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[ B AFEDGERI ST |
AT U TEERE)
ARFEFIT, HAGED B S (Fragment
Questions: FQs)DiftairtE 2 B H N3 5,
(1) A: BRAHETITEIITZRA TV =D ?
B: [ & AT B — /L&A TV X
A: ULxdh, EEEIT? (FQ)
(k&K 2017)
F9. AREERIIMEEETHY . HIFR
EICERISIN G END Z L aard, I5IT,
FQ IS FEMATRADER A M5 Z & |
FREE BRI FE L O condition A/C IZHE D
Z&. BORRINCHED Z L END, FQ
FHEME S L L CHIGE A A L, FRE SR
DHIBRER D LBE L CWA Z & a2Rd, =
WO DORHENS . AFEXKTIL, FQ 135
FSE DN CP Ik DR FEREADALE IR E) L |
ZOHIEH PF HIFRSN A &EFET D, &
BT, XIRTEE wh A)OEBORREE S
DAL D FQ TIXZDEIENEE LD &
WO FEIZES X HAFEOLJERFORE
JERE A T D,
[1] ZKKEEANQR017) [fERSEERISC /> WH
FERIZ DWW T SRS 2017 R0 —
IS, fERREE, 2017 412 A 16 H.

[FG_USHTF TN A — T T 7
4]

P (EERKS)
AFEFD AT Chomsky (2013[1], 2015[2])
DZ YU T L) X B)SEEE R & 4
JAVREST 2 S SO E ST TR 31T A BiIS:
WZED X S B CEANR D EEBLZTH T
ETHDH, ZhHDORELIZHOWTIE Rizz
(1997[3)EEZRBNT, I—hT T T 4 — D
FHATHONTSITE T2, Ll TR
FRTIX, =TT 74— EET A
(LS RERIRE OS2 2D E O TR

o Z &I R EEEL <o TS, D12
H— NI T 7 4 =K DHRAD T ~IAHTT
NAY XN E>TEDL IR BID
ZRRET D Z LIXHIZEDR S 2 X 5 721
BT D, BARHIIZIE Rizzi (2004[4]) DFEM:
DT T AHTHE | R0 Q #t %
F1H wh BEISCRERICEMELAIC L S T ~L
FHT DT, GRS T~ S
MZRWXP, YPHEIE 2 F7D L2585,

[1] “Problems of Projection” [2] “Problems of
Projection: Extensions” [3] “The Fine Structure of
the Left Periphery” [4] “Locality and Left
Periphery”

[XP-YP HEEDA~ILT T b g%

INA
HREMT) GO R7)

Chomsky (2013 3Z:( A% 1% % XP-YP i &
LT 228, ZoiEtkizit, SO={XP,YP}
LT~ SNAT2OICFEEIC L »TE
ETAVBENHD E W) RIHED B D,

Z DOSHTIIAIRI- ORI EE G, £
HIZRREE LT, 9IS v A —T oA A
COMRDI= D DRHEGAE & SIVTND A3,
BRZEFMIOA B —T 24 ATSONED
X olC MR SNDDOBHLTRYY, £
Brdgil LCiL, AMIORS S5 Conj i,
LB ClX and HDWITRHEER CEH SN
%53, Conj DE FHIEELOMHEAITH 52>
NS ECAAY

AFH S0 B S EOSNREEOF 2 RE LT,
ZOEFHFI~DALT 7 MEEH LA
AZAYLT T T DHEALNIT D) & E R
%, % LT XP-YP i & AE1IE L T T~ T
THZLE, HEROA B —T 2 A ATO
XP-YP DEINI/ R — L DPGEZ FREICT 5
ZLTHDEEETD,
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“Analysing Critical Discourse Analysis”
Ian Wash (Rikkyo University)

As a methodological option for interdisciplinary
researchers, Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) and
its associated approaches vie for position among
other forms of discourse analysis and non-discursive
methods. This presentation turns the analytical lens
back on CDA and the academic context it competes
in. Firstly, theories of discourse that help us to
understand the ideas and beliefs of analysts
supporting or challenging critical ~discourse
approaches are examined. Next, a narrative form of
critical discourse analysis will be outlined and
applied to tell the story of processes and outcomes
through which a diversity of actors discursively
constructed the academic field. Extracts drawn from
a corpus of documents representative of the
epistemic community surrounding CDA will be
used in the analysis to reveal the residues of
agent-centred beliefs in relation to theories of
discourse. Finally, an attempt at reconciliation is
offered in conclusion.

[B - FSEAIRIEREEICIT 5 BB DXt
FRoHT—RE & F&E)
7 A7 (ERREEEOT)
WK EE DS TEIEN E D X 5 12 BEf%
BEZ DL LTCNWDHDO0E, MEFo&E
RO BEE TN DM E NFITEREZYTT
245, AAGEREERRG AL A AGESEE
9 #i, A—A F TV THEGERFERRE TR L%
FEEER 10D 194 AT — & & LTHV V=,
HR LY R=—TIEk L7=% 30 0D Htn
“A\EFETH D, FEESRETIE, Bk
REFET 2T T, BoDIES. NH., &
2RO AFEEA IR, HE Tt s
TR A > M &R~ RAZIEGH L.
FEMH) 2R & 20T, S N CabEE R
STV, —FH, BAGESREIZRBW T,
LT ESEESBEBIRB DR BE
FHHE R CTHEHREROER= A v
N &7 Te, TEERTH AR DM Tk,
TERIIRG E TR SN QU OV, L LR

HCHORER: E O H CBRAM TS &
SR AT, DAEEREZ
MO BAFRIEEL 2 X > TV Tz,

“Who’s a Beneficiary and Who’s a
Benefactor?: Request Turn Design and the
Sequence Organization at a Japanese Sushi
Restaurant”

Satomi Kuroshima (Tamagawa University)
Drawing upon conversation analysis (CA) (Sacks
(1992[1])), this paper explores how customers at a
sushi restaurant design and form requests for food,
by which they show a normative orientation to the
contingency regarding the accomplishment of a
requesting action (Curl and Drew (2008[2])). The
paper describes various conversational practices
that speakers employ in relation to the level of
request contingency and the speakers’ claimed
rights to make the request by orienting to overall
configuration of participants. While the request
turns are generally designed by which speakers’
entitlement as a beneficiary is displayed, different
syntactic formats are selected in order to
accomplish their practical task of placing an order.
The paper will demonstrate how grammar is
crucial in terms of the practical task orientation,
and sensitive to the physical configurations
participants normatively orient to.

