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105 when DHAFERHBIZ DT

g K B F

0. FLBDIC

AR BEE, BrE &3 when & 8EE & OFGHERBICE T A A
{ERIZDWT May (1985) izt L, 2D 20 ERET S 2
THbH, May (1985) Tl3, when #BETVNICH 5 2 L 2 Hifeicin st B
LTwab, RETIE, SORICEEMZHRTEIT .Y 228D, May DRV 3
PCC (Path Containment Condition) T E»HL I &tk b, L L%
B, —HEDIEEITE W L BB May (1985) D {EA T (Scope Princi-
ple) I, ZoFzHHTH Y SRELT R TI it 5,

HEFRG & MEA wh & DBEEH

May (1985) (2, (1)iZBITAxlkd 655 & B when & everyone #¥
MEERTL2DIE,. (1 & (1 0B AETH->T, (1 D)izBWwTIE when?
129 P, everyone & 1) LIEWIERBER DA L LVEE D,
(1)a, When did everyone see someone ?
(when<everyone, when>> everyone)
b. When did someone see everyone ?
(when>everyone)
¢ . When did John see everyone ?
(when<everyone, when>> everyone) (May 1985 ; p. 82)
May (1985) {3( 1) DHEEZ KD L 5 BT 5, May ic L, =k S
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~sequence) DFERICH B EF 1T,

‘:)O

ok 5

(2) 3-sequence

EHELWRCEMEERH-TL I n

A class of occurrences of operators ¢ is a S-sequence iff for any O;,
0, ¢, O; governs O;.
(3) Scope Principle

Members of S-sequences are free to take on any type of relative

scope relation.

((2)-(3)May 1985 ; p. 34)

SIT ()2 (3) REAT A L, NP when & SR T 525 NP
when & {3 2R TER L \W?

(4)

S/

/\ S
l /\

COMP

NP;
NG

when

NP; NP,

S

T

€y €;

(May 1985 ; p. 81)

L7255 T, (1 a)? everyone |3 when & ) JIRW{Ef®2 L 22 L T& 5
#. (1 b)? everyone {3 when & V) bIEV{ER T4 v & May (288 L
Twb,

X2 A% when &R THMEFRL ZMIGROEETL FEHICL->TE
when &[] UHUWFASTF 35,9

(5)a, When did everyone hit him ? (ambiguous)
b. When did he hit everyone ? (unambiguous)
(Aoun & Li1993 ; p. 156)

¢, Why did everyone hit him ? (ambiguous)

d. Why did he hit everyone ? (unambiguous)

e, How did everyone hit him ? (ambiguous)

f. How did he hit everyone ? (unambiguous / ambiguous)
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(Aoun & Li1993; p. 159
Aoun & Li (1993) T3 (1 o) i2AHE T 2 X% —#f (unambiguous) & LT
WAP((5D)). 2 2TIE. May (1985) i L7225 T, (1 o) ICHBT 5T
JEbE (ambiguous) TH B T 5, 72/l I THRHELAZWDIE, 1 Tl
ko, AR E N EFNRRETOMEF RN T, PCCIZINE, £
FNRL LT L ENZETTHEDIC where b EDHT(5)ITRSINTw
LI FIUIEIHCEZRTEAFEHLLENWIZETHE, 2E 1) PCC D
M35 LU, PCCHE P EEDL LA B L) 2L TH B, PCCOBRAEIZON
T, 22T, 2008 EST 5, — 3, LEFER(4) 2B T NPjE S8R
T, ) Loz NP MENL20P L) 2L THD, £
# 3. LF T Quantifier Raising(=QR)IZ SHiZicfimE L L) L DTH
o, UL, JOABLTIE, (4)0 NPADOMHNE, May DEET A& 8
DTIELWE W) 2 EERRDETHENRS, A ZoHIIE, Z%& NP» NP,
IZAIME NS DOPEBTH - T, 8 NP » NP2 & LTI EiiE % o7
rnA T ETHhHB, FOHAIT May (1985) DT 4 Path Containment
Condition W72 TH 2%, PCC2FET 5 &, MOMBEEI»rET LI L% 2.
2EITHND,

