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Kim, Jongbok. 2024. Sign—based Construction Grammar and an Implication for
the Study of Sign Languages. Sign Languages and Linguistics Convergence
Research, 1(1), 35-57. This paper reviews a constructionist view of morphology
and syntax that takes language as a network of form-meaning pairs or
constructions. The view regards the grammar as a system of constraints
governing the relation between form and meaning, resorting to no
transformational or derivational operations within grammar other than
constraints. Each piece of a grammatical structure is thus licensed by some
constructions just as each node in a well-formed context-free tree structure is
licensed by some grammar rules. The constructionist view could offer a viable
way for the study of sign languages that convey linguistic information not
simply via time dimension. but also via width, length and breadth dimension.
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o %% (well-formed) ©1¥](lexical ¥ F(phrasal) FH] A4 B 817}

o /¥ <do(individual)oll A& Fel-BAREA Aol digh A4
(Bresnan et al., 2007; Bresnan & Hay, 2008; Bresnan & Ford, 2010)

o TS o] AuE 54 ol & oA AAACE HdY (Dryer &



36 713710 e skddo] Al gk #e
Haspelmath, 2013)

fet e HAE A sl R FARE A7 EE] e 2
wAEe] gon 1 7ke-d F A dEEE Adl, S < =Z(derivational) 2}
Ao} ikconstraint-based) TIo] AAHYTED T # BE FAo] oloje]
713 G9lolw, FEl-2]n] 9] A(form-meaning pairs) 0% ©]Fo] ] Qlrkal F4 gk
o} gk BAe 2Re oo whe(dolel/ie FEjA)Eo] Kol Ji(phrase)$} 7
&4 & d9E FAsL o5 WHEC] AT F(hierarchical structure) & F=2]
5} wo] AEThaL Eot o]e} 2 FARES A¢jstale 7 B oy A
o4 ZHoA AME ThE o|HE R EFH e HHH Add7)%

A il
(Faculty of Learning)°ll 7Fsdt -2 AojAA|e] B34S Flstozn ofd
BONFAZE WA Salol & g Hhsjelnx ek i) Ao
M2 ofdotol7h ] U] B FES S < eF A AAREAL]
oA vehuhs B34S sl WES ZAIg o]t Hx|sle] A
F7|ut dAlo] Hohs T Wt T shvks ofd doleksAt W 2R
BE 223 5 Qe dold 2 A4S Haslele Aoth o|2]dh o] f2 Ao
HF o] 22 SA(trace) 7 £ F(null) B4, ol G SARE, T1EaL o
% (movement) AL AAFA 2=t} o] AW T 3 ko] e BuA =

ki
)
s
s
N
2
rlo
v}

2](grammatical competence) 4 2|5k= Hlol lofA]

TE24 AolA dojrxs due] ] ARS Fal AEH, 2
ol LEuAe] Aye] HgHtl BE EFHA HALS A AN
(generative component)?] EAH(syntax)l| A B] %W, & Bl ¥ (morphology) &
ARRe] dHolal,  S-H(phonology)t oM (semantics)= 341 A<
(interpretive)’ A2 3k} (Chomsky, 1995; Chomsky, 2000; Chomsky,
2002). webA £ 73] =Eolle BA 1E B I RS o] e
ol# FAE Hr} WA ALHE WAIA W3 (directionality) ©] AL
A7t} 53], H A9 23 (Minimalist Program, MP)o| A= ¢10]7} <¢hs
g AAZ ARk, ApAdAo T el H(speech) Abil(thought) 9} -2 7]EF
T8 A5 e] A8 ¢ e 7S At stk o9 2
2 LF0]22 WET Y (Transformational grammar, TG), 22} vl 7H(Principle
and Parameter, P&P), 479 20 W S 7SIt tEo], =54 #

o e o

1) ©] +=¢]3+= Culicover & Jackendoff (2005), Sag (2012), Kim (2016)e] 7]9kalc}.
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oA T FARROIA A8E= T 2o o8l FejioA FEEA
1} (Baker's mirror principle), v A

& Bl &(distributional morphology, Halle
& Marantz 1993)°] F4A 5 FAFF-olA] FE)

i%o] xlx%x% o Eq__,—_y /K-]I:ré]?l.

