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[ T#FA+ 45 +and+ 4 5] O3TE:]
/NENBE (T

FKEDORBUZIT D8GN L 45 +and +44
A RS L 2N Eno450E T H 0
DEFHEFRL D B, HlZiE, 1have five brothers
and sisters. ChHIUL, HHREANDZE (6
NUHTHDH L) ZFKY, TR Bko
NARIZIR ST Cf [1]). £2T A
FFTILFE T, five brothers and sistersiZiED 9
B B OMAE DT D/ — B U CREE
BEEDN 2 ZA TN ib ZE B BT L,
ZOFERTS L THAZ 25, RIZ, ZOFR
BIZBUN D45 DORHEIZ DV TE LT 5, 15T
DDA, five {boys and girls/aunts and uncles}
72 EMZ ORELOEABITH 5, five {cats and
dogs/pens and pencils} 72 £ &, FIRETZ 23, il 5
SRR B4 TER Y . 22five {pumpkins and
watermelons/raspberries and blueberries} 732 &1
RBLIZKWE D TH D, T OVl mBE DA
IZDOWNWT, 7 L= 73 —{bE o7l
R HRAH AR5,

[1] Jespersen, Otto (1924) The Philosophy of

Grammar, University of Chicago Press, Chicago.

[RFRICB T HHEFDOEERENMD KT

BEZH > T
aE—AER IR )

YEEIZRBT DIARFOEMAIZB LT,
heavy heart <> angry wind &\ > 7=5EA) Dt
DIRT L DIT, TR DG~ B DI
TS &N BUF MR- BV D AR T,
Lakoff and Johnson (1980[1])<° Lakoff (1987[2]).
Grady (2005[3])P & 5 (& LIRS B AR
—HEWEZEESN TN D & EET D Z I
BB DHZ L am L, BRE DR T A
M—ANCI C& DB T D, FFIT,

AR IR AT TR A DT D E
b S EBR SR & O CTHA SN A FRE
ROFHMIZBE T D — MM E D iV R R T I
DNT IS DIEAFDERIILRT 5 &+
B %, ZOXIRTRITESE, FATREEL
RGO DR HICR D R T2
IZEo TR BND Z X0, BIEGER CRGE
LIS OHE ORI DR IR Lo
THABND Z & 2 ERE O
DBUEN BT 2,

[1] Metaphors We Live By [2] Women, Fire, and
Dangerous Things: What Categories Reveal about
the Mind [3] “Image Schemas and Perception:
Refining a Definition”

[ 72 B forgivel: —E H HUSERESTICA L

HTENTEDDMN]
RN (KRBRSZR R RT)
SRR 72 R FARERESC T, T gave him
money. [CADHIDH K DT, EHEHAFETRS
5O, M HHRE TR SN DMHFICKE
STV 5, —4, 1 forgave them their sin/ I
forgave him his debt. 72 &' " H HAJFERBILIZ
BONTL B MESPHEFICEZ DN TN DD
FTIERR, e LARHINOHEFEOS &1ICHD
HDOTHD, TDI8H, forgiveld Z DRI
WHILAEREE LTI — RN B s,
L2 IR L THZRDHIIE L S D Tl
W, AFERIZBWTL, o< o “HEAREE
FKHER U K 9 iZforgivelZB W T, virtual
benefit & M5 & OBRHFIZE 2 BTN D
Z L AR L, forgive HE HMURERESCOEIER &
FHNEEET D LB LNCT D,

[1] Goldberg, A. (1995) Constructions: A
Construction Grammar Approach to Argument
Structure, U of Chicago P. [2] AHEE (2012)
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Al 4B (IR

[fVFEa— - FTITT 4 7TITBITER
Bt DRIE |
£/ SUMON NS
AHETIE, 3HWA 2 Ea—DSEP
#A (Goffiman (1981[1]) #+HE L. 138
FI IREF) 2 EATRANCR-T2 58 E
23, 6D [SEBALE ] (Bamberg (1997[2]))
ETAT T 4T 4% ED I DI U CTHER
BB AR S 203500 5, @
3FMA & v a—Tlk, BEHEITENEN
ABEaT— /A B Eaf—L L TOHK
BRI % 5 LT 572012, ZOBRIL T4
YA a—OFEE] & [ZUNES TR
T 5 b D) Lo A E RO, L
ML, FOFTTT 4 TEhRFETDH L, FRRIC
FEDFAFIv 7T, FOBTIHELZRN
FrabBEEZIANT, BHHFLORNLZ BT
DRI SN, ARETIE, 1) 25
P DAHIENIZ @M oD Z &, 2)
FOZfEMHE IR A I "IN AR (FL LTH
BELGNR iz E L) 23528
WCEVERENSZ L, 3) FIULEHES
NIE~NT =SV BEFRIT LV ER S D
Z & %m L.
[1] Forms of Talk, U. of Pennsylvania Press. [2]
“Positioning between Structure and Performance,”
Journal of Narrative and Life History 7,335-42.

[AEXBIC L B~ LTFE—F L2k
BT DR

R (ERRT)
[ TE—F O] Eid, BEOEERE
X (TEE Fik B, 8B L) b
MCBIER L, BEREB L OB 5EWOMANE
AESTOFFIIND X 9 L5777 a—F
%459 (Streeck, Goodwin & LeBaron 2011 [1]).,
AFFOHWNL, SHEMXERO7- DIk S
Nz Mister O 23— 32 ZHv, HIEGET
@ TFEY | I\ CHER L= 22 5o 81,8
IR VT E—H VT EE LT, HRGEOR
RIEELTDHZEIIHD, O TIL, 78
o TEAROMX 5| #EICHERERD |
PERDZEMREFARIE ORYIEA> 2007 [2]) 12

BINRNG, V= AF X — XA FTON
T McNeill (1992 [3)DEFS D BN,
BB RS OB Z 0T 5, £D
fik, AAGEOZERMHEGCIL, AZETH Y
RHRBY PRGN 1hDiED VD
BRAPEI DA DD —T5 ., JEEEOZE RS
T MBIEEEOHA) BEETHD Z L&
AIEY D,

[1] Embodied Interaction: Language and Body
in the Material World, CUP. [2] TSRO 7 L—
MEEROFEZCAT T [LE 2 & iF-it
{EFBFERPIIRER] WS S5E. (3] Hand and
Mind, U of Chicago Press.

“Pragmatic Implications of Historical Data:
Speech Acts in the Flux of Power”
Michi Shiina (Hosei University)

This is a case study in historical pragmatics with
a focus on the power relationships in
Early-Modermn English society. The text to be
analysed is taken from the trial of King Charles I
and the focus is on how directives and assertives
are realised in trial proceedings.

The social hierarchy with the king at the top
seems cancelled by another hierarchical system in
the courtroom with the judge at the top. The
authority seems to reside in the judge, but it is not
in himself but in the Court within the juristic
system. Investigation of the grammatical subjects
and the grammatical structures of the directives
and assertives reveals that the discursive power of
the judge does not override the King’s. On the
contrary, the judge is only a voice with which the
true authority of the Court exerts its power.

[1] Jucker, A. H. and L. Taavitsainen, eds. (2008)
Speech Acts in the History of English, John
Benjamins, Amsterdam.
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Chomsky (2013 [1], 2014 [2]) 1%, &R
Al D T, A SGEORE & b\ 2 DR
HAOFES TH TN EE L, $5
FRELTGI D 7~ L, BB O BEABYET
bOLUETIRESNT, T INERIET DT
ODTNAFF T T Y ZLOmHIZ L - T
IEESND ETFIRLTND, Z O3 s
PEAINDIZHTZY  HARSFEIZ RO DH:
ECoHH—BUZF L T, 1ERITE S CWV=E
TR DT ADRIN, ZIUTLY
O —BDETNVNRIET HZ & EleoTe,
LU, SiEa St v 2 —T oA ANDHE
T SND ORGSR T D &5 [5RY iR
INEROT—E ) OBLENOTHE, ZhbD
—HOETNVHPMSINAFET D L ) AEIR
BEELIARN,

AFEEIL, 2MO—EDOERZHA LTS
Z LT NS BHEOEETIZR L L FHD
RIREA MRS D T2 O OEMEDS, 272 2 5 T BRER
Lo TEEXATHERALZLDTHD L E
T 5,

[1] “Problems of Projection,” Lingua 130, 33-49.
[2] “Problems of Projection: Extensions,” ms., MIT.

[—EREAMRIRSL LW RS E RIS
T/
=Gt (B HERERT)

ANHSFEICEA TH 5 BEB GO
HOMRETH D, ZOHMITBW T, BiEEERS
B HEEHLEE OBEN A | MEZOBE) A R
T BT OFREEFESTIENT5 2
SRR IIIEFICEE TH D, AR M)
VX, EGHEER R E A T~ IVRED T LY X A
(Chomsky (2013[1], 2014[2]))7%>53EH 4% &
I OB APE A RE L, % ORI
BEWRDLZLIZHD, BRI, A7
BT - L~ LREDOCPIZAERL S B ERED /3
B IR Z ~LIRED T LY XD T &
FETHHLOTITRNWZ L ERT, £ LT,
allegewager J8 B i i X O F M b
(Boskovié(1997[3]), Postal(1974[4]), T~/LIkTE
DTN Y XLEOBLRN D BRI G- 2
HIVD T b Eand, AFROHGRFERIFREL
U257 Cdb 5 DEPPledge B D I L - THIE
B S5 EEIC K > CSpec-Head PR & #5484

D LIITERY, QOHEkR, BEIORHMAEHLT
R E SN C & 72EPPledge £ 1EIZ SV AT A
BERETEY,

[1] “Problems of Projection,” Lingua. [2] Problems
of Projection: Extensions, ms. [3] On Raising. [4]
The Syntax of Nonfinite Complementation: An
Economy Approach.

