IR OD ST & 2

e A fFE =

0.(3U&IC

EEDEDFERMTRREO S L, [HEOEERNLERLHELORES
121 2EENIT B a2, 1993F 11 A ICEEBELEFENVRILSN
720 TOFERIE, HRDEFRFNRIIBNT, EEUEEGROBEL RAH
BETARADFELDOEI E%&E%%T.%%EMOE%WE%Yﬁ

DFEEBDEREEZFH ATV D, KL, FCRIZBIT D usage RICHET AR
W AMHOEREEL, TNOSORBEEI PV ELTHRICBITAE
EROD Y H2IEAL ) LT HRATH B,

T9, EFRMRCBIIL2O00KRELRT T —FOEHE 7L 21%, ¥
IR E RO, BREREEBERSR E—& usage’ (2h b BRI
DWTHEHER Y 5, 2512, ‘usage’ FHRETIERD 1 DL ENTVA ‘ac-
ceptability’ & TDHEFRWERL EE L, KBOEFEFEL LTHRANE
%ﬁ%&ﬁ%tﬁﬁf%éﬂmﬁ W2OWTHTHI LT 2,

I8

1. SBWAREHC 2 2O0DIH I ‘theory-oriented approach’ & ‘data-
oriented approach’

EREMETOCo TR, &2, BECHSB{LENAFBTSEORRM
REETRPALL) ET AU L EROEEOFERICERATERTOREYH
BRLE D &350, BASERICLETAEEAIELEEENT 7o
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—FEEBRLHERFH L A OSEORE eI BHENT Tu—F %
E, W OPDOHUTEEXZANFELTVE L) ICEbIE, ThH0¥%
ATTOMEE, REPICHPITT, SHREROBEZOSL TV, 20
i, SET-VOBRE - BRI L T0ANUEENENI B LVR LI,
FZC, BIEOBEIZL DEFE L T\WBILH % ‘theory-oriented approach’, %
BOBEEZ L DEHR L TWAHILH% ‘data-oriented approach’ & X8 Z &1IX¥F
%o 12& ziE, Chomsky % A0 L72AERTICED L 9 72 formal linguistics 3
MEDO I NV—T7I, avEa—yfhdhiza— Az fRLZHED L) %
corpus linguistics IXEED 7V —TIZEE N5,

KIZ, ISR T L VRIS S 572912, Chomsky (1965) TR
ENTFERLEOEFRWEONOPEREF L TR LD,

Chomsky (1965) 13, SiEHFII T o - SHLEFEH GBI 2HE LD
E - WEETNEE LTRSS VL L, BRI DRI ERS
Vb oik, BEEFEOFEE - WEFD > TODLLOFFEL DOV TORERO
ik, TbbH, competence (EFFHEN) ThH, EFRNLBHICBIT 5%
BOBREOFHTSH S performance (BFEEH) &35 L7z Chomsky
(1965) O Z X% fEh NiL, B0 B, performance DERl Tld %
<, “adescription of the ideal speaker-hearer’s intrinsic competence”? & 39 Z &
b,

Z D & 9 % competence & performance DXL, HxrH &, 9 120
A TdH 5 grammaticality (SCHME) & acceptability (ZFEWHENE) DX 43
IR T 5 HEOMREI TS LINELDLOPHATE S, HH0IT,
Lk b2ndoTh ), REOHRESIIEEFREORE - HH « Ku
LTWBHDEEZEZBND, B, grammaticality (X, & 5 SEFHRHILHE
BN L o THBSNBF - S ILE T B DTED, Thbb, HHEHERL
A% correct 7* incorrect 2> & V) ZIEM L RREEZBER L THBDIIR LT,
acceptability 1%, BEEWELIDLEZI TRVID LWV L) RREHFTIEE
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¢, TOERTERER—EOERAEZ LR L TVEEEION5,

PLE® competence vs performance, grammaticality vs acceptability & 9 %
FHEEIZOWT, HETOHHAZ (DR THE D,

¥, competence vs performance ([CBE T AHEL L LT, EREIIFEON
% % competence IZfRE L7721, #NLAD L DX <T performance @
FEIHICBETAb0L LTHREBHOT IR EINTVA LW MESHITHN
bo [BEMLEE - MWE] CVOEBENIZLI-T, Bnia -vib
B K DELEVSZREOERRRORE Tz T (B LTRVERW
PV EED, HEEFRFLT I/ INLEEMR B LOHHH5HELIZ
Lo THMPSI/H SN TELZT

% 7>, performance & V9 FFE% A 7-3A 12, performance & language use
(SEEMA) 2AKCLOATHLELOPRAR VDLV IHELH 2, Aarts
(1991) Tk, ‘language use’ &> FEEIL [competence DFHEANIFED W Tid
WABPLT LA SN G WERFHOEW % HS5PH L, ‘performance’ &
EEZETIE R wE SN, F72, performance i2# < T ‘productive’ Z28E/JIZ
ROWWT WA DK L, language use I3 ‘recognitive’ Z2TEIBICET A b D &
LTHRIRETHBENPBNON T 2B,7

