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This paper investigates the idiosyncratic understanding of universal quantifiers
such as every, each or all by young children at the ages of 4 to 7, and argues that the
phenomenon is explicable in terms of the maturation of both the cognitive system
and the linguistic system. Evidence for this dual explanation comes from the fact
that the visual input, a picture, plays a key role in determining the children’s
conceptual representation, suggesting the need for the central integration of visual
and linguistic elements; and from the fact that a quantifier in the linguistic input
has an intrinsic property, i.e. a <+focus> feature. I have tried to explain the
nature of the cognitive factors in terms of the function of the central system,
suggesting a modified form of Smith & Tsimpli’s (1995) version of Fodor’s (1983)
modularity hypothesis. Conceptual representations of two kinds are in competition
with each other and they are integrated into a neutral LOT (Language of Thought)
representation at some point. In the process of this integration, the representations
from the visual input predominate over those from the auditory input, though the
quantifier (treated as new information provided by the latter) is salient in the final
representations. When visual conceptual representations predominate over purely
linguistic ones, quantifier spreading errors occur. By contrast, when the relevant
grammatical knowledge has developed sufficiently to counteract the conceptual
representations, this peculiar behaviour by children should disappear. It is argued
that children have to learn two kinds of grammatical fact with regard to universal
quantification: (i) they have to learn the status of the quantifier as a functional
head of DP so that it has to be positioned inside DP; and (ii) they have to learn
the Left-Branch Condition which specifies that movement of an element in the left-
branch position is possible only by pied-piping the entire phrase. The categorial
status of the quantifier in the children’s interpretation is considered, focusing on the

movement of that quantifier out of its own extended projection to FP. It is claimed
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that children initially treat quantifiers as modifiers, rather than functional heads,
and that the phenomenon of quantifier spreading by children can be attributed to
delay in the development of the relevant functional category, i.e., DP (or QP), in

language acquisition.

B =22 of# o}5E o] ¥ A (quantifier) & & 53 ¥
o] &g gof 3 4 8 4 (quantifier spreading) & THFIL Ql
= F3late] B A 7152 FAHAT (DP) £ FFAHE (Q
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A A 3 of %‘X]%—‘%- =S 11]71311%5]' °3} < o] @4o] £9 (Inhelder
& Piaget 1958;1964), 2} (Lee 1986), Yo} (Philip 1995), vl B Z=0] (Philip 1996;
Philip & Verrips 1994), %o} (Donaldson & Lloyd 1974, etc.), 183 =] (Kang
2000)2 B Zo]2 £53E olEE0] slN TEH o2 A= BAHA Aol
= Aolt} wakA, o] =R A= o] FAto] off Yo, TA 71EY dojolE
o2 B HHT 4 Ut AE AHEATE A k55 FHA B Y A4
& 4783, £3] every, each, all 3} 72 BH ¥IALE (universal quantifiers)ol ©f
3t olEE0 FHL A0 259 JdAWE A AHP BPA A S5 R
&) =8l H A} gt

1. J4

NHog 474 A9 o} EL 49 FolZ B (context) Aol thE B AE
of, A4 2L UgHe 2, B e she ZFol Bo-

arer (2e) A A OIS 3 TT BB T NN w2 92,
oM BB YN

bear + honey-pot bear + honey-pot

! Inhelder and Piaget (1958/1964), Donaldson and Lloyd (1974), Roeper and Matthei (1974), Bucci
(1978), Donaldson (1978), Freeman et al. (1982), Freeman and Stedmon (1986), Philip and Takahashi
(1990), Philip and Aurelio (1990), Roeper and de Villiers (1991), Philip (1991; 1992; 1995), Drozd and
Philip (1992), Boster and Crain (1993), Philip and Verrips (1994), Crain et al. (1996), Brooks and
Braine (1996), Drozd (1998), etc..
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bear + honey-pot honey-pot

I E B: Is every bear holding a honey-pot?
Is each bear holding a honey-pot?
Are all the bears holding a honey-pot?

T TS No 12 Yes

ofsEolA o} FHACE Y=y EoH I5L HE shutrt ot 7l d ol
g AEglol 2ot e EEE2 25 FE gl £l st BTl F
ol g3 S X YT FAA Q7] W Eolt} oir)A Eujg e HL ol5EL o =27
G AL bearE 418t QL& U3FAF every (each or all)9] G 3A (scope) S Ha] oA
A &2 o] 28]l A= honey-potoll 74| Al 7| =71 st Holdh. A2AA o=z 1
'BE Fo] BRE EFE €339 L7 (Is every bear holding every honey-pot?)’2}
R E sl A S oA "ot I AAAAHA o 25 Aol o] ¥ ALY o
2 3 ¥3}AL7E 43 & o) ¥ 5 (maximal projection) W 2] 2 o] (complement)ol §+
ojdth & 9, ¥ AE BY EFolA, HE 3} everys LA o] 438 ol
(QP, DP or NP)Wj o] HA} bearTH& 41312 7L ¥ gtoll 91+ honey-pot7tA]
+A8tA ket
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bear + honey-pot bear + honey-pot

bear + honey-pot bear

Z' ¢ D: Is a bear holding every honey-pot?
Is a bear holding-each honey-pot?
Is a bear holding all the honey-pots?