=3

3, A7 PdMiller et al., 2021; Dalymple, 2023)0l] whzm oloj*-
20 A8 w9y 15 Atole] #Al= Aokl 93 AR e §7F Arkar &
oh A dolFEE AEEE AFES BT T5ote A9olnt AR

sl7kAT A7 BN &2, FAL v, 38 5 UEE AR AT

(evels) & E5o]51 S 2jo]n] o] ols] 45 AlokS W=}, ol 3]
o BAYE S3¥, BA, ool BgF o wygtin T
A

rir ®o f
¥ ok
el

H

-2 <518 & (peripheral) &AFo] &4 (core) T B7HEEHAl oIl
A=A (continuum) 2 -t} A Fru BHLE ]3] o—‘jr‘ﬂ(Lemcal

Functional Grammar, LFG, Bresnan, 1982; 2001), 3o|F4l+
(Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar, HPSG, Pollard & Sag 1994), :rL—Er
(Construction Grammar, CxG, Goldberg, 2003; 2005), 7]&7]4F &
(Sign-based Construction Grammar, SBCG, Sag, 2012)2] 2H4-S o] &t}
A AAE FEE e A |9 o] 25 FEHTF SANTENH 51y
ST ww, Gelae] Aol ol o}3] o wol zke] $A|Z Totei

HER S} o)e} T2 AIJbE k= o]E2 dE Eo] HPSGS} SBCGY)
%l AR7]9E 3B Z(Information-Based Morphology, Bonami & Crysmann, 2
Crysmann, 2021)°] )

B o= golot d=ole] FESAkE A4S 7I=shy] Sl HPSGS
CxGEAFH 3 SBCG] A/ ES Agstarat gtk SBCG= /i 21ef 9]
=2 BASE @Askele Ale SRR s, 713Gsignsy et o
(constructions) & F 4l JiHde® Itk SBCGE WS 71E BE
(inventory) &= o]aljat, o]= ¢lojo] e, ofn] 5L Aol thek AlokS g
gt o] FHO] AR gt dojA 71Ee FEoh 750 Ao R o
Folxl el ofa) o HEE Vs e

Ar—{nr{nr-{

4z o @ gl o ¥ o
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S
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2. Ao 7Ee} A=

HPSGS} CxGZH-E] 2% SBCG (Sag, 2012)014] ¢loji= A4 = Saussure
(1916) =56 2F-&8 7131 7] S(signs) 2] -3H (infinite set) O = ©]3f Ttk

Sign
: u‘T’,e-e!;. e .
Signifier

¢

Signified

(29 1] 7129 ]

7 194, U ks 2o abore] FEl(dE])is ‘7]L(Slgmﬁef)

219} 49 o] Z& 9] (denotation) S 7] 2)(signified) = X HT) = o]

N2} g7+ % (sound pattern)©] ZA37tolt). SBCGE o] gt /\43“]

713 MdS APAT-Z(Feature Structure) = 2R 3T} weba 2E o)z giat

o] A FxE= (1) o] A3 1 ghS Bo 7 7143 Y (Attributed-Value
Matrix, AVM)Z % dEH T

e

M
FORM (arbor)
SYN noun

SEM ‘tree’

o] arbori= FEH(FORM), FAKSYN), °|W|(SEM) AHe} ¥
(attributes) S 7FA|aL 9o, 7} EHA1LE Ao Al At gh(values)S
(+/3(PHON) g} &A= E2 Hé‘} 9, o714 = wiAlst LAl ghoh). o =
(Holl AAE arbor®] AHAFZ2E Fol F-2= s Tofrt o] o]
21 A FFEYE & ok ]9} ol AAF2E o] 7|52 o]

)
gl mlﬂ Y
2 0 oox

N
-

=
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A, dofeh - A R SH(typed) A TR REPE 7 Qlh dE S
o, BAF grows7F 7HA AL Qi QofdRE AT ER dehlu vt .