TREEME] R TICBT 588 L —

B
s (FRRZBE KT

IR5E2AE] (Chomsky (2000)[11%5) D%
RO EITHESL, toughtSC, —H H HIRERE
X, KOT A AT NREOGHE—FHEME L2
2L, B & —BOLOEhE ] - TR R P
OV TR T 2, il ZITHER: LU
BWTBEHTO R —BIMHIES D0

(Boeckx (2008)[2]%5) . SEBRITEE )N rIREZR S
A FHEDPIE—RUSTNSHRE B2 D
TI37 < SMER RO R TTNS ORRSR IR
POFETSRERIRFR I A I L. TNS & 321
—%& LT OINSHREMICBEI T 5 &L &2
Do ZOYRENFTREMNE 2 DO STEMH] - S5b
FRIEEVR, R R OfR e A feft 3 2 stk
RERIIR & oD FERHIGHERE DBCA AT B
DT A LR E UTHRR D TA AT R
FEDHE7 (Sigurdsson & Holmberg (2008)[3]
5E) 1T T, PERERIRE O MEARE R DE MT
B LTV,

[1] “Minimalist Inquiries: The Framework,” in
Step by Step: Essays on Minimalist Syntax in Honor
of Howard Lasnik. [2] Aspects of the Syntax of
Agreement. [3] “Icelandic Dative Intervention:
Person and Number are Separate Probes,” in
Agreement Restrictions.
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Al EER (CEKP)

ERESNAHB LAEEShAHE
ERHE T (BERLTRT)
aIa=hr—2a I BITAHERA =X
L, FRIHEEEOHEEEHIZ, S0 X9 7 HEml
QIR EBRL TWDIERMITH 5,



Grice(1989[1]) T %, HMAHY Gt yry)HezmAHI]
~DE KIF72< . Sperber and Wilson (199572])
T, AV T A VRIS OH IR
HAUOZRBBED S, LWIHIERICEEES, &
DIT, 1FE A EOHERIZRET 2 S TIF5IT,
—DFFENDHEE DN E HE D Z & ZHiE
LTS, AFERIT, A X7 7 —XHEE -
TRE TSI T 0 25T L, a)HEEE
HilZIEPeirce (Buchler(1955)[3)D7T 74 7 v =
EHBEREL TCWDS D e by AT A v
FE R S —AUTHHERE MBI TN D Z &
o) HEEFHRIL, HEOINORDA =1 —
HEEEAINTT LM TEDL L 2L
235,

[1] Studies in the Way of Words, Harvard UP. [2]
Relevance, Blackwell. [3] Philosophical Writings of
Peirce, 150-156, Dover.

B AR % 507 5 22 DO E R
TR (SZARER )

Takahashi (2008[1]) 1%, &{LANAEIR S 415
ZEADIFAEZARM L. (@ FIBCEATIE & (b
BRIMEEREEZD L (cf. Fox (2000[2])) D@L IHES
x| ZEHIX, SEEOVPHIBR & [FIER, HIBREIS:
ThHEFRLTND, AFERTIE, @IFTEHY
FNCIE LS, 578, S, PeldaEnsBa5-
TG ERALET | (b)I TGP L TGaR
ST PET 52 L ataiiT 5, REL LT,
ZER ISR C L L7 @M BIR A FR R L, %
R A a— v LEEE W TIRIRES LD & &
w5, NELAL) FORMKRIUT Hackl
(2009[3]) DIt EtRMT 5 Z & TEEREIE Y
WrselRe & 72 %, FTo. ERRIZR EIECH T
WIHRENR T T4 IV IRIRIC L o TAEL T
WD RREMED B D 2 & a5,

[1] “Quantificational Null Objects and Argument
Ellipsis,” LI 39. [2] Economy and Semantic
Interpretation, MIT. [3] “On the Grammar and
Processing of Proportional Quantifiers,” NLS 17.

(BT DOEFHEICESW - FEED TR &
B R
BB (EITEERT)
CHILDES/»HUNEE L= Bl Ok 8 %
WMC, SUERR & BIRERORGEE T D, —

WA ERERE D 5 D3 SR K 0 b I8 EED
WEEDITWNS, LAL., Hendriks (2014[1])
X, ZOHOEELHD Z LA L T D,
whereZEF 3013, DwhEERISC & bk LT, #]
W LSAINEESND, b L, BEWREREDT
DR FEET D72 BRI IHRD THRU R
D6, BlOwhereFEM SCA NI L T D
Z b,

AMFFEHEL T, SUERIZOWTIE, FED
where BRSO B2 3T 5D TIFR <, FHE
FTHLBORIE T %, £ LT, A0
where el 30, RAERIUBICARA TS, B
X PRIURETE TWVRWEANEZ N L &S
%, EWIHAIIOWTIL, BlOwhere e
SR LT, HHIED L D IZEZTHB DN
NI %D, BT, FHEDEZ MY TH 57
ZHEDND DT, T DRDBOFEEE AT D,
FORER A ERIMROFET D Z L &R
L. moEftEEmZ VTR %,

[1] Asymmetries between Language Production
and Comprehension, Springer, Dordrecht.
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Al SRHES @HRK)

orFfg s & BAfRE—F& L OREEE

RIZERZHTT—]
M BT

R SC (B e ER) b BIREN
L EEICR L T E OB R R S D
ZERHD, ZOERIMIZQuirk et al. (1972[1])
THBSNTWD, ZhETONZETIE, B
FRE0 & EEIOGRMPLBIR I TSI OZ U
NCHamSND Z LNV Ipinotz, AFEF T,
FERFRIRI 7RI (BRE - G - S0P ITHES
BT, ranEsr & BRET (BIRAALFID FAE D
rey) w5, raiiESC ORI, Sy

FEREREME & BEIN R T HFREOREMED B
D ERERSITV S (of Stump (1985[2)),
FIH(2002[3]) . AFERIL, BHREIOMRIZD
W, BIERERO TEO XS] GHIFR - FEHIBR) &
SATRIOfRREN DS L FET D, &I,
FHIFRE (=BIREIOSATR) DEEFEE A
TWHEEIT, BHREIOMEIR) B S 11D DI



®F LT, RS ORI It S nan 2 L &
i L. ZOIRROMAZ AR D,

[11 4 Grammar of Contemporary English,
Longman. [2] Semantic Variability of Absolute
Constructions, Reidel. [3] [HFEHESIO A7 TV
—TERk] SEEER.

[ B FRIJR 4 AT & FAlbarring 0D 3@ RF A 35 2 |
M RS FR )
barring, concerning, during, except’s & 13477

HSRORFTER & D (2R 2005[1]) . e ThF
FZHRNTE, Zb o EERERER &
MUEN DBISN, ED X 9 Al b 2 8% C
BEARET OMSRERRFE 2 82K L, ATESANRHE
ZHOILE -7 (gL Liz) On, X
FALDBLEN ST T TE e (BT
200212172 &), oL, BRSO OFMRERT
barring DIERFIPEEEAZ B U ClE, FRiZefimtn
ITONTND LISV, T2 TARET
1%, OED2> IV L 7=excluding D iR 2 2
WESPHT D Z LIC K0 R REE B L
ToMRQO1BBNZEH L. barringD /381417 9,
OED, B a—/ S2DO7 —X Zkit L, 191t
2 B20HERCATAC 23T C ., barring (i F
HENTER L Qo722 L E2RT,

[1] ZERREKE (2005) [BIRIEE#ED (2] K
JEHEIR (2002) [SCikfb & A 7 ¢ A2k [3] #k
B (2013) lexcluding D FDOFE S HZ —C
A bOBLENb—) [E3ER el 19.

e L (AR

Bang goest& X% 8 <> T |
TR R RT)

A%E3% Cldthe ‘Bang goes’ construction & FEE
MDD L D 72X DLFMEEFERIZONTE
BIHZLaAMNET D,
(1) a. Bang went my hopes of promotion! (O4LD")

b. Bang went the pistol. (COCA)

(1) TIEFMTOHIFFDOHE LD ERIZ I > T D
DIZXF LT, (Ib) T E A MLOFSHE & Bk
LCu 5, Taylor (2004[1]) Tl Z ORESCITGHT
AEIERE SOV DWW 5 5 I EDgo 72 £ <
ODHORESL - ik & ORI FEfET 212
L EE LN, AFRTIL, R—DHSTIRE L

WRleo T BRART Z L% goDEROL N
LB DR AR D, ET2, 201ERCATE
TORNZFgon EFHHPTHIL T3 < BEhoD
Bk (THY . o) 2556055
B, FBITONTHELT 5,

[1] “The ecology of constructions,” Studies in
Linguistic Motivation, ed. by Giinter Radden and
Klaus-Uwe Panther, Mouton de Gruyter.

[ EFEEITRE L DM RAE RS

EFHIEE
TEAE - (REARIRNZ RS

FREEI T SL DL F#MEIZ OV TE < DR
eI HH, A HIZHEREIC S K LTV DA
D TR0, AFERITZ O BRI A FF
OUEITTEHESU A B L, £ OBERED RIS & 30A
{EEISR L 2 T, Z OHEITIED EB BRI DS
HIFE~BERERIC R e L TV <EBFEICH D =
LAY, SUAMEDFATHIFETIE, ASRIEN
ZDOIELOHEA B T i HE A S
B, ZTOMII2N EFER SND[1H, AR D
AR CHSUE LD TR LD b BRI L
~EWD TN D | — A7 EB BN D2 b
FENZWATT %, AFEXTIE, ETRIZIBNT
AR & T3z < ElX(intention) 7> B [H.
PR B RENFEE L Q0D LHRET 5, it
DM & TR L 5 “FEORE S A BAREC
AL, — AR ERRE TR TR b SN D56
DER &S EEENRLOERREEDS, FFBUED
A, ERMEERT, #BHENES ) T AR
(effective control [2]) & FHAEIHTCNB ENHE
b DER 21T 5,

[1] Bybee, J., R. Perkins and W. Pagliuca (1994)
The Evolution of Grammar, The University of
Chicago P. [2] Langacker, R. W. (2009)
Investigations in Cognitive Grammar, Mouton de
Gruyter.