Sigh: °I%: No ®1&: Yes
o] FFAME, o}FEZ A CAH EFE A %X A& F9Y €4 ¢

i
Doff 2 A theE 3l Aot} o] M= EHo] § Aol A& ¥HA} (every,
each or all)9] JFAL 2R 0] &3 HuiYFWe 2o honey-potoll B4 o}t
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2 43 5ol s bearoll 74A] FohE a1 glch. o] A& obFE Y Fold N ojd ¢
FAE? o) 28} F3ALe] J LA o) H A (quantifier spreading) o] 2t B2 QEd,
£3] guisol A e Wl uiet 9 AE B tfst oy RAFA YHES E
Z£029 #uf (right spreading)’, 2211 AF Dol th¥t ot5E9] FRHA g2’
Az o 20 Brf (left spreading)’ 2t &g Yl

2. AAF, dojst A
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3 & A] (conceptual representation) & A A sl &
o, Azt g3 TYH = Ao 24 FHA= T AA Z
AE AYL Yok FollA, o] FHA sl Y A4S Bk AnEog 4937 ¢
HAE o) HE A Y 249 dolH 248 TS E4F Ba7F Utk o] =79
A olg)dt oA 450 BAE A7 T 2] S UA A A (the central system) 2]
7150l 718 AL 2 B, Fodor (1983)8) R& 3 7144 (modularity hypothesis) 3}
ol & =& T % Smith & Tsimpli (1995)2] 713 & 2 E (conceptual modules)& A
HEY, o}5E9 ¢ ES5FH s AX A, NdH o277t FSA A A
HAQoA ARA A5 AR = 7HE AAB Bh 2T, <+2FE>AEE AY 9
£ ¥3AY] DRE Ao A 23 & wF 0, Brody (1990)2] F7lelojo] oidt
A& 23, oFFEY AL A A LEhbes B d4o] 7]E
9] Adojoj2e F YA dEsold 5 USE Tt

Kot

Jo o
P

oX,
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21. AAH HZ

o] ERoAl otFE2 FEA Hrjsiy 4L AAHA
Ao BA g o] Aofgt ot AT Rk, obF
FEAELZ AR NGREFHE o ES FHE A
'3 ® A] (conceptual representation) & A= d 23 A4
o, Azt o =YHE Aol 24U FAE 2 AAY 1 z

Ag AU Jrhe ZollA, of F3AL Boisiy A4S Hot ARz 4987 9
A= ol2gt A Y 49 doF 248 T 4T 2ot At of

Meolgldt AR H 2459 A2 AL T FFA AR A (the central system) 2]
7150 71U%tE Ao2 BT, Fodor (1983)2] 2E3 714 (modularity hypothesis) 3}
o] & 44 %<3 Smith & Tsimpli (1995)9] 7H'd 3 ZE (conceptual modules)& 4t
HEH, o}FEY A F5HF i AAA, AFgH o Pzt FLAHAA

2 Philip (1991;1992;1995), Roeper & de Villiers (1991), Philip & Aurelio (1991), etc.
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A3 oA A AN B 23, <+2FS>AAL AU Y
Ao H &40 i%‘:—% g2}, Brody (1990)9] ¥7h2ofol &
FAL AL NN Ve E S @A) 7)&

AN ARA %
£ FoALY 1R
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OFEEL A%el BASE FAAZAB 1YL B, 58712 BYF
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< BeHA =&, 017]*1 AlZ+e] g3 = AZke] aRKE T ¢ F3HA obF
T2 %o FASE ) Fodor (1983)8] 'AF o] (language of thought)’ ©]
S 51, 0] A7) oju] A7} A 7ke] F A A ZA] (the central system)Z ¢
43tsl = B, AAE BT o] FLAALAE dYHE Ao 24Fo
MEAQA AbRAOIE S E FFE AT o] F 2452 FEAAZA ‘*H
oA stute] A g s SR, FFHAA = FAAA A2 ofn| A=

Zkel] o3} A o|nAE Bk A4 (saliency)d] HolA Aol AA Aok #'5]
ol AFste Alztelu]A] & A4 AAES & of d AN 2R & AA Y
EAE 2 o|uA 2 YA ok FAl o o dHH Ao 8425 F
FpAtgte] O TR HA o 3 EEHA L, o] EEF 24 AlZto|vl R 2
3 438 AAEC] SR HFNA o 1:}] 4 cfFFAAA Add 3 )
e EAZE o ER A F £AHA AL 2A st Zolth. dEHeE FRA
Aol =T

