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=3 T & H0RT LR 5720 @& (1991)
mEBEM), L, [BEENR=TRRIN
DHEITIE, IR ERECOTEED [ZH] 12
RESNDHDTHAD 75>o ZORRNTHKT LT,
B2 oBUETIF R B m&ﬂ%%ﬁxtﬁ

i_hifﬁfbfw@wkﬁbM6¢K%
FTIE, ZORTE
Kaga (2007[2]) 0)%%& BT D1RE L
Baker (2015[3])/Z & D #&A7#(dependent Case)D
%@A@TTHK%@%MW (B LCTHIZ e
IR T 52 &Ik, =@ =3y
T BN OFHE LW %Mz L7zby,
[1] “On Japanese Passives.” [2] Thematic Structure:
A Theory of Argument Linking and Comparative
Syntax. [3] Case: Its Principles and its Parameters.
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AFERIL. as-BI 1, so-BIESC, HLREE
3C3, null OperatorOBBIREREO AL, B
AR EIZ B U CBBRERY VSRR PRI A
R EEHALNTT S,

A Eﬁ?ﬁiﬂ#fﬁ Z BRRICIR A

F7o, EEHSUZBWTCHIBR S LD B A
FeATE & DR E LELE T 5 Z L D D(Potts
(2002[2])). EEAaIHIERO Sk E L CRBRLF & D
BB 23 B R X U B [E]-feature 43 HT<°phase
transfer HTIX 22 Cld7e <. CPAVPREIRA~DGE
BRI Z L Th D LIRET D, EHIT

FREOHIESCT ﬂﬁiﬁt@%%ﬂmf&@ﬁui

ARTEDZ & FERITRHEREE S Z L
5. BiRih)OR E{K%’@J (A, TS FEEL
SHIVIZVPREIA~IE LB 5 & E5RT D (cf.
Lacara (2015[1])), &7z, fElE T3 CTHER:
R HHIFENFF SN2\ T & 73 & % Relativized
MinimalitylZ & U &35 2 & 2575,
[1] “Discourse Inversion and Deletion in
As-parentheticals,”  Parenthesis and  Ellipsis:
Cross-linguistic and Theoretical Perspectives. [2]
“The Syntax and Semantics of As-parentheticals,”
NLLT 20.
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[1] Classical NEG Raising: An Essay on the Syntax
of Negation.
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HIERHESUZ DWW TEET D,

(1) a. John is taller than Mary is.

b. John has more friends than Mary has.
SEATHFZE TR, beBFAD ELIZA B ST R, —fiX
HyEA O LR HIBRAE SC & RO b O & LTl
TR | HEEINOZEFNIBEIORRE U
HEDOTHDHEEZ BTV S (Chomsky 1977
[1D.

LA L beEFRAIDAFBANZERT & 72 5 BIGIT
PG IR E S e b o Tid7e <, Akma]lan
and Wasow (1975)[2]7M2E LT\ 5 K912,

B7278 W (ellipsis) OO Cdb 2 BhEa A&
@ﬂﬁ'é‘riﬁi‘é’o Do AFERTIE, FBMC, Bhaif
W DRFE N be BE D LEBEHIBRAE SCIZ 35U T
HBZE SN DA 7R L, beBFod LA IBRE
SAZIFBENC L DIRAETZT Tldze < | Bhaayg
W& A L7z IRAED “HE S5 Z & 25
AN (e R
[1] “On Wh-Movement.” [2] “The Constituent
Structure of VP and AUX and the Position of the
Verb BE,” Linguistic Analysis 1,205-245.

“Syntactic and Semantic Analyses of the Geisian
Ambiguity”
Masaki Sano (Ritsumeikan University)
The topic of this presentation is the Geisian
ambiguity [1] between the high and the low
readings (HR/LR) in a sentence like Boku-wa
Godzilla-ga arawareru to Yamane hakase-ga
yokoku-sita toki-ni Godzilla-o mita “1 saw Godzilla
when Dr. Yamane predicted it would appear.”
The main concem is with what factors affect the
availability of LR and why.  Besides the
well-known island configurations, there are several
controlling factors, including: the presence of a

particle like #i after the head of the adverbial clause
[2]; the lexical nature of the head (toki vs. zikan
“time”); its aspectual nature (toki vs. aida “while”);
the lexical and/or aspectual properties of the
predicates involved (arawareru vs. syutugen-suru
“appear”’; yokoku-suru vs. keikoku-suru “wam”). 1
will attempt to give syntactic and semantic accounts
of these
unrecognized in the literature (except the first one).

[1] Geis, M. (1970) Adverbial Subordinate Clauses
in English, Doctoral dissertation, MIT. [2] Endo,
Y. (2012) “The Syntax-Discourse Interface in
Adverbial Clauses,” Main Clause Phenomena,

for interactions factors, largely

Benjamins.
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LN —EITMRGE D B RAUX, FEFI A2
BIBTHY , LD XD ITIREZND DINIRT
HHTIERY, £ T, ARETIE MSO
IRAEZ DT N EZEBEER O PSS
TRtz 5, BARRIZIE, MSTIE, HIBR
EiPNOwhf)l%, Baker (1970[1) TIRE Sh7-
Q-morphemelZ X V) | HEZERIZ A7 E THid =
AU HIBRE B NORSE DRSNS Z L %
Fid 5, 6T, Bl (VP)RIEREF OB
BOTRE émtmf@%LmA7V)XA
AMSIZ BN L, S T8 L HIBREi O Theh
DOXIET HHE (7 =A X) FEOLFEEA
[FAl— T, B & B O B )R
F272 LTV < T HHIBR(Partial Deletion)’

AREE 72D MSINIRAESND Z L A RET D,
[1] "Notes on the Description of English Questions:
The Role of an Abstract Question Morpheme,"

Foundations of Language 6, 197-219.
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B BHAORETDHLEZA]

T (RBKR)
AFEFROBWIT, 1) BRNFEFHEDA > b
F— g VEEEROET U ERR, 2) L
~UVBINZES 2 730 > 7= FEBROYERE DFFET —

Z D FEEOBMICH DD RHBICIER L,

3) FNLESIEFNNIELZL, 4) B
A bR a D, FiAR, Wit s Ham
DEEEOENZE TN DBRTH Y | 72DIc%
AR BENNEThH D Z & &iwmd 5.
HANZIE, ETORFEEE L. ©y TR
(BT DMK ERRHIRIC SR S 4L, BT
DETe & RREDRGE T AV —IZB L T D
ACE A D (g - L (2011[1]), Ueda
and Saito (2012[2]), EHIZZNHEHARL T
RRaRaEE OREREINGTS\ T b |, HEREkAES
OFEFHRRANZR AR AR TSR & 72 D, T
DENZ, ARNFEEDA b r—va H
FROWRET, B2 220 B D HE TR V& D A
VB =T A ADFERE F R, TAGERIRHE
FHIFEFIZHE LN & & D,
[1] TAARANFEEICLDAV br—a vtk
N B AAFZE] 15(1). [2] Tonic
misplacement by Japanese learners of English.
Exploring English Phonetics. Cambridge Scholars
Publishing.
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AR, RESCTEIC 3 S < ST RI 308 AN T
DA AESTRR ORFEDSB 5N/ > TE TR
0 | ZORRDAEEICSTBOEEIEIC LT
LB TE TV D, ARHFFETIER 35 J55EOH)
SAANZE{ L EiAE ST The child took her shoes off/ The
child took off her shoes. DEFHCRA L Tlix, =&
& Off FAEFE A3 < (MacWhinney (2000[17).
Diessel & Tomasello (2005[2]) 1%, ShEHIHI D3
FETCIL, AR R ERE B AR AITE
DIVTNDD, REIC /e b & T EBIFAE
{bFi % B2 H I ORI ONE CTE S L 51
727 LR LT D You put on lipstick on [Eve
2:1], AHEERTIE, MO EbnzD L,

B DAL FEFEO T T2 23N E, BlRi A
{LFRARESC D ERHEERRE & 2 &b DR ER
RRIZIBT D B DJE Y ORI FR ORI D
bV )5 & OEE D> TR Y Bk LT
Xt —DORISBIRIT TR > TV DB H D =
LT,

[1] The CHILDES Project: Tools for Analyzing Talk
[2] “Particle Placement in Early Child Language: A
Multifactorial Analysis.”
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EDIXTAEFN D EREALAZ L@ LT,
UITFSHZTET S, (1) fRANCTEk &S
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M7 5 FEhE 59D,
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(readability) DAL, Za— Lipa T
J A MIBITLEGEIIOER L HTH LT
DRRFEZIRY BT D, BIRO> v i, 7a
—AEDOSFEEEBEOFH L L CORARD
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“Connective Functions and the Functional
Development of a Concessive Discourse Marker
Sl
Erina Iwai
(Aoyama Gakuin University (graduate student))
As a concessive discourse marker (DM), still
has two distinguishing properties: it accepts the truth
or validity of the prior discourse segment, and it
signals the speaker’s communicative intent to
contrast an aspect of information derived from the
prior discourse (cf. [1]). This study takes a
corpus-based approach to the DM s#ill and firstly
examines synchronically its connective functions in
terms of a range of verbal communication (e.g.
propositional content, conversational implicature,
illocutionary force, and conversational conventions
such as topic change). The study then proceeds to a
diachronic analysis to reveal and discuss how the
connective functions have developed over the last
few centuries, with due considerations given to
“pragmatic strengthening” [2] and
“pragmaticalization” [3].
[1] Bell, David M. (2010) “Nevertheless, Still and
Yer” [2] Traugott, Elizabeth C. (1988) “Pragmatic
Strengthening and  Grammaticalization”  [3]
Onodera, Noriko O. (2004) Japanese Discourse
Markers.
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EACRIFA RAL T DRI L Chadrasie
WTER Y, B Z D208 (eg
Kratzer 1995 [1]) & RILEMGmZ A\ 2087
(e.g. von Fintel 1994 [2]) D2 OWMER ST
%o AFEFTIE, EAVHEIR & A L~ LakEED
Lol & & Lo SCOTRMED than FiN THIV B
MDDPITIG U TS % L D e 7aBlsi &
b &, 220D & T % (*John is always
taller than Tom / John is always taller than every
basketball player) , FEERAGEIZH < 3T Tl
Z DOEFBMEDBENEHE 2 DB D i &
KRR, IREFDFELUE L7221 ud7e
SR TRV E WO TN H D, —T5, K
DLEMGERIZHED O TR, every 3 FFOIRDL
47 (Schwarz 2012 [3]) & &EALRIGIOF A
TERNC K> THMZREBIRMES B SN D &
BADH LT, ZORBIEDENERA D Z L&
WTE D, LA EOFELEEZ | RILEWRIZ
FS LI OIF ) BREBRANICENR TS Z &
ZFRT D,

[1] “Stage-level and Individual-level Predicates,” in
The Generic Book. [2] Restrictions on Quantifier
Domains, PhD diss, UMass. [3] “Situation
Pronouns in Determiner Phrases,” NLS 20.