[ Forbid® from —ing## 3L—— @ RFHY - L
IR D RI-BREFEOE—)
FAFEA GHBRT)
Failforbidi X, BUIERE TIIANETIE L ZTE
2 D6 LTI LR DA B D, K
DS LToRESC S L CRO HILTWN D DIEA
ERHESC T Y . Shastri (1996[1]) D X 52,



forbid DB Rl A [FEHERY | TR\ WJERED
R CHL LT 205 bHDH, —I7 T, forbid
DNENAL R 2 2 DM 2SR O JERE THER L
TWHHEFILSHLNTEY | Bf G A
“unidiomatic” & L 72 Fowler (1926) @ 4
Dictionary of Modern English Usage COFLRIT,
[AE% T L7=Burchfield (1998) (2L~ TIEIE
STz, Burchfieldid, B4, G4 F5E FRR
OOMEZLT>TND, AFERTIE, AF VX
DR, REAROF A28 U T, forbid DH)
R FE LRI Chh HFEAFER L. i
e, 2= SZORIAIC L D R AT SN 725
TETWLHATGEED 21k O—FlErTd,
[FIIRFLZ ., forbidd# LD S 28 2 4K - 7= Tyeiri
(2010[2]). Iyeiri (2011[3]) & DLLESHIRAS T,
BUAGERE Db A Sl S0 D2k odsi b7
BT 5L &Iz, BRI - SRR D
RlE 21305,

[1] “Using Computer Corpora in the Description of
Language” [2] Verbs of Implicit Negation and their
Complements in the History of English [3] “Early
Modern English Prose Selections”.

HRE (11 A 22 HARI~F4%)

Al BUIZE (FERREE)

[ 4 FHEMTE A DS EBIZ OV T

RAKRIEEBRR (LEHE KT
A FNERTT A F OIRIRFEA LA D BRI, e
FE(LIE, FRIGIEHT, FRE « BURERRIZ OV T
HEM SN ATRE T 03, TG DN YIS EF O
I LW D, ARRO B, HiEE
& BURIGEOFBRAEZ TR L2225 | B FD
TR I HGEERN 2 52 5 2 L Th D,
F9°. 7RI THFSEICFischer (2000[1], 2001)<°
Haumann Q0102])13&H 5703, EHLOGHTIZ D
HERIORBRIOREN S D = & 2Rl 5, £ L
T, HREECIXE IS4 RN O EICHIAL T
WETEERIN B E CITRE SN D X9
\ZIR ST DN EBLE L, ORI IR
Z 5.2 %, BARINTIE, S7BEDPHELE & R(elater)P
f#§i&i(den Dikken (2006))% £ L. JEAFIIIRP
W C44 7 & b Bk 2 FF O35 BUR DR
ZR 5 dPPITIEEARCT D55 G I 2 IRE DRFIR

RO & TR D, HIEEE TIITROR DOfIR 245
T IEAFAIRPINICET & - TV add, T DK
I &0 A & OERRRIER AN RERIC B3
L7e< Zpo7zT8b, AR OALEIZHR Y B3
LRFUTIR B2 Tp 0Tz,

[1] “The Position of the Adjective in Old English,”
Generative Theory and Corpus Studies, [2]
“Adnominal Adjectives in Old English,” ELL 14.

[T A — X B :Broad Syntax D R D

R STEDILRH « BRI SRR
REGERE (AR

19804, T A= EOBEANLY | F
REEAS ) & SRR L ONEIREIO AR O HRE &
TSRS DA | AERCCEPRR IR
S DB B~ 7= L S, Ll
RN G ., BUE, AWSRE T~ LT 21T
BT, T A—=F OBERIZ OV THZ 2R
RS ENTHWDOHHEE (VI NERDO S &
ZOHFERENIBDOATND) Thd,
Borer-Chomsky Conjecture {244l 9~ 2 F& 12
SFTAER (Roberts(2012)[11fth) &7 1
DTHDHN, Boeckx(2015)[2]D L H1T/XF A—
ZEREGET DIRELRIN TN D, AFER
Tl 22RO Z HRFY « BRI D
HERY B, BB E7ENarrow Syntax) & {5
DS 7E(Broad Syntax)% XA 2B SEEE
FIUIRER(Q2014)[3]) (S L, SFEOZEED
ML, Broad SyntaxDFEIL T 5> & TH D
ZEEam TV,

[11 “Macroparameters and Minimalism” in
Parameter Theory & Linguistic Change, Oxford.
[2] Elementary Syntactic Structures, Oxford. [3]

MEDIHEER L a2 TSB! - %8
2 - k] BEvRAL

Hle KM GRS

[EMRHEEHICI T DR O—F L &
Bz oW T
& CGRAERT)
FEREIIRER O —BEG 2R T 58 Th D73,
FHfEhE A B CIETER SRR O —EoH3
AIREZRBREEIZ & 2 A EG BRI 3 AR AL 3
LYa0 e 0 | HEPEil(double access=DA)Ei5:



EIEEN TV A(ef Eng (1987[1]), %1% iXJohn

heard that Mary is pregnant. Tl #EIOPNEIL,

FEIEFEOTon A HIZ LImER L | GREIc X
% SCOFEEERE (BIFERF) O TR SED & iR
WED, AFEE TR, ()FHiOR Az
% BB DFEFEAT %9 % 22 T HERB ARG D AFTE(cf.
Kaneko (2014[2])). (ii)DADHEREICPDTEATP
O fE Ik 4% ~ O LF % @) (cf. Uribe-Echevarria
(1994[3])). (i)EBMIEDCPIZISIT % ERTE
TEIRFH> & FFEARAIBITERER ~O B, @ 3
DOFERITIES TR T 5, Ok

T, EURAYIEH] & FREDRAEH 0D R E -1 OFHIE,

DAIZHET DHEEICPOLFBEI O, CPH
B KD EEHORR AR, x i D TRET
HD,

[1] “Anchoring Conditions for Tense,” L1 18. [2]
“Remarks on SOT in English,” Explorations in Eng.
Linguistics 28. [3] Interface Licensing Conditions
on NPIs, PhD diss., UConn.

[FRUAFTT NI REOBRNE D

XEFEOERET
BNE— (@ERIRT)

AFEFRIL, Chomsky (2013[1],2014[2]) DT
JAHF T T R (LA) OBLED  FEED
SCERERESU A PR L BB T - 7287
LW 248745, LA ORI OHL
FEAERIL UTe BT, SCERBRESCOURAE & Wtk
b L. EOMGEREA YNNI 52 Z & & H
L3425, £9. (XP, YP} HiEIZHWTIL,
Z DS DR ATRERME A FF O AT DA,
agreement?) V4 U i 0)72 7~ MG H 05 BD
BREATO, W, TOREINES T, CEE
TP LG L TELILS {CP, TP} HiE Tl
OFRMEITINZ T, ForceF&ZMEHCH BT~ &k
ENDHVENRHY, ZIUT L - T, YrsiiEic

W T DM G- S D L FIRT D, &IZIC,

ARG o T SCARED R BRI 2 1
NSRBI TE 2 Z &R,

[1] Chomsky, Noam (2013) “Problems of
Projection,” Lingua 130, 33-49. [2] Chomsky,
Noam (2014) “Problems of Projection: Extensions,”
ms., MIT.

ENFRA - BhERAISMFTE SCORRRREIC

DT
Kol (BAPISMERER R0

there (A B SLDFTREAIEIZ DV VT, Milsark
(1974 [I)ZIFZ LD L L, < OoHaeshT
&z, TTH, —MRERAZAE D AL, BhF
AJNTFAESL (e.g. There appeared a ship on the
horizon.) & BEAAYMEIESC (e.g. There ambled
into the room a frog.) D _FFAIZ A IND, FF
(. BIRIASMAESCE, ERRY - BRI B
TRUVRHE A 7R L, £ OFERERIEIZ DU TR
SNDREMEN RSN TN D, BRI, B
APYMAAE SIS BRI M S 4L 2 B0,
ARPRA) ERE NS I SCRICELNL 5 PR &5
T 2B B D, A%EF T, Chomsky (2001
RYFICELDI=~Y R N T LOFHAI
T, Acedo-Matellan and Mateu (2014 [3))&D5E
a7 7 e —F &IN5 2 & T FEE
X OMEREEZ I DT D, BARIZE, v
— FOOFANIEIZ L > T FBENITWVEXD A
WEEY . ZORRDERI RN - B ASMAE
LOFGERGEOE N & 72> THIAL D & FiET
Do

[1]1 Existential Sentences in English, doctoral
dissertation, MIT. [2] ‘“Derivation by Phase,” Ken
Hale: A Life in Language. [3] “From Syntax to
Roots: A  Syntactic Approach to Root
Interpretation,” The Syntax of Roots and the Roots of
Syntax.
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alz IDFHE GRAEKR)

[ 4 T AR IR FEIC OV T—BHRIED
BRI
IR ESE R RF PR

AFEFFTIE, John arrived at the station a happy
man.DFRIZ, Al A EIEREE & L THWHHL
5 Blizxf L CChomsky OPhase BRI Z K-S C
FRERIR AT OWTEIRT B, S THSE
(Asada (2013[1]))Clarive?s & OIERHEEHZRD
H DL FARBOR IR FE A IR TE 5 & ST
%73, John delivered the salmon a happy man.D#
72BN RARCIEREAS BN & 44 Rl ) RURIRFE A 1%



RCTX 501 %157-, £7=. *John delivered the
salmon the frozen fish.7 & B FJREFRIN OAGRER
FEEBUPIIARRINR ZILD DS Z
.25 T8 BURGE IHEBI ORGE ) 4 3 IR 5
PERERIIGG 2 F 2 & LR S VD & kT
%o A BT ROBRGE IAFIRA ATRE R ¢ SAMEZFF
DERIE L, ZDOAFNER LOFETH D
Agin) & —BaMEEI T BURBIREE TN D
LIRET D, —EHREICE L TIX, Zeijlstra
QOI22) CIEE SN TV D n—EE 5,
TNEND Z & T, EHIERE &34 FROR
MR B EERAT R 205, BAURE & I3 —Sdk
VERATZ T, SeefROBEIGER L, H0E
W& 725 & FikT D,

[1] “Depictive Secondary Predication Revisited,”
Proceedings of Kansai Linguistic Society 33 [2]
“There Is Only One Way to Agree,” The Linguistic
Review 29.3,491-539.