[1] Lectures on Conversation, Volumes I & II.
Blackwell. [2] “Contingency and Action: A
Comparison of Two Forms of Requesting,”
Research on Language & Social Interaction 41(2).
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“Comparison of Prosody of American and
British English Using a Speech Corpus: A
Preliminary Analysis”
Masahiko Komatsu (Kanagawa University)
This paper shows a preliminary analysis
comparing prosody between American and British
English using a speech corpus. These accents are
known to have differences in the pronunciation of
segments (vowels and consonants) and in word
stress, but there has been little research into



differences in thythm and intonation.

Part of the difficulty in prosody comparison
arises from its variability: Any sentence can be
spoken with multiple intonation patterns
depending on the situation. This has motivated the
use of MULTEXT [1], a multilingual speech
corpus containing recordings of passages
translated into several languages, including British
English. An American English set of recordings of
the content of MULTEXT is being developed by
the author to enable comparison in the same
context.

The analysis results show that some global
acoustic parameters were not provably different,
but some impressionistic differences were
observed.

[1] Campione, Estelle, ed. (1998) MULTEXT
prosodic  database [CD-ROM]. Paris, France:
European Language Resources Association.

R G ] e a AR =R S A pod

TS RALRFR PR
AFETIL, NEFHIZ T DB AE IS
LT, BTN 2 =ET 5,
Zwicky (1982[1]). O'Flynn (2008[2])ZF3\ T,
UHZIL, NERTE AT DR &R
/i)(Phonological Phrase)ZTERK T % & & IZAHE
Ind EFRESNZ, Fo. ZOERRMIERK
I HBRFUC LD T B b & RS2,
ZORR, NHEESHEEPMUE STV D, K
FFIE, BhRARENSEREL T OEERAIEAIL,
Kenesei and Vogel (1995[3))3ME539 5., FEAIC
FO FEFHMEIEO RIS IC L IThh s &
BET D, Elo, FATHEIIE N, Gk
I35 #WH)(Intonational Phrase) 5 5Z & 0 451
BN ERET D, ZORRIIESL L, F)
A AE BRSO A O A S Riltraskl &
FATT D EEMITEAAEN DN, EaEE
RPEHES D L&, ZOREIIST b
Do AFEFRIL, WHVRERANMEOND L X
ANERHINZ T D BEA SRR SN D &
FiR L., AWEOFGLEFT 2,
[1] “Stranded 70 and Phonological Phrasing in
English” [2] “VP Ellipsis in Infinitival Clauses”
[3] “Focus and Phonological Structure”

“A Comparative Study of Unaccusativity
Alternation and Its Theoretical Implications”
Satoshi Oku (Hokkaido University)
Linyan Qiu (Jiangxi Agricultural University)
In English resultative construction, unergatives (1)
require, but unaccusatives (2) cannot have, a fake
reflexive. However, when the resultative phrase
denotes a change of location, unergatives behave
like unaccusatives (3): Unaccusativity Alternation
(UA) [1]. Why is the adjunct phrase (not the head
verb) responsible for argument structure change?
[2] argues that it is the abstract head verb GO
which induces the English UA (4), and that
Japanese has an overt realization of this GO. In
this paper, we claim that Japanese also has
phonologically empty GO and that Chinese has
both empty and overt GO. We will explore the
implications of the analysis for phrase structure
building of human language.
(1) John ran *(himself) exhausted.
(2) The lake froze (*itself) solid.
(3) John ran (*himself) clear out of the car.
(4) [unergative + GO] =» unaccusative
[1] Levin, B. and T. Rappoport Havov (1995)
Unaccusativity, MIT Press. [2] Yamada, Y. (1998)
“Doosano yootaidoosini mirareru hitaikakuseino
kootaini tuite,” Northern Review 26, 13-44.

HEIU= (11 A 24 B4%)

Al BEEED CGERATRY)

BREEEC R, DIV D JEIHHES : SOV H#E3T
DFERHFEE, FaarRDFE N, BHEEAEC
& DRER, EERUMREE LT

HIREZ GrmfRs)
BIRIGEOHRIIE, T<MIz LB L7
W DO CE 72D TR TE 5
JERARHESC B 5, R (2017) 72 & TRk
SHUTE 7= SOV 53T (@hFAD HHIRE NP D14
AIZHENDHELD) bED—oThD, HGFED
HAGENEZME 5 Z ORI T, FHAEITMNL L7
DB 2T SN/, #oTc
BOTHHET 5, ZORESCE., Hirose (1991)
72 EH3 U5 Just because S doesn't mean S. &
BRI EE o, £ LT, Justbecause 1
AZHBWTH, VO OFBIEZ R S 72300



TFHAEDHER S AL D,

AFEELTIE, PITORRICEREZH T,
SOV 3L (Z2Hul &3 D JEhURIRESD) 12k L
TEANIRTZ N D, (1) SOV #SCDB
REGFE B AR ATREMEDFEL, FEEROAE
FMRDL, SUiAss, () HahHHRIEOFFALL,

(3) WEEHUESRE, (EREIRIE, (4) SOV 14

LOBHNTARIEE L ORFE, (5) EREAYHE
M7 & DRSO,
[1] Denison, David (1999) "Gradience and
Linguistic Change," Historical Linguistics 1999,
Benjamins. [2] {EREZE. 2017, [Z & 1XD5E
B2 —/RR L RSGED e

[ B AGERIE EFESC OB AR & Bl
TEODJFH
/NG GRAERS?)
Harada (1971[1])1%. HAGEEM EFECORT
FERED ARV DR HIZdH D L FIR LT,
AFEFRTITINE D3 — SRFIEOFEF & |
REEOHESIN TOFAEEFE L & B EFELD
et A 570 5 3 ZT A B ORHIE
BRI ORERZ L1, [11A5 45 EATc
BIER LIS BE LT TH D L &
L. BT DR TRRD30E AD @
FEEERET D, BEARAIITIE, SGE A DFFE
1% CP A3 (Hiraiwa (2002))%, S0/E B DFE4
I% D-TP #i&(Miyagawa (2011) 2 H 5, K 0
W RoOH T, 3L C (D-vP )BT
15D (D-VP/AP #1%) (217> TR IH3
TP THLHZ Lz, BEIRE L SRR O
ELRTREMERC, R I5E & It 2 Llhad - fih
BRI Eng & DI ATREMENHR T, T,
DX DR 7 aRT A—=F DI,
SR GO PTREZR B ERHILOE - &
Db L RFEDFEEBoskovié (1997[2]); cf.
Westergaard (2014 ZAEKT2 i@ U D,
[1] “Ga-No Conversion and Idiolectal Variation in
Japanese,” Gengo Kenkyu 60, 25-38. [2] Nonfinite
Complementation: An Economy Approach, MIT
Press.