S5, BEFEOHEBLERD language use E X 24, —EALAN
WIZE EE o IRBOBR TR, 3%, v2bb, LDRELEHEH
EXRHFICLLROBRIZETIRETE RV LW ) ZEEZALND
A, ZOMBEIZOWTIH ETHRETHI LIZT S,

—75, grammaticality vs acceptability (ZNTET 2B BET 2 FIh 0 &
LT, AOBITEATHE S,

(1) My grandfather’s grandfather’s father’s grandfather’s grandfather’s father’s

grandfather’s father’s grandfather’s grandfather’s father’s father was an
Ttalian. (Aarts 1991: 48)

(2) And what a performance by the man who some of us thought that may be
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[maybe] the pressure of being the favourite of Wimbledon might not let him
win. (Aarts 1991: 48)
() HE LB Z 5L OREAGETITLRTRELEETH Y, £0FEK
T, grammatical TiddH A%, FEFFITIL, unacceptable 72 H D & A% ST
Bo 7, ) BEFHFEENICH S him EHREFLS N2 TR 57,
FDOFEWRT, ungrammatical 22 X TlEH 5 H%, EEOIT—3Z2 GHELZ &)
DHEPTHREEINIZD DT, acceptable b D EEZHND,

IND 22DFMPRT L DI, grammaticality £ W0 G E, WhWD,
HEHAN ST T ‘grammatical’ & ‘ungrammatical’ [ZHERITE D, Tz,
acceptability D A7 — VI BMAEMIZED L ) R REA®RITLRERON, &
512, grammaticality & acceptability DABBBRIZ LD L H 124> TV 2 D7,
HHWIE, TNE2DEEBOI—INALBZEDL I Do TL 5D
BEZDWTEZTARLILENHS I,

RRIS, HEHLIOMELIZNIZ, SEERD centrality DEEIZDWT
b, —EOU bR TEPRTNETR LRV, TITW) ‘central’ Zb D&

I, SEERE L THVWAHEHIIBLTWT, ZORBFOGHIBOSEER

DHIIZSBHATELZ L D2 2L, $ERD ‘theory-oriented approach’ A3 #T
DRRELTELDBDTHDE, #0720, RO LD BHTIIGHAFRIZR Y

2, BBV, R nwboL3h T,

(3) What if it hadn’t drifted in by accident? (Aarts 1991: 53)

(4) One glimpse of his twelve-bore, and Lawrence whizzed of . . . . (Aarts 1991:

53)
B, WwbiE, ‘peripheral’ ZER EMUEOT LN, SHEERHLLTHL

THIBTA2d30eHmENDL, BEMIZIE, 2, Xoflo k)i
“You are welcome.” {2 515 L 9 ZRERIL S NAEHR “vice versa” D & 9
7 idiosyncratic 2 % 3,0

(5)a. Sue, here you are.—Thank you.—You’re welcome.
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b. Sue, you are beautiful.—Thank you.—*You're welcone. (ZF 1994: 51)
(6) a. He believed that John would beat Ned, but not vice versa.
b. To translate from English into Navaho. or vice versa, frequently involves
much circumlocution. (LI 1994: 531) ‘
L BEHE L W BAEAS TIIL, ‘theory-oriented approach’ A3 ATt
S L TE7 ‘central’ BEEZEBSFTHRL, EO XD % ‘peripheral’ &2 F
EEHLY LFEFDPVICLCERLEOV - Z ) OFEILEE,2 LI RA
BEDLOTEELR LI ICEDNS,
KEFTIE, ‘data-oriented approach’ @ 1 2 & B 715 usage IRIZERZT H
T, ‘usage’ Wb BB DOV THEY 2 2 127 D,

2. ‘usage’ 2H<CHT

L FTOERBIIBNT, ‘usage’ & [FEE] L) ABEZERO ) HILHE
VHIFTELTRES, Z2TH)—ERRICLTBILEFSHS ), Bk
T (b, I—av82dlLT) BI eIt TEL uage HIFEH
AV a—YILENTF— I RIRAF 4 TDA v T+ =< P OEFHER
AR LT, FRENOEEEI O grammaticality X° acceptability Z 13755
LT, FOWDEEIL, E (ex: hardssment vs hdrassment) - FEHE (ex:
disinterested vs uninterested) - %2 V) 5 (ex: blamable vs blameable} - L% (ex:
The Government ought to immediately increase pensions. <split infinitive>) &\
CYSIN N YA

TITOHREE, FEY - AN THIILrRE L, TOEHREHANLE
NEFAOUEER L Cw a2 LR 70, [CTORFRFELZ]
L [Chido o ilfEbhiv] W) ERFEOERIIL LY, Th

—EOERE L) T CHEACEMOREA L woz [2¥] ZH) ZLED
FNhhotz, HHWIE, TEEholhd)ilBbhbd, ZOEKRT, HA4
DF—FEORSIIBRF LD, —HT, L ET[E] KLELGRT,
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BRE LT (B OBELCILORERLENFOBI bR TE:
[FRE] MR LE—BAET 20T, BORO ‘usage’ HFZE & 13 BEE] #F
e ST EBEZTHELDDRILEDS) 0