2.1.2. Fodor (1983)¢] x]Z}3 2EE (perceptual modules)

Fodor (1983)& 917+9) AAZzE 4G ol AZA AHAASH AAH A
A g B RS AARUE AAe A, 37 E=e §2, a2 dojek 2
& AZAY A2 EL 25, Ex}= 'S YA A F A (the central system)' & FA4] o
o 19 o] 8o WEd, A7t vhEd Y 7Y BEE o|FoA 4Y AAEH H
BERA SIHAAZ ] o]Fo|A AUt FYAAZAE 1 7lsHAA 4E AAE
F e, A& Y, A A (o4 F) A, B3 et F4, 283 A4S
A e 48 ke s, A AZ4Y AFE LobA o] AFE %°“Zﬂ A A
7 AAT ¢ e YHE HBANAFE 98 . E5H Y AAEL 44 A
Zleke] B 49g 15389 (F, 47 REL A7 A9 AF T ¥GEA
wgat g €4, /‘]7—]'5'- % "]7-}24 Aot vb-g-3tn, A REL A4H A

ol gk ¥k-g-gtc}), w2 1, 2pFHoln, 2t --c%—?: AMEZ] ZRE 28R UE
|, SLAAZA = E’-‘:i o] FolA QA ¢gkon, I oMo FHE XME
=5 SEHAA Atk F, Y AAE A A2 A b BAES A=
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=
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gt oA FHATIL, o] Be AW s AL AHEAL St o4kl AA A

AEZHE|Y FHo| F23rh T, Fodore o] FFHAZAY BHL2 AgHo
2 g9Eod & glrke 3o A 432 33t o] 21 Fodord) 32| 2 ¢ Az
Sperber & Wilson (1986;1995)2} 234 o|& (Relevance Theory)¥} Smith & Tsimpli
(1995)9] 538 AojA Aeg etad o 7Hdol] thet 79 A2 A7) 3 =A
& A e, & ERolAE 21004 AAR 7Hol 7]uko] H= o] ¢ Smith &
Tsimpli (1995)9) 7484 2&& 23] 45 H 1z 3ot

2.1.3. Smith & Tsimpli (1995)¢] 7§93 2EE (conceptual modules)

Smith & Tsimpli (1995)+= Christopher2hi 3k 7|0l s A73tAA, 1 7ol
7HA A e A4S AYr] As FSAAZA BAS EFeta ATk
Chnstophe HEE 3AY, X9 23 E& FIAU &5 AW, € IS 2ols

EAD 2L dAAD 42 et e v ETAL B, Ao e H L F o
1} 207K 7@-‘5«] Aol& ¢, 23, AAaFE T F Y& Fold EAolth. kAU £
A2 5ol obF 3y, FH4HA A 4 4 glty. 2 & 2Christopher?] £
o)gt Ao} TY S AHE7] Al Al HEES T FYAARAY 729 715l o
3 £A8 1 =, Fodord o] e 28], FYAAZA 2R FEEEREREH
o] Qltta F33ke}. uh-g- 2} o] & (theory of mind), ¥-F Lol H 7] (face recognition), &
o] (language) 53 22 ATl FFAAZA Yo REEA, o] ZEEL Fodord]
o3 Ar=HEe 48 AAE] LEHE €8 A2 HERE asin, v A4H
A 2, AdH AHE o 8UTH TEL oA (lexicon)T AEA ol FH2 dojst
# o} 3 & (UG lexicon) 2 7 et=dl, At v A FEFAA Y AtmAdoloA A}
45+ o3 E T3 o] oI &5 Ao A A ke FAH S S W
A Fo, et FEAAZA ol §3A dch AdE (A2 de]) # 2RE o
AstH HAIQ YoIE Arol2) ALY (mapping) & A AR o Aolel HEY
(interface)oll 4] s} At} o] gt 7ML t}-S FollA ofF &9 HH 3 Fdf 3
A AA4e AEstr] A8 A v olslF2E BHstwtl 7] B

msh-{)

2.1.4. ufLe] md

B2 F3Ae ﬁﬂ“»} A o5& §4E 4B A mE ZEE A
ol =X 104 8 £ JFo, obFET oJEEL S22 AAA A HstA = A,
F3pAbe] gt obFE9 (o] BTt thE) BAT A (E o Lo tSAAA ook
g 3te) 2 FYAAZE A o AEE BA7 A8 A5t FHAMEG
£ BAE oA EE tUE FHee A4 F AN BAHE Rz e
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¥ 1 tEeH BAE v 2y
4 A4 AR
LRER oA A} 2
A4 Abitglof 4 AtaQiol y R
“agr o2 S or #% BT
L4 A4
AzQlola Atzgloly
A HAl
E
(FHA AU
2 %lfz})
Alzoiol 2 ’
A EA

