZ, WFEMEIX, 4 initial/aux tree B TITHOND.

al

/\\ wii(a3) = av(aB) wii(a4) = av(ad)
wiq E;)Z) = av((a32)) wf((B‘z)= av(B)
wf =wf](a X wfy (@
a2 ﬂ ad wff(as) = alv(cx5) !
Wi (al) = av(al)
wi(al) = wiq (a2) X wig(B) X wiy(ab)
a3 o4

4: TAG L Tomks LA

AET NV E TAG 1T &Y BB (1b) 1T O

Iolcmasng. EFIEEZ X 5 12R7.3 £7, aux
tree Tdh 5 the . initial tree TH S eldery. man HIE
WCREIFLEN OO S, AFREZTERT D, KET
VTIE TEFIAEL] Z2EL TWD DT, the IO
Hanizigmc, BgfbahTwnwinhy 7/ —FK S
DR END.

WIZEFITH D told WATISh, THE LT 51z
RENTWD X DI, LA 52 & a2 23810, WF
A S U CIEPE BRI EERE IR S D, B L
B BISTEE D@ parse DNEBL LA WEE, IHMHE D
BEEIC L VR RN X TN UERIERFE & L
THMShD. ZOFITIE S ZEHICRD g2 OIEME
Db W, AJNTAFA] (a3) Th D72 DITIEMEEE
IR (8) 12XV a2 & &IC L7 BB I 40 &
. B2 OFRTFERN SIS, !

%5 1 conjunct T H4FH] a3 BASTTShD &, =
DR TR ORRE wi(S) 2atHE (11)-(13) 12
F o TEH &H., predicate-argument structure A35E%
T HTOIIERE f 2LV — ROTEEEIL2M
WWHET 5. LoT, &/ — FEEKOEFR, KO, %
initial/aux tree NOIFHRITIE D A3, FEF L OKIFRIMR
fFRIERbnD. Lo T, a2 BT X EHEEHKITR
DD, and BATI S, 8 2 conjunct 73 AT)
SN AR EEE S % T2 8T modas pones 23T
FON %;E%T%k L CERMRER 22020 that #i %2 75
T 5.

Right Node Raising #3C (2) OHAICBNTIE, 5
2 conjunct AMERX A RIZ, BB g B
L S, BB h bELBEHASNDIZDICH
1 conjunct PO FITE F DGR IIH/0 IS FEEME L S,
bottom feature DOIEFWH KD =9I, % 2 conjunct
W ORTE R O FRIZHEV, that Bix KR TE D Lo
TE 5.

4 EE

PLETIE, WEHEEIZESABET LA TAG T
EDOL B ENDZNTOWNTHHT L TEZA, D

SRHEEMIZA LN TV D A =T A E . KO,
syntactic priming ZHIZOWTHLLT D X 5120989
B ENFEETHS.

4.1 H—TUNRAHE

=T LS AHR LT, TRIS DSBS KL %
L, B e84 52 LI & ABEEE) R
ONDBRTHD. KET VT, EHEEZET S Z
LIZE-T, ZDENOT =T RN ZHRETHT S
ZLEMARETH .

(16) The horse raced passed the barn fell.

3 5 D 1 FIFICIXA S OWMBEFTHENE (candidate), 2 FIHIZ
IEEBEDO A 27T, % 1 47B @ candidate #iCix. NP the elderly
man % WL L 721 O WUEE T RENE &2 7R,

ARABFEAR OIEVEE O BFHTHIZ 1.0 THDH Z LICER SN
V.

5 5, 5 1TH® candidate 1%, WA RIERED 720 Mgl %2
TRT. HERERIC T S D UBRIEAFLE L 7RV,



deactivation

candidates input operation output(semantics) (Funet : valuc(node) wi(S)
Az(z, the elderly man')

Bl:vp[o,m al : S10.5] told[1.0] adjunction Atold' (z, the elderly man') N/A N/A

VP* NPOL VP
. , functi ’ / 9:1.0-0.1=0.9(a1)

HE.S[O‘G] a2: PP0.4] about[1.0] adjunction Atold about’ (z,the...") 911.0-01=0.9(81) N/A

S* NP
F:0(al)

@i b o the truth[1.0] adjunction Atold about’ (the truth, the...") F£:0(B1) 1.0.
[1.0] £:0(82)

none and[1.0](33) substitution Ntold about’ (and’(the..., z), the...”) N/A N/A

B4: S[0.5] a4:NP[0.5] that ...[0.5] adjunction Atold about’ (and’(the..., that..., the...) 9:1.0-0.1=0.9(33) 0.5

*

X 5: (1b) OEFE NP LA LT,

(16) IZF\ T, EFE NP the horse Z LB L7 RfmC
ALPRERI T BN ER M) & BAMREAIRT 2 THIT 5. RiE OIGPERE
08 &L, BEDOEMNEZ 0.2 LIET D &L barn
DOIERM . JHERIEL f. gl Ko THAICIEEE ST
WABN fell SATENDZ L2k, BRSNS
SNDEWVD FRIOIEVEE 2 KRBT HHERD S.
OB, BhEAE RIS OIEMEEE & | AUEEREERE I
X BB X o THE U2 Do T Getk: D% M
EEAETOIMLEND Y, HEENE X, EEDEICA
HRNIND. Lo TEHEEDOEFHREIZ) DD AH I
R OBIE L L TRbND Lo T 5.

4.2 syntactic priming

syntactic priming &%, — LB XN TAESCREE
TEREND LFMEESND E VI BIGTH S, KA
TNATIE, TAG #8HT5Z LI 0 2O E %2 T
THZENHKS.

(17) T just want to give [a present] [to my son].
Ummm... but I don’t know how to give [it] [him)].

TAG 2B\ T, Bz give D X 5 72 transitive, di-
transitive @ 2 DO A & DB IO TN
EHRECRFINL TV A ERESNTWS. Lo T,
— RO SN H B I3 S I EM L L TV S &
Ex bbb, Lo T, A UshaE CHER UMiE 2 FF o
EREDONTZHAE. LD EWIEEEZEFSTEA O F N
KB MNMEEIND EBEZ HND.

5 FEH

ARG TITIEMEEICE S S 28 L. Bk &
NIZSHEFEGHTH D TAG ZEHTHZ Lick-T, X
EOLTIISHNEE TH > - FEHRLIIHT L, H—1
RBAZ 5252 ST LTZ. LAl FEO0HEER
12 LB BBMEDBUBE IEEN T O TR 2 L s
AL LTRITFBND. 20, BB e a8 &
E BT, YR L 2B BT DR O
EDMBERAREEE L THEITONS. £12, KETIVIIE
HDENTONUIRZIE LT WA, TR e LT,
Baddeley (2003) 72 E3ZEITF LD A, SREREA DT

BEHREBIIFE S TWRW., Ko T, fEEREET v
~DOHEMA A BOMEE LTET LD,
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