2. ERMMER

2.1, S{¥mn

May (1985) Tid, (6)D it FRMEH L LTOmA RO, itld
every city @ C HEMERMIC S B 2 LB, LF 2R (7)13, & my
& DORBIG OB TH B (8) 2 [A LI (configuration) TH A 728, (6)
DLFFRELT(9)ZREL T D,

(6) Somebody from every city despises it

(7)  [severy city.[s[xpsomebody from e,]s[s e, despises it]]]

(8) [ which city.[s[xrsomebody from e,]despises it]]
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(9) S
comp—" S
ne— s
Np, — T—p,
every city somebody from e, e; despises

" (May 1985 ; p. 69)
(9)izBWT, NP,» CHEERIZ S TH BDT. Y every city (Z&FMD 5
HHEINBEZ L It EZDEHBAICANLI LN TE L, 2D, Wb
L iEsE (Inverse linking) T3 3%,
May (1985 ; p. 81) It Stowell (1981), Gueronand May (1984) (ZfE\s,
—ODFGF LI D E, —ODFHE T DAPHMENIGFD LT b,
(10) Only one operator can be adjoined per projection level.
(the intent being to allow just one A’-position at any given level of
an X' projection) (May 1985 ; p. 81)
B L2 &2, Manzini (1992 ; p. 112) THEREIN TS,
DLAPELWE S, (5)D NP SHAICAMINEIRETEL, b
5 EHERD(9) LR L K NPUsfmEiuid L wZ eicie b, £72, (2)D
Xb, DD &) % LFEREF O I LT B,

(2) Someone saw everyone. (so<eo, so>eo)

(11) P
DP, 1P
/\
DPz DPI
t, suspects t,
Every spy some Russian

(Manzini 1992 ; p. 113)
(1) TDP, & DR, S#E2HE L, 2 DOREFTH IP(=S)Iofm&n 2
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BEERILTH B,

May #EET 5 QR (2, Chomsky (1986) NniEEEIRO L & Tlz—AMHE L
Tehe WAIE, LEFEROGICBWT, QRICK-THELRIP,d wheniZ L 3
EHORATHHBERZIELTLE ) Z 2i2% B,

(5)

S (=CP)

COMP S(=1Py

! /\
when NP, S(=1Pp)

S

NP, NP, < o

(May 1985 ; p. 81)
when (ZFHNETH 2720, LE BT LA ¢ R (y-marking) 7%,
L72#»*> T, LF £ T, when #9EB & 475033 6 R Rz U0 T TR
LI X% B, (5)ICB T, when DIERIPNICH B LT 5 &, when
DIEPIZE > TIPUZ BC TH Y, Z N %ALY 5 1P I3FEE 7 B WREEAD D
b, THE, QRICE > TTERIP,H, when T L AEMOEITRIFEE % fHik
LTLES Lok b, #2C, May @ QR #5 & Chomsky DFEEEHRF
SLER DI, KD X ITEZ UL L v, BRICE4) TRIWZ L9 12, May ®
Chomsky »MRFHLTw5 T, OEFRIZ(1)DEYTH 5,

(1) « is dominated by 8 only if it is dominated by every segment of 8.
ZO(OERITHEICL2PZE, (5)EBwT, [PZ2(i)Dae &l 1P
% B LT UE. TP IP, % TRE L T 20102, P2 P (=8) DT XTDIE,
ThbbIP L IP,ZHEH L TwAENA LW I LTk b, 25 D, IP,3IP,
® THEL TA2DIC, BoESE (P2 IP,HEE%) ZEL TWwiTids
L, SO LERTRTSH Y. JodERy b s BT, SRR
(1)DEHT D TEE, OBRICIEEZVWEVWIZETHE, 25D, (1)Da
LAl (1) 220123, JzofiETh il v, Leaf-> T,
QR IZE - THET B (5)D IP,13, when I2 X ZIEMOLATFFEZ MHIL L 2w
Zrich b, when DIEICE > TH BC TH 5 (5)0 IP, DL (barrier-
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hood) 13, IPICIZ#EREN L W I L I2h b, 2% 6, IPI3IP, % M7, L
TWnwhrHTH 5,9 L5 T, IP,ld when DIERIZE > TH BCIZT ET,
when {2 & 2 EATFMEZ I L v, i3 May o T8, OERPEMAT
% Chomsky D FEEEMEG LN 2 BIRDIRETH 5,