Ad Ao wg

bl g

« ATAAAE AL GHAA 8l S H ATANE YT, AR HE A
Z g AA o3l 58 LU0 Yepuich,

ZE 1994 & 5 ARl FEAAZA A o3t Smith & Tsimpli (1995)9] £41}
|28, AT A A= A LA AZRE BEE o] A Alndojold, AT A
AojAAZRE HEH ] FA G Aadojolth. F, J7]4 upS49 Atmdoj:
Stk obdet o7 Zleta st ok @ 2, NG RE2 289 o|ujAE Ax
ol 4t AtnAddA Y BAAE WEU I, o] FASA, FZH (U)) BE
A AdojE E TE AL A Z Y] AR HY BAE e (o
714 B2 E) Aol T EEof ofYA g Aol A4 dYAAE ZF3hn AA
$tch.) Fodor (1983)o A A A= o], A7 AZREDR XL EL 4 A A S
o o] F REEL FYAAZA N 940 42 Atndolz EAE &, st &
4 Moz FHHAAL, o|ZA FEHAANE AAAA F Y Andol= F
35 oA F52 4L A2 FHHA HE HAolth oA T3 A, [F (bear)]2] ©]
o2& Uetll= A d 3 'F (bear) ol 2t @ole E o o] SlATANAN 2L A
Z B2 2 ubF o Xt

289 A2 EothAl, o5 o] thg 22 18 & o,

o

fo o ¢ rlo
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cxg> M creIS 3l ¥Y BRS TUN g2 22,
TS 2T SN ¥ MY Y2,
S oY AT BES 8N F2 4 U

M

ztzrel 738 A 9l 71d (concept)E, & [bear (F)], [bear (F)], [bear (F)], [honey-pot
(22)], [piglet (M7 AP & 28z, 3 259 B4, & Iy A (event)
['x holding y’ ('x7} y& E3 3UTF): x=bear (F); y=honey-pot (€%F)]°l = A
AL A EFH ) AnAo| 2 BAIF o)A} ARH o7, AudoAl el 47
o AN A MYET AW AL (event)oll th3he oluix o] YEhGA He A
olt}y. thgol Yy Az (o)) HAA (& €49, Is every bear holding a
honey-pot?)& E T2 AT ol 2 3| EE o] AAndAY ] B2 et o] ¥
AR 2 A E Aol AR 7} 55 A& HA oA EAH - 'bear’, 'honey-pot’
223 A8 AHAQ ['x holding y': x=bear; y=honey-pot]-& o] 1] o}F &2 AT A
FEA yelUdEs 22 Eoltt Bl E, A Pe] o3 sEEo] BEAE 48R T
A o3 otd AR, [F (bear)]] o)m A2 F (bear)d] olF & 22 AclHL
2R3k wakA], o] 52 F A E (old information) o]t} vk, HZ AZHA Al
3 =Y E 013 ‘every'= A7 FHAAN 3l olm HEFH BAF 24F Tl
ZA &R = 240]7) W20 Al B (new information) 2 oS AW, ARHO
2 3R EAL oSS ouEAA 'EA A (salient) EEFH A= Aol
71 A, U A4 (saliency)’®] ol & "S- BN ohE 245 Bt o A%
He g A ZE o FEAA Us A (relevant)” 0.2 A o) 3hvd, A g4 o] & Sperber
& Wilson (1986;1995)cll Al AAFslo] A tiz Eoa axtel M) =] AXAA 4
slo] A 4 vk 7+E sk ol 23 A Aol 71AFe, F3HAF everyE oHE S 3
Aol A A TS oA H &= Aolch v L oFEHE, AR H of B4l
Ve "bear’, honey-pot’, 28 1 A8 AFAQ ['x holding y’: x=bear; y=honey-pot]
7o 2452 ojn AnAoIA Y EA UEIUIE FHY 488N T RS
8450, uhdo] YAl every: o2l S 7 FHO 24 ST REHOE 4T FAT
o}z &= Al FHQI Aot

o] & Atmole] EAEL ol AN FYE oA I st STHIPH F, 3]"4‘
o Am Aol s AE oA =, o] 23 sl AA AN AF) dx LA =
Zof Q& AR AL $MEA Aok YU, obFEAA A H ] ;‘47-]'%]"”4
Bt o dAEA EE2HA 7] gjRolth £¥ 152 RS T FANE ALH
AN a8e 23 ok wekA, AT Ao Al EAL obF S0l AL B TF
= AL WHEy, 2RF o2 Ando Y BAL FRALE BHHAAL, I 24
T2 ¢ o] 250 £ FX o YA Wtk F3FAtevery A4l B o "bear’2
BE 2eso] 454 WEotrhn, ofE 240 E thAl HEAHD o}FE L

