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“Preposition Stranding and Phonological
Phrasing in English”
PR (EETIE)

In this study, I argue that preposition stranding
in English is a prosodic phenomenon. It is
demonstrated that stranded prepositions are
distributed in accordance with a conspiracy of the
Lexical Category Condition (Truckenbrodt (1995,
1999[1])) and the Strict Layer Condition (Selkirk
(1984[2], 1995)). The LCC prohibits the mapping
of functional categories (e.g. prepositions) alone
into prosodic constituents like phonological
phrases, and the SLC dictates that prosodic parsing
should be exhaustive. In terms of these two
prosodic conditions, it is predicted that stranded
prepositions must be contained in phonological
phrases surrounding lexical categories: in other
words, prepositions cannot strand alone in
phonological phrases. The present study shows
that this prediction is empirically borne out.

[1] “On the Relation between Syntactic
Phrases and Phonological Phrases,” LI 30. [2]
Phonology and Syntax, MIT Press.

(77 7~y NESURREO SRS
FERIER (R R

AFEFTIL, PC,PTA,NHK 72 E DT /LT 7
Ny NECTRE (A BESUTRE) 12OV, K
REEILLO LT o ERRE ARG S OR
i, KMk, RS, RS o7 7t ME
WEZ LN O 55 « S HORFZ 5
T 5,

YEEO A FFUCTREIERE Rk [GE) L LT
OBEMEF L TWDHHO0, HHEICIE
black board (FV k) DX 57 )] OT 7
vy MiEERFD, 4T U XRER EOfMD S
v CHREBRERTH D,

UK L BATED A BECTRET 7

M, TEMTRERZER NP LOND HOD,
HARNC M) T3 T3E) & LCokelE
Y, FEL4 FEEHRT 5L, AR
FEIIEAAFERIL T 7y MEEEZ RO

(cf. Kubozono (2003[1])) &\ 9 Hadsihszns
O L35, 72 HFGEH OBV, [HGELY

HAGED 7 MG E RN O A A

U EW D IR (FERE (1995[2]) & —Ecd 5,

[1] “Accent of Alphabetic Acronyms in Tokyo
Japanese,” A New Century of Phonology and
Phonological Theory, Kaitakusha. [2] [FE/ZR% &
Gl , <A LBk

Al PR (AR

“EPP as Selectional T-feature Satisfaction and

Dative Subject Construction in Japanese”

WA ORBROREERF 1)

In this presentation I claim that dative subject
constructions (DSC) in Japanese are not of the
same kind as previous analyses, including Ura
(2000[1]), argue them to be; dative subjects in
Japanese do mnot necessarily assume such
subjecthood as a feasible controller of PRO, an
antecedent of the subject-oriented reflexive.
Contrary to [1], I show that not only Subj but also
Obj can take on such GFs. Thus my analysis is
tantamount to rejection of DSC in Japanese. These
facts can be swimmingly elucidated under my
proposal, where dative subjects are just a
realization of the self-sufficient arguments in the
sense of Pesetsky and Torrego (2004[2]). Besides,
I propose [2]’s (dual) TP system can also explicate
the GF phenomena of (pseudo-)DSC in Japanese.

[1] Checking Theory and Grammatical
Functions in Universal Grammar, OUP. [2]
“Tense, Case, and the Nature of Syntactic
Categories,” The Syntax of Time, ed. by Gueron
and Lecarme, MIT Press.

[/NERPN D EPP B4 |
KR T GHEEEERSRT)



Chomsky (1981) Ko THRES NI
FFE (BPP) 13, WvhEFEEGTILT O5K
PEICERT S & ﬂiﬂi SN TW5 (Chomsky
(1995, 2000)), LA>L EPP Ol I#is, T
DMFET D E/IOAERIE T Thiv T & 7272
¥, EPP 23T InDINE L7-85 T 2 mlfelk
ZRREETE TRV, L7235 TEPP & T D
R Z PR HITiE, T 25895 L7\ BB
CEPP SiG ABlE3T DN B D, Z 2Tl
ZOXIREREEL LT, T MMAELZRV VNG
ZHEZT D, Felser (199915125 %, /1N
NS IASRERIE 2 &3 FP & L, unaccusative
R0 passive DIREOEE, FEEAYVINEIN T EPP
WSkt Z b aimlsb, ZOZ i, /N
WO EPP [T /> HARST. U 7= B SR 5 81
GThHY, T OFRMETHD D FIE, BB,
O FEOWTNORMEDOKILTH RN &%
TET D,

[17 Verbal Complement Clauses, Benjamins.

“The EPP and Subject Extraction”
Bt R CRAE AR
In this talk, I support the claim that the EPP is
a PF interface condition by examining the
interaction between the version of the EPP so

conceived and subject extraction by A’-movement.

In particular, I will show that given this conception
of the EPP, so-called that-trace effects receive a
natural explanation under the probe-goal system
invented by [1] plus the linearization mechanism
proposed by [2]. Given that the EPP feature of T
must be satisfied by an overt element and further
that such a feature checking can be done
derivationally, I will demonstrate that the
complementizer that blocks subject extraction due
to the contradiction caused by the EPP satisfaction
on the one hand and the order preservation
condition proposed by [2] on the other. Finally, I
will discuss those cases that evade that-trace
effects in English and other languages.

[1] Chomsky (2008) “On  Phases,”
Foundational Issues, MIT Press. [2] Fox and
Pesetsky (2005) “Cyclic Linearization of Syntactic
Structure,” Theoretical Lingusitics.

W) FH= (11 A 14 BF%)

Hl 4ath B GRAEKRE)

“Feature Inheritance and A/A’ Properties of
Non-DP Subjects”
AEHmfR— CGRAERFRF PR

AFEFTIE, Chomsky (2008[1]) DA
MNHAELDE fEE!’JT PEERET 5,
Chomsky (2008)i, ClZiasiisatt & —HklE
DD &R LT, b ri I4[Spec, CP]~D A’
Bihzsl &4, —JF, —HEHEHICOH»S
T IZHEMRER S, [Spec, TPI~D A BEh%
FlEEZT,

AFERTIL, CO sk b TO I FMElR S
NDFENDD L|_ET D, Zhucky, T
Ouzal « —8EME & —8 L C[Spec, TP
B DRI, AVAEROR AR LTI
T5, ZOTHINELWZ &%, SCFEEEY
PrhJRiE, T2 O CRREd 5.

[1] “On Phases,” Foundational Issues in
Linguistic Theory, MIT Press.

“Non-canonical Agreement:
Its Implications for Case/@-feature Checking”
KA (REF TR

This paper considers the mechanism of Agree
and its implications for locality through the
investigation of non-standard agreement in
English. We claim that an uninterpretable Case
feature is an independent probe in T (cf. [1]) and
that there is a lexical parameter governing whether
or not a Case feature constitutes a single probe
with o-features. It is demonstrated that the
proposal can explain Case/agreement facts in the
wh-construction and can tell non-standard
agreement from standard agreement in a
principled manner. The proposed analysis is
shown to be further corroborated by the fact that it
can also account for non-canonical verbal
agreement in the Bantu inversion construction and
parametric differences in the raising construction
in Scandinavian languages. The paper has some
consequences for the locality of Agreement, which
we see are both theoretically and empirically



favorable.
[1] Carstens (2001) Syntax 4.