-
o

2 v-word
PHON  (grows)
FORM (grow)

verb
VFORM fin

HEAD
SUBJ >
COMPS
ARG-ST
SEM grow(l)

AL giowsE v-word®] #F fE 0w FE|, BAL on], agja =R
(ARG-ST) AR} #&HF Aol Al A&t AFAEAS 2133 Qi) 7} 2 d4%
98l e B Wiatomioel AL, F ke APTEe] Fed 4 Ak A F
5], #AF POS (parts-of-speech) 2} SAFZE] VFORM (verb-form) £/d gk <1
2] WA, EARpE L q_g AATZE LAFroR Fa) 29 AATZ

o4 oY(HEAD) 4-44h& 58 grow?h A4S 711 S fin(ite) §AHverb)
S & Ik =ETRARGST)E 2 AEol(EA £3h7t B 7le] SARA ]
% =L 7P ok SREA S FAIATE EFTE W Qe ahE | EHow
T} B2 A Eo)7) 7)EEHs AR Holsls AoRE wel), 9] AR R
H|(SEM)A Holl w2 grow?] oJv] TAol| st 7H1ﬂ(1nd1v1dual)/] A A
A 7} Qar o] KARE Foie] XAJH| 9} EX] Al(coindex)H o] Itk Z, F0] 9]
AAAR i7h growt BASHE elvlabAlel FA19) & e,

HPSGS} SBCGOIA] AFA 5= -8 SHtypedy Hl o] 9lom, o] AR = dA]
(2)°l141] v-word 2} 710] ATz 9% Arthe] %7)€h SBOGO A 7 A4
T2E $8ARE ¥alalo] o AlEE AAE Wkl o2 Ao} EA 58
o] BE AATRE S S0 AFe A watsirhs Hol|A] AATE
= A FAstdwelltyped AATERE olEtia Hul o2 &
VFORM AHd-2 v-word @ olu} 71 ak9] F-&eolnt fojmjstn, Wit &84}
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E 718 "de AsA &tk (b, dmole] 3 3-8AKinflecting
adjectives)tt 2H]0] T} (Oneida)e] =4 ™8 AKinflecting nouns)E The wol&
235 %= 9t} (Diaz et al. 2019; Kim. 2016). 0|9} o], BE AAT27} &
sl vk AL 7} Fo] ARplel Al Ajtet A EHAS 7 AL itk
AL o3},

HPSGS} SBCGOH AFEE|= A Lze] I T} 293k EXL 833}y

A Fz27F Aoff-adell wEl 91717 F(hierarchical structure)= T3 ¥ o] Q=
Aoltk. olfd AERE S fEle #Y Y Asax dukst
(cross-cutting generalization)S X28F 4= QIAIE ) 7+ Q1o]f-
A 2Kconstraint) 52 7HA 3L glow, o]2fdt A5 A T Fy =
o AT T3 &4 F shbe $1A1S (hierarchical inheritance)2] 7'
otk o= k9] o] 1 A FF Y BE Aloks A& k= o)t
ool A= drE A EAak

O
r

¢

of R
Ho
i, 1o

Al

©)

verb

/\

fin nonfin intr-v tran-v ditran-v
smiling sang gave

verb 732 VFORM} EF5A)(TRANSITIVITY) 7|50l whe} B350, &
G el Sshe SARE Aol o] F 7] £49 ftow XA dE &
o, &Ab gavet™ VFORMITRANSITIVITYS] &HA@te=z 712 find}
ditr(ansitive)E 7HIth o] E g 73] SAFES ol (4%} o]z £kl S
ok Aleks wEA H)
“4) a. HEAD [VFORM fin]

n.
SuBJ  (NP[nom])
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b.  ditr: |comps  ( NP[acc], PP)

949] A|FES gavest HS B A ol ST o]k o] 3]
7155 7o) AR QI 7t o] F3E 49 FHOENE S5 o
= X}Xﬂﬂ‘{ T EATS Ak dE 59, 5AF gaved] o3&
(lexical entry)ol|A] 3EA|=ojof 8 H4= Au = oh5a ok

r[n
QL
o

®) FORM  (gave) -’
ARG-ST (NP, NP, PP)
SEM give_rel J

ol AAIE A3 FEL FAF gave?] FE(FORM), =F1F(ARG-ST), 1
23l oJW|(SEM) ¥HA|9} e 3]/\&9] AERE E3et) AT RE 5
H 3] (lexicon)ol| A ©]3] - gave % “&<5 v|AH Y F(multiple inheritance
mechanism)S £33 1 A9 &9 E]——E— HE BAA ASFES Aol B

A8k o3 Ea AT

(6) [FORM  (gave)
HEAD [VFORM ﬁn}

SYN SUBJ  (@NP[nom])
COMPS  (2INP[acc], [BIPP)

ARG-ST  ([INPi, 2INPj, BIPPk)
| SEM give_rel(ij,k)