MEREE] & T3] LoBECELIDLIE- X ) 3227012, EEIC
ED0) b DN ‘usage’ FEROMEIZAE DI B2 HTHBLIEIZLED,

llson (1985) i&, ‘usage’ DM & %D 9 5 4H12, (a) actual occurrence, (b)
fairly widespread occurrence, (c) discussability without giving offence @ 3 0%
BT T B0

(@) DFEMHE, TOERAPEBIEL LA LI D THoT, AFVVBZE
Kb BWI ETRZL, ERILODHICOIZZ LD TRIFEE S v, £
D72, “unique” DB H EHFITH 2 “a more unique experience” X
“the most unique experience I've ever had” 1 ‘usage’ DEFE L 20 S BiFh e
b, “atomic” D IEBHRR K LA D “a more atomic bomb” % “the most
atomic.bomb of all” BEBIZHV LN WRE D0, ‘usage’ ORI L 17
DZ%wv,

(b) DEHIT, %@%ﬁ#—mﬁkm%hé%wcuf< RN
WKLo THWONRTWAREI N TH D, 72&21E, “isn’t” D2 b Y IZH
WHND EEND “ain’t” 1T ‘usage’ DIEROMNRE LB ITNEL, 151 2

D—HOHIBTHCENZ “bean’t” BRI ENDLZ L2 B

© DHFEMIE, PREZVEBITILERLHEROALICOITT I LHT
EBME)ITH Do “fuck” % “damned” D & ) 2 HBPFERLE D FHD S
PEBROKFIZHCONT, ZORIENMDONL I ENIL DB TR ED,
IR LDV XV OMBET, BELERTO ‘usage’ Da & id b7
Z)PEHTHS ),

INE3IDDEHEDEET, ‘usage’ LA Lo T b2 EHEbNRL
[#45 (prescription) |"& W ) FIREIZ DV Td AN TEARIFRIES & 20,
ROBIIL (7) 4%, TEROBHFETE, [FBEFTBLILIEL ] &
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VO ERERND B VIZEEN (2)ERICLD, SHBIEINETLVwE SR,
WERDPS LIF LIS ‘usage” DEFOHIE 2o TE 72y
(7)a. He is a difficult person to deal with.
b. That must be the drawer she took it out of. (Quirk & Stein 1990: 228)

L L2 5, Quirk & Svartvik (1966) 78 7 - 72 EEBRFAE T,
KEDW (8a) OFICL D b, HHASRBE L SNAMBII RIS
55 (8b) DHIL DT ) FEVERE TR L7L"

(8) a. 1It’s the man to whom I spoke.

b. 1t’s the girl I spoke to. (Quirk & Svartvik 1966: 106, 108)
T7o, BRI, ‘usage’ & [HH] COBBETEYHITONBEEE LTI,
ROLD) BREFOBIET2b0b 52, (9 OFILIE, £HEN, infor
mal ZHEIZHF IR, (10) DB formal ZFEITIFEND & STV S,
EIRIZE, 9 DIEIPECHVLRTH S,
(9 a. Who did you see there?
b. He is a bit taller than her.
c. Don’t be alarmed: It’s only me! (Quirk and Stein 1990: 230-231)
(10)a. The committee will decide whom to appoint.
b. No one has served the company more loyally than she.
¢. Itis I who must now assume responsibility. (Quirk and Stein 1990: 231)
BRPENRTHIIE DL oT, ThEHVAALOEE - Fd 2L,
Lrd, ENF—ETHLEVWEN) L eE2SbbE2 e, BARY [H
FFE]ICLESNATETHELT ‘usage’ & LTS & LI SEOEEID
LR o TL D780, ‘usage’ ORI L ZFHLERTO [HEE) &
BHLBREWIMHEL CEXBLENH L,
KEFTIE, ‘usage” ZIIET AHIRICEEREE % F723 ‘acceptability’ & #
DEFHERIIOVWTEET LI LIIT 5,

3. ‘acceptability’ #H<{ T
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AEITIE, T3, acceptability £ b DIZETAMEEFH L, KU accept-
ability & & 0 I {FEBLS  LBRMRE 5, 612, [MERE] & [FEE] o
FTNENOERZHEHL, BROFEMEDOSH HNELL S HI LT
%o

F RIS, acceptability & X IR EZ TAHAL I,

E1ETH AL DI, acceptability X ‘language use’ (H#% 21, Chom-
sky D\ >9) ‘performance’ (2% T ‘competence’ 9% b DAL EFNTVBH D

D) T LEEFREOHN LB ENTE L, ZOROEEFE D
W&V O, W LEEIZLZ2D0TERL, PR VFERRERILS
EEXOND, 728 21, Quirk (1985) DRDEE XA THAL I,

Acceptability is a concept that does not apply exclusively to grammar. Native
speakers may find a particular sentence unacceptable because (for example)
they consider it logically absurd or because they cannot find a plausible con-
text for its use or because it sounds clumsy or impolite. However we are
concerned only with the acceptability of forms or constraints on the grounds of
their morphology or syntax."
CTHERR L THBANE I L, BREREVERAT SHI T 2561213,
TLEOEFRUNDOERI L) B I EEIOLNEA, TITH, HE
, ik (PRERR i) BRERICREL TS E W) 2 ETH D,

