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1. SOR#3 & DOC

AR FHEIZI1E TSOR] & [DOC] £ ) 2200 FHELHVWTWEA, IhixZhZh
[ subject-to-object raising| & [Derived Object Constraint| OB TdH %o FIE x Z D L ) RIHTFET
SO —#iTId 7% <, BE D TOFEZ IR L Tands L7z Postal (1974) H & T DR O
HFTEMEI L LTHWTWAL T, EE5 0 ZNZTTHEIBETOPHL 2L D TIE R

AP OTARETENS OHTELYHVLIDIE, 29 LV ERTETCATE LW

AEBZZTICE D TR HTFHIL SN WIHEDTOAHAHRE L LT\w5E 2 ) % ik
FTL5EI)ITARMTIEIRO W & I2X 5,

[ subject-to-object raising | & V9 ZFRIE. KD (1c) X (2¢) DL ) RLITHTHEKD L H %
SHTICHRT 5,

(1) a. We expect [there to be heated arguments among them].

(1) b. We expect there [ [ ] to be heated arguments among them)].

(1) c. There are expected [ ][[ __ ] to be heated arguments among them].
(2) a. We believe [it to be certain that worms are colorblind].

(2) b. Webelieveit [ [ __ ] to be certain that worms are colorblind].

(2) c.Ttisbelieved[ _][[ _]to be certain that worms are colorblind].

expect b believe b, EMRIIZIZZN TN a IZFHINTRLZZ L D) ITEZ L D TH o T ‘there’ %
‘expect’ L7210 ‘it & ‘believe’ T 5 DI TR WIZL 20 b 59, (Ic) 2BV TIX there B3 (2¢)
2BV T it 25, ZNENEHOHWNFETH 720D L) I G LDOFTEFEIC L > TnwbH 2 &
NN a OMLEFFOME NS b IR L7z & ) ICEHICHY LiFsnT B WIFE L o 7272012

ClROND LI IZZDZHLIIBVTEFHEL Lo TVLEERDLIREILERTIDL S,
Ti O FFEVSEFH O HEEIZHE D £252 O T, subject-to-object raising 53 & XL 5 Z & 12

o7,

[ Derived Object Constraint] &\ 9 Z4FE®D [Derived Object] &\ FHEDH Tt & [ URE I
IZHDCDHOT, EHOBWHBIEEEHOTEL 72 bOPBE Lz LIlL o CHREAB SN
DO EDORFEIZL DDIEH, F O derived object |22\ T Postal (1974: 304-307) 1. (3) 125\
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72BN HEDONT @) O L) BERBEVHIFHOGFEL ERL TWwWb, 5B, “B-element R™ 1%
believe % A 7 D O raising = SOR Z 57 o

(3) a. He alleged that Melvin was a pimp.
b. *He alleged Melvin to be a pimp.
c. Melvin was alleged to be a pimp.
d. Melvin, he alleged to be a pimp.
e. Who did they allege to be a pimp?
f. the Parisian who they alleged to be a pimp
g. They alleged to be pimps—all of the Parisians who the CIA had hired in Nice.
h. He alleged there to be gambling going on in the back room.

(4) “Let us call the constraint manifested by allege the “Derived Object Constraint” (henceforth: DOC).
Thus DOC marks a derivation ill-formed if it contains an R-trigger allege, which, except for empty
pronouns, end up with a raised NP as derived object. In my speech, DOC holds not only for allege,
however, but for a large class of verbs, more than two dozen in number:

B-Element R-triggers Subject to DOC

acknowledge, admit, affirm, allege, assume, certify, concede, decree, deduce, demonstrate,
determine, discern, disclose, discover, establish, feel, gather, grant, guarantee, guess, intuit, know,
note, posit, reveal, state, surmise, think, understand, verify

There are, no doubt, others.”" (Postal 1974: 305)

Postal (1974) 1%, fEBEF O DOC UMD ZEHIZ L 2 FBHEOZLIZOVTE SN TV DS, £
9 L7z#i2 7 JAZ DWW T D Postal DFIBTIEAFTDOELIZMR L 2 WRDELY) B ZRev, F72,
DOC IZOWTEET L) 2 THifRE 552 LiZonTiEBBEL AT (1992) Tl L%
BidEE L. B (1992) Thaeh o725z DOC % .0k LTHRD EIFA 2 & 2R fmo i
LD, TOEMTAREIIEI (1992) OMETHY . FOUEDOODOTHfFE L TOfED
T2 %,