T=HTZARG-ST)ONAT FATE A 7] 3=3(NPi, NPj, PPk)> =34 @A oF
(Argument Realization Constraint, T & =)ol whg} F=0|(SUBNS} K50
(COMPS)Z &=, o]e]e] BE o3| gu= 1 A9 FEozie & i
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rf

FEEWT Faele] ATl e gl

Anoleh web olF1e] SA4 LR} tEds NS o 4LTENA

% S ol (redundancy) AT AT Rk ol ofF] k) 4%
WSS XY 5 Qrk obelel ool A TERE Alzde] TR
A

W Zg3l=x] A E A} s}

3. 718 dje Ao R

SBCGb CxG2| A 8He- uhol5o], - (construction) = 10]¢] 7|3 thel =2
AL RE dojF] 71w o] o2 T4l Jid e R 01*4 gt} o= & 7157]
H (sgnbased) AA kA BE Qo] 7|57} T T AS 9y
s}, RS SEo} o], E& Fg Fejol Adw 7]—‘(funct10n)9] Bom
e glom, thaat Zo] AHojgk 4= 9t} (Goldberg. 2005, p.5).

(7 A e el

1o} ¥l (pattern)©] F2 EE 7)5H o] 1 HEHS P 84E
e OE 7|E FeERNYH A 952 5 fle AT 9 e
O & QA welh o] FfElo] $dd] oS b A et Sitek vk E

b FEo= At
THA] l], 72 74 8459 BAM AF FxRteEE S
v 5T = gl FEl-27] A (form-meaning pain) &2 o]Fo|A] 1o
Fgk 7] uE A5 e w2 H]E/\E WA= -] e }l
grah= o)tk olelgh gl WielA FelA, dof, 71, A& E3ehe e o
o} Tl oJulL} 7)ol WA 4(1¢osyncmtlc)o174»} A5E + 8l B4, @
G OIS FEe o e w3} 7150 Ao A E] Sltkal Ert o=
To] 716 B SRl A teket dEE vepd °L°‘€ |AFgE o
£ 59, smile, sing, give 5 - FHA =& tho] ©el9] o] S 1
el sFeith o) L dE-ofn] o] M Aol o E7lstH, oju g
AREAQL Aol oaix e Thotel = gl7] wito|t.
kick the bucket} 72 Y& X¥ A T FHORE HH, o]=
S TS 2 84 (kick, the, bucket)E2] 2Jv|9} AV Ajfo 2 HE A
xﬂ/] T4 ouE o3 4= 917] wliZo|th What is X doing Y?9} 72 <1
o] HEl A ol dFeh olE Eol, & What is the fly doing in my

O

il

g

¢
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Soup? 'L}‘E]ﬂ' Zl\‘;]'.q 201 T‘:‘ ] J-:[L 4;“:.1(mcongru0us)o}-q ;3_'7% o]
sk (idiosyncractic implicature)S X &3}l It} (Kay & Filmore, 1999). ©]<}
22 Bolio] gl FEl-ourlse Ao PR FEE 9ok, He gave

her a fish taco?} Z+& FAE A Mo].520] Head- Subject T 9EgS
ke ARG S5 98-S sk AR 233 o] B A} Ditransitive :ILT'U:
(EAFe} 7 7Ne] FA ol e L)Jﬂr 22 ARl FEERE Y] kAl &
o oA Augk T S o] Sl

T4 8459 guE F3l A ﬂ«] ouE FEe F k= u°ﬂ’\1 1
o] oJm]= §4d % (compositional)©] T

ol

s ;2;.
:

il

oJ7]A & 714 Aa dojrfef g RELS FLEEY A= wojek
Atolell Y2 A Q1 o] %ii}b Zo|t}, o3 8 A5 AHA R} 3] WA
(specification) =] o] Q1= -4 Wole} FrAfattiar HH, 2 oA thE o
247 AP 5= J= H(variable)Z E3Fel= A9 123} FARS TR Rk
CxG A 54 dojellA Yehhs o2 7o dukshs 45 UESA
(inheritance networks)E &3l 7T {Fe] 3-&H oI xfo]H-S whedate] xS
T St} ofgfell 4] o] -2 72| “d<:-9] Al(inheritance hierarchy) 7H%d o] -
T 2re] szl gutsls ek bl 9lo] ofH Fa3% 93-S sh=A] A

