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1 FC®I

AEETIE, XOMFUCBI LT, MEBMICT— FIEE ., ERGICHE SR & HERR IS & 0 BRI E 2N
TRRUCDWT, BWERICE DL FRE 2R T 5. 2O, (1) UEOFERILEE L FEHARHEBO S50
FEITIC %3“50)75‘ (i) PAfREML & RERH, (i) EFE 73’%0)%%& ERIE S oI O WT, a— Means:
BEWREHERICEZ2BEROBERGT, T hbbifiihmE HHMOEARDITIZOWT, RO THCY L Retk
(cancelablhty)J AWM L LTINS OFEEE AT L, %@téli%ﬁﬂ%ﬁ’bi LTWwZEIiZT 5,

2 IOEWRIE EEARRIROHITEREE

HDLHEEPLEOHEIBIET 500, HDHVIIFEHAGROEBIIET 50089 FEIZE L T, Katz (1977),
Kempson (1975,1977), Levinson (2000) 7 &, & F XF Zikmmd e SN TE72, Nemo (1999) (X E e =
BT A 72ODBIIKAEEICONTE R L TWAHD, Ariel (2010) 12RO & 9 %1004 8 FLHe % FLoR Lfb‘éo

2. 1 100E*%#

Ariel (2010) 13H B HRDPLEMNRERTH L7, HLVIEEHRNERTH 2202 HET L2100 ELFIRL T
Wh, TS OFEMEIIEFERGWIEME (meaning criteria), S HTAIEEYE (analytic criteria), FRHINYZEHE (cognitive
criteria) ® 3 D247 4H é Nh, EHRFAIIELE 21T 1) CIRIKE (context dependency), ii) IEEF S (nontruth
conditionality), iii) #A7RAY - KM (implicit and secondary), ZATHIFEHEIZIX 1) FEEEHAL (discourse unit), ii) X
HEAMEEE  (extragrammatical accounts), iil) ZRAVEHINT (acceptability judgments), iv) H#&M: (naturalness),
R RHEIZIX 1) FREER (performance), i) 4512k L (right-hemisphere specialization), iii) #&& (inference)
EEITTCW5D,

B OHE I, AROFEMIEERE D L SURIRAE, FEEISGEAE, HFRIZOWCTHEIIANS 2 2127 5,

2. 1. 1 XHik?E

Ariel <2010> 13Carnap (1938) MEFZHIE, XRIKFELZZEFRIZGGEHRWTDHY, b LHLHSHEHLRT I
THDIZFDOSHEMMEIIERT H2LENDH L% 51E, ZOBHRIEMNHZOMETHY), SHEEHEZFNIRT S
fﬁ%ﬁﬁ@%%k RO L LI Lo CEBHLEHMATLIONERRTH L LI L TV 5,
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(1) FLAG SELLER: Would you like to buy a flag for The Royal National Lifeboat Institution?
PASSERBY: No thanks, I always spend my holidays with my sister in Birmingham.
(2) a. Birmingham is inland.
b. The Royal National Lifeboat Institution is a charity.
¢ . Buying a flag is one way of subscribing to a charity.
d. Someone who spends his holidays inland has no need of the services of The Royal National Lifeboat
Institution.
e . Someone who has no need of the services of a charity cannot be expected to subscribe to that charity.
(Ariel (2010: 26))

(1) TI&, RN DPELEGRERE OO T bR v LIFO 2T 2B O@fT AORFEIL, T— FMLah/zxo
BIRZZTIZED CRTIE, NEDZIGEE 25, (1) ORIZ 2a—e) DFERELLBELHM I LX), WO
T() DFFEPHY IO L%k B0 ZOEKRT (1) O@BITADFETEIIRIEKF L TBY, EHRWERTHD L

Wz 5o
2. 1. 2 3FEEBEERH

BRI EISEENER ST 23R L, FLTCXOEBEGEORTERETLILIDOLEEZ 5N Tw5 (Kempson

(1975, 1977)) o Ariel (2010: 28) 1ZKatz (1977) =5 L, “As put it, semantics should account for “what the
speaker actually says with perfect accuracy, that is, the whole proposition and nothing but that proposition. (Katz
(1977: 18))"" EfEMHIRE R 2N LT, ERMmIEFEOMEOR TEHMTLEER LN TE BT
bo Thbb, WIEUIROEEZ TS, BHRAPSMILLEERKSH L EEZ LN TE 2 T1UIIx L CGrice
(1975,1989) 1%, SCITIZEFGAMEEROMICIEEIRELMNWERIFEIEL, HEIICOEBEMICEE T 5%, %E
ESCOFEIEHFIITER L 2V E FRL TV 5,

