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XEEREE T & A RBIREERDRRA

INT AL —RE B R DIREE
iBHE B= (BIRXF)
AL S (R (C) : MEES21K0058) 5k

KETTT « 7 ITINSEA AR - HEFERE 1EaSEY & S5RRikh
CFHESEFOMGECEED<SBEI - BRAN"XLDEK] (CXBMRO—EITY.

FUSIC | *EROEMN

> SRR (CHITDEFEE T DIEBNFANESDIE K (R
9 DNawata (2019) DD (CE=NIZERE(CER DA
o

> Roberts (2019) IR ETRESNTULD/I NS XS —BE
[EIEsmHEIFII AL (CXd U TIE UDWLWFElZE 3 2 hM&
HIEESR

E -yl

FREREBBXORER

HREEDEHEIEEE VBB (QESC)

(1) se munuc feoll to pees halgan
the monk.NOM.SG. fell to the.GEN.SG. holy.GEN.SG.

weres fotum [and] him swide
man.GEN.SG. feet.DAT.PL. and him.DAT.SG. greatly

hreow, paet he swa dysiglice dyde
rued.3.sG. that he so foolishly did

‘the monk fell to the holy man’s feet and rued sorely what
he had done so foolishly’

(GD 2 (C) [0383 (19.143.20)/M&hlig-Falke (2012: 91))
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(2) ac gode ne licode na heora geleafleast, (3) a.*Il wouldn’t expect [behind the trees to (appear to)
but God.DAT not liked not their faithlessness.NOM stand a large building of some kind].
Levi 1989: 1037
ne heora ceorung, ac @ asende him to fyr ) (Levine ( ) 2
. . . b. *John believes [(for) to Mary, Sam to have given a
nor their grumbling.NnOoM but  sent  them to fire book]
‘but God did not like their unbelief or their grumbling, but (Nishihara (1999: 389))

sent fire to them’

(£Hom 21 68/Allen (1995: 114—115))
(3b)DEEE L. (3a)DIEFTEIFECMAREANENCE L BT AT

=AW
NEEDEHE/ Mit&&58 (I8 & EEEDOREZ B X TL\D,
5 6
QESC L IGFraBfIBEDiLEH | FEE U TOIRSEW HAREEEEIC BT B2 QESCOER R

Table 1: Causative Alternation of QESCs in EME

Semantic Class Alternating Verbs Non-Alternating Verbs

(4) [Inthe backyard]; seemed [ t; to stand a fountain].

Verbs of Fear agrisen agriwie, grisen, uggen
(Nakamura (1 994: 1 67)) Verbs of Anger gramen, grémen, ténen
Verbs of Pity/Compassion reuen, areuen (OE)
(5) a. Into every dogi’s cage peered its; owner. Verbs of Humility shamen ofshamen
b. *Into every dog’s cage its; owner peered. Verbs of Hatred/Enmity I6then, uggen, wiaten irken
(CU“COVGF and Levine (2001 . 289)) Verbs of Pleasure/Enjoyment gamen, gladen, (i)liken, paien, bildven, listen, lusten
plésen, (i)qguémen, rejoisen,
joien, tikelen
%ﬁﬁ@(Jﬁﬁ@ié&tﬁ*ﬁ(:ffi@itfiégt L/_CFH(/ \Bné (=(4))u Verbs of Mental Pain/Suffering anoien, forthinken, gramen, areuen, irken, ménen, ofthinken,
FIBEOFEEG BN IR ENRE RS/RN (=(5b))O gréven, misliken, noien, reuen,  overthinken
smerten, sduen, ténen, wérien

(Nawata (2019: 117); based on Miura (2015))
7 8
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Agrisen? 5 2 DEREX e/ FEERIQESCDEL R

(6) Pet milde meiden Margarte grap pet grisliche
that mild maiden Margaret grasped that horrible 1000 1100 1200 1300 1400 1500 1600 1700

ping pet hire ne agas nawiht. i i i i i i i i

thing that.nom her.AcCc not frightened not

‘That lovely maiden Margaret grasped that horrible demon EELSEIR BIEES

which did not frighten her.’ non-causative QESCs

(c1225(?¢1200) St.Marg.(1) (Bod 34) 28.10/Miura (2015: 114))

Figure 1: The Chronological Relation between Causative and Non-causative QESCs in the
History of English

(Nawata (2019: 118))

10

9 10
Agrisen? T A DEIFAAEE Listen? 5 A DENFIAIHEE
(7) vP Causerz/z(EThemeDW\ T NHNERE
BICBIUL (cf. Pesetsky (1995))
T~ ®) VP
DP v