Al MREEY CORFBERY)

(SRS D5y DR RRBB AT
— W D8 A H—]
AL (FRHESGERT)

TERDAERSHEDHA T, HFEDIIR
SUIBEFCHGRE & O o 7B B EIT T &
N C& 7= (Chomsky (1977[1))72 &), AFEEKT
X, 95 LR #IZAEHR LoD, Rizd
(1997[2)) DifiaEREIE I (Cartography) (3%
DONMEARR L, RREUTRT D FE R
ANERAE~NEERBET 5 L R D, &
HIT, EROHFETITHEVIRY T bis
Z DI o T A8 HIT 5 that BiPEID
FHEICOWT HEEICE 5235, BRI,
that HiN T, OFEEHEEOHGERENASFTRE
ThHY, OFEHARTET, GfFEDR
Akl BR 40 2 B CRIRRIZR B A AN ATRE T
HDH LV ZOORPEICERY #Te, €L T,
TrBE I D SHREZAET D Z &1
X0, ZNHORENEENCRLSND & T
B D, BRI, WFERROPRRAVTGS & HE
B MEEOBERIC OV CEIIAE L3 D, 4
BOBREREHI AL D <HFFED T T 412
AN AR

[1] “On Wh-Movement,” Formal Syntax,

Academic Press. [2] “The Fine Structure of Left
Periphery,” Elements of Grammar, Kluwer.

[ BEIERRERIR & FErtsAt: |

FHEFUA IR
AFRTIE, AT FEoA X VTR E
T, FERERSEIESU S RN U6
(2, BB R e 55 VAR5
D, FEEE T IO A RRET A
BEA AR p-PP &S S EIREEIC TS
HREZLETFRL QNS GERIRR TRV
DIFp R ET5) AFRKRILIINAIRS
H, p LW O HERERIR A BB ST 5

KRR 55 FVIITHE- LTS & F5RET 5,
BhEAEER B AL D BRIk LT T
NHHOTHY, HFRIENOEME) bOITE

DI HLO—HTHLIG, BB 52
TBhEE & Bi5 (R)) ) & D AGREE (Chomsky
(2001[1))72 &) TEETLODHEARTHD &
FETIUE, p & AGREE £ TEHHDIE
ZOEWTRILVRERTHD, LL, B
A TNERREIU IR SN L Tk
D, p LD AGREE %58 FIETHHDTH
D
[1] “Derivation by Phase.”

MHERBLOBEITONT
—I=< VRN FuSTATESSER
HERGE GO

S=<URAhL+712F A (Chomsky (1995,
2004, 2005 55)) TiL, SrEAES)Z ATREZBR Y
SEENNORREMAR & DA B —T = A AGHE
Dtk & LTI DRAD RS TND, =
DT TT LD LTI, RIS TEESD
BUCSRERFE OMRRE LT E BT D
2 DD EEFEDDMLEND D EBZ BID,
(1) Y%OREFHBITE £ 5 FMHFOREA
(2) FIHF1OfE
AFETIE, AT 458 HAGEEDOHALR
BB ONTHELIVTWDHIEND, &
FEEE K OVR N & RO SED 2R %7
T OB, QFEIET D & 247w
b EEimT D, I, FHtOBEETE
AR CEPE R MHEOIREIM TS Z &
R T ARSI DX, FEHEOMITIX
MELEAH H S E EN D FMEORREA BUES
LIEEEIHR DV, ASRMEEOTEEI T
HIRATOILD DS,  MRMEEOEITEN
HZ L EmC D,

[1] Philip (2000) “Adult and Child

Understanding of Simple Reciprocal Sentences,”
Lg 76.

Wz FH== (11 A 14 B4%)
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18 2D/ NRIZ 1T 5 be about to D
FEIZONTC
SUESYNION o NE Sy NE= 1)
fitiim (B2 (2009[1])) (23T, be about to



DSTHEARINE T SOE L LTzoid 19 i)
BHDOETH D EFR LD, ABETIL, £
DERTD 18 fikdod/Ni (Eighteenth-Century
Fiction, Chadwyck-Healey) Z#i# L, beabout
to DEHERZS LD AR D,

FRea L v a ATNEROBA A 53T L
ToRESRS, AN ERI A M LT
23, FOBRMINIEHRR BIRTIRED Z
SN, ZoZEns, bkt
INHEND P LTI D ST b A 2R |
L7=Z &, ERBER—Hb2f~ YR
U722 &%, ZHUE Milroy (1992: ch.
6[2])Dik~% innovation 7> change £\ VH &
FEEAED/RNE —AZETITEDY, be about to
DIGE OB TI b SR HEIR A B
STV EAD, SHIT, 18 HHZIIUIR
\RIET DI T, IR MR 2 (T T
LTWeZ & bRd (Traugott and Dasher
(2002[31))

[1] BERISGEHIZISIT 2 be about to DFE
B &S0k, JELS 26. [2] Linguistic Variation
and Change, Blackwell. [3] Regularity in
Semantic Change, CUP.

[FERIZISIT B B DRI DUV T
PARIETERS (BRI PR

AFERTI, FFEOLFRIN DB DO
THERFIBLENBBELEL, iy — 2% H
WEFRASIZHADNWT, BB KD
WRENIE DAL A HINTT 5, s ORJRIC
DWW, his BEICHRT D L9 RfiE

(Ohmura (1995)) & J@I&JIEITDOA4IETH L &
VW) FE (Allen (1997) B3 5H703, #hEia X
FEL, s 1351 & U CHIRGEE T
Holo L EET S, £ LT, Ibaraki (2009[1])
THER I DP #iiE & OB AN EE SN
T, HHYm— SAOFRERE RO & FEE
(BT D B OFRENLE & IREDOE L a i
T 5, BRAINCIE, R TR IR
ThoTh, WHEIHEERIZELL, Zhuc
P TRISIEITRER CTH-oT-(e)s 73, K&fF5
F-& Uk & R UArEN AR S D &K 9
ol b EIET A, ZAUTLY, HEEET
VLIRAS A R AN RIE R & Ik~ 5 Z & 23 ATRE
Tho7=h, BRIGETITZOL S 2dilix

FFENIRNE W) FENE L <EI NS,
[1] “The Development of the Determiner
System in the History of English,” EL 26.

Hl Ko (R

“Floating Many in Japanese”
HARPERE (HAKRT)
AAGED %< D/ T2 SAD| IXEIH
WZRICEBR LIRS D, & ZARZRBOD
BTN NP DI RS OA A U
A, BWRICEOVEL D, [V a U idkE (%
AT SN} BEATZ) &0 DT, 1£<)
DYty TFEATEAROMERZ N & BBk
2725, LZAN [T S OYA, Ak
DOEMRITNZ T—MOARZRRY W LFHEAT)
[ OAROIE Sy E CTHiAEATZ] LD
RFR® FTRE R, Z3M072 3L & 70 %, A Cl,
INSDOEROEOCVELBFEINE, FhE
NOBEROIRAEDIEFE OGRS, TH
AFEORALT [%< D/ 12K SAD] 135E
@ many &ITEV, B2 HFEFEA RIS
FUTHEIR S 415 | & 3% Tanaka (2006[1]) %0
REBHAL, s & 72 o 72k
T & BRI A 12557 5, L7
(%< D/ T2 SAD) ORI DFRIL,
72 BB RE L O/ DREEICEKT 5 2
L xR,
[1] “Lexical Decomposition and Comparative
Structures for Japanese Determiners,” SALT 16.