[ B ought DEESERIFEEIZDOUNT
FrOBER (AdERERTRT)
BIROGEEICBIT D7l 2 &7 BhEhE ought
1% to REFHIZNEZ D, AFETIX, Hi%o
to ANTE RAIENI A O to A ERAR & 1 amRFIOR

BECEN DD T L AT, BARIOIZIL, ought
DMEZ D to RNERHINCISUT D PR GE R 1T
FABE S 2B % Gl SRV RERREDS, R
\CARERIRI A28 % Tl S Q2 81581
b= BREERENT 14 HHoPIcilk L TH
V| EE D to REFAEINIIT D FHERROHEA
BRI CH D 16 (et HAHQOI2[1])72 )&
DHLERENWZ L EEFa—ANDELNTET
—4 X VRd, LT, oughtto Z 5T e3LI2%
V% FERKOTER ORI FIFIRE £ Tlose
L7z ought OBEGENL CTH D LT D,
BT, ZOREITHA X EBHF D to AEFIH
& ought 2MEZ 5 to NERARINZISNT D PR
DOIEFIFHAODENNIE LS FIHEN D Z L &
2N

[1] Az (2012) [E4ERR & FEETERICES
DRI OB [ R SCT:
JeamtE] 58, 69-88.
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Al e GERRT)

[ A FSEOBEEREL | REES DA & 28)

Bl
EARFIRER  (REFIRNZT)

AGEFIT, ASGEOBERIUZIIT D45 R
DTN ONT, (1) HAEE Tl E)
FIDLAICHFR SN DN, JGREClIIBEhRERE
FEAOEBE OSSO IFR S, Q) B
BhEEREENG & SEBNERAOMIZIX, STRIE
FJDZE IRIRORZBIECENH D, & 2
DDOFEREEELRNG LT D, TNHOFEFHT
XL, AZEEITIE (2007[1]) DOZEERAIHT
ZHEH Lo, fREEEE DAL (Namiki 2018)
EWV OB AR AR A D, £
ZEHNER N T A X —DFRE &\ ) NTEDIERIC
EoE (1) 225, WIZ, 25833
(o~ 7 airEWEEID () 25735
BEREN B D EBITICERT D, (FEE ] 32
7 a e EMAEEIOBEIERE LTRSS
VTSRS AL AN B RO TR D3 %
SRV (2) Tidk, BHFOEEAERE TR
A B RREN IR L2 uE7Ze 597, Bk
MR DA EN 2) AT EIEDHZ LT
w5,
(1] DREFHESC L ERGR /T A 2 — [
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PR SLDRF A FRHNEES T @%’Eé‘*rirb%ﬁi <
A= (LIERS)
Leslie(2008[ 1), Sharks attack bathers D X
2 IO BNZ LAY TIEE S 720 Striking
Generic (213, NREINZ & > THEFIZD DD L
D TRfEIRME A IR AT ZNZ L A FRRT LT
W5, IHIZ, YD DR BiiE
TE DDk LTI RAEEETANL 4 7k LA
IZEBEND Z D PRSI sER I s
B2, £FENOEXOT 7 4/V MIFRAIRE
EREODONTND | EFIRLTWS, ZDZ
&i L@W@ﬁ ﬂ@ﬁﬂ iéfiié
_h%ikkmﬁﬁ ﬁ%%%mbfwéi
(b s, AFEKTIE,  FEEEOH
iﬁﬁj%ﬁ%b %%tf?ﬁ<ﬁ¢%
%75Vx9:%wf% B DR
DMEVVIT HILTND Z & 28535, £,
Striking Generic (Zf¥: 9 tH=AUR LOR-E (5
ZIE Muslims are terrorists) b, NEHIEIE L
DIENVFTFIZ K> THRTE DT TH D,
1] “Genencs. Cognition and Acquisition,”
Philosophical Review 117-1.

“Proposal of a Hierarchy for Manner Salience
Affecting Motion-Framing Choices in English:
At What Point Did I Make This Weird?”
Ryan Spring (Tohoku University)
This study examines the effect that different
manner types have on Talmy’s [1] typology of
event conflation. Though many studies have noted
that the type of path being conflated affects
framing choices, not enough research has been
conducted on how manner type affects them. This
study surveyed 39 native English speakers to
gauge their preference for certain types of manner
to be conflated in the main verb by presenting
them various sentences with two types of manner,
one conflated in the main verb, and one outside.
The results indicate that there is a clear preference
hierarchy of non-volition > agentive > speed,
deictic > path for preference of information to be
conflated in the main verb. These results could
help to explain discrepancies found in previous

experimental studies that have looked at speaker’s
framing preferences.

[1] Talmy, L. (1991) “Path to Realization: A
Typology of Event Conflation,” BLS 17.
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[FHHZRE S Hit BhERIZ DV T —bang,

bump, thump % F.0MZ
st (B ILERS)
Levin (1993 [1]) (< bang, bump, thump % Hit

HEd s LTl 2D O JEREASE
K> With/Against 225595 & LT\ 5,
INHOEENL [BH5E /D3 zde LT
CHET D) LD RTHIEL T8, #E
FEHNI TR R S TR DB AR L, BUTH

SNDOEOMEE WD ET TIEIRHHATE 220,
#1213 bang IJENEERSCICAEE T2 (I banged
onthe door) 73, bump (FAF TE 720,

AHELKTIL, COCA MOEDT-T — 2 & 5

(2. SERAOZIRR « HLBAURREZ IR 52N

L. bang, thump {3 Iwata (2008 [2]) D4 FIRAE
BEAOST 2 A TE 523, bump 13725
RO PN D Z &2 d, Zhud
B L ERTE ﬁ@mé%mbwmmmm[m
bang, thump [IH DORIEZFEF(LL THDHD

(KL, bump (FERREDOMIm A FEH L L TV
5 Z IR,
[1] English Verb Classes and Alternations. [2]
Locative Alternation: A Lexical-Constructional
Approach. [3] ‘“Putative resultatives II: Verbs of
sound emission followed by a path PP”

[BhENERI D XX ST~ DB X 5
T a—F
RFBFEE 1 (BB RFERTRT)
JEEIZRT 55 HERBLX Z#d v I3 B
FHXX L, A v 7 —~/VIEE L SHEICH
i, EHL. e —EOIA L B
T MIZro 7o XX L E MR, 2 OfiER~
B AOLEG XX TR X MG
Hob FgE L T& 7, Ghomeshi et al
Qmm3wnp IEL () IZEEDE, 2o XX H#
O XAZIX, FERERIIE H C b 2 BhllEal 34
T%&wkiﬁﬁéo