A e

Causer v VP
PP v Py DP V DP/PP/CP
/\ /\ Experiencer Theme
Py DP V DP/PP/CP
PN N
Experiencer Theme

(Nawata (2019: 123); —ZPZ)
(Nawata (2019: 123); —EP4Z)

1"
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REDOEFEMEDEE | #2H (2016) {EZHIQESCDIHX | Nawata (2019)
(10) FinP (9a)M5(9b)y\EEBABN T AR LI
(9) a. OE-EME: R. PROZMZ [EiREREIBOEEN
: : />\ Minimality8R &5 =23 &> (o Tz,
[Topp Subj. Top [Finp Subj. Fin [tp T VP 1]
Fin P
b. LME-EModE:
[topp TOP [Fine Subj. Fin [tp Subj. T vP 1] PRO
v VP
c. LModE-PE:
[topp TOP [Fine Fin [rp Subj. T VP ] Experien{>\
| Vv Theme
13 14
13 14
FE(ERAIQESCDH %K | Nawata (2019) GEE]
(1) “Tp
/\ N = Y V== — . —
PP T > [EBOFEENSENCERETNRIITNIERRS
s R EWVDS(12)DEPPERAFDE H M4 (C (S FERINTX
m DP  Tiepr vP Do
. > (12)DERMZWET D E. AT QESCHWIHAEAZ
Xperiencer ;;b>’3g5<3§§%§?‘¥§£}f§*ﬁ*%§£f SEHACHER U ([CEMM O ST IGPTaEIERS R
. ME—DIEEANE(CE SHEHISE P SE SRS 4 EE[EE PRI
Ll e i RIEFEE THEHL TV BON N RIBEE 2B,
(12)
In [we ZP [+ Hieepy -..]1, Z must be pronounced.
(Landau (2007: 489)
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(13) For a given value v; of a parametrically variant feature F:
a. Macroparameters: all heads of the relevant type share
Vi
b. Mesoparameters: all heads of a given naturally
definable class, e.g. [+V], share v;;
c. Microparameters: a small subclass of heads (e.g.
28 modal auxiliaries, pronouns) share v;;

. Nanoparameters: one or more individual lexical items
is/are specified for vi.

~ W
~
\\
%
T
i
|

(Roberts (2021: 387))

17 18

NG X5 —FEE Bl | EZBINS XY —DFEE

(14) Does P(roperty) characterise L(anguage)? ] ) )
(15) s the feature triggering roll-up of complements and

yielding the head-final word order.

NO: macroparameter  YES: All relevant heads?

/\

YES: macroparameter NO: a natural-class

a. Is * present in the system?  (Y/N)
If N: rigidly, harmonically head-initial language

subset of heads? b. If Y: is # generalized to all (relevant) heads?
T T Y: rigidly, harmonically head-final language
YES: mesoparameter  NO:A further restricted natural- c. If N: is ” restricted to some subset of heads, e.g. [+V],
class subset of heads? [+N]?
) T d. If N, ... further restriction on the distribution of » —
YES: microparameter  NO: only lexically greater disharmony.
specified items?
(Biberauer (2018: 106)) nanoparameter (Roberts (2019: 105))
19 20

19 20
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(16)

CP
C TP
Comp /\
T VP
Aux /\
\% DP
Ob;j.
RN EEDEEERL

— macroparameter

21

21

AN ERMRGERSE | K1 VE

(18) CP
C TP
Comp /\
VP T'
DP V' ™ typ
Obij. Nux
VA top

FEET, VAR ZED
— mesoparameter

23

202368248 (1)

MM ERMRGESEE | HEE

17) CP
TP /C\
VP T cA trp
/\ /\C omp
DP ve T fve
Obj NUX
VA tDp

C, T, VINTOEEENFME 2ED

— macroparameter

22

22

PEERIOVERR | E:E

(19) P

/\
Comp /\
Aux /\

negative/

quantified DP /\

Obj. Q] top

BrEEN S EREC(IRERDBE (CVHTER
B (CZR47 % B — micro/nanoparameter

23

24

24
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Table 2: Frequency of preverbal position for three types of objects in Old and
Middle English (20) a. Feature Economy (FE)

_ Postulate as few formal features (FFs) as possible,

56.7% 63.5% 91.8% given the primary linguistic data.
OE2 50.4% 56.4% 78.3% b. Input Generalization (IG)
ME1 28.4% 34.7% 41.0% Maximize available FFs.
ME2 3.1% 10.6% 18.2%

. . . “Together, FE and IG form a minimax search/optimization
ME3 1.3% 6.0% 20.3% algorithm, with FE minimizing FFs and |G maximizing
ME4 0.7% 6.1% 22.0% available FFs.”

