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B2 I AN 24 i) Joisks E G P9 FEHA o B2 T3
2 91}, o]s} T FE ofuj AL Q3] HHME 47 JHAY ARIF ¥ 29
t}. A& B9, EAFRY AER, FAEY 9v] $4HJREC] IR0 ¥ =EZ T
2ol B TEAS o4 Adsrlo] G AA [Fo] Bl ol el oo
o] T30l Y= A8 ALEHT FAojth. £ EEAMNE FEAA A8 & B&FH2
2 B % 9o TFE T E ol 43

B2o] EAo]= thEALe] T ofull B, AR F3o) #E oo P, B Aol B
o ofu] A, BARE R ato] HE ofuf Y, BYolQ] 54 He o) FY ool 3. ol&
oA BF MATFL o ofufdo] - W v 4dE /A AN &, 4% A4
RN BE /15t A 49 62%71 BRALT] 28 Fold. A o
AN E BYALT B & 723 qu4 20t P8 4oz HAdl €
Ajojct.

I. A&

Zo|7l shite] Aol ti#Al dh} o]4te] o] s o, 12 Aol thEA ofafge] AT
2 2ot Ado] A E Folx Eatel disfA o2 e i3 AAS A st #
A& 2&8E ZAo] 713 71 EA Y EAolth. ols ZE EAE fivfi fL: FE HHoln
stk ofu A& Aol A BE DANA LA Wil &4 BAA AT B
E oo gL i ok st B8] & =EolME o 7HA 9 ey Foll FEHA Avfgel
A G223 gt TEAQ ez JojolA 13 XA QA 2 PP-attachment(
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[2,tele, n]

det

a2 1: I saw a man on the hill with a telescoped] 7+& T

A A} 23 oln], ol & HAdr] A% @ A7Vt IFH| fHa1, E oMAE AFHI gl
1, 2, 3, 4, 5]. 21}, wZole] oA ol P ol B A7 EE0|AYSE F
F9] ofvf B Eo] 2R3 Ao I AFE A9 . £ =&E FEH A8 & A2
71 1% AdAEHA $4 oM W Fefo] FEA o] e A8 E4H
AF &= 1 FAo] .

& 22ZtEo] BojA dite & Folg g oo Zo] EF 749 71 71EAYU €Y
ot} EAL TASE e e T Folg € o¥A FAHIHE Ao FH T YYo=
+ head-modifier ¥4, immediate constituent ¥+, slot-filler o] ATH[6]. & =&l
M= head-modifier W9 4% F+& 18 Z(syntactic graph) & ©] &3t £ fuf4
& BAsaA sy, 8 2 X[7, 8] tripled] A{e 2 T4, Z triple label, 3
Ao, a8l a 4oz 745 At Label & #2 tripled 4% o A9 29 w3 ot
g gushd ARAL. g 89, § - NP + VPebs 24 3ol g#is 449 triplee
snpete label W& 2tevh. 29 L& 78 29 X9 ool

FE O o A2 ¢ Aol e HHAHNE § o4 g Geojo HRA
$4)5]0]2 4 gloh= 42 o] &84 TAZ o] FEAY fivfE L I Y & A F,
O Ao o2 719 in-arc@ ZE node: o3 Bol2RE 44)E ¥ UL YEH
o, o] @o]& ambiguous point 2z St} FE THZ2HE st FEHAYE 7E T 3
. 29 LA = ong] in-arc7} 271, withe] in-arc7} 3781t wpeta] A 73 & 8
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4o 4= 2 x 3 =677 € Aotk 1, f9] dFAA 2= 5719 # 4o sHedt.
o] AL & afxuto 2= ojH FEHHo] EIEU AE ¢ 4 vt o|s} Aol AAAe R
dol g 4 Q1= tripleEol 3 H RE A of 3=, ]2 & exclusion matrix &L T}

38 J# 29 ambiguous point & ZALEA TN 3] ofivf gL H4A £4¥ + A
7] ol ¥ =i 7F Y ZE o]-&3H3Ut

A27 oA o] B ofujAd e E487] 4% 71E£F U G EF0 A 43
2, A3FoNA o] ERY ofuf 4L A3 Al4FolA HEE 1A T
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AAE T 3 oA B3 &AL e T ZF T