PDEn X1z, 10) 2RET 5 LF £R(5) 13, BEEHGZOMEL 2 ZE LT
b May DFERTBEBNTELWEWI S LTk 3, INT, BMEN 1D
BDEFFEHR L2, £ 252 (10)%MHET S LFFR(5)I1FPCClcmXLTL
E).—H(2)D &y I whBEZ ML WEHAICE, 1) D &5 12(10) 2RE
LTy PCC 2ifi7ad, Lz >T, HEMOBETFEE LT PCCR2EHET2H
EN, (5)D& ) LFFEREIREERTH Y, 7)) T~/ L5 % LFERT
TN LTV EWS) T EIZOWT, BMED 2 2O L DBE T, KOET

RSN

2.2. NP {3

1 iOEARIC B AEEM S0 2 2013, (5)12517 % QR T, ¥ NP, % 1P,
AU TNPZ NPUCHIMT 20 THLI DLW 2 ETHot, DY,
R EFENP 2 IP i LT, B NP 24 ) _LIF &7z NP ot 5
DIPENFIZETH B,

(5) S'(=CP)
/\
COMP S(=IP,)
/\
Wh[en NP, S(=1P, )

/\.Z*_\.

% (May 1985 ; p. 81)

(5)D &9 Th<., 1200k S ICHIHE NP # [P Iofin L. £55 NP 241
RSN EHENP CHIIT 2L E S %5 THS S P,
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(12) cPp
s I,
l P
when NP, e
N PN

NP, NP, § 4

2 DFEFRIT May (1985) DR % Pesetsky (1982) @ PCCANICE KT 5,9
(13) Path Containment Condition (PCC)
Intersecting A’-categorial paths must embed, not overlap.
(May 1985 ; p. 118)
May (1985 ; p. 123-24) 2 X #uiE, when (3EIET VP oI (daughter) T
5L Tw3, T5&(12) D% (path) (212D L5 7%k 5,

12 CP
//\
SPO 1P,
I /\
when NP; P,

NP, NP, 1, 1
(12) path(when)= {VP, IP,, IP,, CP}
path (i) {VP, IP,, IP,}
path (i) = { 1P,, IP,, NP;}
A2 bbb BN, (I2)IZPCCITEKT S, FNL T, N FE THOES
BIU"May (1985) Tt SNTw5, (5)DRKIZEI LB THAI P,
(5)DREIIZ(5ND LY ITh B,

fl

(5) S/ (=CP)
//\
COMP S(=IP»
l /\
when NP; S(_—_ IP1>
PN =
NPj NP1 € €;

(May 1985 ; p. 81)
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(57 path{when)= {VP, IP,, IP,, CP}
path (j) = {VP,IP,, IP,, NP}
path (i) {VP, 1P,, IP,}
(5Yrebhbr2esH, (5)3 PCCICERLTWS, Lzk-T, B7)Til
N7 k9 (10) DIRE 2 EHR L2 LF #R TR AL PCC 2ifilzt bt v
J el B, 2F D, wh BEIE ) HAICIE, HHERSITE(5) IS &
%h, IDDEHIET) LRLL, 10 2R3, PCC 2zt 5,

fl

(13) CP
/\
SPO 1P,
[ /\
when NP; Ip,
N
NP, IP,
A
tl tj

I

(13) path{when) = {VP, IP,, IP,, IP;, CP}
path (i) = {VP, IP,, IP,, [Py, }
path (i) = {1P,, IP,}

£ - T, PCC 2$FHT 284, (13) 2%l % LFRRE L 5.2 £ 255 (13)
W (4)OVEFRBEMAEET 4 £, (13) T, when & NP 2 8#i 2B L. 10
(1 b)Teveryone » when & N LJEW{ERE 28>t w7 THIZE LT
LE) el s, £, (L Hic, (12) L FTrIc, BRYFE NP % 1P,
L. EFENP % IPcfiny 5 &, PCCITEXT %,