2. SSR#EX. tough ¥X. SORBX LiEMLEIEE 7'O7 7 1 L DTk

2B L 72 Postal (1974) 2 DOC (24€ 9 B-element R-triggers & L THEIFHN TV 5 LD D
@O T, SORMEIZHBIN S DIF, W - F& - g - BER &, SRR % L5 DR
B 25 29 LasEIC & o TR X L5 SOR HE ST EIE B ERE 0 T8 HIFE~ DY EF
ELTHMENTZDIE, BEDOAFAN D RHBAEDO—HTH 5 FUCTERIYI LB H3H S HEE 5
DEHRLLTHROIRETHLLIIEZL—HT, ZOHFENZHTHILLEEIZOFEL LD

BER CEIE ) A ST SN TW A EFIZEME L2 7B, Postal 2 DOC IZHED b D E LTI IS
P T % know 75 (3b) DL TSORFELDFIE L THEIFLNL I ENL VT LI ENTVDS &
I, A DENFOFZERE &) TIHRL TV A2 X o THENZIZMEAZERH L b0 L Bbh b,
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L), FEBFEOHE LTOWESRT V) ZEEPRONLHTHY . FihL LTLy
BN VIERFE SNTNT there R it BEMZH XD TFELE 2> T2 (1c) X (2¢) &, FHi
FEPAREBHOEFETH o722 2NN R TWETRT DL SNz, ZOBEIHTIL.
BESIEHEMEOACHIR S, FEFEVENOBE ORI PSENETH S LWV ) HEIZL S
FIMA LGN LD Lo/ e Sl THEIS N, TNV T2 DRHRE VT L Z TR
L7209 &0 BRmOMAN ICL A2 EBIIRONLH., BE)THNBVNIEMAN S THIL, TOEME
DA S P ORFHRMENIE D) e S h o7z L ) IBb s,

ZAUZxF L T Langacker (1995, 1999) 1%, SOR #3C & John is likely to come @ X 9 72 subject-to-
subject raising (PLF [SSRI) 30, ROBEI & V) #H/Ex A2 AICBW T o) &
ICEHRFED FFEMEANORE) & W) 5T 7% SN2 K o 72 tough LD H T, 9 L7k
LOZFZR SN 5 ZEESEELEEE 707 7 £ VOFEEE (active-zone/profile discrepancy)
& Langacker 2505, Z OO T—RINLGHBLPHEET2I0L LTTHTLIREbDTHLZ L
i LT\,

AL S 707 7 A VoI & 1E. &5 ERE ZoEEL Sl GERSGEOHREELT
E2ET7a7740]) ELTHOERD, FORBOBRURPSE5H L LR I2L -
T, Z0707 7 A VOERESE GRASCEOHFEE T "base”) WOTO7 7 AV E3R% %
o3 OBRICERZICES T2 b0 & LOE LS, M4 Oa 12 B0 BEROE R 2
G RELTHRIRENLDDETO T 7 A NVEDHIZTNPELLEHRZIBLTE . Bz
3. Gerald L\ ) FEO T 7 7 A NWIZT =TIV K&V AWT7EA5. Don't ever believe Gerald & \»
9 £ 912 believe &\ ) BIFANSRITEABROMRTHLLEICIE [P IV IEBFEH 2 & 230N
el e LTRSS, RIS, car &\ FBUE Tsaw a car parked in fiont of the house D X
I 56020 THBIE 2] 238355 tofill up, wash, clean, and service a car ([ (/1) ¥
Yo r%k) Gy LT (BARIEY) wHEL, (ENE) /BELT (I UVE)o) mkx
T51) T, car VI EB D056 4 DDOFR % AEMALHEBOMREZE TV 5,

CHLIHENEDLD TR DD TH Y. This book is easy to read D £ 9 7 tough 15 3LX°
Another war is likely to occur ® £ 9 7 SSR HEXCIE, ZNENANEFTR TN ETHHETH
LT LEEZAEDETCL, WEOHFINZ EFEL LTS likely X easy DEIIBNTENLD
MEEDOFFHEE LA LIZL > TE) LIBERZNENOERD 1 5 e L TR, ZREDES
N5 BN RS A & 7 2T B O LR OMWEHALFEI E 22 1) . ENDS to RNEFIHS
& o THrE RRASCEO MR CTE 213 ML (elaboration) ]) 5. {EMHALFHE L 7
07 7 ANVOTEHENGFES T ABEO—FH L2 5 XE &35 Langacker (1995, 1999) D z /i
BBORAZUL LD EEDNEA, SORMLZZNL LFAMKICEZ S Z LIZIEMENSH S L9
IZEbN s,

