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4 = (Ellipsis) & 24 7} 54 (Recoverability)
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1. 4 =F(Ellipsis)ol 2t F33 RS Fole 4FS YFFAl4 4
2y RS F2 ould A S (utterance) e oj® FPyFst 2
% 9=, Be ould4E BA (proposition) & FASE T FE F
predicate o}v™ argument’} 4% g},

Quirke] 93t words® A o] 4 &A 247135 % (uniquely recov-
erable) Wo] @A WFH gtz £ 4 gow, 2A £2¢ A
AU duldA i gez vy @z et 2z 20 o
3}l unique recoverability:= linguistic contexte] #H-$Htiz Frh, ©l
ukol wubebe] e 2.9 F74L unique recoverabilityzlo] A 2Fe] A
& Boddte, Azky BFo] FYsA F9=+ & anaphoric context

o A gt 7tEdtete £eo] Hdt

22 AE (1) contexte] A glel, Wk B EHA vehie
g Aol ®, (2) anaphoric contexte] A= ksl BB HUF HHol
25 A9 Ben, () 4TI AEshE A A (deletion
rul)e 2 RE A e Aol 44 & dke AL AHH
27 et ’

2. Quirk(1972)= contextZ (i) linguistic, (ii) non-linguistic, (iii)
situational®] A}z EHstz ded, 27t AT DS 29 BH
#}=] anaphoric contexto] s, (ii), (iii)& & & F4¢] & 2 non-anaphoric
contextq]l A 2w},

= A ‘lmgulstlc (anaphoric) coetexto] & Aekd @47 FL3A F
A4 G dEe 49usz A Aol AgHgty 4AHE
BB VE 37378 &

(1a) VTired, he kept on working.
(1b) VPunished, he will not cooperate.
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(1a), (1b) & Quirks} W3l ‘weak ellipsis’Qld] &2 BAF) ol &=
W3 FA9 Fo] hert AR F & glo, EFAEA} (la)
o] A= Althoughel 2] Thoughgl®] ¢}ui=] Even thoughdl# -3}
S48 F7F 928, Ub)dAs o= of= Whenqlx] fd8A 2
4 77 g

(2a) Although Vknowing French, he attended the course.

(2b) Although Vliving many miles away, he attended the course.
FEASAL QT (20), @)el A (22)9) A$E *he was knowinge
Hl £ 4ol 22 he knewsl 2-glo] s}53t} (2b)e] A& he is living, he
was living, he lives, he lived7} 2% B{slmz $qugel =4 ¢
Bj 5 o}

(3a) Houses Vowned by absentee landlords will be confiscated.
(3b) The police rounded up men Vknown to have been in the building.

(0, @A 4 BAAIAE LA 3AE S A A
AE Aolwh %, @w)elAE which ohim that, (3b)e] 4% who o}
e thato] g} ch01ce7]- A A7) wFolh. =3 (3a), 3b)AAE A=k
g Be 5417} are olUm were $7}A7 2E F 4 Qs A5t A
71,

¢ Y PPl GFE Gapping Rule's]q Y3954

TAES A EA. R F7A constituentd AA Y 4 Q& FAow Tt

013 T-rule FeA 714 EdebA =95 Axd F4 o] olwtx ‘Gapping
Rule’dd Fele}, o] HFEdoNA 2-& 54} =& 3 (predicate)
o wEg A3r] e zad FA ol

(4a) My brother visited Japan in 1960, and Vmy sister Vin 1961.

(4b) John believes Mary to be guilty, and VTom Vto be innocent.

(4a) & second conjunctE and my sister ([visited Japan) in 19610 %
2A% 4+ 93, and (my brothor visited] my sister in 19612.2%
48 F ) ol ulg A (4b)L- and (John believes) Tom to be
innocent2 = =3 and Tom (believes Mary] to be innccentz
gappinge] = Fx= v Ego|rh, ¥ (4b)E Langendoen(1974) 2]
Nonleft-Peripheral NP Constraint¢} Hankamer(1973)2] No-Ambiguity
Conditione] =ejgtovt, (4a)E o]& ¢xle] Hg wEozm AAd
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Kuno(1975)&] ¢f o] =},

(5a) Some people go to Europe every year, and others \every other year.
(5b) John hit Mary with a stick, and VBill Vwith a belt.