RICEBETNEZ L, ERICERAS L2 L (ZOHEEZHMEL LAY
D% “frequency’ £\29) LERICERINLZ L L OHEMBKRIZONTT
5 9 o Greenbaum (1976) OB Z % - 7= acceptability & frequency ¢ FH B B/
RS AEERTIE, BEAFIHEN ST, Mami ML Twa &
) B EN/2LED acceptability & frequency &2V T DM EERR 1 20 BT IS
MLTIE, BEBETEKRNII—BLTWAZ EDTREN o enrb,
frequency (2R3 2 HIWTIZ acceptability & FIFFICEETE 2 H DT, frequency
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WZDOWTOHIET & acceptability 12 DWW TOHBTIZITHBBERS S5 L E LS
N5b, #NWZIZ, acceptability & W FARIZ @D, BRILLIC
CWHIETEEZ X DEBWNL T -5 & UTRBRIICETET 5121, 3vEa
— b a8z a =N AEF)B L7 frequency DFAEIEHTH B LBOLN
%o (A= NAFHFIIOVTOFMARERILZ S TESENEY,)
&m%wmﬂ%@@%%%%*&ixf,M%WMMy&ﬁmmmy@ﬁﬁ

BEEZERT T, RO (1) DL EETHSH, ZORTE, HEIM
BOFNEFMOBORKESTELTNT, HLETEOEGVEMMLLZD
DTHbo

(1 frequency

acceptability

SETCOHEME L) —FEHL LI ), £, acceptability DH[HT 23
ER A AENEEIIChZONTLES &, —HED [HHl] Evw)bo
WHEESM»RE Vv, LA L, acceptability D¥IRTIC&H ATEE O IZH
THERPLETH AU L, ZOXNEEOHEIIOVWTIE, —EA
(Chomsky WiZ\W 2 i, EAERZEEE - WE) OBFFZOERIZLHDT
i, TOERIAEOEL OBFEFEVPELVEHITL, BRLLLO
ThAILENDE, TN, EROY 7 OBREERIZL>T, T-/152%
FIF L7288 (frequency) £\ 5 3 DTESIIERILTE 575, 2O,
WEEEER L BEROFRESE OEB T B L 72 acceptability ZAifE & L
TEZRITNELRL R VWEVW)I T ETHS, T I TV acceptability 1, £
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ROMBARTOOLREP LERB2D, 57212, Aarts (1991) 12 L7242
-TC, ‘normaley’ bW HEETE L2 BT I L2 RET S,
It [The notion of normalcy] has to do with linguistic attitude, determined
among other things by prescription. In that respect, a grammar of language use
might well be a normative grammar, if we understand ‘normative’ as ‘based on
the norms set by a not insignificant part of the language community’ —that is,
a grammar of structures used (frequecy) as well as accepted (normalcy) by a
large number of language users.'
ZLDOBFFEEOEBICEITNTCEREN TV S normaley Thit, =T—/%
2 05&75‘6:56 bbN b frequency ThHi, TNLHIFEFET—F & LTEMT
NEHWEETH Y, Aarts (1991) 1, ‘currency’ &) 1 DDA TE Lo
BT ERBELTVL, KBTH , Greenbaum (1976) DEEEMRL7- LD
{2, normalcy (A& acceptability) & frequency ZMHBRGEE R LT 57
O, OLOEBT WAL T L2201, WELX T L LERBEEELT
‘currency’ V) HFEEERH WA Z LICT B,

4 £ Tld, acceptability & FIIIEET ZEMA T AT ELD, THEES
NTe2LFEE LT, MBRE] & (] LidEn k) 2RI shE
W BIES b R TR S vy,

S ZEOHEHE L LT, ETALLIIE, ¥, BEFELLCOR
B, Lod, LERZERLCBEBOBEFELLCOEBLL LICLE
normaley NEZ 6N D, UL, ZOHEICIEEAAN RO TBEYLE
ENRCY SOUREND B0, LVRBRNLT -5 k2572010, a—
RRAZHLONLEE (frequency) RFETAIENEIONS, ZThb62
2id, L ET, ‘data-oriented’ RV —ATHb, LPLENDS, [HHH2F
T OF = REBT B2 TR, RASHOTERENGN - ZFEL D
ZB720IZid, SR E A H 0L Eik:%ﬁﬁ%wtwb?é%i

e THIE, EREMREL LT I0HI) IlhIBEHTERLS (X
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EER] tvwoREHohd Lk,
KDL IR RT WD,

FHOHE D Z & %, Sticha (1994) 1%

Acceptability can neither be determinded by questionnaires nor measured by
frequency only. The linguist’s judgement as a result of research and reasoning

is to be the ultimate measure, and the linguist must be the one responsible to

decide."