A XY NEDOHFER, BLO, HEEFELA

AFE D BERE SOV T
FNEFT EREEERT)

Krifka (1990[1])DZ&F 7=k DHISC, 4000 ships
passed through the lock last year. OFFEFRIZ I, 4000
DR & Oy (EAR) ORI &\ 5 FERD
FNNC, T2 & 2 1 ETHNA000[RIO R EmiEH
HONTZE NI ERNH D, HBEOIR T,
HEA40001 KA CTlI/e < 4 Xy OB E X
TW%, (cf. Maienborn 2011),

AFEFTIL, ARGEOMIECEBIEL, 41X
v MNEZBRFEOEEEOOE D ERZ DA X
>~ MR (cf. Davidson 1967[2]) DEESIT . B
L\ ZDEAOFREMZHE T 5, Theref
S AEAESCTIEA X M EOIEERAL OB



MO U, same/different O SCTldA < R
JEOBLRN DI C Do HAGEOTARE S, W
RTINS, TRHV HESCEOBIERAm LT
PRE & 13T D BRORRFRIC DWW TERT 2,

[1] “Four Thousand Ships Passed through the
Lock,” L & P 13. [2] “The Logical Form of Action
Sentences,” The Logic of Decision and Action, U of
Pittsburgh P.
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AFEFRTIL, FE O (Wada (2001[1])
(BN TR R BLO REHI AR I A AT K 72

[Pl & THIE) &V DYRERE L L CoE
ZV T 4 DERIZRALESIT & DIEY L%
1790 WOHEHRICIIRRAFR GEE) OBLEA
Mt 2% &3 DN I EN A ST 5 a8
FOLHIRERE CotFata RBE) 2T E 5 DT,

FY) & THIE) 1o et a B 2 R 50
HIEX YT 4 & LTNLESIT HiLd, The
parcel {will arrive/arrives} tomorrow.D55, will
SO TP, BUYEESUT THE] CTho T
FILRDCEET LD, ZOFEDOEHX Y T 11X
WHERZREE (DI d 2 FEIRIR 2521 208,
PRI OBRIZRIOBLR & DXL IE & 72
LA, ORIV, EEREE £
IRNERUTPE D THIE | I XREIRIARIRD Y FTRE
125, ZEDAH =R L EHRD [ARIZREL - FL
HURBL) (ZBET 5B (B (1997[2])72 &)
EROCHLMNCTHZ T TPl & Tl
T DHIREE L LCOEL Y T 4 L5500
DIEX{bAE [ %,
[1] Interpreting English Tenses, Kaitakusha. [2]
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AFEFIZBOTIL, toughtSUTBIT D RE
Filfi(toughfii) 23 2 O JRE S )8 EE AR Rt RE L
WEZ LR SEZ b OO0, ZIUTFH T =1 A& L
TOVPE T ThH o7z & T 5 FiE A R
&R 2> D BT 5,

BURDEFEDOtoughFilZ BV TIE, —f%IZ, be
ZERESINEND Z LN TE RN E SNDN,
getbecomeSZ BWE LT 72 B & At m L9 5,
F7o. BURIGETIERF S 7 tough Bl 1)
DbeZEE NN, 1SHCATE A LN FTRE T
ST= LW HBIEZD B D (Fischer (1991)[1]), T
S, ZEWESCZRT Dbe D ITE(FR(2014)
RDEEEZDZ LICL Y, ARFOTIRE L
HT 5,

EBI, A ¥ —Fy FeETHAENS

IbeZ B LA AT Dtoughfli] MENEE

B L 72\ toughffi & #ilRE A 21292 Z & AR T
(Maruta (2012)[3]) & 4El2, Z D273, toughfii
(2B B/ NI DAL ATREEIS 3 2 08T & 3t
12, AREROTIRITIH S Z L E2RT,
[1] Fischer (1991) “The Rise of the Passive
Infinitive in English.” [2] £/¥%(2014) [3CAET 5
# 55 ) . [3] Maruta (2012) “On passivized
tough-infinitives.”
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HEEEI X TN ORINENS & | Bl
LRGN TH LD EL LD L
L THEIRG 2~ & Dl D L WGEDIN S D
M5, ED LD eiEE LTRENZ, Ly
Fdpar, FFEETpal A U<, AkiIHiz2
FnulZ b HIBIOREE . B, FCz @ L
TR vy, ARIERY B 5 HT5  Andreas
13Krapp (1932[1)LAETH ZHE T 42DKRT
AN TND, AFEFE TlIBlockley (2001[2])72
EDFATIIIEABEIZ LT, 2RO ORETED
YW 2SR U726, Andreas D Bk
LT b oS ESE B E 255895, 6kt
I 30ETIZ E B ZIZ< W FERERICIIMNL L
TEERDSERCN IS > T | I EREEERSC DT
IEO—Bi% . —OOVERIZ R B 5 ISR
IRETRIRD,



[1] Anglo-Saxon Poetic Records 2 [2] “Subordinate
Clauses without oo xorvov in Old English Verse,
Chiefly in Beowulf and Chiefly nu and swa”

TEPP BE—EEITEED
KiRSE D (EEIRF)

FENFGFHITH D & HEPPITIA < i
STV DD EFRDRL BRI H VO FENT,
BIREEEIZ R SN 2 BIER FRE D M
DEFEFIE INTWD, KL Tldnull
arguments /X Chomsky (2005[1]) CI&"& & 7=
third factor principles?> Hnaturally(ZHTL 5 &
L "CNull Subject Parameter 75779~ % Sigurdsson
(2011[2]). Gelderen (2013)43#7 % &%, PDE
(ZH31) DEPP DIFIEI LR DS SIS HINAFAES
% Z & TRERAIIZ SR S 4145 (Chomsky (2008))
23, EPPIEAE SEN BRI DN E &) E
&% & 5 (Grohmann et al.(2000), Bever (2009)),
GB & (338 "Minimalist TIE 4% & F5EREI 0
Bt AL, BEIDOHLHAMEIZ & 6720 eelandic b
& VAT ER) 22 B B S B 72 00 7 B e Tl
RN, I A TR W REZR SR E DT R A B
HETDLVIRELH LN T AHEETIH D
il D fixc it P optimality 2 i 2. TW 51 L)
Minimalist?D LG B2 & Z OfERAS
AIREZRAS DIFAEIZ E D X 5 IZF S s o
(Chomsky(2005[2])). AFEF ClIMELE 23 0 3=
REDEBIITFIEE LTEDRHRD EDSFEIC
HIFTET 2 b DTl < FHHUHERI 15T
AR DL L HSRERIROHEBLC L b 726
Sz LR L, SanskritZz & HERIZS K L
TERAMEZHETT 2,
[1] “Three Factors in Language Design” LI
36.1:1-22. [2] “Conditions on Argument Drop”
L142.2.267-304.
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[ Ancrene WisselZ331} % A8 & B HIFED
FEXHUREIE & fEAFE
B RE (ERKT)
IRplRF AT (FLIERS:)

PIEIERF I BRI CRESNLD LD
R=~VRAR Tl TADEZDOL L,
Tokizaki Q011[1)E. D EFEIZIIT D EEE
& AT DR HIFENAILFEIRBA DALEIZ L - T
RIESND LD T2l S ERFEITHED
WTHRER LTV D, AR T, YT IEED
Wy K72 NS CEDPNZAncrene Wisse

(AW) Fre@imsno A dE (V) & AR

(0) DOFHXHHIRENE b Tokizaki D /4T % 3CFF3
DL EmRET D, ZOHTIE. FEIERRIEE
DE (T~ ERESE) 1 JOVEREIREZ RO
(TR L, REAFRIIRB D FFE (1~ o AGHFES)
IXVOREIRZ 73 & W O i & IERELCHE 2 T
%o AWIZBWTH, ZDDEPMIH S, O
DI REEHGEED A IIOVEEIEA R~ — 5T,
O3 7 7 v AGEEAGEOSEIIVOREIRZ 7~
FE D BURTRAN RN E A= —23 A (Kroch
& Taylor (2000[2])) ZFIH L7zt b5
vl
[1] “The Nature of Linear Information in the
Morphosyntax-PF  Interface,” EL 282. [2]
PPCME2.