(Ga)el At $H 3 context 422 wo} A FEE YT ¢ g
U oA Gb)E 2uA Eehh EA4 o6 @3 YokE B T %

A=A A £ FiEo] old informationg Ve z QotE FolsE e,
t}A] w3lw old informationg AUz Py HEL ykEw  new,
unpredicted informationg& JeEhll& &l YAt 284 (5b) oA
kg FEo] §Y3A 52 Minimal Distance Principleg $-&
&7 v} o™ Discourse Principleg &3 ok 3tt}, Minimal Distance
Principlee] 284 (5b)9] John hitr} Bill ¢o] Al gapping % 7}, o}
Y=l Discourse Principlee] &84 t}-&3} 22 question-answer pairs}
Ged,

(6) Q: With what did John and Bill hit Mary?
A: John hit Miry with a stick, and Bill \/with a bélt.

o9 o] non-syntactic approach® U-&3lok o] At 2
23] 283 FUE97lsA2  Clinguistic’ (syntactic) contextol] A] ¥
dejuis] ojgdeE AL wAEoh
(7a) John persuaded Mary to donate $300, and VBill Vto donate $ 400.
(7b) John promised Mary to donate $300, and VBill Vto donate $ 400.

rlo

(7a)ell A &= (John persuaded) Bill to donate $400% Bill [persuaded
Mary) to donate §4007 %919 % 9ot =dv Fx7 wolSein
4 ¢l& sequencez}l:= 2 Minimal Distance Principles} Old-New
Information Principlex} Subject-Predicate Interpretation Principle &
2% Q8] o Folcek. (7b)e] 4% (John promised) Bill to donate
$ 4002} Bill (promised Mary] to donate $4007} EYr}53H o] 52
5 gobgdd & Qv TASClt 2HAE £T73z o] E¢ 99
A7FA 27 v Fel vl AR Subject-Predicate Principles ¢+ 3}
3 %A%+ Minimal Distance Principle} Old-New Information Principle
& stz leh (7a), (7h)8] FU & Zole HAA 7} persuade, FA47}
promisegti= o] 3=t el NP, persuaded NP, VP H-go] 4 NP,
L VPe] 7Age] Fol} dAstEn ubste], Fxpe] NP, promised




4

NP, VP £l & NPio] VPO 7143 Folgt dAdcte Al
At

Z el = obF AFHA ¥ =& AHAAY v FAEY 29E0
AETEY P4 55 AAAAFZ lge] vy =95gdex Y
. oA d 5T FAEY dFelA ol ZL FHRA qL v FAEA
8Eo] AAlel A AFg st oy JvE AL FHHE FAE
A 8.9lute 2 =(e.g. gapping rule, deletion rule, etc.) A 2¥-E& F
ol Bga 9 4 e A Aqa e wATe g 2
S FHHes 3A4Y 4 goe A¢ T E o (‘grammatical indeter-
minacy’).

3. o|¥lo] & non-anaphorica}l g A% A=ky REE FrHoz A4
8] & linguistic contexto] A 2] B 1A A AR = A
g9 Ag o] & Aeky AL o] informal styleZ familiar English
oA el ek,

(8a) Been hitting the bottle again, haven’t you?
(8b) Last night’s party go well?

(8a) = anaphoric sentencex ofA|ul FxAHow & u A=x iz
£ 332 494 yoush ARGE AL T 4 Aok ol tag ques-

tiono] HlubA S Fx 7] o Folrh. t}ul of 7] A &= identity condition=}
auxiliary contraction 5] z70¢] 7}u]¥ deletion rulee] ¢l om B¢ o]
7ted A @belAw FFd ¥ 254 Didete A& T ¢ ¢
%7 AR e S90] et 2HE G859 G & w9

(9a) Told you so.