(14)
CcP
/\
SPO 1P
| N
when NP; P,
T
NP, 1P,

t t;
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(14 path(when) = {VP, IP,, IP,, 1P,, CP}
path (}) {VP, 1P, IP,}
path (i) = {IP,, IP,, IP,}
LT, (4)DIEABRIEMZ 55T 6 8Tl (13) o LF #RIGHER L 2T
e b, O EIIBROEGRICL > T, BEMICREREES 15,
AT, KB RLYICMay (I when 2HETVPOIHTHIE LT
WhA, b L when 2SEET VosMilich 5 £ 51U, (13) oFEIZ(13) D &
TR L Sz TTH B, (13) 0 path {3, when & BIUFE NP 25 & 3k
ET, VIRIZH D L PEHRIC%K 5, when 2935 T VOsMIllich 5 & 7HIL,
path{2(5) D k2% B,

(15) CP
T~
SP(C) IPs
| T
when; NP; 1P,
N

|

i

SN
4 VP

(15") path(3)= { VP, 1P, 1P, IP,, CP}

path(j)= {V', VP, IP, IP,, IP,,}

path(i)= {IP,, IP,}
A5) bbb is ). (15 PCCItERLTWS, E-T, PCC %2y
(1NIBNTH, (15D L 512 when HEET VOIMUIZH 5% 6, PCCITE
RLTLESH, 2D, PCChizdiz, 10)#IRET S LFFER(5)28/TT.,
Z0fh N 12(13) 2MREL T H, when DIEENMLEH VOIMITHILIE,
(15) D & 512 PCCORK &7 B, IRDETTI, when DIEETHMEIZ, VO
SMITH B LI ERERIT L, 2 & ) PCC 2RET 5 May D43 M
Brepz r#ik~, 48T, Chomsky (1986) DH#lA T, May D{EREIE



152 ok B R

HEHOE, PCCEHWZRS LW L2 EET S,

3. when MEETHAE

fmFRIFIEE (adjunct adverbial) (2, (16) IZRENT 5B L 91T, doso D
SMINCERN D & L A5T & B¢, BIRADHIES & 7% 2 RFEIZ A7 o & ) 12, doso
DIMINCERAN B Z LT E L,

(16) a. John ran the race quickly, but Bill did so more slowly.

b. The sixth graders read the story easily, but the third graders did
so with difficulty.
¢, Martha ate dinner earlier and George will do so later.
(17) a. *The sixth graders behaved badly, but the third graders did so
worse.
b. *John phrased the announcements badly, but Bill did so well.
((16)-(17) Zagona 1988 : pp. 33-34)

L72%%> T, Zagona (1988) »EiET 2 Ly iz, b L doso X VBRTH S
AU, FENL. VP v~uvic (VosMiliz) e dn T, #RicH LT
I VEERETH A LITh 5,12

Z 2T, 9 Zagona (1988) kI HY B IRE when (23T, Vo st
filich b ERET S

when DEE ’Cﬂ){_&%’ﬁ VOMIUTHBZ LT b e, 2. 28T~ L9
ARSI (5) b, ZEICIPAINT 5(13) b, PCCITERT %, ((15) %
ZH)L->TPCCEBHLE LT, (5) 403D LANERELLWI I ERET
EV,DF DEBOBRWTFERYL LTPCC2HHATE2E D May 04T
ML b,

4., PCC H»5» ECP ~

HIfiE COEMTRLIE B, PCCRRET AL EY, @it LF FR%
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AW Lo b, FITCIOEHETIE, PCC 2 T#HD, Chomsky
(1986) DA Z V2 fREZRIRET 5, 22T, ZOmXOB#MA T, (18)
ICHHEEL TB <,
(18) a. May (1985) M{EAMIEEE(4) ZIHAT 5,
b. BENCKT A, B L UEBORTFE L LT Chomsky (1986)
DRI,
c, May (1991), Longobardi (1991), Reinhart (1991) Ficfév>, LF
THEOSZUIEAENS,
d, LFizBWTL ECPASEAHENS,
ZOWHHAT, (1)DBENFEDL ) THAIAEIPATAH D,
(1) a, When did everyone see someone ?
(when>>everyone, when<everyone)
b. When did someone see everyone ?
(when>everyone)
¢, When did John see everyone ?
(when>>everyone, when<everyone)