(T XBERRLI— T T 7 4 DBE)
KIFEHF- GUNHNT )

AERCUEOBIEEROFITE & LT, MI
((IDIZERE Y | IREDHALTHD 7 = A A|TH
S& | SEEBSICEEN, IREMICT T a—F
T57 A XEEH L Rizzi (1997 2DICfRFES
N5 SFEOLEEIEROMES 2K L, IR,
FRT T —F e L b — NI T T TR
DHT B D, M ORE I TBERIT7E A F R S
BB ETEELNLOTH LN, [H7 7 a—F
DFENRZNEPHT TE T, AFEEIL, POP+
BN I — N7 T 7 4 WFge a4 2 H
L. WFEORE O FREM AR T 5 H DO TH
Do

FTT oA XFEHC & Z N R O%E &
Force S FinlZo0HfE, 703£ L. W& OMHAEERIC
X0 EDESER S LD LIRET D, -
POP+® H Hif}f-A (Free Merger) DARED $, & | il
FERAIRAEIGEAT DAL U 2850w
BEMDN S POP+23 U7-C A2 L= HihE=se,
RINAY 72 R EFARIOMIEED R Z bivd &
sRL. i BRI AR T D,



[1] Chomsky (2000) “Minimalist In- quiries.” [2]
“The Fine Structure of the Left Periphery.” [3]
Chomsky (2015) “Problems
Extensions.”
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“Phonological Significance of Bare Phrase
Structure Labels for Linearization”
Takashi Toyoshima
(Kyushu Institute of Technology)

In this presentation, I will develop a graph-
theoretical approach for linearization [1], and argue
contra [2], that projection labels are still
phonologically significant for linearization of
Chomsky’s (1995) original Bare Phrase Structure,
whose maximal projections are labeled with their
terminal heads without any projection levels or
categories as in the X -theory. First, I point out two
major problems, one empirical and the other
theoretical, of tree traversal procedures applied to
X'-structures in [1]. Then, I propose their
modifications, by adopting the hypothesis that heads
move to a specifier position (along the line of my
previous works and [3], among others), and show
how they can be applied to Bare Phrase Structure.
Finally, I claim that this is a more promising
approach for linearization than the ones based on the
Linear Correspondence Axiom of Kayne (1994)
that is widely adopted.
[1] Kural 2005 “Tree Traversal and Word Order,”
LI 36. [2] Tokizaki 2005 “Prosody and Phrase
Structure without Labels,” EL 22. [3] Matushansky
2006 “Head-Movement in Linguistic Theory,” LI
37.

[VOSEREN D AT RE L FEIE & ST A

T« BURREERR & SURATERR A~ DR
IINREH] CGRAER)

BT v IREF v aliE (A=A RV TRE
%, B5) OSCERER A, SCERRHWRYEE
FANTTEARIZRR TR~ T, RS E LT, Agent
Voice (AV) & Goal Voice (GV) D2 2DREZN
ZIUTDE, VOS & SVODREDFENAD L%
FE L, 22DA5AM CEEREAT > T, ZDFER,

RBLFBIEDEMRPAE CTh oz, $720b,
GVDIEZINAVED b, £72VOSDIE S H3SVO
X0 b RISRHRED > T2, ZESEITAET
Fehote, ZORRE, BT 1 v 735 TR
VPOFREEA LM Y, TPAFHSHICHITE
ENb) L35 Aldridge (2014 [1]) 12 &L BHE
St &, BN AR THHEE & 22HT DI
BRNINTETS HER OIS 5] &35
Gibson (2000 [2]) ¢ Dependency Locality
Theory & OfAGHEIZL D THIE 8T %,
F70, TEFEDSHAREIEA T 555 - HAURE
FENEDIE S AE DD HRRE - FifeslEL v b
IEND] LW —fifbs, EOFFEIZHHET
1L B WA S O TIHARNZ L AR LT
vl

[1] “Predicate, subject, and cleft in Austronesian
languages” Sophia Linguistica 61: 97-121.

[2] “Dependency locality theory” in Marantz et al.
(eds.) Image, Language, Brain, MIT Press.
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[EFEOHEBNBEXICR T 528k

LA E A = X A DEREA
MIARZE (HERE)

AFEFRTITRFED —E B ARSI 5
ZENY & RS G A T = R LD I
W, AERCSTEIC SN TR L A, HEEEED
FHAZERST T, 290 HIEED H b, [HiE
HIWREN B ERE L I D830 (EREE0)
IXATRE Cdh o 7223, BIfRIGEE & 13872 v Wiz H
HURES FAE TR & 72 DB (MBS0 1%
BIEZS TV (Mitchell (1985: §839)), L2
L72A B, HogE CIIHEEZE G iV b s
X2y I RE R E L AT D
Z LT D, EOITHIER A E O EESEEIC
OFFHBERSND, L LEDIh, HERESGE
O HWRERESC CIE MBS O 208 i HE
720 | BIE R GRS U CIRTE A A fE
IEEZENSSAN SN XD IThe D, DX
9 7 T A WIEERE SIS BT BB o
AT HWREEN GO 5 A T = X LD



2 & PIERE D BBULDE N K-> TAE L
L FRT D,

Chomsky, N. (2001) “Derivation by Phase” /
Mitchell, B. (1985) Old English Syntax. / Woolford,
E. (2006) “Lexical Case, Inherent Case, and
Argument Structure,” LI 37

“PP-Fronting in Postnominal Participial Phrases
in the History of English”
Bai Chigchi
(Nagoya University (graduate student))
This paper reports a hitherto unnoticed fact that
a postnominal participial phrase could have the
participle preceded by a prepositional phrase (PP)
until the 18th century in the history of English and
shows that PP-fronting was a device for driving a
defocused element (PP, here) out of end position,
thereby allowing a focused element (participle, here)
to occupy the position. This is supported by a
number of previous observations on the interaction
between word order and information structure in the
history of English (Bech (2001[1])). It is argued
that the landing site of fronted PPs is the specifier of
Topic Phrase in the left periphery of vP, along the
lines of analyses suggesting the structural
parallelism between the CP and vP domains
(Jayaseelan (2001[2])).
[1] Word Order Patterns in Old and Middle
English: A Syntactic and Pragmatic Study [2]
“IP-internal Topic and Focus Phrases”.

Az PRETHEH OUSUERT)

TR ICRIT 5 BNGEBE) & AR )

MR GiHERT)
BEEELITBTOVA HVO~DFEIBEZE LA
HoTeZ LR HBENTWDN, ZHUZBEET
BDEDIOITRIZIBNT, BRREENTPH S VP
T COHIOHPRIFETICBEIT 2 2 & 37]
BETho7mE TFREN TS, AREETIE B
#iEn 2 g BRI 5 B ARE L FIFI O
SEENAIZ DU TR 2 — N2 % W= FfAE &
TV, Rizzi (1997[1])%5 THEEE ST S FEREST
WEDREBIERE DVP D L RN AFAET D AR
ET DT EICL Y FREEICIsT 5 BAERE)

DOAPIE LTI SND 2 & 21— ET 5, £
D%, HHRESEN I IGELIRETIHAT 525,
ZDOERX & L TOVAEFEIADHRA(Pintzuk and
Taylor (2006[2])) & fh B) &l JiZ & 1 5 D 3= 18
(Tanaka (2000[3])) &5 L , vPREIDOREEZA L.,
FRIHERERIIE Top & Foc D4 & BsfH T CH
HIRBBENDIH R AT 5, L7z > T A%
FITBERERIE OS2 S ET D06, A
72 < & b VPRI OGS BRI 2 T 5 F]
REMEZ R e 5,

[1] “The Fine Structure of the Left Periphery” [2]
“The Loss of OV Order in the History of English”
[3] “On the Development of Transitive Expletive
Constructions in the History of English” Lingua
110.

[BHEMA S RT DDNRTF A =2 LB

FBRICRIT DMEBEY AT L DOBRENEN
= kBB GRAER)
AFEFIX, Miyagawa (2010[1]) CHRE SN2

TR S 2T LD/8T A —Z LDV I %
PR L, JEEICIR T DGR AT L OTRRFIZR
fbatizx o Z L2 ARE 35, BARRNITIR #
HAPSGEH IR L= VB8 & IR IeRE
HE CREEESN T2 Vao-TEEN Z HLY B
%, £ LT, HREBEDHGRES AT LMIE T 5EE
17~ 5 LT AGEEES 20 LT MR R BT
O AR C BRI kA 2 L, E N
T A=A OMSERNIE, MSFESX A 7 OFF
WD E DX T2 A TV R OFEE
VAT BEA LT L FET D, AT &
D | SRR Tl ORI A . EER
ORI IR DI b 030 b [Fl—3F
A—=ZDIEDOZELIZ LV E RSN D
ELTHRIICIEA D 2 ENFTREIC 2 D, F T2,
PEFEIZ I T D 1 B il i BEAR SC (Transitive
Expletive Construction)D#8 Al & FRIZEET 5 F
FE (cf. Tanaka 20002k L CH, JFERTZ:
WA G-Z BND Z &R,
[1] Why Agree? Why Move?, MIT Press. [2] “On
the Development of the Transitive Expletive
Constructions in the History of English,” Lingua
110.
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Al R BB