BIZIE, MEIZ A TELHEPRO LI IHEFHE LTS

(3) ZOHEEIFELBEVN,
INEMWZFEZ () 1220 T, FIRIE, ROL) ZERZESTHS ),

(4) a. [Zo#H=E]
b. [ELZW]

[ASCAR302% % ]
U723 7% CHREED R < TE W]

EH12, TOFAEIFQ) DEFEPHLRD L) LEREYE 2D LRV,

(5) a. BT, WEANTHRLY,
b. 72 DAL v FEANTIHRL,

(4) DFERIL, FERE Q) DEMIZE DL Z S EHREMIMERTH S, —75, (5) DIEHRIL, FEE (3) DEMIZED 2
Lo, FEHEFMER, $abbEHmINERTH S,
2. 1. 3 #5H

Ariel (2010: 50) | XA, SCEEIIME 4 OFEBIZEA 2B ORE 2 & 60, FHHGIEEA QBRI T & Fiok
AWML TBELT, HERZHESLETLHIPHTHL LM EIN TS,

(6) We said from the beginning that this will take the time it will take and is indeed taking its time.
(Ariel (2010: 50))

B)IFLIN VBT BEEICOVTHE- 7oA AT TIVENFKROEFHTH 5. HRIZT— Fean/zmki Ngs
2N AR ER LZTOREMBI 225, LWw) b= aP =250, bEAA, THREFE BRIV
BRTIE RV, BEBRIEALZVI R, BFRIAADPLEATHLINLEL 225D THS, LI ELTHbD,
Z ORI (6) 2SRRI L o TEINLZDLDTH DL, ZDLHIZ, T— FEEINERIZEEEN (determinate)
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THLDOIZH L, EHGmIERIIHERN (inferential) TH 5,
HEEHIZ X 2 FIRIZBORM T, FESEEEE N (nonconventional) TH Y, L7zA%-> THLY i LTTHE (cancellable)
THbEVHIFEERFD, —F, I— MLENERIIHRHTHD, LD > T HELATETH S,

(7) a. He ran to the edge of the cliff and jumped.
b. Lionel ran to the cliff and jumped over the edge of the cliff.
c. He ran to the edge of the cliff and jumped (up and down) but he stayed on the top of the cliff.
(Carston (2002: 138))

(7a) OWIEFFE L (Th) DL ) GaEERL TR EMRT L2 LN TE D, Thbb, TI4F A NVIZEDOHKET
EoTITE, ZIDLRUEN ) EWIHIERTHE, LELEDS, Ta)ld TPy 7 L7, &1_’\“Cb‘Z>t7L
T, TEPLROEY 721 LIRS RTWEDITTIER Ve LEN>T, (To) DR L9112, (Ta) 25 Bl
M7 HERRIC & o CTEPNIZNE, Thbb TENPSROBED 721 &wv ) R, %’AYHR&%E%%__TK_&&<EX
DHLITEETHY, Kb TEOBTLETIZY Yy L2y L) MREZELL L3R TH S,

Levinson (2000) (I # LATREMEIC DWW TIRD L H 12, CEMFERLFEHGHERTXNT 5 T P~ AR
By ThsbETELTWS,

(8) a. -—insofar as the constructional meanings are indefeasible———that is, the interpretations are inflexible
and can be specified by exceptionless rule, we may confidently attribute the interpretation to a
grammatical source; but insofar as they are defeasible and show all the hallmarks of nonmonotonic
inference that we associate with pragmatic inference, we should attribute the preferred interpretation

to pragmatics. (Levinson (2000: 265))
b. Defeasibility has to be, as far as I can see, the litmus test for a grammatical versus pragmatic account
of linguistic patterns. (Levinson (2000: 408))

Levinson (2000) 2 &AL, XOMED HEPN L ERPH) H L TS 20, £OBRIESCEISRRS 2 LAl
TE&, =, TR HELTRRTHIUL, TOMPIGGEHRICERNT 230 THL LHMTLI LTS5, LiF
LCTw2, COFRTIYH LR, HLFERPLEMNFERTHLD, H25VIGEHRNFERTH L0 )
CEERHET HEEEOBVHERETHL LB bNL, INH6DT Ehs, WELBHROERGTITIZOVWT, K
DHEFEL B LN TE L LB DNS,