(9b) Hope he’s there.

(9¢) Doesn’t look too well.

(9d) Can’t play at all.
(9e) Hot?

(@), @byl A FAAY Folrk fUsA WA @ed L We
F ojuZodn BAY 4 97 Aol FAFYE @OAAE I
He, Shes}, (9d)el A+ I, You, He, She, We, Theys/} Fx2 333§
. 9e)el A+ Is it, Are yourl A& d5¢ & weiy T2 29
(structural context)o] AJ2Fz] ¥-9]9] category® 3] x| Ag] FEx ¢l
EIE 72 240 FLReI] $UHA $E AL TG HEY
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4. 202X linguistic F=¥ structural context® Q3] Yax o]
7 AYEE 3HS ds| 4 BRI E AL o] A 9 A infomal stryle
ol A E£3] 2xo]l¢ E3

= L

(10a) Formulae:
How about joining us?
Down with KKK!
To think I was once a millionaire!
That idiot!
(10b) Greetings:
Good morning.
See you.
Many thanks!
Many happy returns!

(10a)¢] Z ¥ 52 productivedtd] ®lsjA (10b)9) &

tive sebE AL A shd Rz zM M2 9= A 2 oF

FHAA AFARX A2 FE& To] S48t %3 2

AT £ TL I ATE AATAE A A wad
ez HEGE AL A9 AT A el Fol

(10b)= =27 AA7F e S Aol JE5AHe] ZFEEol et By

Aol B9E Aol Aok ALz AL Fye Tz F44

<+ Ao g g7 Aol =

5. context® $3}x ¥zE olg s} A= & 3= A4
A As B, 2,344 $2le oY AE %o}]/‘i anaphoric context
9} structural context® Q3tE A FITHEC] Y& 2 z#d o
Lo A= EAF linguistic context® 83817 ¥ ZHFY o 4
B2 &R,

Aol A Aol SlolA 938 PR G FdHel © A3
3 AFF 2Pz AT A7t Hddt dxe A HEE9 o
&, d8olv 279 B9, ZEE ol vt 1Y ¥ dF°4.
A o2 o]d wlo] 2l “Clover Honey”#l= ¥ &o]r}t, “Clover
Honey'sh WA 42hd $3& o¥s] dojdd ezt g
“This jar contains clover honey” 2tz #c}wl <3| Axe F7E =
Agr Sagad 23 4 Aol

el A et @ %A (proposition)s) ARE FHALE
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FeeA 2R3 F gve A 2457 Y84 9 d3E B
3 2=
(11) A: Hey Mike.

B: What?

A: Ann’s coat.

B: O.K.
919 “Ann’s coat”g} &4 o] constituent: argumentd] <& 3}
= 9om FzAq xgg,k o] oljzt dF9 s%A A ek(functional

ellipsis) o] o}, o] & £ 3] predicater} Q2ks T oz X 4 gt} o
A9 49¢ A4 %A FEL definite AT FUT UL ¥}
53tth. “Ann’s coat”#w=l ol g} “Tea”} “The front door, please” .
=% old] d9she A% A% A4ols ADE DelA AEH e
= “Ann’s coat”3t e W& HFH gAe] A A EHE A
& B89 FAAERANE BAY oldl st A ke Aol A
A% 5 predicate® £39) 2o e 2ol Helye 4

(12) Don’t forget to bring Ann’s coat to the reception.
Ann’s coat would be perfect to wrap the stuff.
Put Ann’s coat in a box so she can take it home.

o|hgo] “Anw’s cont"o| G FEE FUeH HLTIE AL ¥
Zbssteh. (DA S} 2L 715H ke 2 gdo] olglxjz o}
FiA7 QAL BAL AR Aol FAeA AAH ok 5o
ul2tA] o3 (definite) 3 o e}, (12)e] A9} 2L F{s 9 Ewo)
499 & o agvz sy Yol T2 25g AL ohd
“Hfi}fﬂ FAA el e el Az M Aol oguk EwyAHe
floiA AR o] A predicate® $4T & e A Rojoh.
‘%"4 e el ke Hfeo] FAUANE AAE F Q1 = E
deletion rule-g 2 §3lo] “Ann’s coat’E =& 4 Ut P dy
£ 9e 2% soE Aol
Geel g B 2R A,
(13) A: Hello Henry.