) (Roberts (2019: 93))
(Pintzuk and Taylor (2006: 259))

25 26

25 26

INT A —BEE L SFEER @oEh) INT XY —BEE L EFELDFRME

N

o HDFMUPICEAT 2EENMNAZIINE, FECEDNT
ZHFZEB/ LRV, (NO) Table 3: Third factors in relation to direction of change in a parameter hierarchy

IR TOHIE(CFEHRTET B, (ALL) ) Feature Economy Favoured Neutral

T = EEENERI B ol FEREI BREERD AT Input Generalization Favoured Disfavoured
=00 (&8 N . =1 il

W<, (SOME) (Roberts (2021: 408); —3BeiZE)

J

S:BES(ENO > ALL > SOME DIEICHEATT 3.

27 28

27 28
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FHShZESEBELDOAR KROSEEDAR
(21) Is * present in the system? (22) Is » present in the system?
o o
NO: Modern English ~ YES: All relevant heads? NO: Modern English  YES: All relevant heads? downward change
o o
YES: Japanese  NO: a natural-class YES: Japanese  NO: a natural-class
subset of heads? subset of heads?
o o
YES: German NO: A further restricted YES: German NO: A further restricted
subset of heads or subset of heads or
lexically specified items . . . . " lexically specified items
(gradual) upward change leaping up‘ to a much higher position
\/ Middle English \/ Middle English
29 30
29 30
o E SRR (Subset Principle) GEE]

> Feature Economy &Input Generalization D& s=H

(23) The learning function maps the input data to that value of
a parameter which generates a language: (a) compatible 5%, )\SAY—EEEAERNIC TR ITIHE TS
with the input data; and (b) smallest among the languages =HEIR (VIR *8
compatible with the input data. BRRENELD EFREND,

(Wexler and Manzini (1987: 61), cited in Roberts (2021: 374)) > U U, ERRICIT/\S A5 —PEEEERI(CTREL
=, RFEhoREENC—RICERIDIZEINR
5Nnd.

> IS AL —ZAL(CHFDSubset PrincipleDfiriEd
Subset Principle Disfavoured Favoured LTD‘\EHT]E_C ZNAN

(Roberts (2021: 408); —EBZ)

32
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31 32
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SREICEDINFI AT —REBDEIE

(24) OV for some restricted items?
/\
NO: Modern English YES: V-Aux? path of acquisition
/\
NO: Middle English ~ YES: Aux-Comp?
/\
NO: German YES

path of diachronic change

33

SERBLCEIIBESERORLSE

> EH—DHLAIREY (BivoREaRs) omERTIE.
Subset Principle(C k> THEEPRMENE UEM(C
B =N (cf. Friedmann, Belletti, and Rizzi
(2021)).

> HDILKIGH TEEENTZ) (S A —4FEM
Input GeneralizationM3NER (C K D AMDIEKIZEI A
E—bEns,

35

35

Japanese
34
34
ENERBE) /AEEREEIE/IN T X 5 —
(25) V-to-T?
/\
NO: PE YES: V-to-Fin? path of acquisition
/\
NO:LME-EModE YES: V-to-Force?
/\
NO: OE-EME YES
path of diachronic change
\/ German
36
36
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FEMEDOERE L EFABENI/INT X T — (cf. (9)

(26) a. OE-EME:
[Topp Subj. Top [rine Subj. Fin-Vf [tp & VP ]]]

b. LME-EModE:
[ropp TOp [Fine Subj. Fin [tp Subj. T-Vf vP ]]]

c. LModE-PE:
[topp TOP [Finp Fin [rp Subj. T [ v-Vf VP III]

(cf. Nawata (2009))

EEARSENC Lo CERDASERIENEIH SN, AEREENSFED

37

ARt & FERE I DR RR S
7 TopP
topichood Spec/>\
Top FinP
Spec
Fin TP
. Spec/>\
subjecthood T VP

- [EEREIEN N D EEEN S < RDEEMEMEL 2B,
« BFAYF 2 TU YK &ESpec-ToptoSpec-FinDEEEHENME < 1B,

38

37

38

REIREEELIEDQESC & ISFrARIB DEE

(28) FinP

T

Experiencer / Fin '

Locative /\
Fin TP
[u¢] TN
T-Vf vP
[tense]
Theme

ZEFRNIBR Do

TopPETPORICHBFINPIEESNE L6 D BRI, AL TR

39

V-to-TREERDSI =R

(29) a. FInEZEBDEHVE—EAZEESR (Rich Agreement
Hypothesis; cf. Nawata (2009), #2H (2016))

b. FinPIETESBDFEREE SR (Cue-Based Acquisition; cf.
Lightfoot (1999))

BAEITERORRICE D29 FIATER LD TE, (29)ICLD

RN+ DCEZSNNE, FHREV-t0-TREZESI D ENTESD.

