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(1) If someone has a stroke and resulting (partial)

loss of language, their speech may be so replete
with mistakes that they are hard or impossible to
understand. (McGilvray 2005: 26)

DO THRID 9 HHFIC resulting O ZM % IEFE1C
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loss of language A3SFAI L S LTV T 2R THE
BB o 7o HskF LR L, [RR] 2R H)
7 has D HWYEE & 7 > T % pix BUR§ 2 LB
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(stroke and resulting partial loss of language) |2 7%
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(1) If someone has a stroke and resulting (partial)
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loss of language, their speech may be so replete
with mistakes that they are hard or impossible to
understand. (McGilvray 2005: 26)

(2) OTFHEIE (BRI TRz 2 A TIERE
WHTHH D GEV)] LWV EKRTH S, &
W DI political 72T TIEA T 2 %2 Z
#HHOEE ethnographlc AR A
X o THIR L. FAhgE ) TR 4
distinction % f&£ifi L T\2 5,

(2) What has been totally ignored in this respect is the

political and apparently also ethnographic distinction,
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which Kachru (1983) so aptly captures, between the
‘Inner Circle, the ‘Outer Circle, and the ‘Expanding
Circle. (Coupland 2010: 48)
CBH R L L COZOOBE D EA
ENTVLHTHY) ., BICRMOEHFAD» D 5
72012, Ak H O OB RN BRI also
BT 5 FASBEEREE

() DT BRI [FRRGR A AT E WIZ R 2
% FLCHEsbry 7z (RGO RE5I2E 3
HIEE) | L) ERERLTEY, HEFHL
L @455 intercultural & cross-cultural 73 %5 i 52
ot S THEAE S % £ 4 5 studies Z 54 L T
Who
(3) This survey of world Englishes and global
commerce may read as something of a double-edged
research agenda. On the one hand, there has been
limited recent work on Outer- and Expanding-Circle
varieties of Englishes in commercial and professional

domains of use, and so the epistemologically distinct

intercultural and cross-cultural studies on professional

discourse may stamp out territory for expanding
the empirical and theoretical framework of world
Englishes. On the other hand, cross-cultural and
intercultural studies rarely devote serious attention
to multilingual creativity in either intranational and
international arenas. (Kachru et al. 2009: 621)

ZOBITIE, S STV L 2O OTREFD
HEOERTIED 2B mICR_R 2L L%
B9 % 728912, epistemologically distinct & V9
fif S B B RE 1) % SR BRI 45 5 intercultural and
cross-cultural O FIZHER - BEMWITHRZ TV 5,

2. BEFE L HFERMIEERE

CD2HTIE, IS POERTEFOEEGTED
A HINASEI BB D 5 6 2 Bl 56

4) O T HEERIL give and take & V> (BE{7 3
WZHISRT %) HAE%FIIH L CTEAR O constant
DEIRAEET L CTHB D, TR TITbNLHHEFEDR
DEN] Lwv)ERE RS
(4) In his perceptive and influential study, the
anthropologist Bronsilaw Malinowski (1884-1942)
described the Trobriand Islanders in a way perhaps apt

for human kind as a whole: “The whole of tribal life is

K

permeated by a constant give and take” (Malinowski,

1922: 167). Give and take in commerce is crucial
to survival, success, and enrichment, and, for many,
English plays an increasing role in it. At the same
time, language itself is a symbolic good with its own
principles of give and take. (Kachru et al. 2009: 620)
COTHBOHEIZOWTIE, &b L give and
take &\ ) B G H A1) 12 constantly &\ 9 EllF O
BEiFERA S, TNefhe LTHERRE L
THIMEENTAERE L EZEZEND, 2HL
72 AL DO BASR T, B HiEE O EIF constantly 257
77 constant 12 [ L] LTwa Z LITFEES N
72\,

(5 OTHEBIE [T OTMFE L) LONEFIC
B ata 2 RIE] L) EIRTH Y BhGiRE
@ main constituent order HADEEFE T, T OH
BEEDRAR L F O variations & AEfl L TV 5,

(5) As for the rarer verb-initial order, this is found
in Pilipino (also known as Tagalog), the national
language of the Philippines (Schachter 1987). Don’t
worry about the unfamiliar glosses. The main thing is
that the verbs magaalis ‘will take out’ and nakita ‘saw’
come first in the sentences.

(11) Magaalis  [ang bata] [ng laruan] [sa kahon].

AT:will.take.out TRIG child PAT toy DIR box

‘The child will take out the toy from the box.’
(12) Nakita

PT:PERF:see ACT Juan TRIG Maria yesterday

[ng Juan] [si Maria] kahpon.

‘Juan saw Maria yesterday.’