“Category-Sensitivity in Copularization: A
Dynamic View”
Masaaki Fuji (Tokyo University of Marine Science
and Technology)
In her typological study of copulas, Pustet
proposes an  implicational hierarchy ~ on the
type of predicate that a copula can combine with:
Nouns > Adjectives > Verbs (cf. [2]). This hierarchy,
i.e., copularization hierarchy (CH), says that if a
lexical item belongs to a predicate type that is
positioned to the left of the cut-off point between
copularizing and non-copularizing predicates, then
the lexical item in question must appear with a
copula. The first aim of this paper is to argue that
CH is also operative within a single language by
drawing on data from Maritime English, AAVE and
child English. The second aim is to pursue the
possibility that CH need not be stipulated but
follows from general principles if we adopt a
process-oriented/dynamic  approach to possible
grammars (cf. [1]).

[1] Kajita, M. (1997) “Some Foundational
Postulates for the Dynamic Theories of Lg,” Studies
in English Linguistics, ed. by M. Ukaji et al. [2]
Pustet, R. (2003) Copulas, Oxford.

Al ARENED (@A)

[BEER R a-DHIRE & AU |
REIRT GRAEKRT)

aboard, asleep S\ F% Ha-13, FEEOHFEOT
THONRE L DODIDTH D, a-TGIHE
FAE SO, MMDOIRETEA R & B2 0 | J5E
D—HIRRFN L B2 DIRODBENET D
(Beard (1995)[1]), AAFEFR TIL, a- DRI,
a- PFFETITE LU WERERIEPred DTERE R BL
(Bowers (1993)[2], Yokogoshi (2005)[3])) TH 5 Z
LIk D EFMU D, BEEITIE, stagelevelfiiE
ZFFOPred T %, £ LT, ZD LD BN
A U7 iR B ORI b3 o 5 Z &
% OED7» BIAE LT=KI330Da-TE D547 % i
CCTRT, £7. mEDon/in-PPikiE(be on
board) \ZEWT, on/inh P HPred~BE) L,
OTERERNCI A LT 5 & 9 A A 2
ST, WIZ, UHETTEZa-TEOEEND,
a-XSPredP, a-©&Pred &\ 9 HSAMHE S 4,
ZAs19 < 20N BTRRTERRRE ) 2 R o 1o, B
Ula-TE & E2Wla- T L, i d Don/imbBaEDAT
0 K OB AR DA FEMEI C I TE R 5,

[1] Lexeme-Morpheme Base Morphology, SUNY
Press [2] “The Syntax of Predication,” LI 24,
591-656 [3] “On the Structural Change of Small
Clauses,” EL 22, 82-102.

[pro-form ‘one® DAL SM: |
IRPEEN ORBORF IR0

AFEFTIL, pro-form ‘one’ (LARfone) D7y
Hi il #9112 F V) T Llombart (2002[1]), Murasugi
(1991[2]), Schiitze (2001[3)) % &%, LV
M T 5, LlombartlX, one ZNP
HIBROBLEDBHT L T D728, HilkrnsEitk
L2RWGA (BREOPPA) OF — 4 23l T
E720, Murasugi DT ClE, onel INIZELIEA:
R L, N Dsister O & A fiRE A
THoHETHBLESLTTND2Y, 1 bought
{some/ many /a few} (*ones) that I like. ?>BIRH
TonesNFRA] SN T L A TE 7220, A
FEFK T, SchiitzeHMERT DA% —DITE L
W, one IINIZHEEARLL, Effiait]) & OB
0 CNOEHEF AN 2 LB N B 545



AT (place holder& LC) 45 Z & 2485
T2,

[1] “Anaphoric one and NP-ellipsis” [2] Noun
Phrases in Japanese and English. [3] ““Semantically
Empty Lexical Heads as Last Resorts”

[ FExt # B ERI SC D BIEEM#EIT- DV T
RIS (BREEERRR R
FERHE BT A RME A RS & Lals, i
FEFMEITELNRV W, FEFES volitional T 5
LA IXENVEEMIN N ATGETH S (John
intentionally fell.) , AMFZEI TFERPASEIRASTICHLA
% ERBEOEWEEMIROMIZ LR T 50 %5 U,
FERIRA /) = X L D—a B ST 5 =
EEAMET D, EWEEAEIRISFTREZR G A, 4
OB I LIERHE R & FERERS BRI O 2 D
DFREMEN B B T2, BENFDIET A MIEED
TEGE X A TERIET D, TORER, Hi%DH)
FNEWEEMEA T O T O IEMEOMEE &R T
Z ED, IR L OB E A SRR
BRICIER 92 O TidZe < BIOIMSE U 7= fiFfR A
T =R BNAEATT 5 & F8RT 5, AR CIdaEs
HIREIRTZ T G < AR FRENLIE D ERII
EhiEE & L COMPUTBIG- L., FiabtfiE CEsR
S B EiE—iRERBIR(den Dikken 2006[1])3&)
VEEMMRRZITET D 15T 5,
[1] Relators and Linkers, MIT Press, Cambridge,
MA.
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“A New Approach to the Mystery of the
Factivity in Root Transformations”
Maiko Yamaguchi (Osaka University (graduate
student))
In my previous work, I have shown that the
conventional analyses which assume the correlation
between the factivity and the C-head selections
regarding availability or unavailability of the Root
Transformations in the embedded clause ([1] inter
alia) do not seem to capture the reality. Then, I have
proposed an alternative approach, which involves
“Double o Constraint,” to solve the problem for the

precedent researcher’s analysis in [2]. Yet, even for
my analysis [2], the fact that Raising to Object
construction, which is considered here as a species
of Topicalization in that it involves Topicalization at
the outset of the derivation, is disallowed when the
koto C-head is used with (Class D) factive
predicates was still problematic.

In order to fully account for the remaining issues
of my previous work, I will introduce a new
perspective in this presentation.

[1] Miyagawa, Shigeru (2012) “Agreements that
Occur Mainly in the Main clause,” Main Clause
Phenomena: New Horizons, ed. by Lobke
Aelbrecht, Liliane Haegeman and Rachel Nye,
Benjamins. [2] Yamaguchi, Maiko (2015) “Is
Factivity a Real Culprit in Disallowing the Root
Transforamtions in Japanese?,” poster presented at
WAFL 11, University of York, UK.

“Planning  Association of Causes and
Consequences in Japanese”
Mikihiro Tanaka (Konan Women’s University)

This study investigates how people use the
causality information (e.g., cause and consequence)
in Japanese sentence production, by examining the
nature of participants’ continuations to discourse
fragments in four experiments. Firstly, I found that
people generally prefer to continue a discourse from
the previous consequence, and this preference is
moderated by a recency effect [1], [2]. Secondly, I
found the causal content of the continuation is
influenced by the type of the previous context, and
typicality of events. I suggest that people consider an
absence of either cause or consequence to be a gap,
and they seek to fill this gap in their narrative.
Furthermore, people do not simply use causality
relations to produce an utterance in their discourse;
they use their world knowledge and features of
textual and temporal recency to produce a
successful narrative.

[1] Simner, J. and Pickering, M.J. (2005)
“Planning Causes and Consequences in Discourse,”
Journal of Memory and Language 52, 226-239. [2]
van den Broek, P., Linzie, B., Fletcher, C. and
Marsolek, C. D. (2000) “The Role of Causal



Discourse Structure in Narrative Writing,” Memory
and Cognition 28 711-721.

A HEpT (CERT)

TEMBEFEED A RFELR : Uy L - LHY
B - SFROEVITHFAMEDOERIZE 5B
D50

TR GRTERART)

BROMRY | 2550 H SGE R D SeA ThiF
ZECIE, BT ¥ LV TR 53818 E 5 356
EEHEITEDLDIUIERRHTHI TR,
AFEFRTIE, ASGFEDOB LWKFAERL L )
RFTE DR8N & R (RRR OIS D
140) KB v VDR E T — 21,
AH A a=/r— 2 (Bateson (1972)[1])
B T LR ERBEDIE N EEREEE &
ARIEDBIRIC & 5 5T 2 O AR 5,
INTORER, SR LIEEREDIEN LD b, ¥
¥ LV DEVDPBEECHERRICKE <R D
ZEEHLMI LT, £, BHRSEETIIET
OFGZHREIZ R T/l TE E & 8RB, S
FERGREE CIES 5E M 1 DOFEEIZ 2 DD F,
FEIFSE LN Ao, LEXY | B

DEEOEMFEEITITY AL B 6% EH
SEBIND L DI DD, AREERGARS
D EEFREEE I IFEEEN B~ D ISR 4 B
W2 LA BERIC SR T D s 5
LR LTz,

[1] “A Theory of Play and Fantasy,” Steps to an
Ecology of Mind, ed. by Gregory Bateson, 177-193,
Jason Aronson, New Jersey.