(1a), (1b), (1 LF&ERIFE. £nFh0a), (20b), Q)DL

b

(20 a) CP
/\
SPO) 1P
i /\
whens NP, 1P
SN PN
NP, NP, NP VP
| oo N
S0 eo iy vV’ ts
N
V NP
|
2

(20 2) 2B, NP2 IP io4tin& ., NP IPAFmS 7z NP cfhin &
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Nb, NP & NP, e QICIP IS ns 2 &id7evw, (10)ick Y, #kE&h
BIPLTH DL NP E LI D MENBEIT 2 & CP L~ AfIE 2
BT 50T, 2Ny (10)I & DEEEN 3, NPz, LF T VP & 4Mil~
BET o, (10) 285§ 2720, BB 4 3 VP AFRICIZEME i,
9, VPIZHME AT 5 ticfhm&E N2, Chomsky (1986) B L U8 May
(1985) DAFMIEFRZERA L T30 T, T DERET VP It NP, I3 2 fighe

T2 e B NPT ticfm B sz e &5 NP & L s (B~ a+
5, NP, DRI NP USRI 72 0E D NP, k- THRITHHR I 1L

5. WihizE L, NP,OHEHEMIZHIRIN 2D THERL 4,

72, NP2 NP, MENEDTH T, NP, E#HEIP IofmEnT, #
D NP, NPy E 5 0 lE, B 2 3T 2 5MIc L > T &
b, SITIFCDEEEMITRELTHL,

(21) At LF, a variable must be locally bound to its Minimal Accessible
Operator (MAO), where O; is accessible to a variable ¢, iff (O, £.,)
would yield an instance of local operator-binding.

(Fujita (1991) : 20)
NP2 NPy ma s & t,d MAO NP, &% ->T L g5, $72. ES)T
EIF72 & 912, Chomsky (1986) 298 9 & 5 12BEAERIE2 L L ECP 1B T &
Nd%o, CHIESLLLSE22 Ly,

(20 a) 12 BT, May (1985) DA (4) 258 M3 5 i, May (1985)
DIKBOEFESB LU, CP=S, IP=S ¥ 5 2 & #EIET#1F when ¥ NP,
SRR T 5, £ T, (1 a) T when & everyone @ ¥ 5 & 25 /B
FR-oTHIwT &tk 3,
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(20b)
CpP

/\
SPO P

‘ /\
when, NP, P

/\. /\
NPz NP} NP; VP

l L SN

eo S0t v’ ts

(20 b) 123> T everyone & when 13 S ## 2B L 2%, BUSHHET Bk
Jfist NP, b B0 6 Th b, & - T, “top-to-bottom” IZ when ? AV
BREBFHFOZELHFTE S,

(20 ©) cP
/\
SP(O P
l /\

whens NP, 1P
| PN

€0 NP VP

P

v’ ts
PN

V NP,

(20 ¢) 125\, when & everyone (3 3 & ZHMT 5, May (1985) D
LRI L UE when & everyone DENIZIMET b ickikdfidze v, £ T,
when & everyone D ¥ L LRV EAEZRF>TL L,

5. F&&

May (1985) o when % & T HADHAERKOSHTE. when HHEET V
MICAEREND S E2RHEL LTE . 2% PCCEMWTHITY 5123
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MFH DL B4R L7, o dliE where, how 2528 when & 87 2 35 %)
BnZ ey, PCCERETBHMICE > TREIL %%, PCC T7% ¢ ECP iz
£ ZHEGLIR T, May D{ERMEBEZEET 22 &<, (1) DWENFFELL
HMTEBLZ L BRI,