After this brief look at the main constituent order

variations, I should point out that we have only been
talking about the most common or neutral order in
each language. As a matter of fact, almost all languages
of East and Southeast Asia allow some variation in
the constituent order of a simple sentence. It is often
possible to swap around the order of the subject and
object: that is, to put the object first in order to focus
some extra attention on it (in some languages, this
kind of switch-around is accompanied by some other
grammatical changes as well). Generally speaking,
the languages of East and Southeast Asia tend to have
a more flexible and “expressive” word order than

English. (Goddard 2005: 7-8)
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CoOBITIE, FFE - BF - HIEEZ EOUIBIT
5 ERE N # (main constituent) 7% order & FH & &
bDI3o THELFAEZHER L TWh,

3. KRG IEERIRA & DM EREE DEK

Z O 3HITIE, HEMEFBLIAT T AT OH)
WZEND L W) NEDPHT HEADERIZONT
%5 5

Sasaki and Yagi (2003: 614) 12 X 1LE, (6) D THE
D &) R AFRIAS# FID & OB REA O
Ml “characterizing” (4FBLO1F) & “lasting” (G
fetk) Td Y. a particular equivalence or difference
is assumed & ) BiR ST TS O AR F 25 b O
“temporary” (—FEE) &) R &I I NS,
(6) Each of the chapters that follow attacks a particular
assumed equivalence or difference.

(Bolinger 1977: 5)

L7283 T, ZOT#HENE [—#IIZES LT
5 (MFHDHVIIERFLEVWIERT)] L)1
R S AL, BIVASET 2B O assumed 78 E 2 445
@ equivalence X° difference |} L CTHEELD 1T 27k
fitkz /R L Twa,

FARIS, (7)) O TS [FTITEEIZE L L
TWw5 (REFER) ] LM n, arfrisins
Bl @ nation-wide %° T %2 ¥ 44 5 @ monolingualism
DEFEO T Rkt tE 2 m L T Ao
(7) What has been totally ignored in this respect
is the political and apparently also ethnographic
distinction, which Kachru (1983) so aptly captures,
between the ‘Inner Circle, the ‘Outer Circle, and
the ‘Expanding Circle.” From the point of the view
language vitality, the usage of English as a vernacular
in the ‘Tnner Circle’ must be distinguished from usage
as an official language and as an important lingua
franca of the intra-national elite in the ‘Outer Circle,
as well as from its status as a foreign lingua franca,
used for communication with outsiders by nationals of
the 'Expanding Circle.” It is the vernacular function
of English in places where it has also prevailed as
the dominant or only language of the economy that

has fostered nation-wide monolingualism. Both in

the ‘Outer Circle,” and in the ‘Expanding Circle’

multilingualism has been the norm; English is still

far from evolving into a lingua franca of the majority;
and the fear that it will drive indigenous languages to
extinction remains an unsubstantiated myth. (Coupland

2010: 48)

4. EEER & HWISERER D WiER

Z 2 TE ) BEES & BB i 5 W8 1L Kajita
(1977: 47-59) 2% 4& 4% L T \» % Head-Nonhead
Conflict (FZHB & B FEHMOM2L) (M 5
PR THhHb, ZOBRIE, PG, WIZBT 58
DB & L COFZHA D2 < &b ERIIZ
RS N, 2ofb ) ICAREMTE S ND b
O [EZEH] L LTREFSNLZ L2V,
Eix, [F U] THR7 resulting loss of language
DB, resulting 23H 7% ZIBHHT & 13E 2 12< <
[EZR] I LT ENTVD I EERBLTSE
0\ B & BAS I O WER A U T B T ek
Wb

®) DFEM TR L7 HEEBMIBEEZ LN
growing 7%l HAE G & E 2 H D fear & D
MTZ ) LBl RS BN, growing (&
STl [FEEH] LTI Twb, 2E%
5. the growing fear | 29 5 [AIA&HEi O H 2 K,
UL, BE#RC/R L 72 is increasingly being used & is
endangering ‘- driving &\ 9 TN TV T,
growing & LR ICIFIG L TV A5 Th b,
(8) A concomitant of the myth of the emergence of

a ‘global English’ has been the growing fear that,

toward monolingualism (Phillipson 2003, Hagege
2006). (Coupland 2010: 48)
UbEz#adse, 8) OXEEROHERIL [T/
O —/NVIERE] OFEA &) fEE AT 5 b 0
L LT, WEEDTE I — 1 v 8 L ERMNE S o EIFR L
Wi LTHH SN OEPERA TETWwa L
O, KEEIZH LT —1 v GEEOFEH e B LD
OHY, EHIZEI Ty R RFFHEREANLE
WRNDODHDH L) BIMAVELI > TET VD]
E b

KD (9) O T HEER growing (2 D %3 5 il
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literature & O BB EFER & WAS i EE O Wi § 3
AELTEN. ZOBEEHHRTRLEATFOL
Bk & OIS ZDREEE EZ HbILb,

(9) A dialog between the world Englishes framework
and this growing literature on professional discourse
evolution and uses of English in business. (Kachru et
al. 2009: 621)

L7225> Ty 9) OfEFUE [ Z @ World Englishes
DE 2V EMELOKFEIIBT 5 29 L3R
BMLTWD 2R TAZLICED, EY
AN BV CHENL T TERLMEA» % S
TVD I ENDHENIEA > TN THALH | &
W) BAEITR B