SoiBE [ = ZE 29 2452 /1 (concept) oletE AL UEHHZ] A3 AGHA T

APEL 2, 2%, 2 A7 A 22 AL dojgejet FEF Aok Tt

4
0
bl

ok

I
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A every® 189 ATA B Qe BE A BdEel 42
$50) A% AR [x7 yE SRUTH AV o)A U 7+ B

om, £3H oz tgstd & Rolch wHld), BAY Al 74
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AAE <+ 2> AFolH T/ £AE A £ S0 o|#] s AL 4R 1
Qe Ao i ME FAsA] FAW, 2EL AN TR FollA AA EF FHAA
o] dojoo] SEE 2FAA < zz‘é>% Bt} o] <+2%> A- g Fo
FAbE B M £ AXE AT, 2AFeR 2 FF U e B
o 934 (scope) FABHE Zolth ol T <+2 3> ALL WL 24
1 B AR o EHE At o8 thE dof AR S o8 RIS o
t], ¢l & 59, Brody (1990)9} &7}elo]ol] thdk EA oA FolE = glrh
Brody (1990)& A% 1 A9 X-vf £AE PA48e, (1) A% @22 F, F,
FPY ¥ 72& Zrth:s A S dojare] HHAQ A g dtohgofof drt 3
gt

rﬂ

N

i

rlo

-0,
ROl
-u £
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+

4o po flo

[~}
a
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o 1 qn
N

rfr

MON o e

(1) FP
|
Fl
|
F
283, o] 2FAF (FP)+ 2AAAE 713 247 2 2% W e Bt e
dopm 238 wetA, 2 A7 BAE 2ZAAE R AFE7E 2 83 Wl e
ASo= BTz 2 Vg 2t ¢tk 28 g9 Prieloe o & Eol 4%
32 9t

(2) a. JANOST szeretem
J (acc)  like-I
‘I like JOHN.’
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b. *Szeretem JANOST
like-1 JOHN

‘T like JOHN.

(2)F 22 F7tolef oM, 23AF2 A YA JANOST (JOHN)& £
Absh RIA R ol FEof A okrl et (2b) oA A, 2B AYL A WAL JANOST
7b 2 e 2z glod vy A B3] Aot Jole] F ol JOHNo| 27
AdE AYD o E o5 A 3 I Aol A dolithe WA T doje
o2k o] £ Aol Aol & AW A3, Brodys 2HAAL A WEE 1 2
AAAE ZRA 7HA T Gl Aol ok}, A (Case)o] RoAH = 457‘01 A
of &34 <+f> A o] BojEictm £asta Ut whebd, <+f> AL ul 7]
HAMA = SAbel AR glojok 3tm, Frlelolel B9 SAlol] AYs) 27| ﬂvﬂ °l%
HA = Aotk 28 Foist Yrheololq 2779 9AE thz2A 4Fsa e
o, (3) ellA & = A%ol, Fol9 A FPx LFolA o] 58ed [P Brbsolx 1
7kejole] Aol FP7} 8- 7oA o] 58t VPol R,

F

(3) a. FP
o
F P
| |
JOHN I like t
b. FP
i}
//\
F VP

JANIOST szeritem
5, 23T (FP)2 A Ao} zbe] (Spec)& S-FZolA (B7telole A9 m=e
A (LF)olA (F019) Z9) 2FAAE 71 840 93 A A obut s, =8t
FY oA BE <+f> AL 712 —7-5% 2R3 Yol 3lojokut sho)
H% 3022 Z-2, Brody (1990) 29 ¥3lrkel EEL D98 <+f> 2}
A& AYx Yoty #4329 %‘7}81014 A€ EAL (Brody (1990), p.216)

(4) a. MINDENKINEK felmondtam a verset
EVERYBODY-TO up-said-I  the poem (acc)

‘I recited the poem to EVERYBODY’
b. MINDENKINEK a verset mondtam fel
EVERYBODY-TO the poem (acc) said-I up
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‘I recited the POEM to EVERYBODY’

A9 o (da)s} (4b)ollA & = ARol, 223 9 B ¥3}ALF <] MINDENKINEK
(EVERYBODY-TO)+= Aol AF s AR o). (4da)ol e SA Sl YEbLIE S}
4012 fel (up)°] F3FAtek FAF Abolel 710} Q1 (4b)oll A& 23} B HA7Q
a verset (the poem)o] 2 Ato]& 931 itk FAL AAF Qs 240 <+f> AL
Foj@ta 713 ¥ o, MINDENKINEKE o] BEZSoA SAZRE <+f> 2AL
TS 5 itk 2 FAH o A 4F o] BE FBIALTE ()9 (4b)oI A B o)
B <+f> A& AYL Yok GebA, Brodys HE $3FATE DA <+>
AdE ga gy =33