[Time-away #3C(ZOVT
PalR (RIGKT)

HEEIZIE, They danced the night away. D X 9
7% Time-away ## S 2377 4£ L, Jackendoff
(1997[1) 1L Lo & L TWANAZREHEAE
SN T\ %, Time-away #5313, NP & away

REEA NIV D Z ESAIRETH Y, —H
T% &, AZMLEESC He looked the reference
up. LRI UKD R DA R D, AR,
AEAVFIRESC & OFRERZ I HNNCT D & &
HIZ, Time-away HECOREFHEAZ B BT
%, Fio, FEATRE EIUED Bip b 2o
DRFFRZE FiaEsE, &0, BEWRARE TR
BRSO TG L VO BRI Bi LD, BIRE



B LTI, HA 200322 > T LD
Z izt B,

[1] “Twistin’ the Night Away,” Lg. [2] &%
iml , B

EEFRBFA~DHT 7 1 —F)
JERRERE (STmfERT)

AFER T, BRERBOEHS 2RI T
WICENIENGRO T 7 0 —F BN THDH =
L AROOTHANTEET S, DAistall
DX 7RATK LT, B TA O & &3k
THZ DIV HEEEOMIZITEN H D) &
IEPISM A2 D, T DI TFREE SR,
TiF7e< 2], FERLFZHESI TN,
E B Z OFAE AL I IENI AR FTRE Cd
LW HTERSET D, ZHUTE ST, bk
#3514 A is tall, B is not tall D K HIZHK TS
FEDEHE % ) ELFRTEDH LT D,
@ TARB LVHE<EHLY CI1ED LV
D] DX ECTIFEN R ST
%o ZZTCEHIKOA VHIZ TADHSLE B
DOESIZITENHDH) LKL, EDOLET, Z
DAFERA L SV 250 BN/ C O FTRE
IPEMECH DI EMBRIIC E VRS, =
D%, max BHEEEBRE OFfiE TEN RS
LD LW T A IRET D

[1] Dekker (1993) “Existential Disclosure,”
L&P 16. [2] Kennedy (1997) Projecting the
Adjective, Ph.D. diss., UCSC.

WHFesEaR) Hu= (11 A 14 B4%)

Al pEE— AR

[ Adnominal Conditionals
B - 7R RRARE AT SR
i N 1 N o NE e )
AFERDOBERIGT, EHPL T ERT
% adnominal conditionals (LA T~ AC) TH % (e.g.
Think of the outcry if that had been a nuclear
accident), AC (ZxtL, ME—DFEATHIZETH
% Lasersohn (1996[ 1)) D7~ L7240, SCE
fifid it-Fi & OWATHEA TIET 5D TH D,
s, &2 X if ST M= {(xEU | for all those
worlds W’ closest to W such that there exists some Yy

e [S] MY, it holds that x& [X] ™™y izdit
DEBX NS (G0 THIULSERD if-fi &
LT, N &) Thiud AC & L THEGE
HEEND LW D TH D,
AFFENL, ZOSMr ORISR R L7
T, D2 mEFIET D, 1) AC ITEffiSiL
HAFADH RGBT, HGR - sEHRRIC (5
PEDOREAIIT L 0 FAET DRERF), 8o
[ DRRATIC X > THEBAREED S E S 5
W) LREIRCEX D HOTRITFIUIZR B0,
2) AC IZBIT B4 P, IFfs4 i Q 1695
A DK« LWIREETY, Desirability (JRE5
(1998[2]) DAEA—E L TWRITFIUTR B 70
AN
[1] “Adnominal Conditionals,” SALT 6. [2]

(53¢ & Desirability O] , A ()
=XV T 4 LHEHTAL

[FEDAFEHEL « AATEDORE &
7 LFOmE - B FOmE
WFERR. (L)
AFEFRTIL, HEEOL FIAAESC (Right
Dislocation) & HAGEDHESUZIB LT, Zipf
(1949 11D/ NF7 I DJFRINZHANT, - [k
L, (A) BEESR - REERIATT O
gy CAF, STy LIRS 128 LFOm:
DMENNTND E AT 2 EEIEETH Y, (B)
HR(EEFR - HRTE BRI R & OB M T
WD RIS Z L INTE DA DHETEA]
RBIZ72 D, LW IHIAETRET 5, (ADSMF
1%, AT OREHRE L COMfENE 1 0035
B0, A28 LRI & o TR T2
Gl S Y, B)DFML, s
F - HIETEROMFRE L COME)E v D%
B0, RAIESR - RIETRZ M & T
IRE R CHATER DI AEIE AN 2. 2 LB
B UGBTI SN2 BT,
[1] Human Behavior and the Principle of
Least Effort, Addison-Wesley Press.

Al T (BATRT)

TA 23 A 72] RSS2 EE )
AN T (REAT- KRR
YRR b— b U— TAisA) 1%, AA



REOYFE, TAIXATS) & TARATE v
22 ODIRE LY H D,
(1) K {a BUTHL b, BISEL) 7203572,

Bz2iE, ()T, BFORBEOESIIHICH
—[KWBHD ENHIFEOERITHLT, KT,
(1a)TlE, ZEOERIZKRI LTV, (1b)
T, EOERICFEE LTS LR 5 2
LINTED, LIRS T, FEETIEE DI,
Parents are parents. &\ 9 H—DEA TR I 4,
XAIF 5 2 LR TEARWMAlEZ2 B AGETIE

NE) & 123 OFENZE->TXRIL, %7
HEWERET D FEER > TWD L UET
HZEMTED,

AFEFTIL, [LUA (008[1) S L7an D,
A U< BhabEEm 2 vy, TA 23 A 721 53¢
23, EEEOME < ERFFIAERR) O 5 X T
U HHABRYZAEE & 13N DA E A AnE
% D\ THESCR AR X b D T & i
Za—RELTWEZ LR LS,

[1] “Cognitive Aspects of Tautology,” JELS
25.

(358 L BAFEOBEORIERS]
PELE T (EmAERT)

PEE CIIBH I OBIESE TTED M E415 3L
IRT, UIXUZAAGETIE o) Ve
%, (“Itis/#was a holiday today.” vs. 4 H 134k
IT2oT2, 1 /“Tve found it.” (“Here it is.”) vs.

(o7 1)

ARCl, B, WBEREABTEE TS
B & BRI IR 2 LR L, &
i [72] PARBITEERTH D = & &Ik
(25, 55 1T, IBERHHOMRRESIZIER L
FREDFEEDIENX DRI 2 e,
Q-implicature & I-implicature  ( Levinson
(2001[1))) |2k DR AZRHEE 52 & 2R
9, OFEV, FEETIE Q-implicature, HAGE
ClE Hmplicature 2395 Z &7, FREDE
WETpoTND, BIRIS, 7S TR
LRGN AT D DD, scalar /3HT (Hom
(1989[2])) ZHRFl] « 7 AT MEEITINA L
M2, OEV, FEEOWE LB TIX
scalar pair ZTERKT 573, HAGE TILZ O pair
DAREANL T, Q-implicature 23 #1254,
L-implicature 23 & 0 HBLL, FREDENE 725

YRy e B
[1] Presumptive Meanings. [2] A Natural
History of Negation.

“Investment of Meaning in Discourse:
Intertextuality through Resonance”
AT (AAL R

This study demonstrates how meaning gets
shaped through multiple layers of texts. Going
beyond the traditional semantic and pragmatic
accounts, meaning here is regarded as the product
of, as well as the investing entity of, intertextuality
between culturally meaningful contexts of the past,
the present, and the future. Such intertextuality of
meaning is sustained by “resonance” ([1]), the
recycling of accessible resources, which is often
represented in the linguistic forms on the various
levels. In additon to the functions of
recontextualization ([2]) and differentiation,
resonance also has the function of enhancing the
situated meaning. In our English discourse data of
an American TV drama series, the use of
resonance was found to facilitate in the creation of
invested meaning, many cases of which are
particularly used for generating humor.

[1] Du Bois (2007) “The Stance Triangle,”
Stancetaking in Discourse, ed. by Englebretson,
Benjamins. [2] Tannen (1989) Talking \bices,
CUP.