Ed 2 FEL2H{11]E AR F, o8 A B2} ke 9 P F(syntactic
category)ol &8 o, 28& shte] Pojgl 2 HolA shte] BY WFE UFHE AL LY
o gEA FRLASGE $d0t £ FELAHE ¥ 89, 223 A& &
1he] $AlZ e 8 B9, “F AMge] E& ¥ shiE dokstn 4 elA “o o
33 47 e AR 2EVGE Aol o]FA e ot Welh AT o€
Basht, AFA o]B2 E 299 ouE yzst fAldeeT ¥ £ vz ol 2o
wetA] o B¢ shite] By WFE U

A2 Dolo] FAL Fuutg o] &3] FEA A& EHSATE AojelME T
ol9] go] FALE d¥td o g 8FALE HRUCHI. Zu, & =RAME 23 o A&
tH10]. o8 €9, A= X8 AL 894 LRFAIR AN &, ovx ste £
WFEg F3ct ojult o7 dYste] £3 U9 o8 d39 EY3 IAE FF Ut
olg} 7L 9gulo)A ojn|x xAbs} ulAIIA 2 Fte] £ HFE BFST Aol 2B Fd
A& 9dA 4 Zeltt. §3], Y FxE T4 F4o A 1€ B 5, $EE
AR E 54 ddoin]g shite EYAFE 2T opwt Bt A8 £, AE 19 E42
¥ 23} Zo] o] ol A opvt T}

8L gz ALL &t (1)
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a9 2: 453 ddojuld AT EF £4

yA 2 @] Ao ulA QA i 1 thAelA ALt F, Dol XA FA
T34 & e, T2 Bl taA el g e EetA gt

9ol A AwT 7HA L J1Eo s dto] HRINZ AL “Ed 9 o] 3] 8" citeref:Park 2] unit
1, 59 oo A & FH LT 44749 EAE FE8 EAHAT.

IHI. 753 44
1 OFAF
Fojol Al st B AFHA 2 THEALC] B o4 Bl ME T¢I Slch I & Eol, Bol

«gn g ZalolEA FHALoT whetAl, (2)& ¥ 3¢ Zo] HAH “QWE FEAL AE
78 3 =8 o] &8t g4A € 4 At &, “@”9] ambiguous point7} A

A g Fol A 24Y77 (2)
olste] RN E FE JHTE AH #AL BT B0 JHA 2T

2 AP 33 (PP-attachment)

PP(particle phrase)-attachment & ¥ZojolA 2 $A9] ¥4 (predicate coverage)el
A 72 HPA 4714 PP A2AHBEY AT A8) 1t E2APE Ao £
WA olfjoj Al IEL ol E W& wect meA PP B3 AME Fult BeolAY 84
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39 3: hEALe] % iy

& Fole A S0t 28y, B2 35l £9& Fui7] BEd 1M oAl dAAE &
¥ 271z g (3)dA PP “F 719 Jdo"E FE TR 44 Qe 7 =
AZ4), E O 9 “RHIYE 7Y $E QAH(5). 47142 SubE 4L (4) ol

2ge| JolA F A9 A4l e 2= Ate FHAEIT (3)

age] delA ((F 78 A4ol) )& 2AES dofe FERVT (4)

aEo] YolA (£ /A9 A4ol) (A& 29E2) (kg) Fe3) g4 (5)
3 E3JAATS

By AAFE 498 % 78 /M. d9A, A7 AT E 4" F o H(N-N-
N ...). (6)o1A “T}&79] 4ol “F77} Holof ¥A] “T2Y7 0| Holol A& T *&
Ao ARY F vk wetA, (6)& (7)< (8) % e 72 H4Ad
e 5 4£odd dEFoE Jeoksiz 42dae. (6)
(e 3) £84)° JEFo2 dfefsizn 42 L. (7

() (F +22)o HEEo = dersin ALv 2. (8)
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(N-N-N ..) 3 & #gd7E 24 $d0 g#iA = o2 e iy e 7Hx3 3l
T(N-N ... VP). s} 39, gutal oz $3o] EFelME §3] t3ta] E2olM= A, 2
Ao 2T §9E £ 5 7] dEo|gt. o] Bl utF oz A AHE Bt
Yot (9)= (6)7F (N-N ... VP) #x2 #4€ Zgold.

