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The present thesis aims to provide a Dynamic Model of Grammar (DMG) approach to a
variety of inguistic phenomena that have so far been overlooked or left unsettled as topics
awaiting solution in the literature of English grammar. It is argued that DMG offers an
interesting way of capturing syntactic and semantic properties of grammatical
constructions in particular languages, as well as a principled way of distinguishing
between core and peripheral phenomena in a universal grammar. DMG will also give us
insightful clues to account for the gradual process of transition of grammatical facts from
basic to derivative ones.

Learning a natural language amounts to learning a set of rules by which one can
unconsciously produce and comprehend an infinite set of sentences of the language.
Generally speaking, children learning a language acquire the language by continually
restructuring their grammar (G) on the basis of their biologically determined language
acquisition device (LAD) as new data become available to them. Thus, a full process of
language acquisition, which is supposed to proceed through intermediate stages consisting
of the set of {Data, LAD, Grammar}, may be schematized as follows:

LAD() = G(1) — LAD(1) = G(@) —..= G — LADG = GG+1) — LADG+1) = GG+2) ..= G)
1 1 1} 1
D) D@ DG+1) DG+2)

LAD consists of several components, an essential one of which is assumed to be a Universal

Grammar (UG) representing the pre-existing innate language faculty. UG and other
components interact with each other and enable the language-learner to successfully arrive
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at the knowledge of a particular grammar. One of the major goals of linguistic theory is to
reveal the nature of UG that is, we have to ask what kind of information UG contains.
What I have claimed in the thesis is that the LAD should contain principles which govern
the transition from G() to G(i+1) in a step-by-step process in which the acquisition
proceeds.

There are two views of LAD. One of them, which may be called ‘the stage-specific,
output-oriented view,” has been adopted by the generative grammar in accordance with a
highly idealized instantaneous model of language acquisition. This view extends
principles and constraints of the adult grammar G(n) into far corners of children’s tentative
grammars reproduced at intermediate stages of the acquisition process. DMG, on the
other hand, adopts a second view of LAD, that is, ‘the dynamic, process-oriented view,
which allows the possibility that possible grammars are characterized partly by a set of
constraints imposed on each stage of the acquisition process. DMG may include
information about correlations between two consecutive stages, that is, inter-stage
extensional principles which govern transition from an already acquired grammar to the
next stage of development. These principles, in a sense, extend or modify existent rules
into new ones and innovatively introduce them into the next grammar. Human language
is a set of heterogeneous grammatical rules or constructions, ranging from basic to
peripheral. DMG makes it possible to theoretically separate basic rules from derivative
ones, deriving the latter on the basis of the former.

Among the extension principles proposed by DMG are Model Dependent Extension
triggered by syntactico-semantic similarity between base and model structures, and Rule of
Syntactic Realization motivated by Meaning Concealment. The former claims that
derivative structures are extended from base and model structures that contain their own
formal and semantic features, which are to be bequeathed in newly born descendents
throughout the acquisition process. The latter adds to an original form a new formal part
that corresponds to a meaning syntactically covert but semantically overt in the original
form. Ihave argued that these principles account for extension of strict subcategorization
features of a lexical item. When several features are shared by one lexical item, they are
supposed to be closely related to one another. Particularly in case that its lexical meaning
is invariant, the most basic feature should introduce another one, which, in turn, extends
to more peripheral ones, according to the extension principles. I have proposed that
idiosyneratic strict subcategorization features of the verbs turn, prefer, regard, seem are
introduced into the lexicon on the basis of semantic and structural similarity between basic
and model structures. As far as complement of verbs of manner of speaking such as
whisper, murmur and mutter is concerned, it ranges diversely from a zero-object to special
kinds of noun phrases to sentential thatclause. I have argued that a Rule of Syntactic
Realization guarantees an initial extension from intransitive zero-object, which is
supposed to be the most basic one, to transitive NP object, which must have some relevance
with a vocal sound. Our dynamic extensional principles also reveal that a clausal
complement cannot be determined discretely as argument or non-argument, but that the
scale of its argumenthood constitutes a continuum from absolute to non-absolute to
non-argument.

Assuming a model for syntactic extension is necessary to explain syntax of nominal
expressions with a gap such as gerundive, action and derived nominals. They are
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characterized by the presence of a syntactic or semantic gap in their object position. I
have argued that only possible rules for them under the framework of current generative
grammar will require a set of ad hoc, complex and peculiar conditions, and proposed that
the peculiar properties required can be explained in a principled way under the assumption
that they should be derivatively constructed on the basis of the corresponding propositional
constructions. A Model Dependent Extension plays a crucial role in this argumentation.
It has been suggested that if a grammar contains a rule which generates the structure
[.NPi...[s X e Yl...], then a rule is newly introduced in the next stage of grammar
development which can generates [..NPi..INe X ei Y]I. From the earlier days of
generative grammar, linguists have purported to establish principles which are able to
distinguish marked from unmarked phenomena in natural languages. Among them were
kernal vs nonkernal sentences, analogical processes, patching up principles. The three
types of nominal expressions I have discussed provide a strong justification for adequacy of
dynamic extensional hypotheses. Our assumption is certain to shed some light on the
intuitively valid idea that clause-like nominal expressions are in some degree derivative or

marked constructions in natural languages.