WFzeseg) = (1 A 15 B4R
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[ TR V3BTRS HRED
BRI DV T
FIRIT BT
By el e W E NS VA 2 e e R 2R )
(locative object; LO) 23T HELD3 5,
(la)lx, ASKEVICHENGICTH 21X O
swim 73 LO ZffV, Ak &%) &
o MEZE (feat) | 2VBUESND, (1b)Tl,
{tiEhF spread 75 LO 240, [/ —mlz/ %
—HBD| L, TOGITERPNEY D
D EW TR S 115,



(1) a. Alex swam the channel.

b. John spread the bread with butter.
ARFOFIR/T, OWERETHILONED L
D IR R 2 L QWD OB BNT
THELIATHD, BARITIE, ()OI
B SN DFEEORFINLITEH S7eWE
e (feat <° full 72 L) WAL LHD0%,
BONOIGET A MOKKUE = — 3R, T
70 & FUATTZLRNTA B NTT 5,

[1] Schlesinger (1995) “On the Semantics of
the Object” [2] Iwata (2008) Locative
Alternations: A Lexical Constructional Approach.

(e - FTERENEA OO LERRGEFEIZ DV T

*ﬁﬁ%’%‘”? (BEERE)
PEACFTEE &\ o 7o ERRTEE)  (physical

action) % & O o BES, FEENEF 2 F5EIC
PRERE (DD, FREREO.OE AR A
) ZBRREIZE B &LERRRREZEE (change
of mental state) & ZKJHRFN/RD, AFEEKT
1%, SEE L AAGEOB - FTEEER 0O EAY
FrigL, s oBE L e 545 0E
WRA)RF# % Generative Lexicon (Pustejovsky
(1995[1]), BLT, ApGEEEWm (B
(2005[2])) THREE AL TV D RPE RS Z FHV
e L, FHZ, FEBAFZ A 7o &
S CTHIRELFE LTRSS & X, i
& U CHil - FIERENE & 2 ORI 4 )3
P RIRREZ A F T Elmim) & L Claiid 2
ZEETIRL, FOTut RAEHLNNTT S,
[1] The Generative Lexicon, MIT Press. [2]

IEpGEEEwR] , <A LISt
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“SPEC-T in Passive Constructions”
N[ N ONTONE INE 2 17

Mihara and Hiraiwa (2006[1]) suggest that
idiom chunks in Japanese cannot be passivized,
although there exist several VP idioms whose
objects can be passivized in English. However, if a
wh-phrase or a niyotte-phrase, which corresponds
to a by-phrase in English, is scrambled to the
sentence-initial position, idiom chunks can be
passivized. The aims of this presentation are to

explain why idiom chunks in Japanese usually
cannot be passivized and to prove that
niyotte-phrases can be raised to SPEC-T, adopting
Matsuoka’s  (2003[2]) analysis.
(2005[3]) proposes that Japanese is a focus
prominent language where what agrees with the
focus feature is raised to SPEC-T. I claim that
wh-phrases and niyotte-phrases can agree with the
focus feature while idiom chunks cannot. I
propose that what is impossible is not passivization
of idiom chunks but raising them to SPEC-T.

[1] [ AAGEORGEMIE] | At 2]
“Two Types of Ditransitive Constructions in
Japanese,” JEAL 12. [3] “On the EPP” MIT
Working Papers in Linguistics 49.

Miyagawa

“On the Asymmetry in Passives between
Japanese and Korean”
FO 2 (LR

In this talk, I will focus on the presence and
absence of so-called adversity passives in Japanese
and Korean, respectively. According to [1] and [2],
languages diverge in the availability of high and
low applicatives, and while the semantic import of
low applicative is “transfer of possession,” that of
high applicative is “affectedness” (e.g. benefactive,
malefactive, etc.). I will argue that while Japanese
are endowed with both, Korean employs only low
applicative; hence, the latter lacks “affected” (i.e.
adversity) passives. This is evidenced by the
richness in the inventory of high applied verbs (i.c.
the auxiliary use of verbs of giving and receiving)
in Japanese and its relative paucity in Korean.
Furthermore, the proposed analysis has a revealing
implication as to the morpho-syntax of voice
alternations in the two languages.

[1] McGinnis (2001) “Variation in the Phrase
Structure of Applicatives,” Linguistic Variation
Yearbook 1. [2] Pylkkénen (2008) Introducing
Arguments, MIT Press.

WF7esese) FA= (11 A 15 B4Fa)
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“Visible Scope Economy in Comparison”
JIEEE] (University of York R545)

The purpose of this paper is to discuss the
mapping between syntax and semantics with a
specific focus on phrasal comparatives in Japanese,
demonstrating that movement of scopal elements
is constrained by a requirement from semantics
and thus syntax is not completely autonomous. I
show that a comparative constituent introduced by
yori(mo) must overtly precede its host gradable
expression, a consequence of obligatory QR a la
Bhatt and Takahashi (to appear[1]) and then show
that a comparative constituent cannot move
beyond negative scope composed by NPIs. I argue
that movement in Japanese is freely done as long
as it does not impose a burden at LF. Movement of
scopal elements is possible if it is compatible with
an appropriate semantic representation, but it is not
if it requires an ‘extra’-reconstruction at LF.

[1] “Reduced and Unreduced Phrasal
Comparatives,” NLLT.

[LF =2 &°—& PF HIIBRIZ K 5 WESTOHT)
B RS GRAERS)
AERCGETIE, EMMERER (LF) o=

—, FEL BEEHHEE (PF) OHIBRICHE

DL EWESLD G HMUE AL TS (Sag

(1976[1]), Williams (1977[2])), AFEFE TI,

Chomsky (2001[3)Z &5 7 =—RBEGHD T,

INOOEEEHFE S DR MEN T =— X Th

% CP & vP OFEZH (C & v) (CHEERIICH:

ARSI, IROFFEEZFFO LIRET 5,

(1) a. Copy Mt (C-F) ZRFOTEEROAMHLT
ERREIIE, 22 & B RROER
DEAEIEIRS A, LF TPt
TR a e —3 b,

b. Deletion =% (D-F) &R oFTHOE
KRBT PF CHIBRE LD,

ORI, [MHEREREKZ C O C-F, BiE

AHIER%Z v O D-F, ##ZEpmE & 25k z v

D CFIZEYENEIIREL, T bDENE

SCHVRY RS A ISR D,

[1] Deletion and Logical Form. [2] “Discourse
and Logical Form.” [3] “Derivation by Phase.”

Al Bt GRS

'WH BRI DYRAE & HaE
il fo (HIRANIRT)

VT4, CP @ Left Periphery (ZB33% Rizzi
(1997[ 1)) D554 % DP (23 LT, DP |Z Focus
Phrase (FocP)73d>2 &\ HHEE & FHIDOGE
DT TS (Aboh (2004[2])<° Haegeman
(2004[3))72 &), AFEFTIL, Gungbe FEIZEY
$°% Aboh DT A 580> WH RIS H]
L, DP WEBT FocP ~DOB#EIVET ([how
pretty; [a t; girfl]]), & 5HIZZHUHEID FocP ™
FREE~BET 2 Liml % ((How pretty [a t
gitl]sheist, 1), ZAUZ kW, OWH @A)
how & what IIABHIAIZ AT &9 FE, @
SAEEHIET 5 DP & WH BRI
] & EIERA B D SR AT 5, £72,
Q@WH A ORTERFIREMH L, —AICEHIT
EEFSAVRWVDMISCTIEEF S LD &0 ) 32
L, FEICTHIHFINDGAD D L) FH
7 B R & BN IIE 2> BRI 2,

[1] “The Fine Structure of the Left Periphery,”
Elements of Grammar, Kluwer. [2] “Topic and
Focus within D,” Linguistics in the Netherlands
2004. [3] “DP-Periphery and Clausal Periphery,”
Peripheries, Springer.