MERICETIEREICLD (BB) & (E
fBY DAZT 7 — -ABT77—ITBITBHHE
D KBEOFEMEIZER Lz B R
B 7e-]

KERE—ER (AR R I E)

HIGEIZIX “YHET 27 X “digest” DL D
2, BRI 2RI L - T (BB) < (#
i) DFERRE R IR AL 7 7 —=DFRO LI
ZEME (2004[1))72 ESHR), AFETIE, A
FINZA T (0032)DE 2 FITHILL, Zh b
DAL T 7 —F “FEEDA 7 U 7 MEE L
WWEAE S DA 7 U 7 MEER T Fa VB

FEOOWEHLD” ThDH ERDIENL, Hik
FETNEND A X T 7 —IZRBT D FEM A
IREEE SO THO A2 U 7 MEREFE DK
BURIZIER LTOtraiTo, Zha@ml, HAR
FEIZBWTCIIEE L I REHE SO 7 U T
MERRESEDS, X 0RO N S FREEE S it
T oNAHEMPNREND, EitaSEL, 22
THEETHAZ 7 7—IZB LT, BAGEIZIT

[ RPEA X0 SEAE - RS ARSI SRS O
DT D] LV RN, 3 LTSGR Tk
P K0 BERR - AN ERE SRS OV
51 &V LB LR SN A,

[1] TR DA K 77— —FRHSREFIHT
=) [RBORFSREU b Vol13] [2] LI
CIGEME ) [HASRAS RE e 35

“Translanguaging in a Group Discussion in a
CLIL Classroom at a Japanese University:
A Time-Aligned Corpus Analysis”
Keiko Tsuchiya (Tokai University)
Translanguaging is an emergent concept in
bilingualism, which refers to language practices of
plurilingual individuals and the pedagogy where
those occur [1]. This study analyses Japanese and
Arabic students’ use of translanguaging (English
and Japanese) in a group discussion in a Content
and Language Integrated Learning classroom at a
university. Thus, the English they used is English as
a Lingua Franca (ELF). Why (function) and how
(process) the participants use translanguaging is my
central interest. In terms of the former, four
functions in translanguaging were identified: (1)
assertion, (3)
clarification and (4) appealing for linguistic

addressee  specification, (2)
assistance [2]. This study focuses on the second
research principle — how translanguaging occurs —
in relation to turn-taking structure. The results show
two practices which lead translanguaging: the use of
(1) English response tokens, and (2) meta-language,
before floor-taking in ELF.

[1] Garcia, O. and L. Wei (2014) Translanguaging,
Palgrave Macmillan. [2] Tsuchiya, K. (2014) “Why
Bother Switching to ELF?” Waseda Working
Papers in ELF 3.
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Al EER (CEKP)

MBERBORMEICET S —B%E - h—

kv P —0 R E Fiic—]
LA (REKT)

[T X, negationlZAH¥4 3% & 0 & denial
(AT 2 b DIZKHITE 5, HiFEL EGm
H7ebaz £ L, B, notZ & ey E A
MTEED, —H, T FEHGRA RS L
# L. notD X 2 B EFFOF DD BT,
FeATHGEE R IR AR X D& A b OREL
DT EHEND,

h—h PRI, HEDEKRT,
h—bhao—% & 5228 (FAH2000[1])72
E) Db b, 1203, OB ERBLE O HEHRRE
IFEETTOILTELT, h— R P—REE

RKELL WO FRGOHFTED X DI LEST 6
DD TIT RV,

AHEETIE, HE] ZRITRLEREOR
BT&Hzxb, £L T, Carston (1996[2]) 5D

lechoic)] &WHBEEZ MW ems, F—hnm
Db AFFRERE, T A v =—& st
L. SEFRBLORIEIZIIT D h— ke o—DfL
EDTERALNITHZ L2 HNET D,

(1] MEbidss) adias) —hb—he
DR E) , SR 11,71-76. (2]
“Metalinguistic Negation and Echoic Use,” Journal
of Pragmatics 25, 309-330.

(REDORBITPDORIZTA R =—0DE
REfE )
EHAE RRLFRKPRTR)

Wilson (2009) 1%, 74 n=—%GE% ., W&
Y (attributive) 7>, FaEDIFEITIIS L, &l
LFOTEREN) (dissociative) BEEZ/RTH D &
L CERMIT TS, AKFFETIL, Wilson
(2009) D2 ODFEFFHED > B, T A B =—%
FEDIFEICICER A ST D,

IFEOT A v =—WIRA B8 5 & | iRk
BRI 5 RHL L OIS, T A n=—%
MNL U773 & LCRATEMICS D, L
MU, ML LT TV O T, TAr=—"L
L CEMR SIS HRBUISHR CTH D, F72, 5t

IAFFFEICIN T, 7 A 1 =— DB EDAEN
RSN TEITHEDL BT, IR
Rz Y T TENTH 5,

AHETIL, FATIIRO IR 2B E 2 . F24
DFREFSEATVN T A 1 =—FEGEDIRIEITTOBLA.
B BEFIZL - THREDIFBICORFEDNT
5T HFE, B& FOUEHEE ORI E BT
LT LEHLNNTT D,

[1] Coleman and Kay (1981) “Prototype
Semantics: The English Word Lie” [2] Wilson
(2009) “Irony and Metarepresentation”

Al BURZE (RERET)

[Fa ——DOSFEOHEME - [ M2

DFE] [T H B <HL> DRI S ' 2A—]
PREAAT (BB

W&o DER OB 522X, FEAT =
—H—DAJEZIBN T, BERERLFF > T
770 TYLEAEREFH(1339-1453) 720y LEIAMIPNGY
DESHAHIZWT, B2 R OBER N UKD
PSB85, iR b DRTE T H - 7=,

Fa—¥—i3, ZOERROSLBAEE, 7
47 AT IVAR—RINT LUWEET, 555
FRDPFREHURET DAY L LT D,
ZEM % ST T2 0 KgdT= 0 | BTEICHREET 275,
Z OFEFNTHH » FEARIRD D (“Vision”)
FIE AFDNEORE D IZH -7 L 9 I
2 Do

AFERTIE, [Hr 2 Y —EE] D—o,

[ R SRINOEE) ZHLY B, Fa—3—23%
o<Wt > 2P L, 2 EnORITE
EDIINTIAD (=2 RIS heay
T AR KOEDEELZHERL TWVD0%
B 5N T 5, A% —~H (Langacker 1999")
EEAL, ZhE TOMFEOA T4y & Zfiise
L, 77 AN« SRBICBIET DR 7258 D ]
REMEZ AR L72uy,

[1] Langacker, R. W. (1999) “Chapter 4: A
dynamic usage-based model,” Grammar and
Conceptualization. [2] Burrow, J. A. (1984) Essays
on Medieval Literature.

“Pronoun Retention in Old and Middle English
Relative Clauses”



Michiko Ogura (Tokyo Woman’s Christian
University)
Pronoun retention, in which “the head noun remains
in the embedded sentence in pronominal form,”
says Comrie (1981), is ““a rather marginal existence”
in English. Visser (1963-73) states that it is
“well-known that instead of the later opposition
who/whose/whom (relative pron.) the older language
availed itself of the opposition pat (pe) he/ pat his/
pat him/ pat hine to express the same relations.” In
this paper I shall focus on the occurrence of this
construction in Old and Middle English, try to prove
that during the medieval period it had been neither
dialectal nor vulgar but a kind of recapitulation in
the nominative, genitive and dative/accusative cases.
I shall also consider the reason for its choice as a
structural and stylistic variety in the history of the
relative pronoun with illustrative examples.

[1] Comrie, B. (1981) Language Universals and
Linguistic Typology, Blackwell, Oxford. [2] Visser,
F. Th. (1963-1973) An Historical Syntax of the
English Language, Brill, Leiden.

(NBERI VvV ART T A)
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[HARDOHEFEFIIIEE & BB WRIRTIE)
Al AREE EEER)

TS, JREA T DTkt g & HfF%E0
o X DESTWVD, HT20bRFEIIHT LR
ST HT/eRE 5T HZ LA ATHETH
DD XD A T B,

AR URT T LNTIE, 2O XD emEiox L
TESHED TP CUNHE, SEERIRE LT
LELELHEAVIFELZ T2 Z EBAEETH
HZEETRLIED, BT, BARIZIZIL2D &
L 7o BRI IS HFRDIEHER 6 5, HiF+
TOPATVIZEAINTIZ, 2O L H 7BV Vs
MAETEDL TN Z & 220, HARAIFZES I
Lo THERFAETHD Z & LI TORL
7ZUN,

BARMNZIL, FEREERIR CARDH H < D
DO (FERMEL, “WlGES) 2 Hif
%o L THARANIEEIZEL 2MB DRE

(Washio 1997[1], Maruta 1995[2]%) % J&iZ LT,
ZIIbED I ITiEmE RS ETWNT D
MR L TR,

[1] “Resultatives, Compositionality, and Language
Variation,” Journal of East Asian Linguistics 6. [2]
“The Semantics of Depictives,” EL12.