B
o] &<l HPSGSH CxG] Sl SBCG] o] &5 483t SBCG: BE o
o 7157k AqeE A|%FS 7 AL o o3 7| S5 AT AR frE
SKtyped)y ¥o] Siths AAIE BEWRE e} ®)ellA 9k o], o] 7|5 SAH
3 H(syn-ex; syntactic expression)?} J2|4 L F(lex-ex; lexical expesison)-
=g e, 472 v F R9 8kl frd e EREd

o2

2) HPSG #&ellM = 7] 2 (sign) 2] 81l 73 % ZF ok Ao R Aottt o 7)A
A8 F-H Y A= Sag (2012)2] V& —CFE} Zo|t} (Ginzburg & Sag, 2000;
Sag, 2003; Kim & Sells, 2008; Kim, 2016 eillée & Borsley, 2021.
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®)
sign

/\

syn-ex lex-ex

/\/\
phrase word lexeme

/’\ /’\

n-word v-word n-lxm v-Ixm

v-intr-Ixm v-tran-Ixmv-ditran-lxm

el AAIE A T2 word 0] syn-ex9} lex-ex®] sH] FEHUS B
ot} o] word T3] AE 27} syn-ex¢} lex-ex FFel &3t Uil
7t BE A Adks S5t As 9rjgith

3 EH(lex-ex)> T34 AP T (proto-word) S H(root)oll k=
T ot} 03] Ax(lexeme)E ©17H(stem) -2 F-Ak(projection) | W, “L T} thol 2
g oA, 03] 4 smile = (inflection) S F-38f o]7Folu} £ o

‘:,

7F = 5 Atk of= obf Al (9t 2ol v-lxm Fr o] oftolut Hol® =
g dvke 2s gujght

(9) a.  v-int-Ixm: smile

b.  v-word: smiles, smiled, smiling, smilingly

v-word fr@Tro] BAMH o2 AdHE 4= 9lom o= dY P o] word
ol 319 FH o2 WA} F-F(cross-classification) Tt AS oJu|sit). o]9}
o], 3 frgo] sh ol o] A9 frEemiy S48 A5 ¢ U 2o
=24, Aol2] 7hA|(object) 5] WAt W A4S gpeted = Qlrk dhow =olg

]
o) w9l TE} T ] FROIE o] @ 75 BEAEIA el FY
a7l gk

4.1. o514 T
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v-Ixm (verb-lexeme) 83 FAl 02, Jojo] 03] w9 ol vl AHA|
8] Au At gtk vE o] 33 AR, o914 B3 JA] FrAke
Heke] dnisls xAksl] Q8 84 AAAoR FH Qith dE &
o], T (109] 2 FZollA WAIEELo], vIxm &l &t EE A=
Aol shute] =3ks A E(select) T

(10)  v-lxm: [ARG-ST <XP, ..>]

219 8 A(type declaration)> v-Ixm 8l &8l= &
SOl =] H5(lisy fholl FAIE =7 XPE LA F 6]
o} o] =3 AloF AR = ARSAL EFSAL T EAE T v-Ixm]
Gl o3 ol AdEETh

(11) a.  v-intr-Ixm: [ARG-ST <NP>] (e.g., run, smile, laugh, ...)
b.  v-tran-Ixm: [ARG-ST <NP, NP>] (e.g., like, love, deny, ...)
c. v-ditran-Ixm: [ARG-ST <NP, NP, NP>] (e.g., give, teach, send, ...)

ol
do
2o

k9] o] AL Alke] L 9 FrEe] Aok e B g A
o] 1 ake] &l Y-S mHvhs HolA Aok dEE FA % (default) ©]
2}l & 4 Qlt}h (Lascarides & Copestake, 199; Sag, 2003, p.229 =),

AEdol, 24 FES A9 7R AlokS AEEoHA Al A4

=1

2
rO
-
o
2
)
12
o

ZHAAL dek Uy (125 AT EAL

(12) a.  v-Ixm: [POS verb]
b. main-v-Ixm: [AUX —]

25 AHauxiliary verb) 0191429 AUX AHd& BAIH o] 914 gfonz, 5
A= H]gHd (nonfinite) A HaolE EEdH= A A Ti(regular construction)
oA AFEE & S Bk ol [AUX +] A S 7 o3| vt A18E &
A EA AT BA e Agddels AHE ¢ ATk (Sag et al
2020). v-Ixm 32 ZE o Al(instance)’} BAMH .2 AAE 7] HeiA = word
@l rd oz Fdslofof gt} Ids| WakAH, A A (mood marking)
o A ZHE F AT vfree P9 o3 ATO] veword FHOE FY
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(mappmg)e T Atk u:]“ﬂ'}‘i Oi-r] ¥33 ?_]'01 4 7H] 2 X}'Olﬁ*& -?*7(]'