Z DT OWT Langacker (1995) & (5) OFIZZETT (6) DL HIZHERTW2,

*[BIf% (relationship) | (2. HHFED [BIMR] AHEED D DIZOWTHE) O LIdE S T, RBAHISCETIE—
HRFEART DI/ L THOND,
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(5) a.Ibelieve the report to be true.
b. ?I believe the rain to be falling.
c. I believe Jennifer to be telling {the truth/?a lie}.
d. We confirmed the rumor to be essentially {true/?*false}.

(6) “Both Bolinger (1967) and Borkin (1974) have cited data suggesting that sentences supposedly
involving raising are sometimes more acceptable if the derived main clause is a well-formed
expression in its own right, and if the proposition conveyed by the latter is compatible with the one

expressed by the complement.” (Langacker 1995: 6-7)

72 LD, believe IR DIEL S E2B LA EX TR L. confirm (IS OEFM L MEREST 5 2
L BIETHDT, (5¢,d) OB SN OMBEEIFEL ZEDRAKRS % believe X°
confirm O HIFE L 72 o 72 b DD URICAHKAT L TEMAL T2 AR L TN ORFENRT Z L 0E
VIE) ZEILL B EERZ LI LIRS ) LA LED D, tough HELR SSREL D4 &1
E o Ty to NEFTRG VNG EICIROEZZNZ L > TENDSH LA LR U L) ITHRLT
AT E 5 SOR it L ABISG T, &M LIS E 707 7 A VOTEREBIR E L CHMHT 2 2
&% SORMEXL—MIEM S 2 Z L ITIIEHEDPH 2 X9 IZBbN L. HZIE, Postal (1974) #*
SORME XL DBl & L THF D1 HF&KMIZZ T T v % "Max believed/proved/found Melvin to be
immortal.” iZ. WFNH WL HLIRDIZZ DS - T 1o NEFTR TP EN LG EIZH L LG LR LT
LM TELARLLE LTHERTHILIITE RV, HREOEREBICEEFN TV L mE
B OTRMHEL S I, E D5 10 NEFTRTIC L o THBILE N TS DATSOR XD TH
E, 29 L723d (5) IZZT 5T 2t 72 SOR STEERIC to AR5 257 < T H T HE
23T THE, =B, (5b) OAEKSIE, EBIHIZHMNICBIRE 2 WEO T T OHRBRIZE
MEOEEN AN - BEEZBREZLDTH 2 SORELAHWOLNTNWEZ EIZLAb L
Hbibo RO Postal DBNIEBM 2 BAEL N 2EFTLOTH LT (5b) L3RR 5,

(7) 1estimate it to be raining about two inches per hour. (Postal 1974: 299)

CHICBHET AL 9 1 DOREE LT, SOR X & that i LOIER G o that Hi THFR I N
LX) B BERSRET LA TH > TL, TNV ZOFEHDPETITHICE > THEREI NS
BN E LTHRTE 20D D, SORBTIZIZHE N W,

(8) a. We regret that our president is incompetent.

b. *We regret our president to be incompetent.

% 72, Borkin (1974: 59) 2583 % & 9 12, depict R consider 72 & D X 9 72 % OFEHIC
& > T that FiffiSCZ WS 22 AT SORFEIIZIHN L BF b H 4o BRdo 707 7 4V (DR—
A) AIEEN TV A EHLYOERSIGHIL SN Z L2 T ) 2Tk, 29 LIERISIERN
Y R/
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SRRV BB & L T?D SOR BX

BIET CHRIBLICHIA L 72 & 9 12, Langacker (1995, 1999) Tl SOR #3Co HAWRED —H M % 151
b e 707 7 A VOB R ORERE L THo T E05, ZORBASTEIZEA SN H7:
RS AR BH TS 2 L THOGTIBIREIC 2 5 L) I2lbis, BARINIZIE, ZOBEEBICED
> C primary figure & secondary figure & L“Cﬁ%é‘ LT\ 72 trajector/ 575 & landmark/ HHIEED S
I ZRELE2SRAEL L TCOWAE L (Langacker (2008: 517) ZHR) & Langacker (2014) @
FERNAYHIH (effective control) (ZHF9 % FZakAYHIH (epistemic control) & \WHEEAZNTH 5,