B: What happened?
A: Bobby refused,

<]
R




B: What will he do now?

“Bobby refused” o] 4] &= arguments} A 2ksl o} gleh. (12) o] 412 predicate
o gzt vimst "B (13)9 T8¢ Gl A5 Bobbyst
AL AZREA ¢ F gAS A3k FAFES ¢ gz AT
4 Q) o] ¥Ho] F& TFHE WAL “it” (definite pronoun) 7t F&
F7 9 T3t 273 0] “Bobby refused to do it"0} =z} to do something
o ohisie AL oN4YY AW THNAG to doitsh to do
something e $73%) w7 vhzs] @ Fol k.
(14) A: Hello Henry.
B: What happened?
A: Bobby refused to do it.
B: What will we do now? »
(13)5} (14)E u¥]x3] 2=l “Bobby refused”¢} “Bobby refused to do it”
£ E9o] YT sequence® AMHH FA} F£ FHAE FUI}H.
glhek (13), (14)9] wA| = o5 tlAle] “What did he refused to do?”
BE 9EEe Audd A FAdsd sequencert I Aoleh 9
el 234 = “Bobby refused” o] A 7]& W&ol AFsH= A
o WEolth 2 A Fio| AL 2Fd 2 A
Zkg argument®: YA F94% F gl AL (DS “Ann’s coat’
oA vlatztx et (IDAAE 5497154 de Edo] Fd= &
Fotz oldlel AU A4 definitedt ol LR A 1AR 2
o), (OlAE wHrhA 2 ke $2o] definited o2 2 4 Ut
dE 2 3ol s 443 + HE AL TE ARAAT
THE (AD, ADAA BAE F F79 4HPELT o= stHE 3
A FA X3tz Ao F, Y2 (D) “Ann’s coat’o]A AH 7]EH
Aol Yol kel A5 predicated FAA AN FA Fopd,
(i) “Bobby refused”cl A ¢} 2-& AHEA ko] dojik& o= Azrd
7}5% argument® fYFA AR Fx X AUt
YA 249 FAE Age] Yelsted AA= weHe el
Aol Gt 9959 S4¢ vz A 3s] seuEd o o
Ak “Betty died”zte B & Ad Ao 9 ALz FAe] HA
o “Betty's death” 237 23 AL 248 FAFHTE 2
o Yu| 27 A ZololA L& Aot} “Henry explained”= well-
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formed sentenceo] x| ut “Henry expected”= =¥ J3jc}. ojAL
explains} expect®] o]§ 9] olu] 23 EA4 ) olo]A uFEH ). “Ann’s
coat” 1} “Bobby refused” 2} Z & <o) =71 dolE vl Anra’s coars}
Bobby refusedo) x| 1. o] 42 Ax o).

T e A FLdHA 598 ¢+ U THte] YgEo HE
AL olie], 4z FHA FL8A BEFA g L EE wBogE
ALA & egtel, =& non-anaphoric contexti } X 3lze}E  anaphoric
contexte] A 2T A Zwo AAHYPozul AAHE AL oy
H, 238 dusHE sl 5 :g_r,}.:g A% orgkd. Ak
(Ellipsis) 7 A+A] (Deletion) 9] 71 44 543 FudelAdz ofet
283 E>De @Al A o] FojAok din], AdAe MdstA E3t
© AA TR A E AGshe (A7 g Lohdok 3k Aol o
%9 FA ke Ag F8 T vlold
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