[Wherefffil: & Z 5] #i— [KPHE] &
B DREE—)
PEAEEH (BRI
AFEFTIL, AR B5AT(=2E])) %23 where
Hidks L O [& A Einy BEGET) #— FRZ,
(BB T D—ICHW BN EEE LD
B, ZOERA - HSTHMHE 2 58T 2
EEIFFZ, ZNHITHEET DR AEIET 5,
Z ZCHUY Eif Zwherefild, (1)a. The police
caught the thief where he was running away. b.
When I think of my dad, I always remember him
where he was working on some project in the
garage ... DX D BT, —EDALT I AT
Anbins, Tﬁ*ﬁ@ﬁé IV “NP as S”, V
“NP V-ing”72 Sl @3 2 AR BEFR 2 AT
LTW5, [EZA] ST, 10
v (NP [S—h=ana]] ) & EF
wherefi DG OBRE, KRz ET 5 H#
etk L EEEENZ T D TRREME] & ORI
BT HMEMED AL L, A SGEH A S5
BERNG, ZNENORESTOSER A SUVIR
DIRNERE BN R T2V,
[1] BHEAEE1999. [ hamf) [ZLidoge

FlE SRRHLERS (BHERY)

“An Integrative Analysis of the just
because-X-not-Y Construction in English”
Hiroshi Takahashi (Showa University)
Hywel Evans (Tsuru University)
Masaki Ohno (Showa University)
The construction that Bender and Kathol
(2001[1]) call the just because-X-not-Y construction,
abbreviated as JB-X-not-Y construction, a subtype
of more general constructions collectively dubbed
inference denial constructions, exhibits highly
idiosyncratic behaviors concerning the scope
interaction between its inferential because clause
and negation. In this talk, we will show that the
felicity of the JB-X-not-Y construction is largely
determined pragmatically and that purely syntactic

accounts of the negative scope are inadequate for the
construction, contrary to the ordinary causal because
clause cases. We will argue that it is necessary to
integrate a broad range of language-related domains,
such as lexical semantics, pragmatics, and our
encyclopedic knowledge, as well as syntax, in order
to give a full account of the idiosyncratic properties
of the JB-X-not-Y construction.

1] “Constructional Effects of  Just
Because...Doesn’t Mean...,” BLS 27. 13-25.

M & 2R OMIE]
HIERE @EERT)

AFEFE Tl Det N1 of an N2 DFFA A FfDan
angel of a girl®> X 5 Ze 45 R)ONHERIC A H D
NIDOERIEEL A . MU TR R
DHIESND Z & DIFHE & LT3 2554
ERET D, ZOXA T DRI Jackendoff
(1990[1)ED VDD HHESLA T 4 A L THD
EDHHTIC LU, Bz DRI IA] I//\/WD
%IEETZI‘?)D %@EP \—ng‘&jﬂéNl N B
FRIC & 0 GBI H OPNEBICELY J&iﬂﬁ% ﬂ
& LTEDRRMIEE R < PER & 2 D4k
B & DR DOIEIRBALR 2 F R ME DRI DU
T & Bz D (Baker (2003[2]) 72 B 1, RIEDERER
HREE kI, FERPEZ K < 7292, N1ADet?
MR L LCOBEKREZRD ZLOfRELTE
bR biLDH, FBRTIE, EHIT, Bakerll &b
FEERIR ORI E 2. NI & 1357
DREA R Z AR S L &b, PR
BUZRT DHROPEIZHOWTELR T 5,
[1] Semantic Structures [2] Lexical Categories
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“Root PathPP Small Clauses in English:

Developmental  Origins of Path-Related
Constructions”

Takeru Suzuki (Tokyo Gakugei University)

I discuss data of acquisition (mainly Tomasello

1992) which show that bounded Path particles/Ps

(PthPrt/P; Koopman 2010, Noonan 2010) such as

up/down/on/offfout are predicates of change of



location and constitute a root small clause at early
stages (Progovac 2006). Tomasello’s data further
reveal the later appearance of put with PthPrt/PP,
which indicates its light verb nature from the earliest
stages on. Assuming the seamless development
from pre-sentential to later stages, I claim that root
PthPrt/PP (PthSC) are the
developmental precursors of light-verb-PthSC
2013). 1
implications of the early acquisition of PthPrt/PP
predicates for adult grammar, arguing that it derives
lexical subordination (Levin&Rapoport 1988) and
satellite-framing of Path in English (Talmy 1985). I
consider more properties which I suggest are
motivated by satellite-/verb-framing of Path, and
also speculate on related V-PthPrt/PP constructions.

small clauses

constructions  (Hampe examine

[ <$FFT > D BBl & Empty PIRFHEIZ DOV
TI
AEAFIRER (FURR R
I — (LEEZE T
Kaga (2007[1]) 1%, EMREHIOHERIZIIT D
<G >DEBUKICEA L T, a2 <
B > I 3RiEF A & U, AR T 5 <GP
>FAmia L UCTHHT D L ) JFBLA R4
L7z, LU, RO Cld, enterPapproach
O I5TAA R A BRJRERIZID & Eh,
ZOFPUGERT D Z &b, ZHUTH L,
Kaga (2007:69) (X, 4aZllhEall I Ectstis 4 FF
[ENE2 UG % o AT YN S5 A iy AN
ZEORE R 2 FEE L DAfER ) Th D &
RE L7= (empty PIEGER) . AFEFRIL, T Dempty
Pl A SRR < BRFYELE S DGET D, B
REZIE, FlFightO$A & ZAUC K 2 RifER
O HEb, GRTREIERSC 30T 2 RifE RO B
Bifl. (Hoekstra and Mulder (1990)), HEEEHAIC
BT Dbest TTEDIAER & Fkx 2R BRI 52
D ZOIEDEA AT,
[11 Thematic Structure: A Theory of Argument
Linking and Comparative Syntax

Al AREEN (@A)

THATBOATEMER O, BIRER
FRRONLEIZEET 5 —B 5]
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AHETHE (HARY)

AARFEICIT D4 siHERRELER D NEIEIEIC
B2 0L SOREZITV, TOEKLTERE,
MERRHHR D O DB 2 45, AAGED4
RIEARELER | ITERERI RIS S D D5,
Morita (2012[1]) i . Kennedy and McNally
(2005[2) DELFEMA r— D535 %E AV, 5
TERERVRFME 2 R DA RIIERTEETR DS, R E DB
PR — VR D D D Z & R LT,
ZDOBL TN, AT IR TERI B
SNIZ A — )V R ORERHIRE Cdo 2 DKt
L. AFllE A —/V % AT 2 HRE & 5 3R5E
HIECTH V) | A FEMETRDBPEIEAR 7 —/1 D
FRRE T AB ARG A V3 2 M RE RIS 2
Ko TRIET D Z L ARET D, £, AFille
R ONEGE 2R L2 9 2 T, ZIEh
DX AT OFFERNLEIZ DOV THBLER L, A
—/VISPHBA U TAE 23R 1T & B AL Rl i
TEANSEOEEICAE L, BIA 7 — L &R
DS R VAT g Wit AT (R S i RS RN g
RET D,
[1] “The Morphology and Interpretations of
Gradable Adjectives in Japanese,” EL 30, 243-268.
[2] “Scale Structure and the Semantic Typology of
Gradable Predicates,” Language 81, 345-381.

M4 5 % RIALIE 3~ 5 BLIE 20 3 O il &

RAEICET 2 —E%)
Firisk (RKH LM% H74%)

YEREDBITE 7l dthe crying boy, an amusing
story, an understanding friend, a fitting remark, the
shining sun® X 2 14450 & RINAERGTT 5, 4
ZRINAERTS 2 BIUE T O SATIIFEITZ DIE
LA EMFARAZRTIIC & EE D | Meltzer
(2010[1]) Z Br = BEGRANZRGHATIXIZ & A 720,
Meltzerl 35558 & ~7 7 A FEOBUHE 3 OR S
BRI ST TR B S3 FAl LRSI
TR SN2 LAGE L, SFRED A TIRIBI RSy
DYRAEZTIH L T D, AR TITENSITH
R CHEREIND LT A ERAL
Chomsky (1995[2]) DA B SCIERRRG OFHH A %
T AT L UTRD 3 5 BUE R DIRES
T2 2 L aik D, KL a— 205
1372 ERHT IS LB A BRI RS BITE
Sy X 24 FAlRINAE iR oD AR O
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[1] “Present Participles: Categorial Classification
and Derivation,” Lingua 120. [2] The Minimalist
Program, MIT Press.

H+—2 (111384480

e

A (ZEAS)

[GCNzE3< [Z2 LTl OBMEANTOH

BEDELE L LD And & DX |
i A GVAL i EPNE DY)

AFEFTIL, Levinson (2000[1]) THEE ST
WHGCIZHESWT, i [ LT OkGh
WNTOMREZ, STATH S5 And & TR L
IRINBBET D, RFBEEOEEITRDA)-D)
T D, (A)CRFFANINE STV D KGR
BT, [Z2LT) ZHICLMEFL, i
EBONHNIFDORGEEE AR D L) Tl
ZFLH0, ZOTRDEERERDIT, T2 LT
DE F TITHE SV TSI E LN, B0
HEIFRW, EWOQHEENEL D7D TH S,
B) LTy IZLvEEmEn LU, H
EFIC 2 LT OERIAERT HER0m
BICREERCHINN LR DD Z L MR S5
Band 5, (C) 1 LT i3Eeamoicis
FOERZMTSELN, Zhud T£2L T I
XV EE SN TWHEA LSMIITBIER X
IRNEVOQHEE DR TH D, (D) [S1 £ L
TS2) &, QHEED LIIMIEEZ AL SED
ZEBTERVGE, FRBAAEICR D,
[1] Levinson, S. (2000) Presumptive Meanings. The
Theory of Generalized Conversational Implicature.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

MBI MR L D EHURFA~DOT 7

7 —F]
REBZEEE T (RBAFRKFPRTFP)