(1) *Are you sick, or ARE-are you sick?
[Auxiliary]
AR ClE, BEREAJHE R Td 2 Bhihai oo XX #§
ORI %, % LT Escandell-Vidal
and Leonetti (2011[2]) 23 T35 2 Tl & HfE
D rigidity |2\, BhEERIO T X AU
WICL IR E . EHOTRET D XX LD
HOFREIIERIC L DR E D 2 SORER
PFRRFCERL S D Z & T, BBhEao XX A
SXOFFRDNLT D Z & T,
[1] “Contrastive Focus Reduplication in English”
[2] “On the Rigidity of Procedural Meaning”’

[Rhetorical Imperatives DAEFESR{: |
HEPESE ORI D)
FR - BR ORBORFRE D)

VWO HIEFEEER 3L (Rhetorical Questions)
BT DM EITB S HFETDHOD

(Sadock 1971, Sprouse 2007, #2015 72 L),
EFERIMERR 2315 5 4L 2 #3495 3L (Rhetorical
Imperatives, ‘RD’) (ZB8d % BERmAIAIFEI L& 7,
ODBE%MAET?‘LG%W

ARFFETIE, RIODE - REAEmICBI L
f 12 Kaufmann (2012, [2]) TIERINTW

LA ST DRIHE (presuppositions) 247
#A & LTHtrd 2, BAR9IZIE, RI T (2)
Idiom % A 7, (b)Biased %1 7", (c) Complaint
2 A7, (d)Irony XA 7D 4 XA SHFES
L, ZHHOMEIY, Kaufmann (2012, [2])
LD ELORHRIENENE D K 9 ITEK
THNE(ETE LT, REEOHEE (pragmatic
inference, cf. Grice 1975[1], Homn 1984) (2 &~
THROND 2 EERET D,
[1] Grice, H. P. (1975) Logic and Conversation
Syntax and Semantics 3: Speech Acts, 41-58. [2]
Kaufmann, M. (2012) Interpreting Imperatives.
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[HIFRBICRENIC IS 1T D G & £5F @%@J
(2B L CT—POP+& BEA OBLEDH—

IR (jLJllj(%jY%Bm)

AFEFTlE, Chomsky (2015 [1]) (POP+) &

Chomsky (2004 [2]) (BEA) (ZH:2& . 1. kR

BAfREN (RRC) DIEA TR DFAEEEDIERIFNE

& 2. RRC & that-t(race) effect & DD FGE
SHLOIPREZm C D, 1 IR T, 3%
FELCI that & FIV 72 RRC & wh BB 72 U
72~ RRC 3HDH, SATRDFHEEA LR
56y, that RRC DAk & 725, AFRT
(3, wh - OPIEEEICE H L, FHEEO
HERIPRIE B RmA 7ot A 242 I 5, F72, 2
(ZBILC, POP+TCIL, that DIEA7) D TRE
Bihd 2 &3(75§T@T§k 725 that-t effect KE'@EJ
L. TR TR AT o 7,
LU, that RRC Tl that DR ADE DT
DOEENNFTHETH U . POP+O that-t effect D7
B3 that RRC 2| J T E 72V, AFER T
pair-Merge 235 A L7 BEA (265 Z & T, 7
AU VBRI DX thatt effect & FJED7:
VWIZT that RRC DIRAEZFRHES 2,

[1] “Problems of Projection: Extentions,”
Structures,  Strategies and Beyond, 3-16,
Benjamins. [2] “Beyond Explanatory Adequacy,”
Structures and Beyond, 104-131, Oxford.

[FEFENEH O DIREH L & T~ VVERR)
BB GUERERT)
xﬁﬁmami FREOWEI DO H
IZxF L. 7Vl (label) BEEROELSH> Bt
%5z5 LTHD, AFEETIE., Chomsky
QOO DANEMERAED C1 A —T = —
ATHHIND LHET D, ZiUulkb ¢l
HEI LTV EREOPEN O E
LAATRETH D & TSI D, ZOTIANE
U THHZ L%, £9. Chomsky (2008)DF
FEHEFEDDRT, KRIZ, Chomsky (2008)Df%
Bl 702, ERENERD D O E K LAYATRE
b EH AT, DX D IR AlRE/ R FEIEIX()
AT =T LYV O EGE, (i) EiAY B4 F
(clausal gerund)& L CAEU B E5RE, (i) NER
HiOEFE, (iv) HAFED L 5 \ZHTER7: o 21
ERF IRV S REDOERE, @Xm4/ LD L5
72 JEHT N B ) (rich) 72 S REIZ I 1T D EEAZ AL
(post Verbal)O)EE D5SFTHDH, ZibDE
HEZRZ LTBLT, EH L
ﬁ%ﬂb D . AFEFOPRRIZ X0 WYNEIA &
NHZ EERT,
[1] “On Phases,” Foundational Issues in Linguistic
Theory, 133-166, MIT Press.
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[Labeling Algorithm (Z%3" 5 #RFHHSA: &
HwEHL)
EEL L0 NI AR =N S NE &)
AT DR N EZEOPHAIMN I T i) (K
ML) IOFABMECHA S, W HR
PRI S EREY S LI B ST S SARGE
ENTWD, L7eA3->T, EPP RIS DERE)
& LTORMETESTIZ, & LBRIC
*F LTI E-Z G2 TUT e H720,
AFEFETIL, Chomsky (015[ID)IZHiT D
Labeling Algorithm (LANEIEZ /N2, LA IZ
R DN OIRRFESR AR =T D, D%
[, B LA 238 SAVTZHGRA BRI O LA
DEAIND ZEEEC LD THD, EDIF
& LT, T D7 = A AORHI k= H
LIZE o TOREZHT 2 &) —fkfbhsE
D5 Z & Z g (Boskovié (2015[2]), F£7z.
AN D O E H LI 2 F 9 bR
SNDZ EERT,
[1] Chomsky, N. (2015) “Problems of Projection:
Extensions.” [2] Boskovi¢, Z. (2015) “From the
Complex NP Constraint to Everything: On Deep
Extractions across Categories.”