B aDOee L 87 & DRFFBEFRIC
DT
RN R (B IR

AFEFFTIE, John ate the meat raw. D K 9 72
BRI H1T DB A]OBEREIC DUV TEES
%, Maruta (1995 [1]) %, fEGANTdGETIZ e
<\ BhEAf) e 5 RIFIIEMRE TH D & &
T 5, LL72nih, Maruta (1995) 235
A& LTHETTOHHIE, TRF 2R 5
TEAF (eg raw) & UTADX A THRET
% EFA) (e.g. over-the-counter) D2 DD X A 7|
T B, TN < ODD R THERBI TR
STHRDIRNE TR, i 5A) & P25 DR
DHTH Y | HEGANFEFDTIE e BFEL LT
BEREL CWD Z & ZHABMNTT 5,

S BT, — OGN TN RIFI D L 5 78
IR Z R OYaN D205, ZbDfliE, T
DORFGFHESUZINT, M EA) BRI O£ F
LOBIEIRERIZ IS D78 A MG R DIRRER
BURT 5| EHBEZ DL THIATE L L AR
7

[1] Maruta, T. (1995) “The Semantics of
Depictives,” English Linguistics 12, 125-146.

[AE R B R BRI 36 1T 2 B FA A8 &8 oD R

#R — Think differentDFE 5T 5 — |
Al SR (LR

Appleft:D'ERIA)TdH 5 “Think different”
ST 238 U CL BRIz T 54|
TEIRIL, 8 2\ MIHERFREL & o 535175,
BATEND L RTHONWTEET B, Yisksl
3 BB e DTz & > T
D73, W ODD g CEEERD 729555 & LTIk
A2 KB TH D, ERMEIROE TId, think
Ze i Ean &3 5 BRIl O, different%
it eh) & BB R SCOMIR, S 612
different % HL A TE @I 5] & 3 2 Rl EA Y 722 iR R

(differently/in a different way) 7¢ & OFEEI)72



IR FTREMEDNE 2 55, Bhifilthink % HLs &
2% BEE R HLO SUEFH O S 2 F 25
% Z LI LD | YREFELD B IGEO R
SHEARRIZBWO TN Th 5 b DD, B
FHLOGER U e xr Y N — 7 2852 L
TIEEMICRAIENI HDHDOTHDH Z L &R
7

25 SRl SR ) & R B SR
=t P G T PNE D)

T RSN T, TEA Rl n) & AiTfE R
REDOWTINERIRT DOV TOFEL
IIATEEE A E72 TR0 (wipe the plate
{clean/*to  cleanliness}/ dance oneself {fo
exhaustion/*exhausted}) , & X 9 73 THREE
(003[ 1) LTEREMI LR & B B AN To 2 =—
I IR R L CRY . RIS D, L
LEBERDOIREET D 3 SOFHEN L, FUIHF G
DEHRECNL STV D,

AFEFRTIL, TEAGIRIRAE A, A&l T
BEFRT) L0 BRI Z Croft (1990[2])
DRFSEEHDE 2 LG DOEIUT, TR
RA) L AETRS RO ERAENE B LT
BZHNDZ L ard, RS ITEOR
KTl <. ZOFEKRABENC I D | FERAD
BEIRZ I TE D,

[1] 72 & SIS RS TR
IL] KIEEEESS. [2] “Possible Verbs and Event
Structure,” in Tsohatzidis (ed.) Meaning and
Prototypes, Routledge.

MESCORMIBREE ZO%O B — 18
A TSR T — )
AR REAE GEERT)
FREFRI O _IREVBGRIR GRS B 2 FEED
HEF R SC (e.g. He was spending his vacation
working at the factory.) (X, {55t 30155 Poutsma
(1928: 903[IDIT K AUZL, AifERIMT & OEI4 Gt
S DHTER e < T2 V) BRSBTS
T B EIZL VRS LT E S 25, 8
AFANBHE DRI~ E BT D & 2 D% ORER
& LTI, BIE RIS N OISR A)., Rl A,
WESFARE VST WDIEER L L CoRGR
WFEDAEU D E TSNS,

AHETIE, ZOEE 2 DBROBIRBFED
JEBRIZOWT, Arai (1997[2]) TR SN -
IREREER L HIER (1988[3], 2015[4]) TOHEEA
BRI, B a— AN ELNLH S E
EEEMZ GRL D Z it 5, Sbi, ftho
WL COEREOFFIZFLA L D ZETO
HESCHFFED DR 5 Z & T, _LRLORALmEE
& ZDBDBEFROSRHLE L7z,

[11 A4 Grammar of Late Modern English, P.
Noordhoff. [2] “A Corpus-Based Analysis of the
Development of ‘/n Dropping’ in the Spend Time In
V-Ing Construction,” Studies in English Linguistics,
KIERE.  [3] [9EEIZHUT 2 a4 st s
W [EUbante] 105551 5, 4 HEXR
. [4] T80 Doy ~DZA b [SREFED
BURE] , PRt
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“Unconstrained Merge: Its Consequences and
Challenges”
Miki Obata (Tokyo University of Science)
The aim of this symposium is to clarify several
issues regarding the operation Merge, which makes
it possible to generate an unbounded array of
hierarchically structured expressions by forming a
new object Z with already-constructed objects X, Y.
(Chomsky 2005, 2013) By focusing on the essential
operation of Merge, the symposium intends to
deepen discussion of relevant issues such as whether
Merge is freely applicable or constrained by certain
principles and how it is related to other theoretical
including features,
Transfer/Spell-Out, labeling, minimal search, phases,

assumptions linguistic
etc. We also clarify theoretical and empirical
consequences obtained by examining several issues
involved in (un)constrained Merge.

[1] Chomsky, Noam (2005) “Three Factors in
Language Design,” Linguistic Inquiry 36, 1-22. [2]
Chomsky, Noam (2013) “Problems of Projection,”
Lingua 130, 33-49.



“Introduction: On Merge and its Related Issues”
Miki Obata (Tokyo University of Science)

The purpose of this introductory talk is to give a
brief (selective) historical review of the operation
Merge and also to clarify the issues the symposium
specifically focuses on.

Merge is the operation which simply forms a set
by combining o and f. (Chomsky 2013)
Structure-building by Merge needs neither
language-specific/construction-specific phrase
structure rules nor the X’-schema, which is a big
step forward in the history of structure-building.
(Epstein et al. to appear)

Among controversial issues involved in Merge,
the following three questions are specifically
considered in this symposium: (i) What conditions
are imposed on symmetric structures formed by
Merge?, (ii) How is Merge related to labels? and
(iif) What is truly unconstrained Merge and how can
it be applied?

[1] Epstein, Samuel, Hisatsugu Kitahara, and
Daniel Seely (to appear) “From Aspects
‘Daughterless Mothers’ (aka delta nodes) to POP’s
“Motherless’-Sets (aka non-projection): A Selective
History of the Evolution of Simplest Merge,” MIT
Working Papers in Linguistics.

“Conditions on Symmetry-Breaking in Syntax”
Hiroki Narita (Nihon University)
It has been customarily stipulated that every
binary phrase {a, f} is asymmetrically organized,
viz. analyzable either as a “projection” of o or a
projection of . However, Chomsky (2013) and
Narita & Fukui (2014, forthcoming) argue that this
“universal asymmetry” stipulation has lost its
ground in Merge-based syntax. They specifically
argue that certain aspects of syntactic derivation are
effectively driven by the need for featurally
“symmetric” structures of the form {oyr, P},
where o and B share a feature F as the most
prominent element within them. In this study, I will
identify several important properties of featural
symmetry. I will specifically argue that syntactic
operations that “desymmetrize” already constructed
symmetric structures are prohibited, and that this

condition can derive the effect of Criterial Freezing,
among other constraints on movement.

[1] Narita, Hiroki (2014) Endocentric Structuring
of Projection-free Syntax, John Benjamins. [2]
Narita, Hiroki and Naoki Fukui (forthcoming)
Symmetry-driven Syntax, Routledge.

“On Labeling: In Search of Unconstrained

Merge”
Nobu Goto (Toyo University)
One of the questions I want to consider is whether
labeling plays an important role in narrow syntax
(NS). Chomsky (2013, 2014) and Narita (2014)
argue that it has no place in the theory of
unconstrained Merge, but I would like to argue that
it plays an important role in order to minimize
search in NS (Goto 2015). Specifically, I will argue
that unlabeled syntactic objects are opaque to search
just because they are invisible to NS; see, among
others, Chomsky (2000, 2005) and Hornstein
(2009). Under this theory, Merge applies freely and
search is constrained by labeling, so it follows that
there is no special constrain on Merge per se. I will
demonstrate that my theory has significant empirical
advantages over other approaches to CED effects
and that the same mechanism provides a new
perspective for null subject phenomena.

[1] Goto, Nobu (2015) “Restricting n to Two:
When Merge Requires Search,” ms., Toyo
University. [2] Homstein, Norbert (2009) A Theory
of Syntax: Minimal Operations and Universal
Grammar, Cambridge University Press.

“Escape to Freedom: Interpreting ‘Free Merge’
across Phase Boundaries”
Marc Richards (Queen’s University Belfast)
I argue here that truly unconstrained Merge (in
terms of freedom at the interface) arises only where
dependencies are formed directly across a phase
boundary, a possibility that is afforded under the
so-called ‘weak’ conception of Transfer (Chomsky
2008). My central thesis is that the phase constitutes
the maximal domain in which linguistic constraints
can apply, so that interpretive freedom emerges
across phases but never within a single phase. At PF,



this delivers ordering restrictions up to the phase
level but not beyond (contra Fox & Pesetsky 2005).
At the Cl-interface, this implies that copies (Internal
Merge) and repetitions (External Merge) can only
be distinguished up to the immediate phase; I
demonstrate how this yields pronominal reference
constraints and their differential application for free
at CI (essentially, the distinction between Principles
A and B of the Binding Theory).