1. EEERAYRIR

Z OEITIL. AR, SRk & BRI, 71
AD—=A L) 3ODMENS . HEFED AR
BRI G- 2 % PR ARIE & R ICH <5 2 &
129 %,

1. 98E

Chomsky (1970) % Jackendoff (1977) %2 £I2 L %
— 380 X-bar theory |2 L 1UE, —MEIZAJICITEE
s 1 OFIEL. S &I RN I35
B, TORRIHEER. M. BB
IBEEINTVE,

SR L 2B LFANREERAMNE ) L
DOEA R (B 21X, a stroke and resulting loss of
language X° intercultural and cross-cultural 7 &) @
B, —RT 2L 1 20WICEEHLL2oH
BIEE 7 0) €9 7205, EERO AR IET LS
e S N7z F NENOZE LA O
12T 2OH5DENLMERNELTLIVDTH
59 e FHIZ, HWIZHRBERDH 5 —HD ik
HERT L9 4. astroke and resulting loss of
language] DB 5553025 L 9 12, FRETDOAE
) ald 1 EOABNTR) &FIhr>Twb
EEZOND. T LI gie b, FEER
Sk 2D (stroke & loss) & % %S, IRELTRIT 1
DDHRTHLHEV)HEEZMOPDILTIRZ 54
b ERbND,

2. HFEEIE & BRAER

— I LDOBRE IS H121E, G A
DV TERRD 2 S, TOBRIIEE DR
HIZHo ThEWb D5 RE LSO EERE
HefToTwE, REMIZCEROFEREBY O
BRPEONLEESN TS, ZL T, FEHE
FE DO RBIFR, TEHL L ABHTE 2 & DRIFRDE
L0, ENENEREROKADPRLY, B
HRRDPHONL EER LN 5L, FRIZEELRE
IEAER D BRI I\ TB SRR S L2179 %
YERATIIAEMEB TIX, 2230 5 L&D
b ORIV LARBEDTEEA ED X H IZHITK
L0 ST 5 UEDR D 5

T 7z, Mk LB D % < &b ER Lo
AT (F721XFHER) ISR LTSN EEZLS
1% the growing fear® X 9 = HITiE, LTS
7z growing T ED L) RFEHE L ODTH A9
Mo 29 LR LBRT H2EMWPDH 5,

3.742R20—2

PFRIZ B W TR RS AT R B b O &
P 121E BIRGHHEZ T TEAT TS
D TAATI-ADOBIHOLEE R D, LD
LADOFKFEHEEIED E LD, A—DXDHhThH,
political and apparently also ethnographic (distinction)
D &) AN S NS O BIRERIZ 7 1 A
I—ADBEIPER I NG

DL BT Ta—F % L) —KWIZE 2L,
SO L RER R O AR 2 i v LRVE S BT
H5BHEVH T ETdH A, Dixon (2005), Ariel (2008),
Feist (2012) % &3 1229 L2 st TiIrbn
TWAHISETH ) . FAERE O X0 FEMIZ2 BRI
BESEEAOT =7 PV o Z ) R RTH b,

FbUIC

AT, EFEXFAMICBWTEET A % 8
P HAELTT Ak A 2 KB OWT, By E%
A OHICEE RS OFEEBREETLOICHLETE
720 BARMYIZIE. BB a stroke and resulting loss of
language @ TR T £ 9 % AR RIS TR
IZERMAZ LT, WL, BRBR, 71 23—
OB S L7,

55 TEIClE, S0 & AR Is i e Bl, B
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Aspects of Prenominal Modifiers in English

SASAKI Kazutaka

Abstract

The purpose of this article is to briefly describe a variety of expressions that premodify the “head” of the noun
phrase structure in English by keeping their theoretical implications in mind. Let us take a look at an example of
prenominal modifiers like the underlined portions shown below:

If someone has a stroke and resulting (partial) loss of language, their speech may be so replete with mistakes
that they are hard or impossible to understand. (McGilvray 2005: 26)

In this example, if we wish to place a precise interpretation on one of the underlined portions (i.e., the prenominal
modifier resulting) in particular, we will firstly have to understand the coordinate structure of a stroke and resulting
(partial) loss of language, these two events taking place in sequence, and the whole noun phrase constituting the
object of the verb has, which means “experience” in this case. Secondly, the indefinite article a ranges over the rest
of the whole noun phrase consisting of a conjunction of the two “head” nouns (stroke and resulting partial loss of
language), not stroke only. Thirdly, focusing on the second conjunct resulting partial loss of language from the
viewpoint of progressive discourse from the preceding first conjunct stroke, we can interpret it as something like
partial loss of language happening as a result of the stroke, which indicates that the prenominal expression resulting
is no longer a modifier but has upgraded itself to a kind of “head” or “predicate” of this event nominal “clause”.
Thus, in order to precisely interpret such prenominal modifiers, we need to grasp their structural and semantic
characteristics in conjunction with contextual information.

This article deals with some in-depth observation of adjectival expressions concerning premodification given
above—in terms of syntactic structure (including phrase structure), semantic interpretation, and contextual
information. In section I we observe certain English prenominal modifiers cited from the literature on languages and

linguistics, and then in section II we consider their theoretical implications. Finally, we make concluding remarks.
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