(9) a. HIFELROBRMRIZOVT, TREGHIICINYHET I LB TERITIUL, ZOFFIIEOHNEIZ

& %o
b. »5FZOBERMBERIZONT, T2 EHWIIWYET I LB TENL, ZOFERILFEHROHEEIZE
95,
3 ﬁunnﬂﬂt 0)@]7*/\”'

3. 1 PBHfREMbEEEmE

— %I, CEMNBERIIFBNTH Y, MBICSENERZ D LIERNLREHZROLLDTHL, LN -T,
wi%cijc IB BT LRl L OMENBRICESWTHES NG OTHY, FiLF - MEF - Bk L0k
MR &M L CTHIET A &L ENTE 7,

LA L, RGOS, fEk, WENFEREEZ SN TELBRIE, EENERIECES LTV LHERD
EENTNE, EERTLMEED VDL, T LT, Kuno (1976) 13KD L) IR L T\ 5,

(10) Much (in fact, too much) has been done in search of syntactic phenomena that, I believe, are basically
controlled by nonsyntactic factors. By taking a purely syntactic approach, one can achieve a certain
degree of success in one’s analysis if semantic factors have consistent syntactic realizations with respect
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to concepts such as subject, object, etc., or with respect to command and precedence relationships and
relative heights in constituent structures. However, such an attempt fails crucially where the underlying

semantic factors do not show one-to-one correspondence with syntactic factors. (Kuno (1976: 438))

RO REER I 2 T S — R LT B K H IR 2 2 D1 E%E’J&%ﬁlﬂf)‘}j HIFE R Eo&R THAT - #%
W BIFR, & B\ IIHEENEHERE QMR R 2R A E R & E@L“C, MEEMC BEBUL SN E o TR A AR D 5 2
5TH o T, WRERLEHRERDHEER TR & —f— ﬁﬂfx%)ﬁt“(b\f‘b\ L, FO XD AT RIS D S
DTHA, LKuno (1976) I L T 5,

Kuno (1976) (&, BAFRFAMLICIZEEAE" 2R CBESG L w5 & L CRMRFAEMREELHIR (11) Z3RE L, RoOBl %%
T L Twb,

(11) The Thematic Constraint on Relative Clauses. A relative clause must be « statement about its head.
(Kuno (1976: 420))

(12) a. I wrote a book about Marilyn Monroe.
b. Ileft home a book about Marilyn Monroe.
(13) a. This is the actress that I wrote a book about.
b. *This is the actress that I left home a book about. (Kuno (1976: 426))

(12a) Tl&, Marilyn MonroeZ &L L TR T X 2 D128 L, (12b) TIEFNIETE 2V HANEIZOWTARE
HCZLWETEDLY, DLINBFCOVWTEZOREZRICEETENSL L) 2 LiL, @, HATIEZ2WAHTH
%o, (13a) TlX, BAFRFEIML STV Sthe actressidFfif e L CTFINT X 272088 CE % 525, (13b) TIEENAT
ERWVIDIFBK L E D, (12), (13) DL H I, FUMEMETH ) 2030, TORBEIHENHLZ 0D
Kuno (1976) 1%, BAMREIEIILICIZ (11) @ & 9 2 BERERRMIBIRI M EICE G LT\ b SR L, FEHEENHIRIC
DV THRERR OB D O RETVEDNH L, LIRO L) ITHwmIIT T 5,

(14) It is time to reexamine every major ‘syntactic’ process and every major ‘syntactic’ constraint from a
functional point of view, to find semantic explanations for its existence in case the syntactic
characterization holds, and to find a deeper and more accurate semantic generalization in case the
syntactic facts are simply superficial and “almost correct” syntactic manifestations of nonsyntactic
factors. (Kuno (1976: 438))

3. 2 FEEHISOHEEERBEME
B (1995) 1XEED S5 04 E (Extraposition from Subject) EMZN A A FRBEB R ZI Y I, JHEDOMKE
1, KOFERGNEG 2 BET LT b,

(15) a. A man who was wearing a T-shirt hit Mary.
b. *A man hit Mary who was wearing a T-shirt. (Fhj (1995: 29))