[RIRERRREEC IS D
H - FREEE DR ONTY

FTFRAF (B
PERDHGEIE CREIICHII T 272>
TERIBAIT, PR & HEEOIREEHROREN &
Do AFETIL, MREfRRRN L 2 7 Iz HEL

LB 58 X DAROER &8 U,
FEERHEGHD B A FVRIET DR — ARk
REL RS A BEL9 D, D=0, [ AKX —
O 2—/3A| HDH - SEERIFER OUFYE
FOFRICESZ YT, R BEZT ()
AR T T 0 T 80D KE TR BN ONAORE
TEOFRIERSRE, (2) FRBhy « TEEEY) - TEHM)

RSB DEROEGSHEEE, (3) 78, Al
SCOTER + WRRZRRIA~DINE /T =4 Y
v URERE, () TEAH, R, G A &
VADEI L WS- FRIEERE, (5) oK
HIEX VT ¢ & OWFHER & 5 SOflik



B SREMOISEREERD, Zhuch &3
X, P &\ D IESEETENDS, SRR
T EFEERIEOISEICRE S FE5TD
T EEMERL, HEROHEREN TRt
Tl AT 5,

Wroesssy #t= (11 A 15 B4

Al EREZE GRS

HEREHOER L EE -
FEERFET —Z IR\ T
BT GRFERT)

AFZEIFEEDO TR B CGREE DM RS
HA IR D% (referentlal form choice) DL
RDO—DNGEEDIEENH D Z LT, &
ARRBUBPUZEI DA TR Tl (1) G5
i, (2) REREOMEEGHE, (3) DRESNRE O
FRRIAN BT 2 HONE S, 56T —
& VR CFE R (this, that, these, those) %
A@i%fﬁ \ZHEE LT, faRaBlisil

XA ORIECREE LR 5 Z LA B
_Té F X OFREEOHClE—x%E
A5 (he) RE72 DR (this guy, that guy)
72 P OFRIITE VR I T DH00 B
AB=T 7 aryORTaLT 7 A SHE
kL, BIEOGECAGOGm & -T2 7 L
— L% (of. Enfield (2003), Hanks (1996),
Stivers (2007)) = & 12 & 0 Bk MEEAEHL &
NTCNDLZ EERT,

[72% I sat in the bath tub, soaping
a meditative foot.| ERBERHEIL L LT
IR TX D>
SERE CEFRNKT)

FEEIZIT DEAHERFREL UL T TE) 23
23 CTHD (1) He was now smoking a sad
cigarette. &, (2) AsIsat in the bath tub, soaping a
meditative foot.|%, H—DaAiApT & D ﬁﬁ

FEOFLTHHr S TE 2 Hall (1973[1]))
737) L, (1)@@];:]6 1%, H E’ju% il k, = IH%E/J
(2R BREODE OFROENENBIY LS DD
WL, QUL DX 5 RBRITA BN
vy, [8EE & 2O BRGEE] &) TIER Y72 BR
DIHINBHID, 728, U, TE #5513

ELTHEIRCX HD7EA 9D,

AFEFTIL, TE 28RS H[A-N]JNDO N O
FYEHEE (qualia structure) [ZVEH L, TE %
TR DB, N ORFEREENOERDS, i
TOEBORMEREDST DL FRETD

(Pustejovsky (1995[2]), =L C, ()if, ND
FERBENORFRICE SO OB ST D

DIZXL, U, RD, FHii-Zs@fEo~
L—LERICE ENOEHRD, N ORFERE
WCHESIVTERR S LTV D ST D,

[1] “The Transferred Epithet,” LI 4. [2] The
Generative Lexicon, MIT Press.

Al SEINAH (BEFEAS)

[HSEOREREERBL I T HRMEFFD
a7y AV]
TE/KEHE ALK
A3 T, There is a tower through the forest.
(28T through DX 512, BlEEREEFRIC
PEO FIERZAR D, ZOREOE, AiER6)
DEMZ amile D X 9 7eBREEREL F 7213 an hour
D X5 RRFEBIMINE D &, EPF”ﬂﬂﬁﬁ
ORI 2277, A (1997[1])IC
Z ORED from [ ZRHHZRE A M L ?Lé f“
H A 200822 LAUE, Z DD across
I LA ¥ = FZ K DR D& R % 7 1
77 ANT D,
iR _EMEE LT, ZORDOITED
AiERAC RS U CRERE RAHZRELOAH OB
NHFFHRHEA I RSN TR ST, DA
XX = T OB D END ORIERO 7 1
77 A NBAHNAER S TN e ) 2
KD, 2T, BREERESFRIAED R
(R R R A MR &3 DR A R E
L, ZOMECORTEFOT 17 7 A LTIk
AT & B R RBLO R N LT
BIAF ¥ =2 I R7e iRl 2 & RS
Do
[1] TEEERBlOYE | SEIBEIERDL |
[Z=f & %%’@J@il%fﬂﬂ etk 2] st
L EROMR—SRmENGROT 7 e —F—],
v



[There-7 <)V LDV THA L
ZIVENOEH - e
EAR B GUREARARD)

AFE Tl Lambrecht (1988[17)2 Crtam <AL
T35 There-7 /L4 A (eg There was a
farmer had a dog.) DEE « BERED BRI 21T
9, Lambrecht H1E, MiZHESCOBEE T %

EHREEDIEIE] &L, FIZISHEHR A
% % Afarmer had a dog. &\ 9 SUTIFHH#ES |-

TFE LR T2, RO EEIET
% (A=) LWV D iz ED ) 72912,
SCHHIT There was 2MSINS 405 & 43T LT
Do LLARNG, SEERIZIE There’s they got
there. (BNC)?D L 512, Lambrecht & DT
TR CERWEBIBIAET D, ZDZ L%
HFRE L, Bhh, YoM sh
123 T XA SSEOITONEZ T, [k
WOEIE] DS OBRE T~ 5 Z & 237
2o AH5 Tl Run-on) 7!, TEVENT-Subject]
Y, TParticle] WOV 7 4 A4 TEAGEL, Th
THVDOEM - Biae%x T 37 ME), DEfg
e LTORIDEN ], & FOEROWE)
L5,

[1] “There Was a Farmer Had a Dog:
Syntactic Amalgams Revisited,” BLS 14. [2]
Prince (1981) “Toward a Taxonomy of Given-new
Information,” Radical Pragmatics, ed. by Cole,
Academic Press.
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“How to Move Syntactic Objects Bigger than a
Phase: On the Formal Nature of Transfer and
Phasal RE-Assembly”

/IMIEE (University of Michigan K2F5¢)

This presentation aims to reveal and address
the following new question: How can syntactic
objects larger than a phase possibly undergo
movement given the application of Phase-head
complement Transfer? Here I explain how to
move a phrase bigger than a phase (vP and CP)
within the phase-based derivational approach
advanced in Chomsky (2008[1]). I propose that (i)

a copy of only the label is left behind in the narrow
syntax after Transfer (i.e. “label copy”’) — rendering
internal structure unrepresented and unavailable to
the narrow syntax (cf. Riemsdijk and Williams
(1981]2])) — and (ii) based on those label copies
(essentially “traces” of earlier work) syntactic
objects whose features are already transferred can
be re-inserted into the final pronunciation sites at
the SMS/AP interface (i.e. phasal re-assembly).
Also, I demonstrate that those mechanisms are
derivable from natural interface conditions.