SOR KL D B WFEDSARI 70 FEIEFE TIX v & SNZBHO 1 D2, We persuaded him to do
it O persuade D X ) R\ b @ % 3 b — VEIF DA L 3o T, SOR B D HIWFEA E IR
BICIE R OBFAPRITATHOMR TR LW DRI SNTW A2 B 5, HEIZZO
MfRICH D, ST TEELR DO LR LONFEIIHIME & ZRNHHE VOIS TH b,

ZZTEDLNL [HIE] &, AEMECUTHEFICHREOB WA T, TAL VI DEDH S

’;B\/\“C@@% IR B BRE - R OIFFE AR ERTORIHZHLZ L & LT
ZI2E. MAxilEiI T (effect) X LATH 2OIETHE T OFHY B X 2017 5 FER)ATH]
il o) L“C‘ EDX)RLDBODPHD ) EERORET L T & 2 BRI LR, 2O
FRAHIE & v D Bl A S SOR EXC A RiIE 9 &, SOR LA T 2 BFIx 3 Clomm~<7z L9 12
r%@uhuﬁ@bﬂféb Z O BWFE IR ORI 8725, 2F ), SOR KL D HIWFE

ZRERRITADOBERN MR 2O TH ) . XEEOE 1 BN TH 5 FEHFFHED 1o NEFELT 23
FHTNEEZERAWT AT T T 7 AT2E2BRETH D, TOLIITEZ LI LITKRD
FIHIZR 515 Langacker (1995,1999) MO# 2 7L 3R 7% %,

“[TThere is no significant interaction between the conceptualizing subject and the raised NP, hence no
constraints are imposed on the latter. Apart from being invoked as a reference point, its interaction with the
subject is entirely mediated by the infinitival process, which it stands for metonymically.”

(Langacker 1999: 349)

FEENIE T ALE 1L 0 NEFE TR TN L ERBREFFOOTH > THIFEDOTRRT R
ETIE RV, EEZLOTIE, ZNTVRDY L LERENSIIE L 7D D0 L) FARW 7 5EH
BFDH ) 2. TITHRIR LT > TWD to NEFE S HRTAEOEHALBEIZ - X912
SOR HEXL— MDA L 2 VIR B DOTIE LW EDSHEE 7 5,

ﬁhﬁi\ﬁ IBWTSORMLOHWES I Y PO — VEJFOBWMEL R L308 LT
MENTEZDIE, BELES THHITTEEE L TORBANLZBIRD 2 W IER & STz there R°
it ’C‘%ﬂ%;b&w: EaERMEBE LT, ZHIEFOBERSRTIEZ% <, BE L AR 2 H
HEETIE W E RO THAH ). LAL, ZNDZDOLHICEZ LD, FEiAThA L V)
bODOME b FRFRMHIENIE persuade D & 9 723 ¥ b a1 — VENEIAHIFE T ERGHIE & 13E > T
FRERET S LD %, BREE L THEEET 5 there X it THAMWHIHONRE LY 5 2°

P20 & ERIE Langacker (1995,1999) (2L > TH s N TV 5,
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W7 5 22 vy, SORBE L I T 2 ODREHRBFI THLH I LT, TOZLDRFGELTT
RENLREZETH D,
SOR’F%)'C@.ME‘HT%%@ EUDNZFOL ) BRIETTHMTELELTH, FOL) R THEIED
IZLTDOC DFHBINIORD) I BDDROPIEIAN LT FHD, MEHEE DR CHEMERS
@ﬁﬁ%wﬁmkﬁéﬁ\%@tbtif&m%i@%%%ﬁtawf%%f%ﬁﬁ%%bf
B,

4. SOR X EXIET B that BiX
SOR HESL & E UKL T 5 that BisSLDYi6 & OEIZDOWT, Duffley (1992) (& know (22w
Tim LTV TUTD L) IZBRT W5 ¢

“All observers seem to agree that, as Mair (1990: 200) puts it, ‘the infinitival construction generally
serves to express a combination of knowledge and subjective judgement” while the that-clause expresses
‘plain knowledge’ [...]. Regarding (100a) and (100b), Riddle [1975: 471] observes for instance that
(100a) ‘does not entail that the woman in question is actually intelligent. It is merely an expression of
Jane's opinion to that effect.’

(100a)  Jane knows her to be intelligent.