o]FA E¥ FATE 58S $42 A dThT =AM Brody (1990)9) A E
AR EA, o] =B A FAA DA F3Abol 3t oSS0 S0l B AL B4
EzL A FoA =dE FIAAZA Yol BAR A BAL Fan (interface)
oA dof EAbel AMFHL) o552 F WA JPAMA J3f JYH 24E F A
BEZ FASA EE2HAAE F3Ab <+f> AW L RojstA Hu, o)gA 24
AAE Fof e F3pabe =8 Y4 (LF) oA 283 (IP)2 2718 247 (FP
A % o] (Spec) A& °]%5]°17‘]—t— Aotk (4714 otsEL BH FIAE 273
H 248 3457 g Eo)] 21529 90 EA] (semantic representation)®l| o] A L7}
WEbdohn ZhR ok o2 st E4e me P AolA 2 PRI 2R AL MR 84
of o AHAkTt ok Z2A LS HEAAT). ARH o FAE 2Ho] 53
A 27l hall Zelel JFA (wide scope)S HAFSHA BTk £ 9 o Q) "Is every
bear holding a honey-pot?” o] tj3t o}FE9] o u]EA] S Chomsky (1995)2} Kayne
(1994)° 2 Aty 28R F T}

!

¢ T

e

ofh
1>
S

(5) &% "Every bear is holding a honey-pot” o] th3} o} 5 E9] =2

* o] DPRZ0| el A& the FolAl o s £oi= ol oL 44 oA Rolok.
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FP
/\
Spec F
l /\
every<+focus> F /IP\
Spec I
/\
DP I VP
N l N
D NP isholding; Spec v
I N

(e Dear); t; \|’ DP

/\
l |

a honey-pot

&

(6)oll A & & 3% ol, o}FEH &9 iP°]—t:— F3l A} every 7} OFES9) U HA] A
oA AT (DP)S] LR 7L obviet, 2T (FP)2l A& o] (Spec) HAIR &AL
24, =3 (argument)d} =7 (predlcate)g BEE Al AL JojgE te
At ot

p

R, Ak o] 89 U] A AL o] BHE FIAIL £, AAY LHT H
Adot & Agx I 2409 Bojdl bear & EE|F o] B A Yz 4 glrke &
3 Aol o8 2H3E FSAFE every bear FA I 2HF (FP)E &3

R oox

o m]o

+.2- £ % "Every bear is holding a honey-pot”of| t 3t o] 259} oju]F Al ThE

m}l- my
L

2}

(6) F7 "Every bear is holding a honey-pot” ol Ti 3t A} o] 22] =23 4]
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FP
/\
Spec F
/\
DP F P
/\ /\
D NP Spec I
every <+focus> bear DP I VP
(e)i is holding; Spec v
/\
ti  V
| /\
t; NP
l |
a honey-pot
(6)141 & % /J\i °] °k§}/\}-? every bear+ —E—’é}—?ifﬂ M e AL 2HFE
X

o} S o] U43BHAMT every bear AA| 7} of i1, 53] FEAL everyol| Wt 2H & F
A3te] FBALE Aol £ FREE Eelstd o]FATE olfE A BolM 49
stz 289 g BA FAoNA o] FEAre] EA17F thE 24l Hl3] A A
E&5HA7] gfEolth FujEA%E, 0l okFEY YU EAE B4 o EY M4
FAANAM T A==, ol& €4, Roeper & de Villiers (1991)9] t}-&3} 722 <
o A Zrol-E 4= 9t} (Roeper & de Villiers (1991), p. 252)

(7) John saw another hitchhiker down the street, so he went to a different corner.

o] Ao A, BALA oF3LALY] anothers JohnE =3t hitchhiker2l: 2l o] & U3
ia= é o}3] another+= 2jnj2F o5 F /)9 =% John# hitchhiker® & t} A A]
» Ao} o] HAL FAE Hu [an [other {than John]] hitchhiker] & Z& Z o]
3, [John 619} o] THE hitchhiker] 2 |42 Holth o2 g HAUE 27 o|F o]
ojsf AEH AR F Ak &, 2AA F3AL anothere= WA THE 2453 v 2
o EHE " A (stress)” & ZA H 1, = o u] s|HFNA A FA 2 AES
Ho A gozH FAGoE °]5?5}°“1 23T (IP)2 7= EA 237 (FP)E
YAsA = Aotk AAFHLE, £ =¥ John} 2 AH412] B ojQl hitchhiker
€ 5 ok A9 G ol FA ok FAs FAHOE £ ujHos 23 U
NN AFEFA ol5HAH & Uvhe EAo) F RidH 2 QU

2.4. H 93lrle] E¥F 7%
o] Aol A= every, each, all I Z2 HH FIFALEY EHA 7|59 sl An Bt
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E3], o}55o] HE PHAE BYHOE o] PA BAFD Y& Ao s = HH
At ool £ 228 ams Rt