7} SUBJLF COMPS$} -8 B4 A4 o) wizkelrh= Aot o]¢} #alsh A4
el

B v 22 =3 AA2HARC; Argument Realization Constraint)<-
AT

(13)
Argument Realization Constraint (ARC):

SUBJ
SYN
v-word = COMPS

ARG-ST [4] &

9 = dA ke = Wl U 2471 BAM 02 SUBJSF COMPS

2 AEE S HojFr —f—, =R Aol 7AARE fof ] gk WhHof|, FBARA]
SARSE Ho] S-S vERTH

=1, (14)011*19} o), =32 JHRE WAjE o] Q)= o34 sing©]

=82 717} SUBJS} COMPSE -3 %

3) b <t e W 52 Age FE U9 A AE Fol EE Y
(token—identical) 3}t ‘Bl L(tag)'s}7] 8| AHE-= WSTh

4) o7] AA ¥ E A (representation) < 3] 4 singoll A wo] sang 7o) =4 A4S
oJught}, Sag (2012)0ll4 sl B} 7Fo], o]+ mother—daughter BAS 713
TEoR F3E £ vk & wo] sange ]3] 4 singS A9 stem daughter &

71,
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(14)
[v-word
FORM (sang)
HEAD [POS verb}
SYN [ suBJ (IINP)

COMPs (2INP)
I

v-tran-Ixm

FORM (sing)
ARG-ST ([IINP, [ZINP)

o5& I T dolu 7o} 2 AP a4 Agtete] o & ojx
AL FHAT synex FHHL Dol AT L FAH TR AR
AkS BT Z, synex®] 3191 F@E0] 217 7 QAofolA] of| 7
25 of(well-formed) 77} A 7 JEAE HofF+ A Fo|tk o (15
gojo] ++ wh§] it(phrasal constructions)] THralel YATES Kotk

(15)

sign
syn-ex lex-ex
phrase word lexeme

nonheaded-cxt headed-cxt

’\

hd-subj-cxt hd-comp-cxt  hd-mod-cxt

oo Txo| A B 4 glSo] T whe] TEE WA dlo] 5 (headed-cxt)T}
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0 <o -4

b | E
TS s o] T2 A} Y2 (Headed-Feature Principle)?} 742 v
HEA AekS 7| AL glon, o] BE X-o]&o] Fd3te B4 Als
ol Wgog B 4 9tk

(16)  Head Feature Principle (HFP):
djo]7e] HEAD k2 3jo]e] HEAD gkt A3t

AL thesh Lol o] T v §3 Ak ol|E & gl
(1)

headed-cxt
— H[SYN | HEAD }

SYN | HEAD

9] Aeke 33} H)3 T nonhead-daughter) = T4 o] 2] HEAD %
o] 3 79| IEe] HEAD #¥ w9 ghe Bl o] A1°F HEAD 449
A (percolation) S A 3F8F0 2 Sof 7} 2pal ] dlwko] <EAl(projection)’ U2
B o= FAL 4, $AKY] 24 FH T 22 A £40] AAA L
7 Fo] o]3] QAT doj4rE FAM = QIS on|git.

A e} vi7(P&P) o] & & ol HEAQ X -0l &2 A T F(bar
level) /N5 A3to] FHEATE HAIRE SBCG ©] & ol A 9] X -o] &L X
HFE ofgfieh 22 @7HdE](Valence Principle, VALP)Ol| o3&l vl &)= A eH4]
3 3}(combinatoric saturation)® T g},

(18)  Valence Principle (VALP):
2} G7hapd Bl sl Slol el F gk e usEe Aslsha slo)o)
YrhArast s,

_—

= (Categorial Grammar)2] == 2} #l|(category cancellation)S 14417
o] @7del= of§] 3Mof(lexical head)®] 5913k (subcategorization) %=1
‘A7 (check offyat= &S Tt 7} o] doj= Ahlo] AP O R o
Zno} Ao sz A& AA sk Al (specification) S E3HataL ST} SUBJ

ko o |r



A

ofy
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NG)

oL} COMPSS 2& F7hAbao] 1eld Walel Sgalvl, Bl AR5 =3
AgAe] wel =g el 24t AdH o s A o] BA HH

oM AL Sl oI
5O

(19) a.  XP -> YP (XA; specifier), X’ (Fo])
b XP > X (Fo}), ZP* (HF0)