[F ST ES < REF BEREH OIRAE

(2D
TR (RO

FEEDAE R RIRET CIIRTER R S b
Gra DA BT R OBk a > Z L3 T
%% (eg an usher {from whom to buy tickets
/*whom to buy tickets from}), AFEF TIX, #%
& TR 2 $ 72 D RO RHFR D BHE &
LTt L7z Pesetsky and Torrego (2004[1])67_
eV, TULHT (Chomsky (2013[2]) |
SLAEBHREI O T 2424 D, Eﬁ—‘lﬁl’]
(I, AR AR D AN ERR BRI SCE
& 700 | BARFADRCHINL A A ERARR R

DIESCEA & 72 2 DI, KeHIFEIEDO AT
L7 INAFT ORI LD HDTHLHZ & ;?i’
R, BT, [FRRIZ wh A)DEUL S A EE
HiTd HAER E.ﬂ EREI I\ T EERTRRI D AR
L%UBE%VZCW@ X, AERECEOAEE )3
DOOT QHRMEDIAFIZ LD T~ IAFT DAL
T 572D ThnH EFET 5,
[1] “Problems of Projection,” Lingua 130. [2]

“Tense, Case, and the Nature of Syntactic
Categories,” The Syntax of Time, ed. by J. Guéron
and J. Lecarme, MIT Press.
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Al FERTT GRIBOREE)

[ ZH B RGBS ORFHEE & W3R 5

DEYHH L
HHER (BEIESMNERER R D)

“EE H AR S AR & ARtEEY « R
FeEDMHET D, AR T, £D 9 B()HA
HIRERIN AT DS LOFETFRE, (2)RH:
HEUREDHY H LA RTREMEDRIAZAT 5 728
BT IARRAAT 9, BUEDOHSHATIN T,
T YUTHERNIIRE S DT TR,
% ZCRizzi 2016[1]) THW LI TV DR
fHF 7 LY XL L Epstein, Kitahara and Seely
(2016[2]) THEZR S TV DA BES A B
T5, Fl_HHAMGERIOEHWHGEZZE
T5 &, MERRERINIOIEEEEZ B
%, % ZC Rizzi 2015[3]) THW BTV Ak
AERIIRT Subj Z/ NS SAEAAT P Z & T
HH IR SCORIE 2 D,

%72 Rizzi (2016[1]) TliX., mRMED A
(Maximality Principle) Z#£%5 L, BEIOEI X
ROFGFERSGNTHIR L TN D, Tz
S35 2 & CRIEEHAREDIRY H LA ATRENE

WZit A2 52 % o
[1] “Labeling, maximality and the head-phrase
distinction” [2] “Phase cancellation by external
pair-merge of heads” [3] “Notes on labeling and
subject positions”

FEEDE ﬁﬁﬁ% D BT : so FRUS & OFRELE

)EH @ﬁnjj‘ yiR1o)

PAMR (FRORY?)

AFERIL, FEEODEREHRY HIFHECE so
TN @*El—ﬂ”ﬁﬁﬁ it L. SRS~ Dk
aﬁﬁ FEHIRRI T 2 SR T2 Z L 2 AL T
*’ﬁ# b0 FIFRESC S IENOT [Pred [ S]]
:> Pred [ NOT [ S | /OGRS DT
%, Bill does not believe that Mary is here 7 £
MBRE 22T Y | Z OLHFFO Bl
believes that Mary is not here & V> 9 HEwD /74T
& LT, EERE not ZHRDIALENILEA AL



L7z ECEEIEET 2 HEEN 98T (Fillmore
(1963 [1))72 &) & MEZESLD Pred D3
JREHRRA e PR ORI Z O D B -
FEHFRISHT (Bartsch (1973 [2]) A3d> 5, A<
FF Tl HDOIALE 2 HLRT 5 so (LED 5
DWEEARBENS R T S b = & Atk

L7 G, NOT | believe [ so | |DBREE A4 L,

UROHERPMFOND Z LT, LT,
ZDOFED so BILNLEN O DL ERFEE) %
BRET DHREHTIIIRE L 72 575, Bk
i s AR T IR S R b7 & &
R, BEDIHHZETE LRGS0,

[1] “The Position of Embedding Transformations
in  Grammar,” Word 19. [2] “Negative
Transportation” gibt es nicht,” Linguistische
Berichte 2.

i (11 A 25 B4EAT)

Al T (A

MEEREH BRI 1T A M —FR A STE
B R~ 2 oD EEIME—)

HTHE (AERT)
BRI B EOBLE D — oISy
FH SN TE 7= (cf Langacker 1985[1]), #1213,
HT HH (2016 2]V L REAL AL & FRESME IS
FTWD, LLARRS, ZONEE "D
DERIRSND, —DOlF, FRIMLNE
AHBHTAEHRHEHITNE VI INT, b
9 —2lL, ANEMNCHTEB R SECEE LT
DFBIET 2R FRENTLRIIAEET H D)
EWVORINTH D, ABFFETIE, FREPHA
LFFBITHD Z EEHLMNI LIz LT,
HFRESMILS & FRENHLAIC L B 5 I 3-8
IIARARNC I 2 D 4227 5, AiE OR8]
PRI E OIS ZZE LFEAEET 5 Z Lick
STENLT DS, HEOMEENETEE LT
i OFLREZ A CIZAfbE D Z Lick - T
NEd 5, & L CZOMEREDENL, 5
FECTAEEDO T T O T 4 T AT K
FLTNDZ L A/RNEL TS,
[1] “Observations and Speculations on
Subjectivity” in John Haiman (ed.) [2] [5#81#& &
B EHZ—SRAFRD oD ) Ji—] R
UK SN )

NEC#2 B ROUEERIRIIZDE DR\ s AT
EHE (BEERT)

PEEOREFAEU RN T, MR ERER
HRE L AYBURO%FGIT HPRZR N, LW S HfillK
D5 L X TS (Simpson (1983)[1]), L
7> L The 39-year-old Briton drove his
Renault-Williams car to victory in the Portuguese
Grand Prix.|Z3C, to victory [ZB 5N
AR ARGRORIGUZ LT D, AFEEKTIL, to
victory Z B EpFEARAE SN, 7o ERE H BRG]
KNAEDTRNNEELET D,

Er el Shak A A=k A=l DRy AVAC AL

M, causal chain 7341 (Croft (1990, 1991);
Rappaport Hovav and Levin (2001)[2]) (23250
TaATE 2 Z &2t BT, EEAR
FETIAIICOE © #h RAE ST OB TIL, foree
transmission (Z X W IRBEZE(LAE Z > T 5,
KIZ to victory % & deht FAE LTI, force
transmission (| & VW IRFEZLE Z > TEH
. EREHREERRINIAE O MIRMED 72V, i
Ja). FEFAHESCITIZ, force transmission (Z 42 V) R
LA ZTHDL, £ TRVEDLED
QTEFENH D L2705,
[1] “Resultatives” in M. Rappaport, et al (ed.)
Papers in Lexical-Functional Grammar, TULC.
[2] “An Event Structure Account of English
Resultatives,” Lg 77.