PFEDA 7+ —~ VIR FEICBW T,
LR BRBX A EHESET-RI CLF, XX
) nHD, BlZiE. Whatlwanted was a DOG
dog. EWWHEBUZIBWT, AiildogdDfg VK L
Tdh Hdog dogSXXHEL T D, ZIETOXR
F 7T A ZPRDILYE DB OFFFETIX, Hom
(1993, 2006[1)1E, XXAESLDA>D L E 7
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LTEY, EEOdog dogld, D HHD TR
5 LWR] ZF T prototype DFIEL LT3,
AR TIE, Hom=° ZAUHE < Huang(2009[2])
DFA T T A ZYROGLORIE R ZFa i L1z
BT, BEMBERERONS G, TXXMESUE, 7
RS 7 BEE OREGLRFEIZ I\ Tnarrowing T
FRRRE & &) e R E RO, | SRE
L. XXEELOR —RILH ATRE T H H 2 &
Ze BRI 2% RO ORT,
[1] “Speaker and Hearer
Pragmatics” [2] “Neo-Gricean Pragmatics and the

in  Neo-Gricean

Lexicon”
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[ B ARBRAICB T 28G5 A\D
LHEOBR  XBEREHABEL DI
el

KE X 5+ ERELRY)
SREHE DI TR E ORIR LR
HINTWDD, FHRREZ T2 LT L5
MOT %A N a oot LT-AFFRITA 720, A%83
Tl ZFi#Eb & LT AKDOxford Reading
Tree & SCRHE TR E R FEAREICB T HIERE
Bla i U, (185 N\ L3eE L OB Y | Fr
(2T F A N DOFEGEEG TREE DN ED X9 723E
G TR D D7 QFEEE DB A D IFHOE
O RO FIET $ A MECTED X H10#E
DI, DIREGHT L, SRS~ EEE
£29°2%, Bell (1984[1))DR%E LT- S FEHOSES
22 JJ1 3 (speaker, addressee, auditor, overhearer,
eavesdropper) & W OMEERE, Al a=r—T 3
BN TR ORI D AT DB BT 5 A
~ DETRFHDOWEZ T D, TNENDT
F A N, AT RS EEOR 5 0T
V—ZEshb Z e aRETDH, ZOTFA
FEDaIa=r— g3 B EEAY
LA TFOBURN SRR IT TR D
ST,
[1] Bell, Allan (1984) “Language Style as Audience
Design,” Language and Society 13, 145-204.
“Vicarious Announcement for
Disclosure in a BELF Interaction”
Keiko Tsuchiya (Tokai University)

Epistemic



This preliminary study investigates discursive
practices of epistemic disclosure in a BELF
(Business English as a Lingua Franca) interactional
talk at casual office lunch in Singapore. I shall
introduce the concept of vicarious announcement is
introduced, adapting from vicarious narrative [1].
Three research questions are addressed: (1) how do
the participants allocate their speaking time among
them?, (2) what topics do they discuss?, and (3) who
discloses his/her knowledge of whom, and in what
way? The results show that several shared social
events were discussed in the meeting, which were
initiated by some leading participants’ vicarious
announcements.  They
experiences to select a next speaker, prompting
his/her narratives, and at the same time, to disclose
the speakers’ epistemic status of the others.

[1] Norrick, N., R. (2013). Narratives of vicarious
experience in conversation. Language in Society,
42(4), 385-406.

announced  others’
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Al AR QIR

MR oy B dk & H U & FEEBRBRIAL. |
/NHISETR (4 iR RE)

Z N RARCIE RSB O EFED B 1 Iwh B Eh
LD E H LSATRECH D — 5T il
AR BRI O TRED B IIwhB BN L D
oMk EH LA ARETHD Z LN
Chomsky (2008 [1])%& & 872 %7 D3HKIZES
WTRBIE SN TE T, AREK T, 2otz
Fox and Pesetsky (2005 2 & » TIRREI N
TEBRHIRIAL DY AT A BIEIET S Z & %
b, BARMIZIX, WNED S OWhEENZ X
DSy E H UIIER G 2 4 Ui
BIAL T D720 3ETH D —J5C, SME)
B OWhEENT K 5 5k & 1 UIIERF &
Z 4 ClEUNCHIEAL T E 2202 bIESHEN T
b5 EFERET D, IHIT, FEOBBININEC
X 2R EH LICOWTHE Y DT &
Zim U Do Z 9 LT, S & H L O AT,
ZOHE H LGP EHR R < | TEERARLE
{EOTFTHR—MICHASND Z L E27RT,
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[1] “On Phases,” Foundational Issues in Linguistic
Theory, 133-166. [2] “Cyclic Linearization of
Syntactic Structure,” Theoretical Linguistics 31,
1-45.
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B4 7= Epistemic Modality |
THHIES RS GREME RS

von Fintel and Gillies (2010)i%, (1) [Seeing the
pouring rain] & VN D IRPUCIWNT, 3L a. It’s
raining. |58 FHETZ 73, b. 221t must be raining.
IIRBRZRLE LTS, 7 LFD indirect
inference (HIFEERYHERR) &9 b DRRTFEME
Wb TnHE LTS, EHIZ, (2
[Seeing wet rain gear and knowing rain is the only
possible cause] & V9 ARPLUZIBNTIE, RO
LEHRFBAREE LT\ D, a. It’sraining. b. It
must be raining. Must &€ b.(O3CIZ1X indirect
inference (FHFERUHERR) B> TVWDH & L
TWo, UL, XOGHRMEC TERE)
W RIZL T2 01E must OFHETIEA:
ARBL(F T 7 2 B) OFRETIERV DD,
must % & Te(2b) & [A] LIRIL CRa) DMl S
HENHI DD, must A TR 2a)
BT 4 REDO—DLIESERE TIEARWE
A9, 2a)D L 9 725781 % TRRA7Z epistemic
modality] ZFTe3CE LWy,
von Fintel and Gillies. 2010. “Must.. stay...
strong!”  Natural Language Semantics 18.
pp-351-383.

[ERENSCHE D B R 7e AFRBEE
HREFEST GERIR)

AREE, —ITiE, RATIDORGHERIC
BIFLEELT - HEF - 2RO EE
THESE L TRABN TV D, UL, 58
ZRND &3 HRRNGEE CIE AL FILSN T,
MNHBOXFIANEE A ERIEE 72 H720 5T
HD, Lol gRA973[1])SCHEN997[2])
DFEM72HTICH D L H 12, BARETIE, 1
NFR =2 AR L b ARAGFICEE ST,
B EREER (g E, R 128
B L CTHWOND, RREERTIE, ZOAR
B OHIG A THN 0 L LT, R4 EH



AFDOEMREEDE, ANHRAFI T TV
— DR, BRO NIELOIFEEFRE W
ST-RE% | FRESHEIZEIT 5 Grounding D
BE&EFAWTER LTV, £, TORE
YRR BT DM NSRBI G-OM S 3T
DNFHERE ORI e LIS B TETH 5,
[1] [z & e b AFGEE. 2] THAGED
NHFEBL [HRESFETE] < A LBHIR.

(VRTI T L)
A% (11 A 12 BE#%)

TBRAT 4 7 OHFELI : KEZ L5

2B
CIESI 5 S 2 ON o)

IR AR Tl ORENFA L, 2 bIC
B2 HENE L SN TnD, LLEDOH
BT L3R L) THhHZ ENnEL, £
WMRED TN L LTH, f2yov vy —7 U
R LORSIIFFIR SN D,

KRV Y LTI, REE E9IRx 570
EVHIRINNIONWT AT 4T EZ EiXEN D
RSN S BARGEJGEDOAT 4T + ala=
= R - T LBET D, SFE
L B ARRESSR /3R EiS e 1B
THAI 2= — g LIOWT, FEReT L
v BEHL P —E 2R En B AR LN ST —4
T, HEERETIONT. T T 4 7k, A
T2, ~ Vv TFE— RO & W o T fkEE AT
DFEEZHD, TAT 4 TR 2813 L 1T
il EVHRIWNE 2 LD &5, Zhb%E
WL, BESEA~OERRE & bz, KEREIC
B9 2 N3 - RO E~DO T 52 &
T, EBITIE, O B SR A
KTETTHZ L2 RIET,

[REREDOHDSEFNON : TXKAT
A T BRICEEAAKRENK]

Al e OO
AFEFTIL, FK TORAARRELIZEET 5
HifgEE AR TOZNE T 52 & T, %
NZNDAT 4 TINED X 5 72BEERER L
TWANEHGNNTT D, BARAIZIL, Jager
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QO0I[1)EZEIZ, AV BN DFERCHIR &
DB T 7 A NI 8 Ripdh &
TEA M=V —=NED LI ITHANTHILTY
L0 EVERT D,

BIZIT. AARDAT 47 L5 W AT
A TIIE I ERF 8 B o — 1 1 3 FEATIC
B D FEHSEHRC = & 2. (reactor battle) .
F B CIEEICH T T2 N % (the nuclear

power industry’s equivalent of frontline soldiers) %
Fukushima 50 & W-OMSr & — v —0D X 5 128
ST (2 LTED X D 72 ORI B RN EA
Za—RARoT), INHLONEEL, £
DRI D REHE - B - fEEoE Ve &4
HEHDIZ LTz,
[1] “Discourse and knowledge: Theoretical and
methodological aspects of a critical discourse and
dispositive analysis,” in R. Wodak & M. Meyer
(eds.), Methods of Critical Discourse Analysis (1st
ed.), 32-63. SAGE.