[11 Chomsky, Noam (2008) “On Phases,”
Foundational Issues in Linguistic Theory, ed. by
Robert Freidin et al., 133-166, MIT Press. [2] Fox,
Danny and David Pesetsky (2005) “Cyclic
Linearization of Syntactic Structure,” Theoretical
Linguistics 31, 1-46.
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[IEREHY « BIRFHYICER D B D B
Fl EATR (FERT)

PRSI T D RAR RO B TREERAIZ
b FERRHINZ & BURZR WEEEBIS D1OTh 2,
JRFERERDIHRI T SEE LA Of JE A% DI~
LORIND, ZOJRHTRERIITE AT KD
PIFTII RS, TDOAKTHD’s 1THAFET
BAFERNTH D, ZOsiFEiEFL, FDOX
D IeHRBINEIR 2 D 2 Dy, Fio, —REIEF
S ERAS, S0BEEAR, hislgts7e &137eE
PEOENDIHZ, — T ERk, RS, i
@A 72 SISO LIESL L T2 D7,
7] CHERED 2 SOREED F D~ 7= DI, &
DUWNIMT A HEIT TR > T D DIFED L S
IRFHIZ L DD,

U NI VN ERORNIRA S 2> A TRE
PR R GED B ORI SRE A4
BLL ., WGEEAY - BRI 25 b DO TH
Do

[1] Miyamae, K. (2010) “The Historical Role of
Genitives in the Emergence of DP,” Noam
Chomsky and Language Descriptions, ed. by O.
Askedal et al., Benjamins.

(B REBI DAY PREFBOFREKEI
RonsBEAEDOE()

GHEAD NS CRECUERS)
JEREDJEMSA A, AR OER % 7-H
il - TR O & L CHERE T 5 70 K 2T
D ER Doz, RO OSE, 2
B & ARz 7230k BRBIRRIC I TREOMY
&, FTGEEICOWT O RTERE TS ATRE
T oT, TNHEEL B IE TSRS
A D BT IRE S 4, £ DZ < Fofa )b &3
% AifEA A O E SIS S [ S i D, &
FEHNEDOZA A BIEET D &R —IZ, 1014
REESEDTIL T ) FIZ K DB T S
ND, T/ v~ AR 2 o e
FEOSCEFEOAGHL BREN, RO SFEIZE
PR TREN RSN TWD, AFEETIE, =/
7V v FOiHLE (Catholic Homilies First
Series) & ZD2MHACOUGERR, EiZLambeth
4TI LN DAL EE L L, HoEE%
B & HGEHRIENC 23T T OB IEDZ
fbzils Z &2 B E T 5,
[1] Allen, C.L. (2008) Genitives in Early English,
OUP. [2] Swan, M. (2007) “Preaching Past the
Conquest,” The Old English Homilies, Bepols.

(MR EFEEFHFIYEVO [T —
M # NERIZBT B ERK]

AN HUINETE (FEERT)
VISR G T v O [Tr— M
I FIFRIFH D — O OEARNFRE THR-> TV
o TD—2, BV T T ERIAY DFNOHE
W, BHDOWE, R ETEERO TR, B9
— DDA NERITENE BREOTGFEICE XK
HTNBLEEZ BN TS, 2D X HICEHEN
PR DRIND “SDERTEDDTYELD
[ — N 55E80 & FRGE~OIRIEL O
SR AT DBROEERER L 725 T
WD SRR his|BRE DEAAO B A 45% < 12
i35 4 N EARITBEEAFIEIZ SO THid TE
BT D, ARERITHEAORFIZ L, J&
KD TEARHE DI P IGEHIZ 31T 2R
AT TAHZLEH -OHME LTS, &5
12, 22 TCOBLEAMTREE LT, 20094F 2~
VI AR —RETCRME ST AR
THEUV—IavTOREDO—D2THD
Borjars, et al. 013[I)ZH1) Difs 2B £ %,
BUREERE D FTA RS ORFRR s DIERS 242,



[11  Morphosyntactic ~ Categories and  the

Expression of Possession, Benjamins.
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ARl CERTRMS (BHERT)
SFE IS ERBEKERIO VKR ZME TS

L ENODNERBICEE LAV L B X Ao
TWDDHIEET FOHRIZ1 DOKRERS
FEEAUOMFAET D Z BT CRA TS B, R
F¥RIL, TOEELN. T7b5 [DPHIED
TEST) IRV CBRB IR LT ENZ DWW THE
%535,

HARHIZIZ, Heine and Kuteva (2007[17)7> TA
M SREO VMBI I IE ER OBMR 2 R~ I
REOMFTERE T, FT LWEIR S EASND Z &I
KoT Rl 2838925 L H ana R
(2, BRI O SRR (1) FERERIIED 2 F5>
BEEREE, 2) DelF] Lo fiRg, Q)i
K73 DR EBYLIAEEZEA L, ZHUZ L - T
BGEDOA TS A S CE o2& 2T
95, £ LT, AL Z OSUEZ LDOFH
WZiX Mrigger ) & LT, E722Mb5E T 514~5
HH#2I2iE Tanchor] & L CREZaEMRZR-L
TEIZZ L E#R U D, ZOREIZTE Ui=0h/s
HREIE ST DNV BRI ELT ST
ETHD,

[1] The Genesis of Grammar, OUP.
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—<&LVHIT D, T LT L LTUL
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WFEEH LD A2 B 5 NZT D,
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2K L, S5E I ERER IO IE THE ThH
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HUVNE, 200D ELLTH L E/-K b
DTHDHEBZLNDN, ZORHILTW DA
FEN— R CARWEEEERTC L 5 5,

AFERIL, B RGEOGEREM A eisast L
FNENDRHEEEL L 7= 9 2T, BEREHISC
ElE, TEROIFES AR D K 9 70, HEMELE
BEMEDOELLNNURY R DH T EEmL
o0, EHLLTHLONEMEFICH I AT
HH LN HOTIIRL, B OWIRF & BiIFED

IR ZfE U TN RABICET 5729
OFHATAD—FHRTHDH L FET D,

IIREARR & SRR I L ERFRFI~D
A =Sy
AN EED (ZFERY)
XEEIZRVN T, XEES G- 03 ol o Hh g
(common ground)Z KL T\ Z & &2 T T
YT (B MRS, T2l 2IE xEE
FlRl L3 UM 2 5 2 &
I, ZOHEOOESTHY | FHELTAIZE -
THRIEFEETVOBEIZHFLEL TWVD
([1]Brennan and Clark 1996[1];Pickering and
Garrod 2004[2])), AFEKTIL, 29 LIz T v
VT T DR L A SR LRG| X5
SHHEPNED X I U CGRESER A T 5 TR
FEn) ARE L. TR OBRSCEITL T
K OZERHINTT D, AROHBIFRERT T
T — 2RI L, & < ICRREEDBRAARHC IS 1T
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FEHRE D/ — VTERRICRE O DN TN 2 &
ZHE L. O OFINEZ R,

[1] “Conceptual Pacts and Lexical Choice in
Conversation,”  Journal — of  Experimental
Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition. [2]
“Toward a Mechanistic Psychology of Dialogue,”

Behavioral and Brain Science.

TR#AF] OZEHIER
aam ECRBRRC T (AR RT)
taft SR e NHFE TR, 22 =7 —
Ta AR THRRSE) L&A HHATS
D 45 22 BRI, I 7ulpGmnb~
1 g SR LR DA = T 7 A

FOFTEETZ LD EE XD (Silverstein
1993[1]; /ML 2008 [2]), Z 9 L7z BHEmAOMEH
(AL L7 AR, RE O E KARRAYRIE
INAAEAEEAAEICEE 2@ T, 145 2
) OMBEATERA ZFEM L~V TEE R
SIS AT 2B 15, AHEEsD~7
A=V RU—7 CIeBilE#E L B O
MEATZT =5 D26 AFHot AR Lo D
NI & Z DOFEEOR A% 9T Do A H5E
HIRRER C BRIV TGN (26 L, AHAAT
D[4« Z 220 2 i | R 22RO A -
FAROHMAR EABMEL TI 7 1 LyLTO
3 2\ NI A X > T D, LosL, i
FECHGEDIE L\ ) ~ 7 1 SR
BRPBRD & Hie D TG AR
AT D ATREMEZ BT 5,

[1] “Metapragmatic Discourse and Metapragmatic
Function,” in John A. Lucy (ed.) Reflexive
Language: Reported Speech and Metapragmatics,
Cambridge. [2] [FE 5 DR AT STt Sab

NEF D]

Mt NBASR LD H OAREEE DR : = —F
TORHENPOEZ D)
Al ATHEAR ERRT)
FHOHAT % W)t 2 5 55 % (interactional
sociolinguistics) 7~ 7" 12 —F 7> & DR GARAHIIT
(workplace discourse study) (Z3SVNT, SabAT
g, &0 DI NBREEREIZ BRI D HkEE A T
T UO—OFIE, A =T SR
iE (FREUbds LU U (AT 5

MMERFESH T 5 (Holmes, Marra, and Vine
2011 [1]),

AFEF T, AT APIORIEEE - HERFRAEAAE S
KA N T T V—ThoHa2—ETIZEREH
T EOFEMZELT, =T 4T DAN
—NAFET D5t NBIR D DB, &
DEHTHES N T RNV EEEST 00D
WC, =a2—Y—J Y FEHADEVRAI—
T T HREENOPRES D, S HIZ, ENER
DOSACHHEEDN, 2—FT ODFRSH, 2—F7T
DA T R EA 8L T b 26 %
7 B ORENOBLET D,