23] 74 2x(immediate constituency) 9} ¥HAFE #1€] F 112 Fal A <]
TE AT 4 Yk ¥, HPSGH SBCGellA = (2000l ol - 9]
2ol ofd AT Ae B BUY 7 A4S 343 B,

(20) a. Head-Subject Construction:
XP[hd-subj-cxt] -> 1XP, H[SUBJ <1XP>]

b.  Head-Complement Construction:
XP[hd-comp-cxt] > 1XP, HHCOMPS <1XP>]
Head-Modifier Construction:

XP[hd-mod-cxt] -> [MOD <1XP>], HIXP

<]

o] 39| A% 7hs S At oldd I TS Fal Aol F
8 7 &9 BHES 71 5 vk 3o]-F0] 7 Head-Subject Construction
[e]

(hd-subj-cxt) A9} Fol o] A 7FsatA ab, dlo]-HZF0] 57 Head-
Complement Construction (hd-comp-cxt)S &jo}7} HZF0{(COMPS) R4E 71
t shtel Agel=S girh dof-=24 o] T Head-Modifier Construction (hd-m
od-cxt)> Ao} 7} FAL A (adverbial) 849} A g 5 A= fﬂﬂr
O] Al ZHA] - 9] ol S Ak '—H Aot arkde 53 2 7L°

H 2] (universal principle)E2} ]9 A FEA-get=A] Lolrr] 9@, (21)«] T
JLE A EALS)

@n

5) HPSGS} SBCGOIA] B Qlo]4] thahe A s LiehbAh, of7]4t A %
Aoz ARl )% BRgHY Yrrxs maska )
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S

hd-subj-cxt

HEAD

SUBIJ ¢ )

/\VP
hd-mod-cxt
ONP

HEAD
suBs (1)

VP

hd-comp-cxt
Adv

Mimi
[MOD P]

HEAD
suBJy (1))

comps ()

v
HEAD
always | SUBJ (=)} 2INP
comMmps  (2])
ARG-ST (1, [2]) A
Salng a song

Azt delol oJs) 7+ Foixl F-= 3 head-daughter) ZH-E FAE HEAD
ARG 7HAaL 9tk wEbA] o] sing] HEAD #(elZ £, POS, verb, fin,
VFORM)<- VPH SO HEAD ¢t sdattt. @7kdde]ol] ofa sHojo] g7 u
© # U FAKmaximal projection)E T LAES AL 9] T4 &
o] sing®] 7} Hl(valence specification)= 3G o7} shfe] WAR BF0]
o} sfute] Fof Aol E Fow TS ERiTh o] singo] HFole} Ajta)
H COMPS o] 7 F55= 289 SAE s €t o2 4%
SARRE dof-2lo] G| oFl] Ao alwayset ARl d9] SAHE BA
gt o] F dof-Fro] el o8l HA FARE ol A sk WA
Agste], &7k SUBJ, COMPS #t 78 S5A1Z1 94 9 (saturated) =7
= s A olAH skl TSt AA S A ke,
2] A7} EH7F 2] (combinatiorial grammar rules)ll 3514 HTh

Aot e FEAEY R ES bE dojo e ALt v
g0l dAlE A EAL
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(22)

hd-subj-cxt
HEAD [4]

SUBIJ

///////////\\\\;;j;;;;x’

HEAD [4]

SUBJ (@NP[nom])

hd-comp-cxt
Mimi-ka

. HEAD [4]
Mimi-NOM [MOD .VP]
SUBJ ([IINP[nom]
coMPS ()

v

HEAD
hangsang

always 2INP SUBJ (INP[nom])
coMmPs (2INP[acc])
ARG-ST ([, [2])
|

nolay-lul pwulessta
song-ACC sang

rN'

A=, 919 AL TR R Aok ke E 6t
9] 7221 hd-subj-cxt, hd-mod-cxt, hd-comp-cxtel] 2|3 32
o ¢ F2olA A} pwulessta?} 520 nolay-lul2} A A%}
}?7} G210] hangsang¥} Zggtc). oA A 4

+ ARG Al g S wHETE o714
”01«] AAlelt} (Kim, 2016).