EIEE L SUBION OS]

[to FEFADIFRIMEDHIHZRIT S b+
a—) LA 7 )VOFFHET DN T

Per REXRRL (B T 23EE 5 HAA)
to NERADE NI ANENNE B Sh.
ZOHFEMEDERIZEE OZEWIZ L - TR
2D EVND TN, FITHIE (Smith and
Escobedo (2001[2]) 72 &) b ERSNTND,
UL, FHIOBROMMNER 720 | £
AED BRI A S I, ZDOFENIZEINT
HPT 5 HMMEOERN BT SN TND
DNEWN D FIZOWTIEH LN ST
7RV, AFEFTIR, FBESUED 2 hr—/L
A 7 v (Langacker (2009[1])) &\ 9 E8%NE
TV to REFRDDHIERSE, Znbo
EZ I BN 5D, BRI, to AER]
ZEHFEINa ha— YA T D ED
B H D DML Z Enb, HatEDR



BRIIRE < 3 DDOBPAI SIS Z &3
o bhbZeamL, Eio, NI
BWCHEET MO EKRZ b 72 652
KPS S NG Z & 2Tk 5, £z, il
PEOERD AL LB to AEFADE
ROERES T TSN D Z L2 TRET D,
[1] Investigations in Cognitive Grammar. [2] “The
Semantics of 7o- Infinitival vs. -Ing Verb
Complement Constructions in English,” CLS 37.

[firom |ZH4560 3 2 AEFRIOMEEAIREIC
DUNCT—BNC DFEZEL T—]
RAENE FRIMERERT)
AFEFRTIX, RIEFAIORRE & 72 D RS
DR ORISR FERER RS 3R U D 728012,

British National Corpus (World Edition) % VT

[[RUERA ([ATE R ]| ORAE DD H Tl
B A U D [[from][ B RAA] o]] % B 555t
G LT, 3 DOEENHREE T2, B
KRNI, 55— OFFE T, [[from][HiE ]
JNCHR D RTERAOSERE 2 | 85 DR T,
[RMEGAR] ]3RS ERO D% | =0k
Tl [AEFR] ] ORERER 72 0 A T 2 &
T, [AMEFAA] BTN A RilE R & A FaR)0
fHm %2 EEANTR LTz, EORER, [RiER
] S| OBEREIL. AR Ze T iElk A a3 %

[FRAE] (from within the company 72 &)
& AEip T iEd B L 7 iRl A 2R

(RS TS (from beneath a tree 72 &) 1243
¥A9 D Z ENRIRETH V) | WA CII[ATES
M) )RR OFE RO R S0, [ OH)
B DU DI ERIR 2 DS STz,

BH= (11 A 25 BH4FAT)

(S S v i 5 M (R NG 2

[BRADERZFEREE T 2/ S
LIRS (R
PEERTIE, RS MO L LV B REE
# & DBIRIMHET D,
(1) They drank the pub dry.
(Goldberg and Jackendoft (2004[1]: 536))
(DD &5 7o BN TRERAE L & FHTHL, H YRR
FERANC X VERATEND, (D) TIXEIRE &
et & OIZEORBIRDFE AL, /NI A AL
LCWD, ZOXA 7o/ NGBR3 H

KFATH T DRRFRERT,
ARETIE, QDL O 7z Y EiF, E
RRENXB DX A T OIS D L &
FikT 2,

(2) John hit the stone *(against the wall).

(John 2SAZREIZAIZ DT, )

oL, IR SRz Ordr L7
FEAMERZAIET D 2N TERN, £
7. BRJEE L AR IIR0RRER A RS A T
0. NEIERERR L T D B BID, QU
GEND/NEINL TADBECHAT ) L)
kA% L, B Hikess (M0<472%)
it LSTRET D)= 2Hr>, AR T,
ZDXA T ONEIRQ)LIMNT bk & 72 Bi5
(BRSNS Z 2T,
[1] Goldberg, A. and R. Jackendoff (2004) “The
English resultative as a family of construction,”
Language 80, 532—5609.

[ B AFE DA FEHTEAFDER & &I

B 5BEE]
FRETE (P Ty
AAGEOAS L, 2 < OHEIZRVT,

B D4 TSR RIS EEIADRIFIN 72 < |
HIRRAIIRSCA BRI S RN L T o Z &
e, MHEEIED R E > SRR &N T
V5 (Baker 2003[1]), AFEFR TiE, AAGED

Mo R E 172 TEASAORGEER - BBk
HIRRE A FIE22T 5,

A AFE D4 FE A A G LEE I T RE R

N F720T 172 O EBBLIMIE L TR
HEEINDEFEDSEE TN, W OREZ DT
B RFFTRERIN OOMFET DRE VYK
7R, BBINEDNR, 7R L), [Rl—DFEERD>
DIRELTZ T TEGE 172 TEAsahsh
RERY - ERRAIC B2 DR A R S DVEIER
ENTWAHHEA AR (2002 [2))th), = DFF%E
BE Z2, ARETIE V) EFNEIC TP
P U C (k) BIREN 2 TRk L 44 5l & [HHE
PN DOk LT, 172 JEAIT TP
PG PredP A B4 LAAGA A [HEENICE
fid D85 & aP 2R L AGZEET 58
BANHDHZEERET S,
[1] ““Verbal Adjectives’ as Adjectives without
Phi-features,” Proceedings of 4th TCP, 1-22. [2]

TREWAE] & TR& e, [HRERAR
sEl 5575, 137-145.



Al ST (PR

['We talked over coffee. 5 A 7" SLDEBRH « B

SRR OV T
PEIR PRI (RIGREE)

HEETCIE, Quirk et al. (1985)73 accompanying
circumstances & MRS over-A) & & T 3(LAT,
AC )N HRETH %,
We discussed it over a cup of coffee.
AFEFRITL, over (&t 9% NP O FEHRARHEL,
B OWERERIRAE, AC U2 U 2 8RR oOfH
& BIREHS A B 5NN T 5, AC LD over-
AT HR S FE T D RN 2R E L
HERFIIZ DRFEN OV DR, b
L VIR S Z L H AT D,
F7o, overfIHES NP 1328 LADXRIG a3
TR TH D Z L&, S DI, over-Alid,
Kk & ZAEIZ pair merge SAVDHFIIIRIEFE T
HHZ LT,
[1] Tyler, Andrea and Vyvyan Evans (2003) The
Semantics of English Prepositions, Spatial Scenes,
Embodied Meaning and Cognition, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge.