[1] “On Phases,” Foundational Issues in
Linguistic Theory, MIT Press. [2] “NP Structure,”
The Linguistic Review.

“The Semipermeable Membrane Theory
in Syntax” (E)
Hideki Maki (Gifu University)
and Kenichi Goto (Gifu University)

There are some cases that show asymmetries
in terms of barriethood for movement and
agreement ([1, 2]), such as those in which
movement across a barrier is impossible, while
agreement across the same barrier is possible.
These cases show that there is no absolute barrier
both for movement and agreement. However, the
issue has been overlooked as to why a barrier is for
movement, not for agreement. In this paper, we
provide an adequate solution to this issue by
proposing a theory partially relying on a device
from biology. To be more precise, we propose a
semipermeable membrane theory of syntax, under
which an absolute “barrier” is like a
semipermeable membrane ([3]), and has fine holes
in it, so that it constitutes a barrier for an entity
which cannot go through the holes, but not for an
entity which can.

[1] Chomsky (1986) Barriers. [2] Chomsky
(2001) “Derivation by Phase.” [3] Commack et al.
(eds.) (2006) Oxford Dictionary of Biochemistry
and Molecular Biology.
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MR L & MTERIR
HRR— CGRAERERT PR

AFFTIE, BAGED 3 HHREONGEEH LA
Y BF %, ZOEEUIINT, FEERP
FE0N wh 75 Cd HBY, Harada (1976[1))0D—%
I L, EEER R B OdEE L 278 n]
TE D LT 5, ZO%A, whiE ThH M
F2 B RUREOFEBEEAIREEN)S Agree HEIZ LD
NDNTERNRAEFRE L TD L FET S, S
H1Z, Chomsky (2008[2]) Cifiam =415 phase
BT COBREDRREEMICOWNT, ZoHsE
DFFORBICOWT b Do £72, Mi%
DI L TH B D AZED Icelandic D
Dative Nominative i3I & [RIERIZ R V5 F
Fatafil, ZHOMEAZEZHIAT 2 rTRErE
ZPRD, ZHUTINZ, SEELICIRWT,
HHREOBERIBEN M ERIR A RS 2 D
WELT 5, AL, Agree (2K DHEHL
DIHIZ IS 729, Boeckx and Niinuma
(2004[3])=° Niinuma (2003[4))% 35925 D
T D,

[1] “Honorifics,” Syntax and Semantics 5. [2]
“On Phases.” [3] “Conditions on Agreement in
Japanese,” NLLT 22. [4] The Syntax of
Honorification, Ph.D. diss., UConn.

[tsE— T RaDFH AR & FZRERYHING )
FRENE (SHFPiRT)

Bl AR O RIS BB 0O &
MU ED XTI DDA e ST
&7, HlZIE create DEREAREEIIAIGT D
IRAEREI A <415 (they re-created a folk tale/
creation of a folk tale) , AFEKIL, TEAEHEHED
FA A OSBRSS & OFH AR OfE % H
& LT, HFHINTAE S FHROHRI O
WCEHL, ZOAN=ZALEHLNITEHE
DTHD, %1 ECIIHEREARIZI T DK
FEOREDT 21T D, H2EHTIE, FATHF
%% (Carlson & Roeper (1980[1])7%2 &) DAHRA >
N O A IR T 1%, BEhEd 2 ZREI
ST 5, BARCIE, TERESIRIOH I,
EDFAROHFRD o BE—hlROHRT (4457
AHHRER) DOBEMATE D] LD il
EHEET D, HIHEITIE, FROREIE %
DREZ R~ D, BIGRIEDR %, Hil#)

DMRFRE ORI TRESD AV TERITEAVEIMH S
N5 EWVHHER (cf. Morita (2003[2])) DI
MEST LD, HRBOYLEE LTHZ D,
[1] “Morphology and Subcategorization.” [2]
“Mixture of Morphological and Syntactic
Elements,”  Empirical ~and  Theoretical
Investigations into Language, ed. by Chiba.
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Experimental Syntax: What We Can Expect,
and What We Cannot (E)

Chair: Hiromu Sakai (Hiroshima University)

As a branch of natural science exploring into
the nature of human language faculty, any
linguistic research has to be ‘experimental’ in a
broad sense (Marantz (2005[1])). At the same time,
the research using ‘experimental’ methodology in
a narrow sense (reading time, eye-tracking, ERP,
fMRI, etc.) has yet to provide any explanatory
theory of computation conducted in the brain
(Poeppel & Embick (2005[2])). Then, it is
legitimate to ask what we can expect and what we
cannot from experimental methodology. This
symposium aims at answering these questions
from experimental as well as theoretical or
evolutional point of view.

[1] “Generative Linguistics within the
Cognitive Neuroscience of Language,” The
Linguistic Review 22. [2] “Definig the Relation
between  Linguistics and  Neuroscience,”
Twenty-First Century Psycholinguistics.

“Real-time Syntactic Computation”

Lecturer: Colin Phillips

(University of Maryland)

Nowadays one can use a variety of
experimental tools (reading time, eye-tracking,
ERP, fMRI, etc) to understand the detailed
time-course and neural circuitry of syntactic
computation in the mind/brain, and much has been
learned from such studies. This makes it possible
to develop more realistic models of syntactic
computation than those that are standardly pursued.
In this talk I will review a number of findings on



how basic grammatical processes are mentally
implemented, with a focus on the role of timing in
predicting the grammatical accuracy of the on-line
comprehension system.

“Experimental Syntax: What We Can Expect”
Lecturer: Masatoshi Koizumi
(Tohoku University)

The human language faculty can be analyzed
and understood at several different levels of
abstraction. It has been studied at the theory of
computation level in linguistics, and at the
algorithm level in psychology. Language has also
been studied at the level of implementation in
physiology. Experimental syntax constitutes an
important testing ground for the evaluation of
competing linguistic hypotheses at the theory of
computation level to the extent that the nature of
language is understood at the algorithm and
implementation levels, as experimental data are
interpreted under certain assumptions obtained
from studies at the latter two levels (Stockall and
Marantz (2006[1])). It is thus essential for
researchers in the different disciplines to share
their findings, to relate them to one another, and
more ideally, to integrate the fields into a unified
approach to elucidate how the brain enables
language (Phillips (2004[2])).

[1] “A Single Route, Full Decomposition
Model of Morphological Complexity,” The
Mental Lexicon 1. [2] “Linguistics and Linking
Problems,” Developmental Language Disorders,
Lawrence Erlbaum.

“What We Cannot Expect from Experimental
Syntax”
Lecturer: Hiromu Sakai (Hiroshima University)
Psycholinguistic ~ researches on human
sentence processing in the past 20 years provided
convincing evidence for incremental construction
of syntactic representation. Given the leading idea
of minimalist program that syntax is the only
cognitive mechanism for building syntactic
representation, real-time sentence comprehension
or production has to involve syntactic computation.

At the same time, data from psycholinguistic
experiments usually contain factors beyond
syntactic computation. Experimental data thus tell
us nothing about the nature of syntactic
computation unless we carefully control such
factors. Examples of Japanese sentence processing
are presented in order to illustrate this point.