(100b)  Jane knows that she is intelligent.

In (100b) however ‘it seems that the woman’s intelligence is attested to by an outside source. This
sentence does entail that the woman is intelligent.’

[...]

The common denominator of this type of use is [...] viewing knowledge of the referent denoted by the
direct object of know as a condition for attributing what the infinitive denotes to this referent. Since a
condition has a logical priority with respect to what it allows, there is a before/after relation between what
know predicates and what the infinitive does, which call for the use of to.

The above explanation also allows a clearer view of the relation between know and the other verbs which
belong to the conceptual field, and shows why such verbs are all followed by 7o + infinitive. Take the
examples of these verbs suggested by Bolinger:

(105) I believe him to be the man.

(106)  We thought it to be the right choice. (Bolinger 1974: 66)

One observes that the only difference between these verbs and know lies in the type of condition invoked as
allowing one to represent the person or thing denoted by the direct object as being in the state denoted by
the infinitive: knowledge vs belief or opinion.” (Duffley 1992: 49-51; {EIZE M. B L5 13FH )

WZHIA LD to NERMEINENEZ ML BFANERTHERIIT L TH LD ‘afterness’ D b
LHEMEET L) Duffley (1992) OHMEDFEDO—HE L THERLENTWE LD, 22
THIRIZZET STV B know. believe think 72 12 & 5 SOR B SCAS Y 5483 A3 36§ 308AT A 12
DTN RD 10 NEFAIMDDETHEY L) THLETHLDOTHH I L HEKIZZ DML
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WKOWTOHEHRFLEFoTHRNLDOTH ), SORELZEHNTHEZETIDLETEEZ
HELKREWNGHETHLEALZL) AL, TOWLIZOVTH oL bFELITLETWAE EBbh
% Borkin (1974) O5#TE AT 5, (100b) 7% “it seems that the woman’s intelligence is attested
to by an outside source” 72 &\ 9 D b | that Hi D35 7% “acceptance of a proposition formed, or at least
formulable, by someone other than the subject of the matrix verb” % 39 & 3% Borkin (1974) DFtil
E=HTEHLDTHY ., MBAOKHIEEZ KD that FHiDSFHH & M0 7T 7 FEFEOEMRAL
EN7zd D& T D Langacker D % (Langacker (1991: 447), Langacker (2008: 444) ZME) 123
it & DT, SORMLIZBWTIE, MNIET 5 that 8% WA B E 12 € O that BN O Tk IR O FE
ENEHNAKF L 2O L3 > T, HIFEZ MRS R L LTI RIFT o RNEFHG AR
FTHNEPELTLLDERETLOETHIEFTHLILEFToTWEHDEMRL ) %,

5 BEHMEEBRTIHDELTOEYT12T

EHIAOTEH (1992) 12BWT, BilkE L BANAEZ IS 2 HBJFHE L L Ak STz
SOR ML % ARk 12 & 2 ZRao ST 9 2 @ I REE & R4 Ry 3 HEF L L 35, 20k
AH 7 ST SORBE L # SR 2 ET LD LT HD LR UM 21T o720 LHLGD S,
there R it % TEE L T4 LIE, BHEICBW IS5 ETCE LRy T V78l E L LT
EREE o CVBIECE LTMEDIT S5, 2N SOR BECICHN 54 b EHEEI LD
RHNEERER T OBICET T 7L ATEERETH L0005, SORELIZHN LA S Lo
EFH L THLLEICENDHEINLOLE UHBETHAEIND &) HTSORMEIZHNS
WA ER ISR A U e ws, BEE (1992) Tld. SORHESCIZ BT B there R it & to AN E F G
BETBULEETHNRETDLEZEZDI OB ENS ., there R it BB S SOR L%
W D SOR XN L IZB W T SOR X & thar Hii XA H ST 5 2 L IZEDWTIRER
WCHEEIC e o TV A LD E LTz,