() (F +299) (AgB22) destay)edL. (%)

suAz AEAHAS BAHEL, B, 4, . ), A% DA/, 52, )l 484
A9 H& 8y A7 tHNP-conj-NP-conj-NP ...). A&zA7t AA7& A2 223
of 2RelA Shie] HYMATE YAHAAG. of o] FS2ALEAlg] F40 AR 3
A WS i deltt. AHIA o Fgelt Hol et A&zAE Ao ¥ Afol:

olsh e Weje] AL BAHA @& Aol (10)9] B AATF “Ast W o8
7oA A “O]B7 e ‘o] £AHE Ao AR FE AL(1]), T “He] $£4HE
AAHE Aos AT £5 AcH12). of A= (N-N-N ..) 7zt ¢ £3& $4%
r f4e oA gt

Ast Az} o8 F4E B FARGUA (10)
(A2 95) s ((o18) 3 (F2))) & T&d FAAGUA? (11)
(A% Az) st (o] 8))F (F2)) 8 2&H FAREIAT (12)

A= AS 2% AA77 BFolA oA 3SAE A2 B o HNP-,-NP-
conj-NP ...). @Zo] E3& KA A58 Ao e 4 ®(comma) & AM&#oF ¢
TH9, page 170]. Y¥td oz EFA AAF il 4E/ ot B9+ SHls Ego]
ol (13)% (10)9 ABlA A& A “o177F Ad Fejolnt. o] wo] (14)8 “A%
NE"= SPojA B AME £482, (15)9] “A8 AF"E oM 4T IS B A
A7e 74 24 % AHeE o] F&A AL e 4E(,)E FhF 2= ol Yo

A AE, ol 23 728 & FAREUAT (13)
(A8 9% (183 728 & FAA) 4A)? (14)
(A% 93, 0|83} 72)8) g&d FAR A7 (15)
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4 XA} B3 Adverbial phrase attachment)

BAE 2 49 g 2 298 PP 1 9r]8 Uf 93 o 7= de TAG(9,

page 137). Z8uh, GojolAst= &2l A, £, FAA(FGAL FAL) skl 289 XE

S BT A2 YUt HAke] osh Z& A wFo] FAke] ¥-3 A7 @S 2

. (16)9] 78 7222 HAL (17), (18), (17)°] Fsstet. (17)& FAF “of#77F &<(

984} ‘=2 & $45HE Aol z, (18)= ¥4 ‘w77 AA(FAL) “B7 & S4B
2oln], (19)= ¥AF “sl977F £A(FA) “FH & F43He A $old-

e zeW o FAUNL. (16)
(h9) =83 Fos FHAL. (17
(%) (289 oz FAUAL. (18)
((A4) (&%) B)22) FA)HAIL. (19)

5 aels] 54 W4

B0 ho] o AAE Frle Uz BUAL, AL+BYS 24}, AA+A&D 249 B
A, £99 BUANY, £ A+ BYZ 24t YHE 2T Bo] theol et #
% A7 o] 2Y ol ambiguous point7t Ak. (20)9] Bl “27= ML “GR"&
aste A9(21) % AL “SE FAE 49(22) 5 ALY “AA"E 48 B4t 9
.

7 @] TE 44 Aldo] FF5ex AFEE B .. (20)
() &) ol 2k &8 Aldo] 7hs A AFE S S . (21)
((2) (drtel 22E) §4) Aldo] 7FsBA AFE 2 Fdshe ... (22)

(=) (sl 29T &4 Ald) o] 7FsBA] AFE 2 Flhe .. (23)
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I| IO, |IOL, | IIE | IILg | IV | V

4127 87 10 | 13
21 | 61 | 2 3

X 1: ojuj e Wixs
IV. 3Bl 838

B3] ZaojA 7} Wol HAHE ofu 4L B¢ AA7e] o HA HBHE AoH(
62%). B 44719 AY A EFsto s B3o] AN WAHE AP 62%71 B3 A
AFo] oA HAE Zoletn U 4 9k o] AEE BA & &N AW dAez F2
A Ao geiA dojA Agolch E 1& APolA 49 ofuj g ¥NlEFE FA5 T Ao
o}.

= 1A I, I12) 1153, 1LY, IS, I8, IV7, VB ojsj ol $7-& yehlx, Eud
%A= 7 i e SN EE derd

MAY B2 Toz RN W] B3] B RE Yol £4A AL ohE
20 we BAL $AHY E 8 949 ogel 24T A At

gogt B =58 Edz A4 AFolg TE 12AY A4 A7 P¥E st
gheloF & Zolth.
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