] L LTOBK: HESR - AT
A T & DB SURAL D% A2
MR BBV OB

ARERII, AT AT A vb—I0% [ ZIE
LFG ) PBSUME S v, SUBRREEAIZ ST
Wb &4 CAEFE X415 (Lee and Thomas 2012[1])
EWVWORHED D &, HIEDV A « X7 4 7 HNif
FEOHRFEZRE D K-> T-HH AT 2 iR b S
izt sl 8T [RERE] 2 EZE L T
T %o,

201 14E3 A 11 BICRA LIZ B AARRER LY
Z D% DJFFEFHU TP ORI LA FECY, J84:
FRZ=a—2A & LTHRY BiFoinizZ &3
BAN, 0Ky AL 37 A, 14, 5L X
gl T R a A2 U —FMMBHETES
Too ARETIEL, HARONHKCEKAS R, 75
EOBBCREMASRBHIE L2 b0 R
2 AR —FAHEIY BT, 2 2RSS
/LIRS RE-FE SRR A 9T 5, FRZ
it KA FTT ¢ 7 ORI ESZ YT, F
ezl & D BT (G, s, K0 BRIk
[EER]) IZOWTOFDILA Y OHFTO
TRl - BBl ZHNI O % 2 &L 23l b,
[1] Public Memory, Public Media, and the Politics
of Justice, Palgrave Macmillan.
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BRI 3B OMRIE]
BRI ORZEL R

201 HAEDH A ARSI AR ARSI
FIFEFERTCHRA LT DR TEH &2 B &
L. E&IZ X ot ZEa Efk s,
ZEROWRITIA 4 —y FTRESH. &
FHB0 T ADMERE L7 & &vs, BIfE, Zihb
OERHIENZESKEEDO Y = 7 A Mk
FSNTNDD, ZESTHEBICED L H 7%
D &0 BTN DD FEIBRREX S v T
R0, FERFIIIEZE L 2B NDHHEL T2
'C\%E‘t%?% (ﬁ) WL 500 &0 20T %,
BAREIIT, DRI E B LA EATS
“ﬁ%fﬁ&;w@%@%&%ﬁmb(umh
and Bogen 2005[1]). BUff - BBtk - fﬁfﬁ”ﬁ’
JFOBHRENBE N & LT L7155y
ZERIZBT HREIEOMRGE T 22OV T L
%o THRAIZRHTORR, ZENDIT [RLE
TEWETD LD BURAIZRERIRHE %ﬁ%*
DIBEDIEE~DF MBI, BENNHITF
FHRRE T DINEN AN,
[11 “My Memory Has Been Shredded: A
Non-cognitivist ~ Investigation of  ‘Mental’
Phenomena” in H. te Molder and J. Potter (eds.)
Conversation and Cognition, CUP.

BRHEZBLTIRADNDHA  [H

gl T %2550 HAAN)
AN MARBE T CGRRERERT)

HHARELKOBEIZIBNT, DZ}K’?DT T
DBAED AT 4 7 1%, BHESIRRSF AR 2
TR TN Z | SR 50 \ T IR D e
DN& RS ZFEINNTFFOHILD N % DEEER
LW SEOEEAZ Y T, 8% HARA
DORCHFRE N LD A T ¢ 7T S 2 FAM
@Eﬁ%%ﬁb@%’*l@ﬁyﬁ4yi@%
=V 29 LIEARAD~ T —DR S

A R OENRAPFEDBIA R L7205 &
SoTELND bLOTIFARN] EEHELE,

AFEFRTIE, AT ¢ TITBIEE PSR L,
R 2] &N AT 4 T VT T —DEAM
RHESE  FEDAT 4 T HRHESCTEA
fo~ /L FE— FOKRHBLFE(Cope & Kalantzis
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1991[ 1) Z BIFfE U CHAT L 7= BESEHnE % Lhlse sy
Fri. Tnby, ngkl < BFrzesrs) H
ARNDEZ AL TR OE I A RS 7o AAD (52
B LEREDE, WM & AUk Aim L
THERAD A v—U~ L R T SR
2 BN D,

[11 Multiliteracies: Literacy Learning and the
Design of Social Future, Routledge.

B= (11 A 12 HF4)

[ REEE T I1T 2 BEBFADOHE IS

W
AT R (R GEEE))

ANEDRD EVIZEWT, BO/RY Z 2%
BolzZ L EBRRDDIZITSH Y SNTIT4
ThD, Ll “think™<>*E 5 05 4 ]
WTHRIICH CORBTEENICOWTE LT
5:kd\E5'%otW§%Eié@kiﬁ
DUV OATH T D, BEBFNISZFEL -
TN ARV FHEAT 2D TRk~ 7abk
REZHN D 2D TH D, AV LAY Y AT
BBEENRFERLT 77 4 7HEDH LSHIC
BNWTEDXIITHWEND D)% Santa
Barbara Corpus of Spoken American English<°
Corpus of Contemporary American English |
Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken English, <
ARG —F— A= /N AEDYGEARKGET —
R0, BAGER L O EREOSEE T — & 22T
A%, AAGEO“RL S DHEHE & EEHIRHE

(FH) =0, HSERE0 HMEBE 0 HHEUE &
REDIEV Y (EFF) . PIERE & SFEIT 1T 5 15
BE ONEROMEE OE (=) . B LY
thinkORLENZ I 2 FEREDIE Y () 27 U

[HAFERFEIC BT 2 BEHF)

AR FHESE GRAEKRE)

AHFRTIL, BAGED BMBHF S 5 TR
20 C, ARRGET — 2 2IRICIT 2 HBUEREE
L EDOBREER TR D, T —21E, FEEHEEWIC L
HTUCSI=—/3S A TEQCST=2—/3%(2012-14
BHFEIC L DR & VD, 425740288953
48FE) OxTEI=EE QAXEE, 3AEREE) D%
nENIZ, EFECGEEMER). 74
G.Jefferson(2004)1Z KX HHAFE T AT AMTHADWN



TRRREDME S VTN D, AAFEOSE G LD 13,
“RNET BE L7FOK TR,
HERE TIEAC S T, TEEii & LT Tide
SEHZHEDTIC, [Fa L) TR EVHR
PO LLUTHRIET D, BT, AAGEDLA,
RO ORISCINT, EBERET S OTSATLT
BN 5720, #5 | T OBERITA > hpr—
g, By TR EOFERFRIZEL - TE
SNDHTENDHDH, AFEETIE, “Bo7LxD
ST O EBRHE AR5 2 LIT kD | HRE
& HFEEHE DRI OV TG 5,
Jefferson, Gail (2004) Glossary of transcript
symbols with an Introduction. In G. H. Lemer (Ed.)
Conversation Analysis: Studies from the first
generation (pp. 13-23). Philadelphia: John
Benjamins.

(REETI7T 4 7B T HBEHFD
HBALE |

AR BPAHAT (RS

ABWFFETIX, A SGERREERREE D3 e — R15
BOA b=V —%@HT 25577477 —%
Z N WS FEOEBHEN T 218N E2R T,
AAGET 77 4 7 Tldx v 7 7 X —D0LINE
ARSI CH IR S (EFFR20071]), %
V. BAGEFZ 7 4 7 OSBRI EZZH L
BRSx Y T 72— T8 Z G LT <
23 Y | HGET T 7 4 7 CIEERROMH IR
LIV, AWFFETIE, BEEED AV b

fEFTa A L, T OHBNEZHER L& 25,

AAZET I« 7 CIEEICHEBEICHENS =
EMHBNER Y | ERINCRDEETCOREND
ITENORIA T 2% F 2 R LT b &
EZoNm, ZHUTK L, 3EETTT 4 7 Tl
BE@FNL EHICHWSNL Z 2%, H
AFEOBEHF L 1T R DRI /OB S
i,

[1] Bk 1- 2007. [5EYD FXMEET 5
ON? —BIRAND R BKEDTTT 47—

[ B AL R RS e R e 2] 2513
7. 83-93

(EFBRBLIOPEFEOLRFEICRITHIEE
B ONEHICOWT]
AT RS FURKE GEEED)
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A SEHC BV TIIREFFEONEITHT 578
ARAVREEE 2RI T 2R B LI LTV B
Do T A Y AGEETII think, FERERE (F
EE) TIE “HHAS (wojuede)” 2MoDFHL L&
BT o THENE W Z L THHLN TV

(Karkkéinen 2003[1]; Endo 2013[2]) . AHFFEIL.
INODORBNHEZFHI BV THEH SIS
B, SRRRHIREE A AT T D RO ED K
D IRRHED 8 D DD EAHINTT D, St —
PNAMBHIN ST — 2% L WAEIO
FERIREEFS L UMD LEL RSy & R A /04T

L7 & L TR D Z & 277, PEREOF
TAFTZ < OIFEITE =I5 2 3RV G
TSI, FHERIA Z o ZADFRINHE D
B RSLORER DR RO BN x5
DD, T AV IPEEDI thinkiE, FHHRILE O
b R 5575, BUERIBE DO FREDORIE
LIET DA < MEEDIRS 2455
DTSRI TH D,
[11 Epistemic stance in English conversation.
Benjamins. [2] “Epistemic stance in Mandarin
conversation”. In Pan and Kadar (eds.), Chinese
Discourse and Interaction. Equinox.