LAL%DS, WHTELTHADL L, BakBFAS T TRy 74 7 EECCRS
N5 thetic 2 b O ([HALHE ) dHE2DTHY. vy 74 v FEELZOWTH vy 74 07
75 thetic ZHIWOBOBIE L > TV B EEZ L2 LICHBEIT WL ) I8N D, BT
POFEZZIHE AP HDLEREIPICHLI DT, (IO LEICADEHY T3] DX
N, FNDPBEOTONLEGE2 T TRETLHIETHETOLIEZILHLLDNDERE T
METETHSZFOHEEESHIN, INEZBIOBEA»SEVIRZ L, 500 FEEESE )
CERENTY =Ty NETLBIEEE L COEFIEHET L, L) eIl hb, BRTICT
BOICESEEDLVEARYLRGIFA R WIEEIZE., [H4. HHETAHIC, BRIALBEIAN
BOFELZ] 0XHIC, HRE LKL ZRTRATIALOARRE ) LT2HMOY%
RET DOV JTRETEDS, FNE S LI LED /-, FFEORZER 28 S v —itb s
PO AR —< b U CTEEAL L 72 DDWZED there LD there &£ 2 HN5°

BT TH B I L IEF N categorical R FIMIOFI W R TH D L EBEHRL 2 \ve 72 B, thetic/
categorical &\ ) XA 7 N ORI WX OFE 2 02>, & HGEEEH W51 5 N5 1E
WD 2 EFEEBOBEM 2O, L) MW TP RIS IS,
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Yy T4 Y TIIRLSBSEDNHMFEL o> TWh SOR LASHWGFEDTE T L DI LT o R
EFMINET L #BETHERICRLDIE, SORBEXOHWFEDE 22N L LToMY
By T4 v TUNOEEIITHFENTOREEEE LT &, SNANKRD Sasse (2006) 2>5H D
FIHIZH B X9 7%, categorical judgment D FEH & kT & L CHMFE & to NEREE S & TS &
AMETHS )

“As Ladusaw (1994, paraphrasing Kuroda 1972) puts it, the categorical judgment has a ‘presupposed’
subject in the sense that a precondition for making the judgment is that ‘the mind of the judger must be
directed first to an individual, before the predicate can be connected to it." In other words, with a categorical
judgment one says something about an entity, whereas the thetic judgment simply ‘poses’ (hence ‘thetic’

from Ancient Greek ithémi ‘to put, pose’) the existence of a certain state of affairs.” (Sasse 2006: 259)

ZH)THAHRHIE, SORXDBWFEN Yy 74 ¥ I THILGEEZHIRT20LENT R %D L.
ZO¥AIZ Bh) DX HIZDOC 2N L2 b Z 128 categorical Y2 RS vz L%
29 %o KEILIETO SOR BELANDF N 1d DOC B 2567510 2 R L3 %,

6. SORBXDHEMENTEAM

YiFE D SOR B ST AT IS § 5 W E FE ORESTIZ OV Tl LT\ B Park (2019: 185) 13, ‘Chelsw
thinks that three students should be introduced to all the teachers’ ¢ .5k O i [E 3 D LS ‘three students’
WERFEFEL L THIXNERZTH 256N L TENPHR 2> CTEHER L LTINS
SOR ##§ 3T 24 D 355 1213 ‘three students’ 2% wide scope & I 2 f R L 22\ Z & %, Toup (1975)
MR L7z, PEy 2SNz b OMERERE O i Ho, EiEE &0 THO 3T
L C wide scope Z M AEMAHH Z LIZk DL EZ T, HKEZNLGEIISREE LTIy
IUDREDOOENTWDEZ LR LTV,

SOR HE LD HIUFEIE, FEEFRTRBEDLCOMEN L) 2RI ELITCETT /A
TLERETHY ., o FEFBTIIHTHLINEy 7L LTEICHDTHD I LKL T SOR
B (OBWEE) 1AL 2FABOBRIIEFICOVTIHME SN TS, H21E, Borkin (1984)
OHIWFZ U, KD (92) 1F (9b) &> T wide scope FFERIZ 2 5 & 9 TH 5,

(9) a. John proved someone in the room to be lying.

b. # a. John proved that someone in the room was lying.

F 72, SOR 3L John believed unicorns to be absurd gifis \&. John believed unicorns X° John believed
unicorns absurd gifts [R]F. “...in some sense presuppose the existence of unicorns” T % DIk L Txf
I3 % that 8iSC Jill believed unicorns would be absurd gifis | “...carries no such presupposition” T
% &9 Hornstein and Lightfoot (1987: 48-9) Oi%d H 4, MY v 7ML FFEESCBEEMEE O
WSO & ICBAM Y 2 kG - #1221, Cohen and Erteschik-Shir (2002) =° Goldberg (2014) 123 &,
ENLA, TITHRELTBE VoL, HIESET 02 Y) LT o NEHETRT TZE D
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D L) ZBRDEEV), 1O My 7 axy MIGE SN ES SOR BSOS 5
ZETHbH, TNEEF Z TREITIEDOC IZFEZ R T,