8) a NP

ModP NP

every bear
b. DP

N

DNlP
l

every Dbear
(8a)oll A FF AL everyE bear®] 440 (modifier) 2 A HAFE (NP)U ol A bears} 2}
o FA ol At g o), (8b)oll A& everyE 3R o] (determiner) 24 A1 7|5 A
t FAREQ #A AN (DP)E FASY, 2 W3 YoM go] (head)2A &L 3}
i, ®o] (complement) Q] bearE 543ttt = (8a)o Al every$} beard] A= 2o
S} Hojo] BA 7} o5, F3AL every= AN bearE $A13HE 21 dofo] Ao
(binder) Q1 A o]t}
oFF 0] ¥ ZEH 2L A o), YAE 259 HoZHE woju
B2 7 22 AAR o)A, 2 AFR2 B AME SIS d3d U
ol 94 H& FFE deldtdoz 459 7 e YsiAs ofs o] F3Al
7E A F T2 F (8a) A HAstcin /S € + vt 2EL YIS 2
o2 o A¢H FHAZA I ol e} B} AFE2 2 $40 2 HFe 9=
ot obFE ol Aol A o] £4l0]E Kol HE] FA wo] o] HAE ro g o
SAZIE e o8 o d3v do{EL vms B o HHEFHA Aol & Ao
2 A7 2 5 e, A& £, Doetjes et al. (1998)2] "B T (degree)’ & Lt}
EHE 5015 SA4E Uehlle 2450 dig B40A ZolE £ k. 25
9, A= E Yet+= 2 E U too, as, very, how, more, less, enough 9}
more, less, enough’& ’too, as, very, how’ b= &gl 249 Ao FA}
FEAE (AP)) Wt g2 Eesod 4= o) o]y & £A4o 78}
= EHEE F /1Y 2822 9 'more, less, enough’$}
FEA BRFHAY = A 42 F MEF $£49
(predicate modifier) 2 £4{ 8} 1L, too, as, very, how’s} 22 2452 P {AE (AP)
g 4o Mt 7549 vgo] (functional head) 2 EAE T ok &=
3, olgt A B4 L2 Giusti (1997)9) Foluoto] o} S Zajao]oAel R)AAF
(demonstratives)oll 3t A QM E FolB = Q=d], TE o] AAANEL B
22 Y HEFE FASH: fEo)7) olym, BAkY $Aloj2 A 5 st
733tk Corver (1990)ol A= E&=of, #Alolo}, 223 2telole] 79 Wh-o)7}
717 48 HFE Holut B 402 ojFHoX &= d4to] 270A) oS 54,

PAURS 23

of

o r
A

rlo g AN rlo s E

N

N

e 2

ﬂllﬂ_a

ofy
p

M, & o a
=2

=
i
il
Eﬂ.

fo i
rlo
rlo H1

E

rshﬁ
=

o nju
o
A

>
win

£l
2
N
-
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(9) Corver (1990: p. 330)

jaki;  wykreciles [t; numer]?
Which; (you) dialed {t; numer]?

{Which number did you dial?)

E8E0]9 A (9)oA wh-0] <l jaki (which)+ ZHAlo] %31 W2 [which numer] o)) Al
Holut 4 HO2 o]FHAA Ut} o] L FA o] EE0] UutF o2 A3}
= 4ol

3, Ao 28209 F9, ¥3}HAL kanena (no) 7} th & A (contrastive stress) S
Le B Aol £ HF2RE AEHE A4S FAL 3 o559 Sold
Y 3EFE HEAU QAo WotEd ¢ YEE RUHHFE FL oot} g
o] o5& A H A}

(10) a. dhen rotisa kanena anthropo
not asked-I no-ACC man-ACC

(I've asked no man.)

b. kanena dhen rotisa anthropo
no-ACC not asked-I man-ACC

(I've asked no man)

(10b)oll A B <= 91 %o], %3}A} kanena (no)7} TR ZAE W AL A} ¢ 9
%%-4 A Ao} el 2 LA}k

ASE o8 E] FIE T AU Moz RE EeY Sl B goz
A4S e BYL (8 Folg o2 e k5 EY 3 o)
KMOIE} AE) AdHoln HHH Aol & doz
R

= A 47 AAM e Fus BHA A4S &
= < 9% 7}A] 27 (Left-Branch Condition)& B S oy
gth A% 7hAl 2782 A Ross (1967)0] 98] =dF A=, 92 7xo] e £
154 4 ek 2delek AFded 2500 S 2
T7} ol F S o] Aok gttt 229] <<l [DP(or NP or QP) every bear]®] 7%, every=
A% 7hA o) AAT 242 o] bears} HE=o] I AW DP $roz HEE £
Rtk ob5 59 o BT CHE HAL 250) o] BYUAAL obF BAH B S oA 2
HAcke Ad e LB Eth 23 282 ¥t every7t £4047} ol FAHATE £
AsHe B0l & BHATRY wEolel ALE Gotok Bep AR o] T 240
A5 F5HARE o o5 S FAre FFE Fof AL ArehA Aojth
% o] o] & ] F#] = Eleni Gregoromichelakiol ] 7HA}gtc},