“Experimental Syntax for Biolinguistics?”’
Lecturer: Koji Fujita (Kyoto University)
While experimental syntax should constitute a
powerful research method for the studies of
language evolution in biolinguistics, their findings
sometimes do not fall in place in light of
theoretical modeling of human syntax. If, for
example, syntactic computation consists solely of
binary Merge and its recursive application, with
other properties largely following from the “third
factor” (Chomsky (2005[1]) and elsewhere), it is a
natural (but as yet unfulfilled) expectation that we
can experimentally sort out core syntactic
phenomena that are amenable to the working of
this elementary machinery and will therefore offer
a deep insight into the origin(s) of syntax. This and
other issues pertaining to the overall architecture of
human language and cognition, including
modularity and domain-specificity (Marcus
(2006[2])), will be briefly discussed in the hope of
bringing experimental and evolutionary studies
into closer contact with each other.
[1] “Three Factors in Language Design,” LI 36.
[2] “Cognitive Architecture and Descent with
Modification,” Cognition 101.
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Ta rORLRICEET A9, au s —Tg
NI TeER EBAD Y 3 D, Bl T,
ENT b IGERHROHEE TN T, =
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ang— g VRO EABLL, HEE
W REEHE - UK - FEECRT 5 an s —
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EUET 5 L HE LTV A,

[1] YA (2009) [FGE= m o — = A
ZEAA] , BFgEAL

rZamnrboansr—y a ViZE
AT UE IEIA (REAERIRT)
AFERIL, 3 DO/ 8— MZbhid, & 1
L, ans—ia i, SESOREEROE
OREELFIC L DI, SEIFRMEERD
DIRHDHZEEALNIT D, F22EIE, &
> KR I R. Firth 73 1950 452 = 0
— g IR EM AR X CLRD
— a3 UBEORIE, ESNE BN T
BERL, EPICRBWCE, Ao nr—
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FFeailE 2 a3 D, HaES, BEE, UK,
PEEHE T EOREIIRNT, EDL o7
FZBWCanr—y g UHED RTREMED &
L0EtEE T D FAHEICRITH I BIZFEL
VVFZED RTREMEIZ DUV TIE, DGR D%s3E
IZBW R L bild,
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LG EHRE L DX, JEEEMIS O N
WHEET—~IZ, B4R ORER & X%
DRIWEEDFEZR T, £ L CENEMRIZ
Bl BIEE & B OEREORE LI Lo
WFRAEELL, BEEOSTHER, MOWERERL
M~OEEIE, Bk & SRR /3558
<P D Z L ZGm U5, BEERTEIT “as dead as
adodo” & & DD “as dead as a doomail”,
FMZRBN TR R HI R S T, 307

FORFERE AR & HEEOBEME LD SR
T2,

lavlr—ya o & fEE R |
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FRx RMESZTERT 5 2 L2 B E T2,
1980 AELIRE, v /r— = UAREO EEM A
"B X DHFGEE NS L T2 DIz o T, RIS
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SEEBLTHDBA LV H =TI ave
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PR NS S IEHEFE L Uk & DBIR
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LHEREL OHERICHW T, FEERT DK
, BoOBES, 195 & 172%) (i E (1981)
HO7RFRIAED IR Y 72 L, 2 < OHIRE A
HLTE 7, LL7eds, fHAEfTA, L
IIHEATHITHOIAE N SFE L b E D
FRIEWEIZ WL, FEH07id@mn e Sh
TWA EIEEEVER, AR T AT,

WS ODDBUEDG, A IGEE R 8 & VA
HATAZMELE LCZ OfEMEZ#T 5, 48
HATANO S a=/r— 9 U SHEE0NGE
B Ex I LCEAS S e —U2 b0, &
HWIEEFOIAE & LTI HTE,
L, RV RYTAOBRTE Z A,
To LA, S0 —/Z ZE SREOAE NG
ATND, LW ) SEEFORMKMEETH D,
To A ARIOILD DI LT 12 0 % P
TEXDHMNTHAI,

lal7 7 2 MEOBREFELTADR)
Al R e (BT

SRR LI EATA & Sk e ORI,
Avt—y (WER) LEOMAEER,
SITIFENEGIRE UT-FALTA &V OIS
MHBEZTHIZ, THEATA) b HHALER)
bl oA v H—T 7> 3 (interaction) DFR
FETEA, COTEMICEIRL, RHEESE

NENUCNIEL LTeA v 2 —T 7 v a Lkl
U7 B A G U CA L D, SRa0FRRY
i, BIZIXSEEa— ROBR, EEH,
VIRL, WERR, LY AZ—, i 213,

LiXtiE=o7 7 2 Mt (Gumperz (1982))

OEPET2DD, ZHRA =T YL
SrafiH BRIV R ofkE T
72V, ENENOSREIEFE D= T 7 A K
ft, a3a=r— g O&FEE2LH, i
BIENEEEAICRC ST 5, S6iZER
IR A7 BR AR L, SHYEER DR
DHGEOR Z BT Z L2 5T 5, i
ILHIGEZ LD AITADORFRIZE T, &
DEERIE R CTEDZ EHRLIEY,

[BYSRREED B KIS
AN PR (iAo
AFFAL A KBS HEHBIT HFFA T
TV — D ERENRHE A Y LA OB
STHELEL, INE COMKERREDRE
ROFECET VEHE L, S RECBT
DA A TR T H 2 LA B LT
Do
AlEN, BIS#GEEMD sequence |ZVEH L,
WEHRGEART D 5 D87 A b, T/
Db 1L MAOER, 2. BUROEE, 3. fiE
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BEOTAUTIT 25 HBBHEOCHEBL 27— %
N5, EBIT, ENLOREREBIE O
), FEEhE OB 2 Bk THE L, B
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W, 27 A L AATHRES -
TUFD TNEFRR BrAeE L, 54tk
Li=boa LT,
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AT FPRAAREL (ANZIX 72 CTARK)

People use language in their daily interactions
not only for exchanging information on facts
relevant to some aspects of their lives, but also for
negotiating consensus to regulate their social lives.
Exact actions people take in interactions are
regulated not only by their respective goals but also
by cultural norms and customs specific to each
social group. Based on a comparative study of
dialogue interactions in Japanese, English and
Arabic, different interaction styles are identified
across three languages in terms of such moves in
dialogue as how story fragment proposals are
produced, how proposals are responded, and how
controlled. A theoretical
generalization is then attempted in the form of a

initiatives  are

parametric conception of dialogue interaction
behaviors to capture the possible space of
variations in interaction styles within different
language communities.
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MOV TORIR Y IZH Z 10T D VED B A
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JLE LTIE L CE - AASEL Z O CR.TC

TR D, HARGEOARDOEIZ AR
RGO, #len/2iTciizl, HE
RO THRARTIUT R By, ZZ T
D FlikEm L 1Y, KT ECE CRIDIL Dtk &
WOEE TIRZONDEHLOTHY, fHme
1%, MEE AL O ARMMIA R IC I CHEESR
BIECIEZ D L b EDTBEIcE b0
Thbd, BAGEOFEGED M- TIESEK
DN, X VT A BT 52 L LT,
THEROBRECH D, (7T Ca e At
Z 5 & &, DGO AN BRI &
725,
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Old Problems with New Insights
—HAERRERE DEEEBBICALND
< v BT ORREIZ OV T
"2 S (The Ohio State University)
B SEEEAEER BT (¥ —T
AR EVIFEPHDNTALLD, Sif
FHZBWTIALILDIAD DI, &7 - 558 -
TERE - Wik - BRI E 12D - - RN %
WV, FHFE, Y2 VEERICESWERZEN
WA THRS &, H—0HRHRNT T Bz
I, BFEREmIZITC) SO T LUVGRD A3
Bz T2, ZOVVRYTLTE, AASE
REERE B E A OB RO T X<
RoNDa0 %, BalEOMERERICIESEE
7 - WA - TERE - FGE - BRSO A & —
T A AZBITF A B TOREE LT
REL, TNOORKNESFEHERORAND
AT 5, BRI, FEPEREA, BiEO
TSR, AeOEHEIVE, AARANDIGEE
WL RABNDEDIZONT v BV T ED
RIS LCTIRAD Z ENTEDLZ L &AL,
B SREEEOARE T 5B LT
AAGEOTHW, WA ED, REZDOL 7R