7. DOC OfELEDI

Postal (1974) ADOC %5 9 Dlt. DOC D72DIZZFNHZ ) TlEHWEIICRAZTWAE LT
T SOR ML ZMBH T A2 FFAIEEDNTVL LN LNV LEFHIT LT, ALPEELTNS
WEATEEOTHHREEE LTOM) EITE V) OPZNZITT R TEELZ LD THL I L
mIRL72W2H 720, DOC BARIZEIERFE L2 F L2 ThEZD L) BHlRSZNS OF)
FHUZAE L2 DD % IBRE DD T,

L@ Postal (1974) 2*5 DFIHHIZDOC IZHEH b DL LTHIF LN TV 285 E, that fi %
W2 &9 % 2B & LTI EITIE SORBEXNET & 9 iliat RO LT+ 2oy &
) DFEEE W) BIRA 3 HEF S 4 7L LTHOOLWEREZFO L) IZB-bNLA, 20 A
F ORPNIET 5N T % acknowledge BN D L. ADVB ThHhAEZ L ZROLILIZAZB
ELTCRODLZETHDHLDOT, BEDEVEIH > THED L) HERZ F/-& TV 28N
FEOBEICS —ERED EH L EBb b, REEOMEBEIE CIZIZT 4 BIFOE®RD 1 H L
LCHHMEALEFFET 572008 OLANI., kick a ball = kick a ball to him X° squeeze a tennis
ball — squeeze a tennis ball into the crack, & 5|2\ sneeze — sneeze a napkin off the table O X ) 7z
bOFE T, BEIDEONR— AWNIHEHRBE OB & A TV AL U CTERBEIE SO
ADPEFTL2ERICED L) ZOBTEUEZ RIS ETHC L2560 5, Postal (1974) A*
DOC IZHE) R D T SORFELICHN D 2 b D& LTHEIF TV LEENEZ ) L2HA T, D
2T UE SOR ML R B TH W 2 Z L MEB Tl 2w b O, ZBfl. Topicalization, Wh-
HFE). & %\ % Heavy NP Shift &\ ) HESIHICA S 2 L 12X o T SOR L 2 IR 2 #¢0 b
DELTHWABESEGEIHTL2LDOLLTEZ) b,

ZNEOBEIZ LD SOR LA DOCIZL > TABMK L 2B T LA MM S LB & %3 5%H
{t. Topicalization, Wh- fJ#2 &), Heavy NP Shift & \» o 72 0 ERMEIX, BEIO I EZH-> TH L
FEHbHY ., HOEEL TN ENEL LN, 1 DEELLHEEAH L, WITNbiE55
REDHDVEHDONERELOERIRTLEBEELTH ) €935 ENWRRLREINED S E
EFORIPRE T LI TH D, ZHMLE Topicalization 2 U8 Wh- )R Eh12 £ % BAREILOBA 121
MY 7R BEOAFN L T X Y NGO ENLEZAS. Wh- ER° Heavy NP Shift D5
Hl2iE, R E 2 AN ZE NSO FICRIT T LERZEDLL0E LTHEDH DT,
MY 7 THLEIDIEHLAT AL MIND, L L%dS5, Wh- £EHR° Heavy NP Shift 38
BOLEROL NV TOE S LIEREEORKIL. BT DMBFEL NIVIZB VT, that Hi
HWXDOBAETHNEZENEART I DOMmEE L CRRENRE L L0, BikEI2 L > T =
FTONDHREBRENDEZEE LTHEASNTHD ZEDHIFEE 2D ZOHRE W /2T DA
SOR BELDERTH 1) . 2D 72912 Wh- £EH] X Heavy NP Shift (22T Z D HIx MO L
D SOR L& LTOBEMEERGIE T LI IZEH L DTIERWES ) 7%

SOR L & OBFNED 72 DIZFREEDS LS A BRI b H 5 £ 5 128D Borkin (1974:
59-60) (. SORMELITH VAR (neutral description) (ZIZA bV LTWwh,
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“...neutral descriptions being clauses that do not rely on previous discourse to complete their function.”
(Borkin 1984: 59)

“Raising does not break up neutral descriptions.” (Borkin 1984: 59)

“...the scarcity of indefinites as raised NP's may be related to the resistance of neutral descriptions to
Raising.” (Borkin 1984: 60)

EHIZKRDEIIZED

“Sometimes an exhaustive listing interpretation will save a particular sentence that would be bad otherwise;
I find that (107) [...] is good for me only when it implies that John is the one who knows what's best,
rather than that one of the characteristics I would attribute to John is that he knows what is best for the
country. [...]