[1] Leadership, Ethnicity, and Discourse, OUP.
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N, SR ET LN TEDLDRE
A, HHWHEEOFEHITRY 5 HEtEE
Fo TEFNAHIIL, LD X D ITHEEE 15
TDHDIEA I D,

K RYT LIE, SREERICET 50158

(Rleafam - FRRERIEAD - FAZGRAT) ZH5E 2.
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[SCHETE DR
AN AR (REILRT)

MRITLOEE ED X 5 IEST 50T
EoVSRR /AN

YEEZ I LO RO SFEOSTEESIZB W
TEEIN TR 2 b7 W B ((JEERD)
FHEIRER]) DBIEENDY, HAREIZRBWT
% 144 C1E 72V (Murasugi, Natanani and Fuji
2010[1] %), T &=, ShRE, KA ELITRR
0 SUEED EONLE TREEZ XD > TH &
W EARE LTV D ATREME D & 5 (Rizzi
1993/1994 [2]),

— 5T, IR, —EDEFR (F /< R
&) ZHAT, BEAR - AR A TEA LT
D3, Z DR T, BERERZREE (v &) 23,
TNEEEZO®ERTHL—F (V) &2, —D



DEFATH O H 5, (Murasugi
and Hashimoto 2004 [3] %),

AFEFETIR, SUBIE OSSP B35 —o
DAFUZADNT, BRI B2 4R L7 B3
22,

[1] “The Roots of Root Infinitives: The Surrogate
Infinitives Common in Adult and Child Grammar,”
BUCLD 34 Pos. [2] “Some Notes on Linguistic
Theory and Language Development: The Case of
Root infinitives,” L4 3. [3] “Three Pieces of
Evidence for the v-VP Frame,” Nanzan Linguistics
1.
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MONROREER#R A HNT 52 L armd 2
LIk UGHIFFEITxd 2 B piF A 5.
ZHE T TS,

ARFTIL, [R— 7] LFHENDHI
BREZROIEFH LS & | BRRAFSE & 1SR 5E D
ZD XD RFEO X I OW TR T
%D, MIZHIREND TAL— 7 I3,
Merchant 2001[INIC &5 & FEFICE L DERE
TRIE S, TOFENEEN TH D LB XD
NTW5, E5IZ, Merchant 2013[2)Z & AT
FEOFETIE, QD &L H 72X OIETENEE LA
T B0, [Zb— 0 73 S A EhE
LEOSATRAE 72 DN [RE] (23 ClRl—
TRRTIUT B 720 & BRI D17
ERFEIN TS,

AFERTIL, AAGEE RIRE L 9250214 (4
k77 H ~65k67° A « FEIFERIISTNH) &
RIBUT LT FEBROFE RIS & | SN Z Ol
RN LT D ZEEHLMCL, ZHUZLY
FESERSA~DUGO B G-D Al RENE % 516D D T 7= 73
AHLVEHE R T D,

(1) 7o MRS T=5 LV, BRI
VINESTEHIB TR,
Q) ¥ T L ETRES TN, BRI THEZ v
EDOINT=DNEB 720N,
[1] The Syntax of Silence, Oxford. [2] “Voice and
Ellipsis,” LI 44.
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AFEFRIL, Arii, Syrett and Goro (Submitted[1])
DODWNRITHADE . AAGE « FEEARREL 55
%2 h3Measure Phrase (MP)% & e Lbisii~CIC
XU TH R DB E | 2 DR 2 — )3
SaHEmC b e O RRICE LU GlGRT 2.

FRAGEEIE, (DB LD FHHTIMPZ (B
V& ZOHBSSRE DESDEZRT] D
& LTI, D X 5 7ot vV <98k
EATHoI & ZA B - FEEDSENUIIT, MP
% TEV o S OffEHE] & L THIRY 2 Mm
MIEFNTIRND LB BN o7, AARGE
FEREIL, HIRER DA L 5 A 3]

(than../~ & V)IZPI 2FEIE, BI2I3 5D 72
DFFFVFERHEDOMEIR ) DR L e Enikie -
TWDICHEL O, LU 2558
DU/ SF—AFFEEL TEY . LorbZFiud
RANEITED DT,

A¥EFE 1T Sawada and Grano (2011[2])D kifkH
LEMPIZRET 20T 28T LT SRS REE
DENZBED S TR CIRD # 2T 2 D137
WET 2 7o OB G A s L,
WY - AEAGHY 72 SRR & DR D IZ OV TR
~D,

1) ZOEME, (bOFT—LDR0A— LV
1A%

(2) This building is 20 meters taller (than that
tower).

[1] “Investigating the Form-Meaning Mapping in
the Acquisition of English and Japanese Measure
Phrase Comparatives,” Submitted. [2] “Scale
Structure, Coersion, and the Interpretation of
Measure Phrase in Japanese,” NALS 19.
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TR PE > TIIEE LD E bbb oy
POk T 5, iz, SabD EDH
ZOWTHEAD Z L TIEH 528, HHI
BB AT, — R % &anomalous72 & 5\
IR E o 28I b UL SN D, RS VR
U L AT 1 K B IER (B L OR)
BRAHLONC GEE D ZOT0) ik - BRo
A £ & D, FNH DUERIFZEZ OV THER
THELBIT, AT D LA L o oS
R0, BWERA NI < B ORFEAZHT LU
TR BHEZ 723 T RBEIRE L TRV,

[ FRFNE TORRRRIZOWT]
A ST GRAEFRERT)

— AN, A RO CIHMEMEEER (A
7)) LHRERESR (44F) & ORIERBIRA
LT 5 (e.g. beautiful flowers / the handsome
boy), L22L7Rn 6, SGED[EkEED(e.g. the
ripper Jack / Jack the ripper) D & 512, T2 L AZE D
RIEICRURRRZ RO L D ICHR X DB D BAF
15T %, A ClE, 2D & 2 eRBDVRT B~
725 cf. Keizer 2007)72 L& FF5%2 L, LV i
GI7a it it DR 2R A 5, FFIZ. Moro
(2000)%°Chomsky (2013)72 & TIRE SN T5

IR (symmetric) | 72/ )NlfiAE (e., {XP,YP})
TN T OB A GEE L, 2405 DRI
MED LD IpFGEEREEDN DIRE SN D DDE
539 %, F72., visible stars / stars visible? L 5 72
RN BN HNE DTS % & TS5 & O BE
PRIZONTHER TN,

[1] Chomsky, Noam (2013) ‘“Problems of
Projection,” Lingua 130, 33-49. [2] Keizer, Evelien
(2007) The English Noun Phrase, Cambridge
Univ.Press, Cambridge. [3] Moro, Andrea (2000)
Dynamic Antisymmetry, MIT Press, Cambridge,
MA.
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AFEFD BINL, FEIERUZ R B2 FEIMER
Difizhi(bracketing paradox) DEIG A 7925 2
EThD, mHTERER CITARR) & HERERIRS(F)
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ZRT %, FFEIZEBEMN TH D720, F8F
LTI R+F, 2)RHR., 3) FHFO =D&

DHREHENAEL D, ZNHDH B (DIT@EF D
FEAIRAESEDD, QIFHEAFRELIRESED
(Harley 2009), A% TIL, G)2MHEIME RO
DB ZIRE S D & FikT D,

[1] Harley, Heidi (2009) ‘“Compounding in
Distributed Morphology,” in Lieber & Stekauer
(eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Compounding,
Oxford Univ. Press, Oxford, 129-144.
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HEHESCIZ 3517 % it ifkmore & thanfi &
DFRENREIE X D00 & LTI, thanfix
more DAFBIZILIEAERL L, STR~BE) <1541
BEHT (Bresnan 197372 &) & thanfiZ more
EFBEN AT EIC R AR U BRI L 0
W A BAE ST D LA R T (Jackendoff
197772 L) PRRINTE T, F2, Thb
DDOHMT ARG 3 % 73477 Bhatt and Pancheva
(2004)IZ L VIRESNTND, ZONHCL S
& moreZ MR _EIFQRIZ &LV STRIZKE
# L. BEISEOmorelZthanfi N FEMEERROOES
(Late Merge) 415, AFEFETIE, QR & Late
MergelZHAD < T ORMBERAZTER L, REL
LT, moreDHFIZHEE S4v72y MU proA
AL L proZd SUR DthanBil A S5 & & 1T
£ Y more & than i OZIREIR AN 7= S D =
LERET D,

[1] Bresnan, Joan (1973) “The Syntax of
Comparative Clause Construction in English,” L/ 7,
275-343. [2] Jackendoff, Ray (1977) X-bar Syntax,
MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. [3] Bhatt, R.and R.
Pancheva (2004) “Late Merger of Degree Clauses,”
LI35,1-45.
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fifio EH LD E & L0O0EFITH D, a
similar car to mine® X 5 12, FEAFA) S AEHE
L TCNDHOD, EOREFOHS (B0
VIR DAFADBAIZAE T D563 8 5,
Z ORESC IS BEAPAE SC(Escribano 2005) & FEE
Do AREKTITZ DL O 2MEMINATREIC /2 5
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[1] Escribano, J. L. Gonzalez (2005)
“Discontinuous APs in English,” Linguistics 43,
563-610. [2] WAZRE (1987) [HEEREICHBITD

FEIEZES]) |, [EEEA] 19874°2H 5
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VRMEIRIE S & D RESIMER L2 D72, L1
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[1] 4An Historical Syntax of the English Language [
[2] [&EI) 3] [ & <D B3
3CiE] [4] Linguistic Categorization
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