LOERESERBL, ROLI)EHREEETHILNTED, JOK
iE, fEECEE OFERSSLEOHEIIR D ) 20ES, LRI,
ZOEFERGIH LT EORETHEN 2 BRAE T 5 HER (grammar-
consciousness) &\ REEZ, HEIZIZZOFIEREN ‘currency’ D L X)L

TEDEERR SN, BT 572 (data-supportedness) &9 REZELL 72
bDTH5b,
(12) grammar
ungrammatical grammatical
(grammar-unconscious) (correct)
data-supported
(&) (A)
currency
ungrammatical grammatical
(incorrect) grammar-conscious)
data-unsupported
(D) B)
BARBIS, TNENOFBIZED LD R2BAIXHIFET 2D EEZLTHD
ZEIZL LI,
7zl zAE, RO (13) OENE, EFOERR (FRAEF OFHEL,

ENE) o b’
JiEnwa eBbhs,
(13) a. *I goed to school by bus yesterday.

&fi L, F7z, currency DLV THEWZD, (D) DI —
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b. *People are about snakes helpless.
T, KO UHEEIRBTHA ) D,
(14) a. He pushed open the door.
b. *They painted blue their door. (Quirk & Svartvik 1966: 106-109)
(14a) & (140) WX ELHLLMUEMITH Y, WERAOEAHEIHTIES
VOCOFEMEHE - T b0, &b 6 b EOHBE,LH®EI L TWE LD
WKHR B L LWL, TOFREIIBVWTL, o RNOFERFE
LTwh, BRECZHAGIEVEE (hbwWwd, Heavy NP Shift) 12t L
FLIESCRICEICBE T 2 2 EBRESN LD, JOHEEE0 L) %)
WICEBERYP 2, ComMELR L, BBiRhA, (O OHEBTHRIT
DNFHELE LD ITEDND,
KIZAS) DFEHRTHR LD,
(15) a. To hesitate would be fatal, and.they will regret it.
b. *To hesitate had been fatal, and they regretted it.
c. Hesitating had been fatal, and they regretted it. (Bolinger 1980: 34)
WE, TEFECBAFERTEL L)ICELSNTWEY, FICRT LD
2, EMRHEENEINLGEDH D, @, FEFL [SEHENS D W
EEENZCE] 2h5bL, BEAFAR [BE4AMNs 2 VIdBENRI L] &
HobFEENDWH, (150) /oA RBREE R IR T W5 720 ICRER
BHRWS I, (I15b) & (15¢) T, MO TV EHEEZBENTND DR
EATRECHEFAPFHCOR TS, IRGR, BELL, F4F49h
LEHBOI L & LTEERIIH D2 VIZEEIICHET 22 8T, Lo k)
G [CERIZCRODEDLT] KR didhvweBbhd, zolw, =
NHOFNL (B) DFBUZIZV Db DTH S ), (B, (A) DHIBITITVD b
DIF, TEMIZHIELL, $74, SF7T-FLLTHEEL) 2D E
LbhaDT, BAEFIIEET S.)
L2L, $XTOFAFINS 4 DDOEHIZ) TEWH L) bDTIRZ

i1

pa1tt
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(, LHEOILERNE, Wb, BERBEECUETLLELAZLOLE

SLHETET B, 20O—Fl & LT, KD whether fi & if IOTERFTEAT
HE Do

Quirk er al. (1985) TIE, whether B £ U if [JE 24 2 HFREEM 0, R
OHHEEOBEICE LA, BRIIKETZ2ZLETERN & ANE
BENTWD, KD (16) ~ (19) OFEART L 512, FHREMS, X5,
EHEE RIEHEOONE, FHERSEEICE, TXC, whether DA
BFRETRRL SN TV D,

(16) a. Whether she likes the present is not clear to me.
b. If she likes the present is not clear to me. (Quirk ef al. 1985: 1054)
(17)a. My main problem right now is whether I should ask for another loan.
b.?*My main problem right now is if I should ask for another loan. (Quirk ez
al. 1985: 1054)
(18) a. Itall depends on whether they will support us.
b.?*It all depends on if they will support us. (Quirk et al. 1985: 1054)
(19) a. You have yet to answer my question, whether I can count on your vote.
b.?*You have yet to answer my question. if I can count on your vote. (Quirk
etal. 1985: 1054)

F 72, whether & if OTHIHLT, ThHD0H@ s [FIRERE] 12X
BHIEGIC L RT, TR &) NERALOEFSHEF LT,
2l 2, BIEESEETICEL 5255 —EOFAIT L 2T, whether & if @
EHZEESFSNZVEEDH D, RO 20) & Q) OFDEII, o F
EREMIICE o720, ornot * EHFH2Y T 2L, whether DHDEGR
WEEE 2o

(20) a. 1don’t know whether to see my doctor today.
b. *I don't know if to see my doctor today. (Quirk et al. 1985: 1054)

(21) a. He didn’t say whether or not he’ll be staying here.
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b. *He didn’t say if or not he’ll be staying here.
c. He didn’t say if he’ll be staying here or not. (Quirk ef al. 1985: 1054)

COE)L—EOTEFRIE, AT AT ROEEROLANIVICOEAT
WELDOPL LAV, LRI L0 ERL-BEAILARD L,
whether & if OHBIZBEL T, BF7— 7 LTRBLTBLIZEHE IS
LBINNETE, BRI LoOH—MRFRANC L > TENBHE B2
ZEPRELR-TL D,