[because FESTDERE & fER
VaIHA ] (BERSER A 2%
because F3CIZ(1) (2) (3) DL 978k -
TREDR S D Z LT L < HIBbITN D,
(1) Mary fell because John pushed her.
(causal because)
(2) The neighbours are at home, because
the lights are on. (inferential because)
(3) Hurry up, because we are late.
(speech-act because)
FATHIZE TIXQ)Dinferential becausefffiz. 7k
FENEHONEZAZ U 2 AR A2 R
epistemic because & IR TN I TH D,
FBEMERR T, R RO mRER
2k Deause TH D & R L TN D, AFE
KT, ZOX ) 7 2 L, because
WSO & FRIROREZ a2, &<
|\ EHi7 specificational sentences?D35 5, causal
because & 133 LIZ WHEFEIZIEH L, (1)
& QDB ZSCESERORHE TH Y |
FHIOERBLERKEITEEHRTH D Z &
ZRmiRE 9 2o
[1] Sweetser (1990) From Etymology to

Pragmatics. [2] Blakemore (1987) Semantic
Constraints on Relevance. [3] Carston (2002)
Thoughts and Utterances.

#—= (11 H 25 B4R

Al EEHEE GRS

lwh BREPROTRE « HEAEHEEIZ DV VT
VeRochst (RS

wh RER & I DR S i fiEEEERT
SMRD LD IR TS BIRIT, ThET—
IRANTHRAR] & LT ST 72, wh it
ROFRARRIEEIL, v FEERT 17T Lo
Pl 4 Cl. Guimardes (2004[1]) & Kluck
QO INEINEN S FE S FEIEK A
Oz TN D,

AFELR T, wh B ERZFAR L LTHE
T DT IRRAORRED B D 2 & A FEfE
L. wh ERIIHFEEE TR < FHi& T
JRN7 L7z Spell-Out (Uriagereka 1999[3])Z L -
TIRESINTIMEGGETH D LIRET D, K
RRIZED | wh BGOSR, AE RIS
BlE SN —BHIR, BEEROMERIZIT
DAEAMEDTA S ND Z & 2RT, F,
AIRRDIFREE LT, San L JPREDA & —
7 = A AN Ackema and Neelman (2004[4])7) &
FT DX TVGROBRN S D Z & %im L
Do
[1] Derivation and Representation of Syntactic
Amalgams. [2] Sentence Amalgamation. [3]
“Multiple Spell-Out” [4] Beyond Morphology.

MR & L C OB RE — RO B
Hr & PR — |
EOREZ RESUERY)
AREABIRRET A, Tl & L THiRET S
BAGRER DAL & B W Ha 4 L 72 DITRIR
(1990[3]) ThH D, AFEZXTIL. Grosu and
Kritka (2007[2]) OWF3EE F03020 & LT,
bt FA B AR (the way [my grandson is 7/
everything [a seasoned physician should be 7])
Zepmid THEDEME] (<, p) 2RIz
L%, ZITHE, MEfl] o&FXGELT
Chierchia (1998[1]) D Jfi#t%RHEE T 5, 28
PO TR (FE) O LMD
T, BREN ST LT, FROEM:



O FGEE) & LTOHBORMA ER
%o 6 DP EARDIME (ZOESENZZ
TOHFE) 1T UTUTSRNICR SN D, B
TRETE RO BIEDES (<<, o, ) 72
DT, BIETII e ARhRERGT HH) &L
THRET D, T X D IRRILT, JeATam-BELR
HiiSRFE-HOBIRIC IR Shd &EZ
% (BIREMIATRT) . E7o. AT RN AL
EROGEE THRREOEIEIHT AU T
LRNZ ST bl s,

[1] “Reference to kinds across languages” [2] “The
gified mathematician that you claimed to be :
Equational intensional ‘reconstruction’ relatives”

[3] TREERE]

Al RMESE GLEIREE)

[RA4 BRIZSTE A 51T DR
£ fl— GBI P

AT DRAFE 72 TBET 2% *who
does his; mother love t; D & 9 7230 CRAFAD R
FEIRIEMRRR ST S AR & D BRI kT
LT, ARCOEIZIBWTHA 23BN 72 S
TE T, AFERTIR RIS 5o <
SRS FED T AR LRuys (1993[1])). <D
Jifs 2Bt T 5, EARRIIZIX even X° only %5
DFERALEIFEZ 5 who; does even his; mother
love (23317 D95 ZZNR DR, which NP
Ze O % REEREE YRR S L OV ERETC
(ZBT DIRBIROKANGHE § 2T > OREE
IS GEEDT=D) N A BB 28780 %
TR 72U SE(who; seems to his; mother to be t;
smart) (2% U TRt 2 5-2 5, i/ NEFA)
LR, RIS M G R AT O R &
PRURAEI S 2o B & 3 2% )R ST
7228, H S OFsH A Chomsky (2013[2])
BB RIS OALEST bR 5
HOTHD,
[1] “A Global Economy Analysis of Weak
Crossover” [2] “Problems of Projection”

[ERFRIDIERFERFERIZ OV
A A AHEERFEPZER)
TSR 2R A G IR ER TH 0 155
([1]Bimner and Ward (1994)<°[2]Birner (2013)
72 EHBMR) AR BT E R AR B
FEEDIEEFERFE IOV DD ERERE S

FBETDZETHD, ZOMOA g TH)E
DRI &> TENEFRFE LIS OB
CORRFERN T D L 2GHT D, Tha s
DIFRIZ L > TRE LIZ VL, FE LT
AN TEN BT S & X2 ThUT L - T
Wk S DA ES 2 B Lo U 7o et
ROBREEDOPTNDE D LTAHEE 8
HTZ DLW E DD L EITRD,
ZOEUID 7R &b = DOER E RO, 5
—DERITEFADZ AU L THFREDZ L
W2 ETHD, H_OERITBFEEDI TR E
NOIHEB IR E AT TR L 52720 2
ETHD, FH=DOERITD L IR L &
S NV N EE AR AVABY Y Bt AVAC
DHOL)NETETIRNT L Th D,

[1] “Uniqueness, Familiarity, and the Definite
Article in English,” BLS 20, 93-102. [2]
Introduction to Pragmatics, Wiley-Blackwell,
Chichester.