39

40

40
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Table 6: Rate of topicalization of locative adverbs

Table 4: Rate of direct object topicalization
| Joet2 Joes4 [met [me2 Ime3 [med lemet |eme2 |eme3 | -mmm-mmmm
# of sent. 289

#ofsent. 6184 10002 5329 3642 9608 5583 7719 10103 7057

with DO with loc. adv.

thereof 736 1080 570 228 558 257 376 428 247 thereof 82 98 181 72 539 498 523 400 291

topicalized topicalized

% 11.9 10.8 10.7 6.3 5.8 4.6 4.9 4.2 3.6 % 284 271 36.9 58.1 58.5 66.1 60.4 56.2 495
(Speyer (2008: 80))

(Speyer (2008: 37))
Table 7: Rate of topicalization of prepositional phrases

Table 5: Rate of topicalized personal pronoun objects
-M-MMMWM [ Joe12 oes4 [met [me2 [mes [mes [emet [eme2 [emes |
aﬂ?'f]%epn; 1448 1271 7709 4628 16518 9596 13309 15503 10494

all pron. 200

objects

thereof 22 40 1 2 8 0 1 0 1 thereof 569 335 2142 1134 6566 3399 4729 5437 3516

topicalized topicalized

% 11.0 6.6 3.9 0.9 1.8 0 0.9 0 1.0 % 393 264 278 245 398 354 355 35.1 33.5
(Speyer (2008: 82))

(Speyer (2008: 54))
42

41

41 42

RARNV2IBX & L TRAAEE

RTERDHK

> BHEFFREREE (CARTEARDIE K [C K TLIREN A DREREIENDP

(30) PP
N o op ELTEDMIEND E. V-to-TEEEES T BFinPISEED
P DP 5lE& (cue) EULTCREENR< oI,
Experienceriga Experiencerjycase] > AT, BATEIFEECRIESR S (FRIFREBEUFEEVEE
THBENEDT. V-to-TEBEEET BFinPIEELDE| =
&& LTHEE LT,

(Nawata (2011: 90); —EBIHZ)
> BEEITDZ UWIRREE(EV-to-TEEZX D TLDREDD.

SR [ FHISE [CEBNRABB OB IN. BRI
SIBTAEEOMIC 510, PPIEISH SDPISEADETAECT SPTOREMCLHADOICBRBBIEG SN, AR
(Nawata (2011)), V2iEIEZ R TLD,
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RABFEOFEREFE

(31) a. REBIC (F) HEN®D BEE.
b. XKEBIC (&) THEN NS,
c. KEBICIIZRENDHD /TES.
d. REBIC(ZILAZEENBRNZL.
e. REBICIFBE DD ZEMEN L,

CNSOHFEIREBBEXIIVWINELED [FE] ORK%E
£9 (NI - #8E (2023)).

45

BAEFERIEFEXOEE

45

BAETEREFBXORE

#8: INP1+(C+NP2+8158 | ([CHNTIBRBXDESHDEIEDE

=R b2 =1 =H] AR BAi& - KIE | B30 - A%
8c 12c-13c | 14c-16¢ | 17¢c-19c | 19c-20c 20c-21c
L\Z)

0% 98% 183% 10.3% 20.8% 20.2% 37.2%

g%ﬂﬂ@ 0% 0% 0% 0% 25% 38% 48%
*ENEFEATRAT [HAEELI—/(R] XU RAAREESSEIHI—/(X
(CKDAEER
** [ZOMOEF] (Cld [TE3] [BX3] [8LW B3] [WER] %
"3l iEENS

(NI - $8M (2023))

47

(32) TopP
/\
PP Top'
A /\
KEBIC(E FinP Top
/\
PP Fin’
/\
REB(C ™ Fin
/\
DP T
~ ™~ /\
N
&EN VP T
HEMN »3 (NI - $#8M (2023))
46
FeH

> REEDI AR ERIBEN (L. SKEEMEBEIN S EFE S
BENEWSEIBEDZEL EPTEABDHEKR(CEL D TR
RUTE,

> ARG EEIE(FRRIV2ZIRRTH D, B
BNFINPIEESPZ 58, EREFANTE CTEENT D,

> REREDERZINFADE, /I\SAST-FEEER B
LEHI(C] BEMNED XD (EEZIMNZ DHEND
50

47
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