iE

I IEATH 5 wh Wizl KD 4045 5, HEH%FETHHF (reason adverb)
D why, #REEETEE (manner adverb) O how. 3ft%HETEE (place
adverb) 7 where, W% K 8IF (time adverb) @ when, Rizzi (1990, pp. 46-51)
I ENIE why 13 spec CP ICHEAR & L ((Rizzi (1990 p50) (59)) DEE
DRI EREAR L) how BHEET VP IMAMENLMBELSZ L LT w2,
Aoun & Li (1993) I, HHTA2EHOTMIEIC L > T whEEP XML T W3,
ZHUT L B &, when & where [33FRIVAINET (referential adjunct) T5 1) . how
& why (ZIEFERIOM NG (nonreferential adjunct) X% %, ZOX B, who,
what & FI#ICRTE AT wh in situ TH 0152 Dicxt L T#F o wh in situ (3758
BTHLI R bERHENG, k) MG IS BRI 2B D B
2, TDFEREODWTERFARNE LD L ISHEMREET 20 »E, I 15k
BROMETH D, CORMIZBHLTIIES 23HHc &,

2 May (1985) #EHLTW3, HEB IV CHEOERIIKRNOEB Y TH 5,
(i} « governs 8 =ua c-commands 8 and 8 c-commands «, and there are no

maximal projection boundaries between « and 8.
(i} a c-commands 8 =, every maximal projection dominating « dominates
A, and « does not dominate 4. (May 1985 ; pp. 33-34)

L7e#$- T, (4) D when & NPI3HE CHEOMEBRICH 2 Lon, [Bicgkit
SINP O H 578, HBTET, SHEFEHRTEL L, (May 1985 ; p. 82)

3 (1 ICH¥TAIZET 5, May (1985) & Aoun & Li (1993) oilroni
WIZDWTIEARBIXDEND 26, May (1985) 23EHT 5 2 L TH—3 %, Aoun
& Li (1993) (3. when & BEMM & DHEERICOW T OESED RO 21
ZonTid, M ERLTwiews, how, why & &M & OMEERIZES
SE DM Y R B ERRT W B,
(5¢,d. (5¢e 0)ETNC—2 (unambiguous) &3 2FEH L L—FT,
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(5 ¢, 5 e) ZMEk (ambiguous) X L. (54d, 5 HD2—FUL T34, (5¢ 5
e, 5 DREHEL, (5 HOAY—ENTHDETHEEIVEILLAENT
B,Aoun & Lil{d. how.why dZ 5 L f:lﬁii’f)f@'fﬂcl’) (., Zubizarreta (1987)
® Modification I2 X 3EME KA T 5A, WTFRICT¥ L, why & how ZEET
DNEHFRLBILPPhLT, Ll L)l ﬁ(fiﬂ EDFESEHICBWT
FlUIE 2 #0277 T LT 335802 w2 213, PCCIZ & 5 May D541 -Eﬁ
MzE#Hirs ok b,

4 May (1985) )D& JICKEEEEL T D
(i) « is dominated by g only if it is dominated by every segment of £.
B> T, NP NP ICIEHAR EN T wicw, F72, CHEOERIIE 2 DiICHE
¥72 & 9 12, m-command version & fl\» 2D T, NP, 2 %E T 5 b dimkik
g, oz hH (9) TIESH, NP, CHEEEHEL L 5,

5 Chomsky (1986 ; p. 18) %2,

6 Chomsky (1986) TIIMiEEZ KRN L HITEFRL T b,
(i) 9y is a barrier for g iff (a) or (b) :

a, y immediately dominates &, ¢ a BC for £ ;

b. yisa BC for g, y=IP. (Chomsky 1986 ; p. 14)
(iaidaesy, (5)DIPPHEELLLIZE, IP2THEETEILTwET
N7 b7,

7T 2XZQA0FEERLT, (5)IcBWTNP L NP, & %) {2 IP(=S) oty

%+ LT3 May ® QR 3 & Chomsky (1986) MFEELEERIIMLT 5,
(i) CP
/\
SPO 1P,
W}llen NP 1P,
N
NP, 1P,
P
tx t}'