Jﬂ o2
X °
2=
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g R
*”i

¢

N
@
18
ot <

[e)

r1r ﬂll

2
9
o
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rot

Fel



15} of(spoken language)ot ©E] F=8}910](sign language)= = ¥4,
25 im0 FAQ) o oAl do] o] FolXitt o]= % 3k
A FNA EAEE 7S (sign)o] NP dojo] T
on] 5 2E ASH AZH 7] S(iconicity) S EFE = ojok dtf= A 9
3} (Braffort & Filhol, 2011). ©]2]3F Hol A F=3}elo] 7= 21zke] <1
285 oldfsh= vl 7MY g 98-S "#EE & Atk

AR dle} o] 7]E 7R FEEH] VY 2 EAL oS V%
(signifier)2} 7]9](signified) =2 & Ell(form)<} 7]-5(function) ZE2] F-SHFHA]
2 Hre }jo]\q. o] 3k erx% o AHEA xg/ﬂﬂmo HAirF J(Mmeahst
Program) @} 22| ©]%]5(Lexicon)?} SAHH(Syntax) = «]U]T(Semantics £
LF) S5 a4 @t 2 gttt 5 71 oA A%
(phrase) <2 H(clause) T-w7H] HFd 718 7P /%E]'- gole] & =
o HA} (Kim & Michaelis, 2020).

L

1=
=

K

(23) a. Morpheme/Lexeme: drive, eat, be, -able, un-, re-...

b. Word: drive/drove/driven, email, data/datum, and, for, that,...

c. Complex word: shoo-in, postwar, first aid, cell phone,...

d. Complex word (partially filled): N-s, V-ed, re-V....

e. Idiom (filled): hit the sack/bed, at large, spill the beans,...

f. Idiom (partially filled): give one the cold shoulder, twist one's
arm, jog one's memory,...

g. Comparative Correlative;: The X-er, the Y-er, ...

h. Ditransitive: [taught them the sign language],...

I. Subject-Predicate Construction: [The teacher [taught them the
language]]

o] g5 7152 A7)+ email, drive, -able, drove®} T2 HE|A, o3
Aot e AL V|SAAE 7HE R AT, Heolu Sol(idiom) ¢ 7]
AAE Tk 03715 emailo] 54 FEjet 9w A4 Q= AAH hit
the sack?} - o= Al o3& FAdH o] ARE Ao Erhehs 54

o f

N
- fol

pu



A

ot

= 53

om] 75 2kl Q)= )@ o]tk H3F The more the betterl} The more we have
the better we are$} 22 H| A ¥ Comparative Correlative) 1= A} the
5 ot 54 JeE 29k 2A(f then) S YERE 9u4 7)5&
Zra Q) & 7)ol

ol2fgt Aol A 7] &7k TS 7] H(signifier) 2} 7] 2] (signified) <=
El(form)9} 7] 5 (function) FEZ o] F]H 7] Z(sign) & H#(construction)s
o] A7} dofx] 2] FA R Er}. o]ygh FHEHS thekst $7hS gt
SIS X3Sk 33k (dimension)o L AL 9w, 38 59 oY £ 9
(level), Z-2 ThFgt A27]9] 7]1550] Q17191019] Q10|84 A 4o wu o]F
283} sl g} o]efdk Hol|A 7] 7|NF 5 (Sign-based Construction

7\(:

Grammar)& “F81lo]9] PR WS FEsHw] 2 Y S 2k 9

6. A&

B RS olZ FHO so] 7570 52 AloF TREWe tie A
49l 208 HEAT, AT ol Ho] dols} o] FUEACE gold o
ofol] oA A g 5 gli=A] 74| A ngh Wol ATHA e AojE
o AT FE-BARY 7)%e FUEst B U 2o AZ4e WY
F 91 Aolth 53 olels FREe] FHjelo] ATl g Folw Aedn
e,

Je|Es BARG Ba AWolEEL FHA T FAA wslel ma
¥4, 723 leld shele] nAAe] Tl AFS QAITh E o] o &
52 A%H] A ARE A9 FA5) U LA corpusys} HlolEH]
o)z, ofsl W AE NG Fol A%H 0T P41 ek, o]l FAEL 3

o
o
i
il
>
>,
o
=
X
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o
o
=
Ac)
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=
k1
o
o
i}
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o
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