T think®D/3—F 4 7 MLIZHOWT : fii B

IZ XL DHEREDENVEIRD |
AN R LR

AWFFCTIX, T thinkHFFESCIH, SCH, SR
IZBWCTER D BB RO Z L 2R L, HH
HATAOBEND =7 47V & LTER
LT REHGNCT 5, ZAVE Crhatfiz
PEDZRN thinklZ O Tl % 72 FIREDMEE &
AL, Z DO EHFERECEE 3 2 SO EBIZHT D
TEL OIMTINTR SIVTE T3, STHROSCRIC
HIBI BT thinklZ S CIHARBI 25T £ ¢
FEoTWRW, AFFETIE, 2—RFT—F %
b EATHEEECH, ST, SCROAFTICHEBLT S
I think DRI ZELE L, (ALERCHEREZHEHE L
770 RS E LT, I thinkh>—2D/8—F 4 7L
L LTETEL L, SEETITFEA & o A %A
Y HHERE, SCR T RS ey 7 =
— 71 —72 EIERON B ET HHRE, SCRT
Xaa=br— g L OHEME L R BHIHOG
BB HHSHA I3 5 Rl O PR A 773
HREA RO Z EH BN E e Tz,



CZE (11A12E54%)

(B8 % < HEERE)

FE EE T (BICERERT)

AERSCEITZ O X400 5 | Ak & BB

MEREISECE, I=<vUA N Trr7
AU\V'C T, BEIO A 1= X LZHONWT, BE)
E—% (BE) OBIR, Bl & ks (T
VEETe) OBIR, BEDNEUARICG 2 55
B LW TR BREA I8 72 ST
Do ZFO—J5C, BERHY - BRERAIIABZ2 50
%< BIRFROEN R STV D,

R VR T T AT, 3A4OBEIHDBENH
o5 E e DM ZEY B, 2B oma
MBI i&-etkﬁ-e BT D, SHIT, T A AN
vH L MIE Diama iU, %@J%&x 1L
%L:iﬁéfﬁ%ﬁﬂr%ﬁ%&b\ HAEEERTZE OIS
FHETHZ BT,

B8 & T~ T OF T 22 AT REHE |
AEAT IR (BIREBERT)

ARFTIX, BEIE T ~LHT (Chomsky
QO13[1])72 &) (2B L CTHi- 72 vREMEZ D,
AAGECIE, BB DR A RIZEL
ns %E’W”XC#T ECH D, HAEDZL ESy
ST AR & 7o B REEAMBIZR S, 24

i)\F'ﬁ??&@ﬁn%% A=A LG5 -

THERRBRIHER L 720185, AHRTIT
FHESEIR & BORRIZIER L, H ZIKEE%%E’ )
FEL DB IR 5, T D DFFIE
“ﬂi@ﬁﬁ&&égimAm~®%Ak@@
D a T B L T VUIFICE L TR DM
E%ﬁo:&%ﬁbfwéiﬁ s, 2
OWEARIHT 572010, ZHEHZ ”I@’% L
%@?Nw%ﬁt&wﬁﬁi%@L\_@%m
FITIREDEP CT—FOM G HE) (Nunes
(2004)[2])72 &) (12X VIR EILD &V D ot
*ﬂf L. £ Fﬁﬁt%*ﬁnﬁé
[1] “Problems of Projection,” [2]
Linearization of Chains and Sideward Movement,
MIT Press.

Lingua.

[—F & #53% : EPP, ECPH X (RCEDIZ %t
TBHHITNMHTT TS —F|
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AT [EREE (RRZBE T

FREDORR % IR R AR — IR 5 7
HIZ, Chomsky (2014[1])i%, EAEASpec-TIZH
o500, TINOBETERNOE, 3
TITNUMNT DO TH D LT 203 AHFEKT
&, Collins 2002[2)% D, EHZEH T~ UUT—
BILBEZ2 N & DIRFEITHEN, [3E] TULAT
TIu—F L L LT D,

F 0 TRV R TR AR R i#ﬁl‘/x?b@
& T, EREIX. CEEHEAgreeT D720
Spec-TIZHiAL (EPP), C&Agreed 5 kﬂﬂr
TP7 Transfer 41, Spec-CIZREENT 541 I
x9S (ECP), F/=, TFEIITE HAgreed
DM, DT DIITHFRNIC EFEDPNES T
Transfer 21 H L CDZTIZIE ST D LER B
0| FERANCTRZED O O E H LN L 725

(CED), fHIFENZOWT BB, & 51
AU IRAE L ZRUWBRAIEF- 312D T
HELET D,

[1] “Problems of Projection: Extensions” [2]
“Eliminating Labels” in Derivation and Explanation

in the Minimalist Program.
THEBIZRB T HHBENRETBHO

Sy BL/BREARIR & RETE O 53 BRI THBR
Al R (BEVEFRERT)
B 2 3 Lowh BRI SLOFRRR O BRI Zwh
SRR ORI 2 BRI EO A )R
T %775 (Chierchia 1993[1]) T, ZxEFHK
TERARRUZ VLN A BE Y M OB AR 205 mT e
ThonEINTND, AFEETIL, whin-situ
°parasitic gaplZfXFR S D IEBETERIEE 7D
Bih &1 5 ST 1T DwhEERTEI D 2 FlDEL
RERATRRIRDS | A% 7R EER SR K > T
HONNINWT NIRRT ORI AR L 72 HHFFE
L ENONARROFGERE T Th-> TH ik
IZE S TEOWAE L FELBIEEL, HETO
TEAEARSENF. 124 U 7= =2 B — B narrow syntax C
(FEFEMRZ DT BERIL TWDH Z & KW
FD XD 7 a B —DEEIHAET D5 EITIEE
BN (3 B—0 T UGS 9 5 HEREr
MED) generahzed transformation|Z & V) f&
L35 2 & 2o lET U ;U:uﬂéﬁ SHFEN
5i<§f‘ﬁfﬁf“%5\_&\ i



[1] Chierchia, G. “Questions with Quantifiers” [2]
Pesetsky, D. Phrasal Movement and Its Kin [3]
Saito, M. “Wh-Quantifier Interaction and the
Interpretation of Wh-phrases”
DZE (1A 13AF)
“Exploring the Notion of ‘Perfection’ in
Language Design”
Hisatsugu Kitahara (Keio Univeristy)

This symposium explores the notion of
"perfection” in language design. Just what does it
mean to say that language is something like a
perfect system in satisfying certain conditions
imposed from the outside? The goal of this
symposium is to selectively review and clarify some
of the arguments for this fundamental idea in the
Minimalist Program, especially as it relates to the
nature of explanation in the sciences generally and
as it relates also to the central role played by the
quest for simplicity in constructing a broadly
explanatory linguistic theory, including rational
hypotheses regarding the evolution of the human
language faculty.

“Perfection is Simple”
T. Daniel Seely (Eastern Michigan University)
‘Perfection’ has been a guiding force for
linguistic research within the MP for some 20 years.
Thus, echoing the suggestion in Chomsky (1995)
that “language is something like a perfect system,”
Chomsky (2013) notes "[the MP] ... begins by
asking what an optimal solution would be to the
conditions that must be satisfied by GPs [generative
procedures]
Minimalist Thesis SMT holding that language is a

. we can contemplate a Strong

perfect solution to these conditions...” We review
the development of ‘perfection,” considering certain
changes in its conception over time. Our primary
goal, however, is to carefully review the central
arguments in support of this notion, focusing on the
nature of explanation by simplification. A guiding
theme of minimalist inquiry is that simpler is more
perfect. UG is reduced to a single, simple operation
(namely, Merge) which optimally satisfies 3rd
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factor and interface principles. We examine the
achievements of this research program and its
prospects for the future.

“Eliminating C-deletion in the Syntax: Structure
Building by Merge”
Miki Obata (Tokyo University of Science)
Chomsky’s (2013, 2015) labeling algorithm
provides a new possibility for eliminating ill-formed
representations as labeling failure. One of those
cases is the that-trace filter, which Chomsky (2015)
puts into focus: TP in English can be labeled <¢,p>
by keeping a subject wh-phrase in its Spec, which
can be executed by C/that-deletion in the syntax.
However, C-deletion in the syntax, in fact, causes
serious empirical problems regarding selectional
restrictions and also involves unclarities concerning
the operation and representational output and results
of deletion of syntactic categories. Regarding this
problem, I propose that C is not deleted in the syntax
but is affixed by being externally pair-merged with
T based on Epstein et al. (2016), which results in C
being invisible as a phase head and disallowing
appearance of the free morpheme that. The
proposed analysis enforces structure-building by
Merge, which leads to a simpler, i.e. more perfect,
characterization of human

formal linguistic

knowledge systems.

“Toward a Restricted Theory of Formal
Features”
Masanobu Sorida (Sophia University)

It is natural to assume that assigning a label to
every term of a transferred syntactic object (SO) is a
requirement by the interface systems that interpret
the SO. It also seems not implausible to speculate
that the role of features visible to syntactic
operations (ie., formal features) is to provide
interpretable (or labeled) SOs to the interfaces.
Given these considerations, I suggest the thesis (1):
(1) Only features that contribute to labeling are

genuine formal features.
Under this thesis, I argue that Case-features in
Japanese and ¢-features in English are genuine
formal features, contributing to labeling, and that



Japanese lacks ¢-features, following Fukui 1986.
One remaining question is Case-features in English.
I argue that they should be relegated to PF, having
two
assumptions (i) Case-valuation is dependent on

recourse  to independently-motivated
¢-agreement, and (ii) narrow syntax has a

phase-level memory.
EZE (11HB3AT%)

“Polarity-Sensitive
Meanings, and Functions”

Osamu Sawada (Mie University)

In this symposium, we will investigate the forms,

Items: Their Forms,

meanings, and functions of polarity-sensitive items.
In particular, we will focus on the phenomenon of
polarity polarity
items, scalar particles (e.g. even), and expressives

negative items,  positive
(e.g. negative totemo ‘very’), and will consider the
following questions: (i) In what environments can
these expressions appear?; (i) How can we analyze
the variation in the meanings and distribution
patterns of polarity items?; and (iii) What role do
polarity-sensitive items play in discourse?