Nakajima (1992) i&, whether & if OZE(ZBI 2 /LAY EEEE AT that HTIC BT
% that DBEEXT VIVOBERIZSH B Z E D5, whether 55® whether & that
B that %, F7z, if B0 if & [HEES 72 that £i] O that (FREHIC I,
that WEEEESNIZE R DD TIE R L, COBO that fi& A%Y) HFEUEY
ELDOLDTHLERGTREMEARIE L7z, ZOESIL, Bk LTofik
DRESEVHIBIICERLALOTHY, whether & if OITEIZEIT 2 4%
WIEREDO L 6T, AR OWTY, H—WaHHBALMEIILTW S,
2ED, (20) ORERSHIEEFROBENMOFEDOTREMIZL T, F77,
(21) @ or not DFTE IIFHFEILOFEOTEIZL T, whether & if DZTHeAS
MATE, SRORWTROEE LTOBEORE SISER T2 EH L TW5,»

L2 L&A 5, whether & if DZZEHLICH LT, Nakajima (1992) D FE
5 [EOEEORES] EVIBANSZTTRIEHTELRNEEDbNRY
BT WL ONEET B,

L RAE, (16) TH AL Dz, @E, if BEFBHZEILETELY
EENTWED, 22) DEHIE, REFED it 272T5 (WhWwd, extra-
position) &L, HRWHEL 45,

i

(22) It’s not clear to me whether/if she likes the present. (Quirk ef al. 1985: 1054)
L2L, Q0 ERIL L) BEE D o TWAXTY, EEMOLS A HELE
IO L) IZRE SN WEAIZIE, whether DANERTREE Xh 5,

(23) a. It’s irrelevant whether she’s under sixteen.
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b. 'It’s irrelevant if she’s under sixteen. (Quirk e al. 1985: 1053)

F 7>, ask, doubt, know, learn, see, tell, wonder 72 & DEE D HWEEIZ
T BEE, whether & if DZXBIEHL INTVE2, BEOZ,IZWE,
discuss D L HIZif % & SRVEIFE L FEYT S,

(24)a.  They are discussing whether they should ask for a salary increase.
b. *They are discussing if they should ask for a salary increase. (Declerck
1991: 527)

(16) ~ 1) DFLT XTI BWT, whether & if DZBHHEZ T, FARAT
BEZ DL whether DI ) DAT, if DIZ) TEAWI L, Lid, 20HiF
HYNRX BT ERPL, (22) X 23) DRAILTEET 5121, [H] IIBHET 2
I LODERDPBNA TS AT HDEFELTHA 9, LA L, £h
i& Nakajima (1992) DERT 2 MENZHFI L DS, BHE LTO [EHAE]
HEVR [EHOLE] &) &) EEBEEOERNESLTHD L) ICED
N, (ZOMBIZOWTIE, ABOHER CEEMELZVOT, Heddik
OTHRTHIENWLT D) Fiz, Q) OLH LHILERD T, discuss & [F)
BMOSH e RTEFAT I — AL rEL, 207 -5 R RBRICE
RLZFSZNETNOBFEORKE T B %> T, ERFEL I
VAL BHRNFEILND,

L) RHMEBRE RO O, 13720 T T30 1L o TR R A
BOA (=), [T=/SA IILoTHEHNF I BT 207 (=(0),
W LB L 2o T B L ILBDLIND, TRENOEHEHRIIH L
TEDBREXEN BRI T 207204, ZOSEHRED cur-
rency’ DL VT EDIRERREN, ERTEPEVITELSEEY 7
BLENHY, TOEKRT, TXCOFEREN, (12) TRLALLIE, 4
DOMERII) TMEDT 6N LDITERL, whwb, BHREICUE
THEERDNDODOVEEHFETDEZEZLND,

GETOIENPLVZ DI LI, WhWw2 [ERAE] L) 0lk, ‘data-
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oriented’ b DFI/HINRET, TL LT, (C) PHEIBICETAHLDEL BT
5, —H, [EE) L) DL, ‘currency’ £V I LAULTIERA T4
e TENIIEMBIZ LS B WHERTH ) 276, & L TXEMZHEN
OYERLO, DF 1, ‘theory-oriented’ &%@%?&5/\%?, ZhiE®®
SEIBIZIIWRHDOTHA I, 727°L, LoUE)~QA)THAI LI L, ERE
FOEEBRSLHE L HLHID, FRNESEOFEBEL LTE, XORKD X
1, BREFETZALFTRENDLTHS ),

(25)
grammar
/ungrammatlcal
,Idﬂ' Y s
15! MMmar-unconsciousy,
H / ////////////////////////
b -su
currency
ungrammatical 0rammatlca]
. \\\\\\\\\\\\ =5,
(incorrect) grammar-conscnous Gl
T Y
data-unsupported e
) \\B)
4. 5001

KEETIE, 9, SEMEICBTD200KELT 70 —F ORI
L, competence vs performance %° grammaticality vs acceptability 7 & @ FAHE
Gw HBRE Lo KIS, ‘usage’ 20 OOBMME LT, [HERE] &
(3] LWOABEYHTTRNT LI L2 RE L, 512, ‘usage’ Tk
FETHERD L DE ENT A ‘acceptability” % ‘normaley’ &2 & 1) 55
BATELZAZERREL, IVEBHOLHMEREL LD I D fre-
quency’ & DREE K7z, FLT, ThH 22017 —% & LTOHBEED £
12, ‘currency’ &9 REMEA TN, Fho EEHEAHEIRIEL LD D