(N2 BT, IP.. IP,, IP,12 ##LF 1., when DILIHC L > TH BC TLA %,
& - T when 2 X BEBORITERESIEMELE Ui v,

8 [ HEEH May (1985 p. 119) 123 & 5,

9 ECP % i\ 5 Chomsky (1986) 3 (3)»EHTH Y, (12) 7A@ THL L L
Twab,
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“(10)
a. who,[reveryone [ pe; likese;]]
b. who,[se;[yreveryone [volikes e;]]]
... The structure (10 a) arguably violates the Superiority Condition and hence
violates the Empty Category Principle (ECP) if the Superiority Condition
reduces to the ECP, with the subject trace not “locally” governed. But in
anycase it is an ungrammatical form...” (Chomsky 1986 ; p. 7)
10 May (1985) D{EFBURE TII S(=1P) 2HABE TIIZ W E LTV 255
Chomsky (1986) DHAATIZ, IP(=S) 3EKIEH L ENHDT, BEICIIA
(1991 DV LIS BN ERLETETEHEN S B,
(i) =%
BET o CHEEFBAHCII MBI LAY BA. a & BIX S HEEEHT,
(A<M 1991 ; 214)
II PCCRBNT, XP b2 T, Xv~ B ET 52 213, $ki o
ETIE% v, May (1985) #2&Md L,
12 Zagona (1988) Hid R TAROMEIC PV TIRD L H o~ T w3,
“If one adopts X’-structure as outlined by Stowell, and the assumption that
time adverbials are adjuncts, the source of the ambiguity of (20b) can be
expressed structurally : the adverbial is either a modifier of the perfective VP,
as in (22 a), or of the main VP, as in (22b) : "

(22)a. b.
VP VP
/‘\ |
v’ PP v
v VP at 3 pm v VP
l A I N
had eaten had \11’ PP
v at 3 pm

(Zagona 1988 ; p. 33)

13 RARMEIE, (202) T, NP2 CPIEEH~EET20%, Yok it 2
PEVIETH D, NP, NP UCHIME N2ES 5, R 512 CPISER~KE)
LTh, THOERD ECP MR b5l E#Z 224, +5 &, NP7 when £ 3
MEMER L, ERE—FL A< % b, INFHETE2HICWL O FEIE
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253, (1) CPIgER~® wh-word UAADRINE 2L T %, () May (1977),
(1985) TRES N TWA QR 12, M Z LF TIP ot L 2w 4T
55, LoT. walA CP(=S) % CHMEMIZ L DOE M S o fmEs
L, B Lk BN RIFEEREED TV
ST AL TH <, {16 everyone HlOAAR M EHM LT 5 &
WY WEPLHFHFSIND,
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Synopsis

Wh-adjunct/Quantefier Interaction
By Yusaku Oteki

This paper deals with adjunct wh/quantifier interaction with special reference
to when illustrated in (1).
(1) a, When did everyone see someone ?
b. When did someone see everyone ?
¢, When did John see everyone ?
In responce to (1 b), the reading of (2 a) is not available, while in the case of
(1 a) both readings are available.
(2)a, Tom saw Jack at 2 : 30, Jim saw Peter at 3 : 30, Bill saw Mary at 4 :
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40,...

b. Everyone saw Jack at 2 : 30. (Jack saw everyone at 2 : 30.)

Both (3 a) and (3 b) are appropriate responses to (1 ¢).
(3)a, Johnsaw Tom at 2:30, Jim at 3: 30, Bill at 4 : 40...

b. John saw evveryone at 5: 00.
May (1985) suggests very intriguing scope principle that can be used in the
interpretation of wh/quantifier interaction as well as quntifier/quantifier interac-
tion. This principle seems to make a correct prediction in the case of adjunct wh/
quantifier interaction, but Path Containment Condition(PCC) on which May
(1985) depends predicts that each adjunct wh, unlike argument wh, behaves
differently, since the base-generated position of an adjunct differs from the others.
In spite of May’s prediction, when, how , where, and why may behave in the same
way in the interpretation of scope. Moreover, May presupposes that when is
generated within V', which turns out to be false by the argument in Zagona (1988).
Thus within the framework of Chomsky (1986), I assume ECP instead of PCC,
while maintaining scope principle of May (1985). This analysis makes correct
predictions in the case of the above four adjuncts without assuming that when is

generated under V.