Many important theories have been proposed
for the syntax, semantics, and pragmatics of polarity
items (e.g. Fauconnier 1975; Horn 1972; Ladusaw
1980; Linebarger 1980; Progovac 1994; Krifka
1995; Giannakidou 1998; Chierchia 2013). In this
symposium, we will reevaluate the theories of
polarity items from new perspectives and try to
provide a new direction for the study of polarity in
natural language.

“Structural Aspects of NPI Licensing in
Japanese”
Hideki Kishimoto (Kobe University)
In this paper, I will take a close look at negative
polarity items (NPIs) in Japanese. I argue that NPIs
in Japanese fall into two types — one is an
argument type, which is licensed with reference to
its surface-position (i.e. this type of NPI is licensed
in a position in which it appears after A-movement,
if it applies) and the other is a floating modifier type,
which can be its

licensed in underlying
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theta-marking position (the position before
A-movement takes place). The syntactic behavior of
these two types of NPIs allows us to assess the
structural organization of clauses in Japanese. In
particular, this that the EPP

requirement obtains when tense participates in Case

paper shows

valuation, and that subjects are A-moved into
Spec-TP when the clause contains a nominative
argument licensed by T.

[1] Kishimoto, H. (2014) Another look at Negative
polarity items in Japanese. J/K Linguistics 23. [2]
Kishimoto, H. (to appear) Negative polarity,
A-movement, and clause architecture in Japanese.
JEAL.

“Semantic and Pragmatic Analysis of Wh-ka in
Japanese”
Ikumi Imani (Nagoya Gakuin University)
In this presentation, we will examine why there
are cases where wh-ka in an adverbial position
behaves differently from wh-ka in an argument
position, as indicated in (1) and (2): (1) Nani-ka
nomi-tai (“I want to drink something”), (2)
#Nani-ka-wo nomi-tai (ibid.). Sudo [1] offers a
new analysis of wh-ka based on the concept of
similar alternatives, but he does not differentiate
wh-ka in (1) from wh-ka in (2). We claim that the
difference between (1) and (2) corresponds to two
types of disjunction, that is, to whether a logical
space is partitioned or not. We will also demonstrate
that our analysis can explain why ‘“Nani-ka-ga
kinoo-site inai (“Something is not working™)” is OK,
while “Nani-ka-ga okasiku-nai” (‘“Something is not
wrong”)” usually sounds odd. This is part of a
joint-research  project with S.Kaufmann and
M.Kaufimann.
[1] SUDO, Y (2010) “Wh-ka indefinites in
Japanese,”handout from the Workshop on
Epistemic Indefinites held at University of
Gottingen.

“Scalar Particles and Polarity Sensitivity”
Kimiko Nakanishi (Ochanomizu University)
It has been claimed that there is a close
connection between scalarity and polarity ([1],



among others): cross-linguistically, it is common to
find a polarity item that consists of a scalar particle
(like even, -mo) and a predicate expressing
minimality (as in Aito-ri-mo (lit.) one-CL-even’). In
this presentation, I show that the scope of scalar
particles accounts for the distribution of polarity
items. More specifically, following [2], I argue that
the

presupposition and the meaning of minimality

semantic  conflict between a scalar
explains the limited distribution of polarity items.
The proposed analysis would predict that other
focus particles that introduce a scalar presupposition
should be able to serve as a polarity item when
combined with a predicate of minimality. However,
it is not the case (e.g., *hito-ri-sae). 1 address this
issue by examining independent properties of
various scalar particles.

[1] Chierchia, G. (2013) Logic in Grammar:
Polarity, Free Choice, and Intervention. Oxford. [2]
Lahiri, U. (1998) “Focus and negative polarity in

Hindi,” NLS 6.

“Expressives and Polarity Sensitivity”
Osamu Sawada (Mie University)
This talk investigates the property of expressive
negative polarity items (NPIs), with special
reference to the Japanese negative use of fotemo ‘lit.
very.” The negative fotemo is similar to typical/strict
NPIs (e.g., minimizer NPIs, wh-mo ‘wh-even’ in
Japanese) in that it can only appear in a negative
environment. However, unlike typical NPIs, its
meaning is not part of “what is said.” I argue that the
negative tofemo is not logical NPIs which are
by
entailing/non-veridical operators (Ladusaw 1980,
Giannakidou 1998). Rather, it is a conventional
implicature-triggering expression/expressive (e.g.,
Potts 2005), which the
unlikelihood/impossibility of a given proposition

licensed negation  or  downward

intensifies

and refuses to update the common ground with the
proposition. This paper claims that there is a new
class of NPIs—expressive NPIs (more specifically,
NPIs)—whose  polarity

lexically = constrained by

oppositive sensitive

behavior is its

pragmatic/not-at-issue meaning.
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[1] Giannakidou, A. (1998). Polarity Sensitivity as
(Non)veridical Dependency. Benjamins. [2] Potts, C.
(2005). The Logic of Conventional Implicatures.
Oxford.

F= (117138 44%)

[ELk - WEEDE R DFEE )
Al [EEE OB
SHEOER BRI IR L LA L TN (D
THDHN, R UVIRT T LTIL, 34 OFERIH
FNEI Nexical 2D Hlexical 72 BEFEA~D
BER (LHREEOEWIEE) (MH) ) lexical
72 B3R Dfunctional R EFE~DAER (REZRDL
DOIEES) (FA) ] MHunctional 2 57> 5
functional 72 IR ~DER GREEAUZEN D]
FfTAOZ) (1LA) ] &V lexical-functional
continuum|ZF2D HILDHEMK « BEREA R D =4k
K& LT 5, UGk baase L~
L YL, TR R LAYLEW ) ZFICHED
SRRERDIEN Y I CE D LD L7250,
TNENDERNED K 5 728 IS
WTHAT D200, &) T & BAHRINELE L,
S L & BITHREERA T,

[ REBAL 4 TR OB BRILE & EFEIC BT
Y=L it
ahl RERZ OBRORT)
AFEFTIL, FEEOH N4 T AN <D0
B0 B, 2SN CIEESR E LTHY B
TSN AIEAZEHR E L THN LT D)
(2 & o T EDYLIRARIR D FTREME I ZFERIPRME
DRBDHHIND Z & & a—/SABNC)T — &%
FIR U Tl L7, [ARRO IR 8RB
RIZBNTHRBO DD Z L& TN, l/\<
OIDEFEN TR S AV TNV D25E) 72 HEE
DFr% Z ZTIEIRY 1T 275, AIFEZER R
& LTHRET 2455 & AIOEiZEsE & LT
BERET 24555 Tl JERIIR D & 1 721X
HEWAGRO HILD, IRFEOTREIRIZHS <
predicational context!ZFV T, AFFIFZERE
EEfAIZ 3 < modificational contextlZFU VT,
WATHIZR A NRD HiL, £722D2DOD
contextDRITIE, W< D) FHBEIRIR TR B
Do ML Z O 9 Z2IEAFRIEDSTRD DI D D7)



ED L O BFEENH D DD, L) Z Lo
WTHREERVICEZ THRIZWNER D,

(B3R DB ER ST & JespersenD I A 7 )L |
AR AR GRS

Jespersen (1917[1]) 1%, FEREDOSTERESTH,
E DRillGAne &2 BEH ORIAHINT % HEEDic
ne secge® L ) 7SN Bl % ne & not TR
51 ne seye notDFE L Z#%8 Tl say notlCE>72 2
LICEKR L, SHITIROERETA U do not
say & = DFEFIEDT don’t sayZ Mz T, ne —
ne - not — not — do not — don’t £V O
{bDOWFEEFEFRT 2, ZHULDOBIZ [espersen
DYA 7] LFEIND K 91270 1XF1HE
Fonsig L7=BIFECh | 2O inm ORISR
ET BT ey, T2 & ZIE, van der
Auwera (2009[2]) (E75E DRI AL 73 5
A 7 NEREBFBHRFTL2H-LTHY
Larrivée & Ingham (2011[3]) (IFEFEDO S ERESC
DRI ED D ET—~ LT D5 ET
%, AFERTIE YIIERSGE 0T — 4 %
UL 2N B | FEEOSER U 5 —
HOE VA SUE RS EDIRTI OBLEN B
E T By
[1] Negation in English and Other Languages [2]
“The Jespersen Cycle” [3] The Evolution of
Negation: Beyond the Jespersen Cycle.

BIA®D 3 2DMeb—2x 2 SEOHEE

HER—]
sEADILATRE (METAMERERY)

TERDG | FHRERHEDIIZEZL, 5 3 mEIC
LT Z LT At HELT 2 B2 IR0 5 D
DHEThoTe, LnL, 2O L) ik
72 (displaced; Chafe (1994[1]) Z &1X721F C7¢
<, (1) DEDITHEFEENS LTI LIZZ &
IF—ITBE 7 (immediate) = & iF—% LIXL
FEHsSD (#iRshd),
(1) You said you're from Kanazawa?
ZO XS T, SUHITEREHHLOTZDIC
TN DTIFR L AT S DIRERR A HLD
< BRITHWSND (LA (200912]), OF
0, BIRIXED L 722 LIFEFI< OMIT L~
T, TORENRRDDTH D,
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AFELTIE, Q) OTFREBDO L D72 S BITH]
DOFIRAA, SIHIEE] (quotation substantive;
Jespersen (1913[3])) # HELY Eif, 5IHEWS
174 (OWTIIA Z SEERHTR—IR) 2SELD A
e (ELTD) ZEFEOENCE-TEDLD
(AT 2 D) EBERT D,

(2) “Tam afraid.” “I don’t want any [ am afraids.”
[1] Discourse, Consciousness, and Time [2] TR
7251, L72aoh7en ] [3]1 4 Modern English
Grammar on Historical Principles, Vol. 2