EEMEE L LTOSHH, W5, ‘grammar-consciousness’ & D AHH
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BRICE T, MERE] & [FEE] Lv) oK TEL EEEL,

A=NAEZHRALETO [CORBIIEELZV] 2Rz -7
DN G V] L) SEEEOREST T, BUMa, BIns, 55
Wid, FMERNZbDIZE LT ), BOMIZHAENDL S Ich2 2EE) 4
FOSHEBROHMAD LN TOLED L I ICHBIT SR EDPIIONTD
BB 2 HESRELCLE ) BRlE» S 5, BEREL -5 S3Thhb
NERAFEEL, 77 LTREICFETH Y DS L, HEOER
A CHAME () EJ|ARICEDLL, [F—5] OB H12h5 [EH|
CRATERT L2 0RIT RS, Z20OERT, F— & LHH
PHENLBERICH DI ZENFBOONIBEIIOR, bob bEE LniEE
MEDH B RNELEPEBEINL L BbI S,
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AR, 19959 2 HU B I >N REHAFEEEYS (RERTHREERL AR
%) (28135 K2 — 4 [Current Issues in Linguistic Theories] TR L& A b
VTHOBRERLZDOILME - BEE (bRIVDTH 2,

1 [EEBELEFERIAEE] 045,

2 Noam Chomsky, Aspects of the Theory of Syntax (Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press,
1965) 4.

3 Chomsky, 11.

4 Chomsky (11) (X, grammaticality (grammaticalness) (&, acceptability & FI#EIZ, 12
EOMBETH L BT 5ED, #@F, BHREREFONMEATIL, grammaticality
122 T3 clear-cut ZRAEHETEFTH I EFRDOLN TV 5,

5 JoéziE, WEOEICE S & LT, Joshua A. Fishman, ed., Advances
in the Sociology of Language, Vol. 1: Basic Concepts, Theories and Problems: Alternative
Approaches (The Hague: Mouton, 1971) 8ff; William Labov, Sociolinguistic Patterns
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1972) 184-202: Charles-James N. Bailey,
Variation and Linguistic Theory (Arlington, Virginia: Center for Applied Linguistics, 1973)
BLREVHITOND,

6 Jan Aarts, “Intuition-based and Observation-based Grammars,” English Corpus
Linguistics: Studies in Honour of Jan Svartvik, ed. Karin Aijmer and Bengt Altenberg
(London: Longman, 1991) 47.

7  Aarts, 55.

8 T ®& 9% idiosyncratic REEL A FEMRP VI LRV H D, 72ALD usage HTED
Wit EEHT, BEH - MER - BRG - BARZ ORISR FENRIC
Fillmore © % FF/(:1Z L 72 ‘construction grammar’ %% %, 72 & X {&, Charles Fillmore,
“The Mechanisms of ‘Construction Grammar,”” Proceedings of the Fourteenth Annual
Meeting of the Berkeley Linguistics Society (1988): 35-55; Charles Fillmore et al.,
“Regularity and Idiomaticity in Grammatical Constructions: The Case of Let Alone,”
Language 64 (1988): 501-538; Paul Kay, “At Least,” Frames, Fields, and Contrasts: New
Essays in Semantic and Lexical Organization, ed. Adrienne Lehrer and Eva Feder Kittay
(Hillsdale, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1992) 309-3317%: & % 18,

9 YEMICIELDo70), BREWRTH20THD0% ‘usage’ & LU, EEOD
RRTIIa=yr—2a i@l b Dr use” L LATRTHIEDH S,
Sylvia Chalker and Edmund Weiner, The Oxford Dictionary of English Grammar (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1994) 412% &8,

10 Robert F. Ilson, “Usage Problems in British and American English,” The English
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Language Today, ed. Sidney Greenbaum (Oxford: Pergamon Institute of English, 1985)
166-167.
11 ZZTw) [HR#] Lk, EOEETW) [HEE) CFAET, #ELLT
i3 prescription® * H T A, DL DR TH:S ‘normaley’ & IEXEF| Sz,
12 Quirk & Svartvik (1966) N FEEFFE (L, ‘English Honours’ D% A28% (Group 1)
CHBEBZEERDFEERE (Groupll) ICE BT UI — FRET, ROL I RN
Bohtz,

Group I Group II Total (+only)
+ ? - + ? - I I I&T
(8a): 21 4 3 35 10 3 75 73 74 (%)
(8b): 28 0 0 40 5 3 100 83 89

# L {!%, Randolph Quirk and Jan Svartvik, Investigating Linguistic Acceptability (The
Hague: Mouton, 1966) 106-109 % 28,

13 Randolph Quirk, Sidney Greenbaum, Geoffrey Leech and Jan Svartvik, A Com-
prehensive Grammar of the English Language (London: Longman, 1985) 33.