Like treatment of syntactic change in diachronic linguistics, DMG emphasizes that
innovative forms and meanings are gradually actualized into a grammar in a step-by-step
manner. DMG assumes the following idealized process of extension:

Stage I: a core linguistic for F1 has a core meaning M1, which is derived compositionally by
applying semantic rules to F1.

Stage II: F1 acquires an additional meaning M2, resulting in a situation in which F1 is
semantically ambiguous between M1 and M2.

Stage II': F1 may be ambiguously reanalyzed into F2, which semantically corresponds to
M2.

Stage III: The pairing of F2 and M2 is strengthened, while F1 is weakened into the
background.

Stage IV: The association of F2 with M2 is conventionalized in a grammar

I have traced a gradual extension of anything ltke, out NP, since NP and lexical senses of
the verb appear. Grammatical extension proceeds with defining properties of an original
structure minimally preserved in the next stage. It has been suggested that the proposal
of an intermediate stage, in which both preceding and subsequent characteristics coexist
side by side, should be amply sufficient for this purpose. A novel structure is to be
introduced and ambiguously added over a basic structure through, for example, pragmatic
principles. The rise of the new structure has some repercussion on the process of
extension. It is promoted into the foreground by way of pragmatic strengthening and
outplaces. a central status of the original structure. I have suggested that gradualness of
extension helps us understand the reason why constructions or phrases in question are
what they are, by elucidating the process through which they have come to acquire their
distinctive properties.

DMG assumes what may be called Principle of Synergism. DMG supposes that the
degree of derivativeness of a rule is determined through the process of language acquisition,
and that after completion of language acquisition, it still is to be preserved in a grammar as
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part of a native speaker’s grammatical knowledge. Then, Principle of Synergism says that
applicability of a rule to a structure is affected by the combination of the degree of
derivativeness of the rule and the degree of derivativeness of a rule generating the
structure. In illustration of Principle of Synergism, I have presented a stupid/unlikely
type of Hard-Nut Construction with an overt prepositional wh-phrase. I have suggested
that the ordinary Hard Nut Construction of stupid/unliikely type is no less derivative than
the wh-fronting of [P+NP] is.

A grammatical construction is a conventionalized amalgam of a number of independent
features of syntax, semantics and lexicon. A specific association of a form and a meaning
in a construction is learned through a process of categorization and schematization over
particular instances into abstract patterns. In the language acquisition process, children
initially acquire sentences with light verbs such as go, do, make, put and so on. Light
verbs, which are the first to be learned and the most frequent ones in the early stages of
children’s language, denote fundamental atomic senses closely correlated with radicals of

our human cognitive experiences. The scenario of acquisition of constructions starting
with light verbs is as follows: children first hear tokens of light verb sentences along with
their own interpretations on a verb-by-verb basis, then categorize them to the pattern of a
construction, schematizing over a number of particular instances, and extends types of
verbs in a construction from a basic light verb to other ones on the basis of Force-Dynamic
Relation Hypothesis. Light verb constructions, thus, have prototypical formal patterns
associated with particular semantics from an acquisition point of view, and play a central
role in extending a new type of constructions. In our terms, light verb constructions
function as base and/or model structures in a Model-Dependent Extension, with their
semantic properties transmitted into new structures.

An Intransitive-Verb Particle Constructions (IVPC) is a good candidate for looking for
the way of how a construction emerges in a grammar and extends into a conventionalized
grammatical category. An IVPV with a construction particular particle is a phenomenon
in which an intransitive verb is apparently transformed into a transitive verb, being
inserted into an open verb slot of an idiom-like fixed form of a transitive construction.
Among them are included the Time-Away, Removal and Suppression Constructions. I
have proposed a process-oriented approach that they are derived on the basis of light verb
constructions with pass-away; take-off and put-down, respectively, and as its result, we can
account for every syntactic and semantic properties of the IVPCs, particularly, why
particles are fixed and indispensable in these constructions.

Despite persistent doubts having been cast upon too idealistic an acquisition model, the
instantaneous output-oriented model has produced a lot of linguistically significant
achievements, and has been so widely adopted without any question in a variety of
linguistic fields. Doubtless, the study of language acquisition based upon the model has
also made far more marked advances than in earlier times, but unfortunately for us, the
assumption has never been substantially proved that resultant features of adult grammars
should turn up even in an immature form at each stage of the acquisition process. It is
fair to say that we have not been able to develop an argument for the intensional
non-instantaneous model, which is certain to lead a linguistic theory to more realistic and
more descriptively adequate model of grammar, until DMG's method of thought found its
way into a world of Chomskyan empirical scientism sweeping over the filed of linguistics.
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