rl
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AE thae] obFEol 4-5419 ofHopolgol 7] afEa ofokr] N Ao 4F A
AT AHE3e AEY agoly FdReS o]8 s A¥E 3t 2ol 2EY AF
ol E =& F Ak 2, F 8% AL ol v Aol F (1A A) dHEL o
ol & AP S FEFH thREoJHoput 3, F R4F BT £Z0] 52384 AAH
ofokgt gttt 7]&o o] R AT EL ol F ¥ doF g AAES AR
= B33, o) AAEC] Fv EFE FAS A AAFAH EHAAM, =& E3E
29l ZdoMt A WAcke oA SAE Zeth o] =R E otFEY ¥
A Eo s F4E AAF AT AoA 29 FFAF AN 2= AP Z
ZEch B8 ALY sfA oA Bolx ofFEFH A EEY Aol HIE ol EY
HAE Aeste 0 ZjAhr B ¢ Yok B E °]'5‘:-‘)r°12:°]
AMAAN =@t FAetxs, 2 o voprl FEAZE 2 AR Y 1
<+f> ZA & Ad 24gte A g, 28§ EF A A4 & 5101’5_
gts, 159 ML 15 EHAAY $5AF wetaf, 28 E AR
7459 BHAAE A 4 gltke 98 BHE A AR aeps 23
T Ae Aol o3t Al - FALY] s A o] AXA A 7Hd A &EAl(conceptual
representation) 2} 1o} 3 (the language faculty) Alol8] YW HI A5 2H8-of 23] o]
FolHE HoE) o] £ ZA & 2] AT BAE EAFE 02 o8} #+RE
F © AAsA 2B

tl

r"l i
N
N

--Yl
Ry J
flL°|.‘.

n
>
3

b o
ox flo
XN e
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£ E 2 oh&9 o7z
Fodor &) SEE Azt ExT PEn
v
4 AA A
v v
Abzelo] A 2 Alsido)yo g
& 35
\d v
MdH EA Asrelof 234 Aoy
54 Atmlo]  [€ gA
(28)
A
v v v
Ay AR
A R e[ A v
g 2394 29 ’
v 45 vVAis \Ess
Ao} 59 EEER ST % LF
ol g% 4N\ *q
N
PF

Al utele] FEo) 4 EFS VY 1 1, e ERL EAA o, A
71 A & vpel 7t E2F A Qle BHOA, 224 AEH Q42 Al R 9 ¢
#Hxlo] AT AdAAZ BEAE G, £ Is every bear holding a honey-pot? & A7 =&
of o3 th2 AtaLd o], F Atud] P o2 EAJHTE o] T EAEL M-S Y3l 3
o] At 2 F§E A=, o] FH A FHE = 245 'bear’, 'honey-pot’,
29030 o] § =9 BAS UERRE hold & 9 o U2 3ol G o] 2L W
9, d o dd5-FAd AUA &3 FAZ honey-pot’d} 'piglet’d] &), 1l &3
F3hA}revery'd) A= AT EAUT o BA EASE BN Ao} B4
52 A4 AR Ad72Y YASHA 4B AEeH, AYT2E Aol5AT U
7 AAF AR o133 BAE EF 204 AER A Qo wetA, Ax
dolel E4EL o ol Ao hSBACIAH W R8T PN BAO JTL
g A5y, F FHAAN &84 H&= Aolvk AAHAL] FPA A Ao
of e}, 22 Al 4Y AAEY Al FEo met EAHE FFELHE T A
£ Aolth AAH 250 ob5 B FBA Fo) 314 WAE YorlA she A
IEgE e, Ao A 2AEL oJ s FAAE AL sFe L e Aol
B A4 3 3 oFFEL, FAAE =FR0), FIAY BHE 75754
Helo]2 A A4de] BHojE A& §53 ok 3o, 4% 71A o § X% F3A 2



254 32013255 2001 )3 =83

ApAle] Fof FARE jrez T UTHE AM & Wi okt Stk Aol dd FHF ol A
olF & A4 L0 "‘:5101113’- A 5548 dolsd A B4
3o FAE & 3lE of FFAtel T FED 4L glolF Aolth 7] &Y A
9 23 o] F 5Y 2322 HEL WA o]AoE 0|2 ) 2o Y

4. ZAE

FEAL ol Sl AL AA2HA V)5 EFY FE5) Be = (JE 9, A
4 7HEF ASME) 3 dEE X e, M HRE do) 54 14 UErdtis o
A 2L HE3HOR Hof 3= £2% A2 olth A0S E 7)o FPAE o}
T AAAolY A& (B F£40])2 71550, 7159 F DP £ QPL & 7|
5 HFE (S Y, NP, VP, AP 5)ol] v]3] AA o2 4 £EHojAS B
Ok o] FEAE Bl s A EA2 AR H A 2T AT S oA Ao BAT
ol A ofet 3o, o] Ao B AFENMY =L o] 3t AojtA 2RI} ) Qo)
A 59, & AAAHL 58S S5t 49si £ A HERD 2 A2z o
F 5UE TS Aot Hell 2 9JE T2 Yot
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