FREAFT DI T2\ (15a) EAMEAATHIL T4 (16b) 2 BT % &, Wi CIEEFEZ MRS 2 E o586 L T4
CLTWbDIZxf L, BETIEZZFNODNEH TEHENLTWAZ XG0 b, L7e-> T, WEIHTLE, %RETIE—
A M L 721%, NET DO EOMEZFEFETH S, HOR) OFSONELFHE L 27Uz o3, &
RELTEINELDOFHIDD 0D Ll b, Thbh, MEMUINET2D0ICE NS OFNELEE T DL
ThHhHZ LIl b,

s (1995: 29-30) (ZBEEAEEEROBILEA S, KDL OHNEET D LLENICHE D 2200 s 50 )
By 2D7208 03 ER 0%, $2bbEAEERIE T ae) ZRZLTOLEAICHEY, BYAREHRE LTH
BDOENDLTEIIRD, LHETWAE, 20O iR a) BKROLIIITHEEN TV,

(16) & 2 1A%, JeA73 2 RIS LC T3, T&EE Tafby Tl T8l 20BN 2ELETW2Y
B, BOLDPRIEENMILT B o (ks (1995: 31))



FECD 3 LTgetEy %20 ChmiconWT 191
(17) A man hit Mary who had hostility toward her. (S (1995: 30))

(17) OFMBEEFZ T TIHLICHEZIHCT W LW T EREZTEY, EHio TERAT7T) —%2Eo72, v
WEIF LT, 20 THE) 23520 T R as R, BITURICKH L TRO S REEHIL L TV
HEEZBNDL, THIIHL, (15b) DHEERTHERSENTWE Ty v Yz Tw iz W)y fEau, TExAT
)—%Bo7z) EVINFIZOWTOHRBICIE R ->TBLT, 68, Mk, M, HEHICLZ-sTwiwn, L7
o T, (16) THESN TVWA LD LPRFEEIIRILL 2wz, (16b) X NEERIVEM L E 2 LbITTH D,
S (1995' 34) 13 MMEOBKIE, 20H 5@ MRSHEmICE > TRONLEDOTL 2L, #HZHhowsb
HEDFEHRIC L > TRONDZ LD TL %L, HAHHIHEmMICL > T, HOMIEFEHARICL > THEONLENEDLD
f%éo&mbh%mj&Lm,mﬁﬁ R O REA 53 H@T @’wa%iéNéTﬁétfﬁbfwéo
s (1995) 25ERT A T8hR oy 2 EMARILL 72 (16) 1, 75 mmﬁkLTkﬁéﬂfw&mi%%#f%
bo TNTIE, WE (1995) 255815 72 F 5B & O/VERE CIXRE m@ﬁ%~ﬁ¢5$%&@#,ﬂm%$®>;
THMLTHAL I,

(15) a. A man who was wearing a T-shirt hit Mary.
b. *A man hit Mary who was wearing a T-shirt.
(18) [Suppose in some community, a man wearing a T-shirt is labeled as extremely violent to women and
often demonstrates violent tendencies toward them even in public. ]
A man hit Mary who was wearing a T-shirt.
(19) a. Some guests who were visiting from Chicago drank milk.
b. *Some guests drank milk who were visiting from Chicago. () (1995: 22))
(20) [Suppose you know that Chicago is a world-famous place for milk production and that people in Chicago
have a custom of drinking a lot of milk everywhere they go. They always brag about the top quality of
their milk. ]
Some guests drank milk who were visiting from Chicago.
(21) a. A man who was wearing a funny hat gave Mary a bunch of flowers.
b. *A man gave Mary a bunch of flowers who was wearing a funny hat. (& (1995 22))
(22) [Suppose you know that in a certain community, a man wearing a funny hat on a festival day has a habit
of giving a bunch of flowers to the first woman he meets on the street.]
A man gave Mary a bunch of flowers who was wearing a funny hat.