B WNELDDONEEZ D,

NICHic
(#%3%—o01d Problems with New Insights) |
Al A Llgrs  (The Ohio State University)
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T, @EAOIEHRME, A EONEEDE

B, Z< ORI PHESNTHD (A

M- 5K - ZHE (2004[1]), Yoshimura &
Nakayama (2009[2])), £ D20 OHITIE,
BENEDLAINVNDA o H—T = A A TBN
TEDEH Y levy B T OREE LTELD

DOPERZETZ E2XY, ZOFKA G

AREIZIR D b DS DH Z LWV ghote, 0

RICBE L TRHETREFED—DL LT, L1

DEZEINIENBRIZ X > THRY OBIE & B3R
BHZENFETOND, ZOWERTIE, Fal
DOE _SFEESMROBR A E 2, HFED

T, #56, REEECOWT, KalffiodE

(2B L 7o BRI M ONFERIE 70 sl TRl 5.

(1] [FEEEROEHERR] , KERE. 2]

“Nominative Case Marking and Verb Inflection in
L2 Grammar: Evidence from Japanese College

Students’ Compositions,” Proceedings of the 10th

TCP, Hituzi.

“Mapping Segments to Prosody as the
Acquisition of L2 Phonology Progresses” (E)
Lecturer: John Matthews (Chuo University)
As Japanese leamners of English begin to
overcome the tendency to pronounce a vowel
amid target consonant clusters and after word-final
obstruents, they appear to do so through the
application of a vowel deletion rule [1] that results
not only in target-like realizations for these
sequences but in deletion errors in forms that had
previously been produced correctly (e.g., Ja[pn]ese
< Japanese, pho[t] < photo). The new insight here
is that phonological development does not involve
the acquisition of deletion but rather the
suppression of epenthesis. Because learners posit
lexical  representations  containing  only
phonological content that cannot be supplied by
the phonology, epenthetic vowels are properly
withheld from representations. Genuine vowels in
sequences resembling the output of epenthesis are
also withheld, a condition that is only observable
once epenthesis has been suppressed.

[1] Ross (1994) “The Ins and Outs of
Paragoge and Apocope in Japanese-English
Interphonology,” Second Language Research 10.

AAFERIFEREEIC & o C 3 AFRESs 1k
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Al LS (The Ohio State University)

AAGERE G R O3z
7= Yoshimura & Nakayama (2009[1]) Ci &, 1%
ZFADTFEDHE LIV TIHE 100% 48T
HHOITHL, 3 A (T kLT
#155% CoTz, Ziud, FA4&0D EPP FEIHER
A7 SPELL-OUT & COMEILEETH Y,
FAHEATHIIRTED 2N DITKE L, s OHBUZ
L2 (A ES 5 T 3rd person, singular]7)3
L1 KL T 5728, P CIEAESR-s Off
MR CTAER TH D LEZ BILD,
AR CIE, ZORGEETPREERROA 5 —7
A ADREIZONT, S 51T wh BEES:
LA IR -s DT INZ Citsamd %o wh
FBfhix SPELL-OUT £ COYRERIETH 57>
b, FEfTEE ERRCEVESSRERL, —
J5, #dt-s 1% PF TOMATH D EEZN
i3, 3 AFRHSs & RERRIREES AU S &7
b, RELT, OSSR
HEIDDH,

[1] “Nominative Case Marking and Verb
Inflection in L2 Grammar: Evidence from
Japanese College Students’ Compositions,”
Proceedings of the 10th TCP, Hituzi.

[ AAGERIEEE L > CHSEDAIEAL )
ERATEAFDR RN EHREED
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AAGEREEREEIZ & > CHGED nlEL G &
RARAFADKBINEE L DI THA 9
7, Inagaki & Bamer (2007[1])i% H AGEZ &1
MRIRAFIEREDH D H D), RAHEA
FAEBIEDIRNE D) LS AL B
<y BTN TE QDWW SRR TN,
ZHUIA L H =T oA ZADBLEDS E D IR
TELHTHAIDY ETAmO AR L fE5
Mo~y B TIIERETRI A EEZ DD,
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MBS LTRY, FEAILDP (2B 2855
P [+singular] DBLIL T & 5 TERER /-0 B ik
B R [Hndividual| 2 FEFR L, AT - RAlE
[Feount | TREOMHT DB B 5, HAGER
@I;L?E =3 e ﬂ-‘;ﬁf un%%@v A=V
TTHY, HEaLIERROA o F—T = A AD
s, JERR LRESRERO~ v B 7 & lE
L“Cb\éTﬁ PS5,

[1] “Japanese Speakers’ Acquisition of the
Mass/Count Distinction in English: Where Does
the Difficulty Lie?” Paper presented at the 12th
PEARL 2007, Tainan, Taiwan.
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Invariance and Variability in OT

e AUREA (BRI
T el & AR AL & LT iR

VAT L2 D hoEl R (OT) 1%, FFC
BRIV CRE R ERNT C& T, L
DU D EBEOERRG A BIETT UL, =
DR ﬁ/XTATi*ﬁﬁ%#O#ﬁWW
ISR LI LTS D = Lic B,
$yVﬁV¢Afm,0rm%mTE:i
T A2 (invariance) | ZRE235, 1%
KRVE (variability) | 7B CT& 57220,
4 44 OFERTS, [Esh) THRAIROIESWE ) TP )
feR) RS %o 7] REFIE) [
W) 7R EOF—T— RIS TERT D,
OT DfERIRY AT L e LR s,
SRR A DUIAT 5 72010 72 SRl e OFEE
i, RS LR oMY FL— A
TERHLTCHNDEDEAI Dy £hFL (%
W) pEMS AT 2 LY, OT OfEfeXx
FFERDIEA DDy, ZIHORINCEZ B Z &
Z B R Y AR ERTS,

“Invariant Factors in the Core System of OT”
AT GEEEEDD (BHEREECT)
ﬁfi (OT) DIFAIZINT, I
EAEMIFEROEEMETH D, UG 13
SREOEL
HHID T % T OENZ L > TRSILD,
L7ehio T, HDEEDOAEDOH TITH—~

BDT 2 F o I RETOEERRG 2345,

FI AT ~ORFIXIFIIZ e S,
IRAEZZRDIRUN,
FEENDRFZRRT, KO ZEET 720
(2 OT IR ART M, ZOWHPHE & B
—REDT X\ HAL A
DIZOIE S < DIREN R SN TE T, #ilz
iX, xtESFER (Correspondence Theory) </
FriiRIRE & (Local Conjunction) R ENH B,

LL7eh3 6, Hiiﬁ@ﬁ? , “Serial OT”
WICRBND LS %Ziixﬁiﬁ‘ 6;59?% L7712
ZHIN TV \%) Fam R 2B\ T

PRI E S D& 7‘;0)(3?;6 2D
BT O 2 Fl & Phishii42 Z LIz K Ok
TR L,

“Rethinking the GEN Component: Typological
Consequences in Parallel and Serial OT”
RART R GREUREE)
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@z_,ifmﬁﬁbﬁLMT%ékwﬁ%
N OREM R T, RO AL/ERIC
Y RIS E%ﬁﬁuwﬁfééﬁ%ﬁﬁm
(THRRIET D 2 &3, HDHIZEFHRiE L 725,
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