(107) I believe John to know what's best for the country.” (Borkin 1984: 62; {53075 13 JE 30)

(107) 2D FFTIHERLZ LR D D50V DIE, 10 ANEFTRD DSR2 FEE T L TR
JEBEEEZTWM) OS5V D THE72DOIZENEFEKT SOR LE LTHRTIE AW D EED
NBA, ZNHAE (exhaustive listing) R CHRIEN A5 DI, BEEHAEGEICB W CEEELE
o TWDHEMEDPE N T D OWPANEBRRD &) BEELOREEDTRIFE T 2 HiNA O 5 E1A5,
iS22 R R 5 E LTORY VTLEZUT T2 HR%E L9 SOR XDERIIZE D DT
% . Heavy NP Shift 25 72 5 3% I T, SOR L& L TOBESIFIZRIT 2 Sh b b 7z
OTIE b s,

8. DOC & “minimal alteration” R EI

HIETTlk. DOC IZHE ) B a2 allege 70 & DFRFRMEDE K %2 5 DI, BWFESIKE L S 51
THAZADZ LIZE o TSOR L E LCOBEEDSFIESHENLE I LIZLE, LWV EX %R
FLD, SHICHELTHEEINLZ L E LT, EERIZBWTT 7 ViEOMEN & A EFIH
LOBEFSCARDAHZ S BIFIAINP to VP &\ ) HEHZ A XLHSHNONL L) IR oTWn )
ZCRKE%RME% L72% Warner (1982: Chapter 6, p. 136, p. 149; Denison (1993: 206-207)) »%% Z
TV % “minimal alteration” JRHIZSH 5o Zavid. BEAFORE L2 H/MEEIZ L2 2 %0 WLk %
LCH7ZBEXPEL TSI LEEF ) LOT, BFEA NP to VP &\ ) #EH 2 B2 O W)
WoRBINZ% < A5, NP DSEREIL = Topicalization, ZEMLIZ X - CTHIE SN CEHBIEF O
DOALEIZ7 v VNPto VP &\ ) Hid ikl WbIEH 2 2 W TEREINTWE 0 TH S
CENSEPNIRITH D, T TERZDHNEIL, DOC OFAEHBZ ZNIZET_ENED
MTH5bo

Warner (1982) DO FEiRIZH < FTVNPto VP & W) DRI T 5 B\BIEICOVTOHDTH
D, ZOMIHICBVTENDNZOF FIIALEL VR L LRSI NELTH, 2
FEST L TV A BARHEFEIZ B W TIE VNP to VP &\ ) B FADS— IS EBEER E A S5 2
L BWIETTHL, L7z > T, DOC IZHE) R 2 WA H;612 SOR e LTHREI NS L9



SOR #3L?» DOC 122V T

W27 5D, ZFNASOREXOERZZFDOFTMAL I EZEHL TWE 15 L0y
DORIETIE 7 <, MHBIEIE] O SOR LD EIR L OBIGE L W) ERL NV oOMEE Bbh b,
Z AU L TIZIR D Postal (1974) OBIEATRIBHITH 56

“It seems to me that DOC-violating structures are greatly improved if the derived object NP has extremely
strong stress.” (Postal 1974: 305, J{i{E 12)

Postal (1974) 1ZZMUZDWTENLL ML BRRTnARns, % E ( 2 & TENDRFTT S
ELTRD I TONGIZOICHOMICIEER L0 EFE LRV ELLZLIZLLEEZED
A, BB ICERE L E LB EOFEL—BHV72E5 5D TH L Z L &% 2 X, DOC &
VNPto VP & W) HEENH V2R WE )T HDHEEZ LT LIIETDED S S RED D
LHE)IZEbND,

WEUDIZWT - 72 L 912, AR TIE DOC ICEFHE L L Z L7217 2D LiF7225, DOC IZBFRT
LEIERDIBTH, ZHLTIIOVTIE, FOBHEEOE SR E, JIEESRTLIET LHE
HMEDRRON L, FNEEDTSORELZSOMEAILH UETOIIBEEOTITH) 2L Ed
5o
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