(15b) 134V E S N7 BRETONED EEHONEO TP TaEy Tl Tk, T8l 2 o%E2 R L TB5
T, TRD LA PRZL TWARVORNEELER>Twb, LL, I DEHIZTTYYyvaEETn5S
B L TRO TERELE TH 5y L) Halifli#kdtd 24 AT, ARV LR L EROLIENTE D,
FERIZ, 200 DX Ty A TEMHERO IV OEEMTHY, P IHRIIEIToTE2EAD IV
7 RfRA, FOMERBEIET L) L) HEEREAH UL, HMTIIAEE T B YMER ST (19b) 135@kE 5 (20) & L
TN T A LD, E5I12, Rt RiE %i@m)%@m@;o&rﬂbma 2iE, BALRETE RS
t%u,@bﬁﬁmum%otﬁ@ ICAER LB E S H A L) HlFRA S 245 T, HRBWREZR L& LT
BDDHLZENTE D,
(18), (20), (22) DB SIS 2% £ 912, HMTIIABE L TH 24 ERSC (15b), (19b), (21b) 1%, #Y)7% 2
YT A MZEPNIUL, r?ﬂ@iﬂz’ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁl DHESN, T T 7 A NDOEPNIFRPMER SN, #EHRELTHE
BURE L TR EN S, T7bb, (9b) OHEHREMEIZL Y, HE (1995) A3%:1F72 (15b), (19b), (21b) ZE DT
4#%®%E%Yu MY CRE G2 HbNAh L, ke SNDMHRAI)E SR, BB RDZ End, 7F
FOWIEIE T L2FRTH DL ERROTDLIENTE b,
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FETHBRTELLIIE, INETHEROMEL LTIRbNTEASHEFHRIE, BARFALEEE »50nidE
FE D OFVERE R &, BEEERRII IR R RE IR AR RIS L T A Z EBH LML o7z BRI LR AME
BXLOTRTIZDWT, Milm7Z, »L2WVIEREHARZITICL o THHL L) &35 281, ZOSHEHESOREY
HE2ZBN2H 25, Kuno (1976) 2SHEHI LT 5B & 912, FELBHEMFIICOWVT, &5 —FF, ISR ENH
OB O RETLEDNH D L Bbib,

KEGTIE, XOBERBHIZOWT, BYHE LTREME A HIWEHE (9) & LTHEL, MiEMICIHRIZa— ML
N, EREIICHE SNZBRUIILD T L CE 2w o 0hofiEICE L, £0—47T, @I & ) iEEHRNICEH
NZZfERFUIID W L C& B 720, BHmOREREICE ST 2 L 2SI L, BARMICIE, () BRI e ahE, (i) &
R D ONNEOBI T, FOEMMHRICEDL L PR E MG L, I — FMESNzEE L HERIC & 2 EROBER ST
12OV, ZORMWEHSPIZ L AN LEEEZIT- 72,

FARARNE, FK254E ~ S R2TAE EE R ST IE B Wy R B (BRI TR D R R A B 4 (BEEREEZE (C) (GREE & ¢
25370546, WFZeftEE®E @ MEHEL)) OmP %2 Ch ENHEO—EHTH b, RKEE/ERT 5I12H72D, Ivan
Brownl Kbl E#R 2 3 A ¥ 2729 2, BITOHWIZH B II W72z, SIS L TUEHOEEZERT S5, V)
FTTL%L, ARORMIEZEDADEETH S,

pE
1) Kuno (1976) idtheme& ) JHiEZ HWTW A, themelZIZEEDOBERN S % 720, ATk THiE, 2/HnTwh,
2) HEEDFEEIZ O W TR A B A D H DY, Tao (1996) XKD & 9 1ZiXTwb, “A topic in this study refers to an
NP referent that is the center of a discussion in discourse (Givén 1990; Grosz 1977, 1980); thus it is referred to in this
study as the discourse topic.” (Tao (1996: 489))
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On Cancelability

Masahiro KATO*

ABSTRACT

This article deals with the cancelability of sentence interpretations in English with special attention to dichotomy of
grammar and pragmatics. The main points argued here are (i) that cancelability of sentence interpretations is the most
reliable criterion for a grammatical versus pragmatic account of linguistic patterns, (ii) that coded aspects of interpretations,
correlating to specific linguistic forms, are independent of context, and cannot be canceled, and thus are considered to be the
issues of grammar, and (iii) that inferential aspects of interpretations are dependent on context, and can be canceled, and
thus are considered to be the issues of pragmatics. In the course of discussion, I have analyzed several examples of
relativization and extraposition from subjects, and demonstrated that cancelability of sentence interpretations is a valid
criterion to distinguish coded aspects of interpretations from inferential ones.

* Humanities and Social Studies Education
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