14 Sidney Greenbaum, “Judgments of Syntactic Acceptability and Frequency,” Studia
Linguistica 31 (1977): 83-105 % 2, EBHEB IUAFTIZRDEB N TH > 1

Wisconsin-Milwaukee A% T19744E 3—4 FIZFIAE LNV OBEHEOREEOH
FHIHELAZETHRICL, BRFEPEFFELTIIRLC, FELT, 124
ET, 74 A3 VAYHOBEZETH oo REDIE, 18~ 21RO BTFHEET,
EEHBIE “How does language work?” &9 Z& & &I, RI 74 T TBIh
bhiz, AEZ, LENRRTRLRL 2HOXYPER-VIZHRI SATnT, £
NI DWW T frequency & acceptability {22V TOHEF R 77—V (very rare—very
frequent); (completely unacceptable—rperfectly OK) i2F = v 7 75 L kKD H M7z,

15 TA=NAZFFFLAHEIIL, I—/SADRMIIH 5 ‘acceptable’ 72X & ERIZE
LT Eb i dETHHPS ALY, Hb50IE, ShENETRV
RELOFERBIFIEIVHENELALONE, Lid, a—1NRAIdH5bh
ANEHIEITEIALEBT AT LILORELT B, TLAIKIT -8R
O DOWTOEREFNEEELBI R oTT, ZNLORMITLEKEFLHK
ANDO—FALIZ OB DB EVIREERCTLE) LIRS, TNHIZHT I
e LTI, Aarts, 44-527 Ex B,

16 Aarts, 58.

17 The currency of a construction is compounded of its frequency of occurrence and its
‘normalcy.” (Aarts, 59).

18  FrantiSek §ticha, “Acceptability and the Scope of Grammar.”” The Syntax of Sentence
and Text: A Festshrift for FrantiSek Danes, ed. Svétla émejrkovzi and FrantiSek Sticha
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(Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1994) 347.
19 Heizo Nakajima, “The Split-Comp Hypothesis and the Whether-If Altenation,” ms..
Tokyo Metropolitan University, 1992.
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Synopsis
~What Should Usage Study Aim At?

Nobuyuki Yamauchi

This is an attempt to consider what usage study in Japan should aim at, by
contrast with some discussions about theoretical aspects in usage study
abroad, and to explore the scope to be dealt with in the respective usage
studies.

The first point discussed is the significance of two major approaches such
as universal grammar vs particular-language grammar or formalism vs
descriptivism in linguistic study. One approach should be called a ‘theory-
oriented approach’ and the other a ‘data-oriented approach.” The discussion is
followed by the reexamination of the problems involved in competence vs
performance and grammaticality vs acceptability. Iassume that it is important
to maintain a well-balanced attitude on linguistic study not only by use of
‘central’ expressions, a target in the theory-oriented approach, but also by
treatment of ‘peripheral’ ones, a focus in the data-oriented approach.

Next, I touch on what the term ‘usage’ means in Japan and abroad. The
difference of the terminology should be clarified in terms of the possible
object of the usage study and the relationship between usage and prescription.

I also consider the theoretical implications of acceptability, which plays an
important role in determining usage. Given the definition of acceptability that
it is native speakers’ (not a native speaker’s) judgment on ‘language use,’” the
relationship between acceptability and language use (or frequency) should
naturally claim next consideration. The observation in Greenbaum (1976),
which gives empirical support to the interrelationship between the two, leads
me to maintain that the frequency survey based on the corpus proves to be
useful to verify the individually varied and non-objectified standard of
acceptability.
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As suggested by Aarts (1991), a few coinages are also introduced into the
present study. ‘Normalcy,” which is an alternative term in a wider sense of
acceptability, should be used to refer to structures accepted by a large number
of native speakers in the language community. Furthermore, normalcy and
frequency, which prove to be interrelated, should be incorporated into a higher
notion of ‘currency’ for the simplicity of the discussion.

Last, the problem remains to be discussed of the relationship between usage
study at home and usage study abroad. The key to this complicated problem
is not exclusively in the consideration of currency, a data-oriented source in
linguistic study. The linguist’s judgment or grammar-consciousness, which is
a reflection of his philosophy of grammar lying behind the collected data, also
serves as a useful criterion. Hence the following diagram for the possible
domain of usage study in Japan and abroad:

grammar

/un rammatlcal
Dy,

usage study (grammar-unconscxous
7 // /////7
abroad ata su ported

currency

ungrammatical orammancal\
. SR
(incorrect) (grammar-conscious)y usage study
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\
in Japan
D)

Usage study in Japan is located in the domains of (A) and (B), which put
relative priority on grammar-consciousness; on the other hand, usage study
abroad tends to center around the domains of (A) and (C), which are treated in
the level of currency. (Note that all linguistic phenonema cannot be discretely
positioned in each domain; some of them are, of course, on the border line.)

If we are restricted to the observation of linguistic facts based on the
corpus, we expose ourselves to danger of losing an important perspective as to
how each linguistic phenomenon should be situated in the larger framework of
language description. Always keeping a modest attitude toward the data, we
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should become more conscious of the ‘theory’ behind it. In conclusion, it is
through the harmony of data with theory that the most promising usage study
can be realized.