B2 (11 H 25 B4

Al AR R (EHEOEHRD)

Bt L HEROMA L 7RAR]

SRR (R U A RO

FVERI, I RARRE T 25 S0E% C 2>
DEMEAMRT DFGEHREE L TREINT
WDHD, TERRR SN CEHEM K. C
MH T, b LI, v D V~D F 5RO
FMAIZ IR 5312 (Chomsky 2008[1]), 4L
%I L. Citko (2014[2]) 1%, FEMHERDFHE
FIRTREME L LT, ko T B m oMk
OMIZ, CHBHV, LI v T~D
EHEROBMR DI EE R L T D,

F o, MK SRR FEETIC
AR LW ETHESILTWDH, Zofth, fk
TR ST HED SR T D FEERI AT 55
B, BT HBMHADE Z SV
FIELIRTTT AR H D,

AFEFCUE NSRS R A i 7= &
BoTna /LIRS iRFe 72 & T
STWD | ORI BILH T —FAELFA RN
KA EREAT BTN T, HSCO C 96 EH
DT ~O_LHERMORMAENEZD, 5
IZF DRSCNTIZ C DD T ~DFEMERA D%
b CIZHEMEIERTHZ LTRSS,



[1] “On Phases,” in Robert Freidin, Carlos P. Otero
and Maria-Luisa Zubizaretta (ed.), MIT Press,
Cambridge, MA. [2] Phase Theory, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge.

[ = —)V RFBITBIT 52— B DIERFR]
/IREEA - (BARK)

R P EHETF G N BT 5L X, £E
W7 RIES P>G THHHEAE LY & GP
THDHGEDIE D DIEREN S —F L 72
%, Kobayashi (2014 [1])i%Z DOH3FE% TFHHHY
—Hy ST LTz, A%EIL, RO
T =— /VRREDO—HB &35,

U =)L RREO—FIIHANIZ P>G Th
%, G DMRA&FIRHIE P IT—80EE & B,
G PG BIIRNER L 70D, ZHVAEIRD
EBVHIATS, PG O HLORESRTE
HLDIZT 782925 (i), £0 L
D@)TEETL ¢ 5% H TX P Dlue) R5EIl 5
B SIURITEANRE 2203, (b)ERII7ZE L
HIRTFIUTEITEDNE L 5T ANER TH
SD, FETIE, UV RREORLGTEE
ZFARINE LU ),(b) DR & 723 Il A
T

72385, G>P BR CO—E /D OREST Tl
2B, R4F - AR & bICED B R
51 & Z 9 (Borsley et al. 2007 [2]), ZALH LD
SN E WG L T E 720,
[1] “Relativized Agree,” EL 31. [2] The Syntax of
Welsh, CUP.

SIS A L (NG )

[T oA RESL ay ha—/L 3 )

B BES GRAERT)
AFEFE Tl Chomsky (2000[1], 2001[2]) TIRE
INTWNWD T = A AHEHIZIEASWT, PRO &
FeATRAD 3 N a— VBHRZ D DT 7ol
W24 5, FEEEIDEEO B i5E
ROfPIE L U TAERT D5 ANEEIA
BERC9 2 B OIEDY PRO DA TR L
THIREND M EHay ha—v) | IEE
R TEREE U CTAHERET 254, FOHIFR
DR GEREH = hr—L),
Hornstein (1999[3], 2003[4]) I%. ZDEWE
ENZHASWTIRBA L TS, BEYHTIZIE
MRS D Z L xfiT 5, REL LT,

PRO 3, LF (ZHARE S 4125 BE ClRl— Dk

RPN SATRIDMAET 295813, £ D%
HE LTRSS, LB Tl Bl
BIHE UTREND ] LW o REE BEE
LT = A X2 TR L7230 EWV I GEIS
EONT, BB - FERER = b e—L
P& D,
[1] “Minimalist Inquiries: The Framework,” in
Step by Step. [2] ‘“Derivation by Phase,” in Ken
Hale. [3] “Movement and Control,” LI 30. [4]
“On Control,” in Minimalist Syntax.

[ZEREATE & PSS

K — (ERERFRPT)
AFELTIE, HIIAFICSHEHIMESND
ZLEWARETH D LN VAT LAHEREL
ZIUTTE DN THGED PR 287
RO EzRET 5, BAENICIT,
Bruening(2001[1]) & NaritaQ007[2DIZ/EVY, —
BUIFMEAE B 2179 DAT, =ik
HIER OREML) 13X L > TThhs &
MET D, 2FD . At EL T
itz b AHDUE~OBINT > TRk O
MaEfhduIgoR e LTHEETHY , 67
L—BERARSZ ENARETH D LERD
ZEITE D, PRSI T, HRYHE
D3 & D—HUT X0 6 A HME S 7%, sk
DOEARNZE NN EREAEICEE LT LD
B LTI TR eSS & FRT
%, £ LT, GEEIZRVTL, IREDRZIC
FHE SHUTASHER R T 5,
[1] Syntax at the Edge, Doctoral dissertation, MIT.
[2] “Spelling-Out Case-Values,” Proceedings of
the 2I*" Annual Meeting of the Sophia University
Linguistic Society, 23-49.
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“Language Contact and English Functional
Items”
"2 Akiko Nagano (Tohoku University)

The general aim of this symposium is to
arouse specialist interest in contact phenomena
involving functional items and examine their
implications for the relationship between
Morphology and Lexicon. English has been
influenced by contacts with other languages in its
long history (Schreier & Hundt (2013[1])), while
today it is affecting other languages due to its
status as a global language (Crystal (2003[2])).
Such a unique trait of the English language makes
it possible to examine grammatical borrowing
(Matras & Sakel (2007[3])) bi-directionally, that is,
English functional items undergoing or causing
contact-induced changes. We will present case
studies that address (i) nominal morphology of
older English as a recipient language, (i)
word-formation and (iii) verbal morphology of
present-day English as a donor language. We will
also analyze the findings from these and other
studies in the framework of a lexeme-based
morphological theory.
[1] English as a Contact Language. [2] English as
a Global Language. [3] Grammatical Borrowing
in Cross-Linguistic Perspective.

“Language-Internal and External Factors in the
Growth of the s-Plural Formation in the History
of English”
a#AM  Ryuichi Hotta (Keio University)
The present paper investigates the development
of the nominal plural formation in -s in English, in
an attempt to integrate language-internal and
external factors behind language change. As the
plural suffix was already available in OF, it has been
commonly assumed that its remarkable growth from
the Early Middle English period on was a result of
its natural, or language-internally motivated,
development. Examined closely from a

dialectological and a comparative point of view,
however, it is more than likely that it was facilitated,
and even accelerated, by language-external factors,
especially intimate contact with Old Norse. The
North Germanic language, with its nominal
morphology partly comparable to that of English,
arguably affected the distribution of the plural
suffixes in English. Throughout the discussion,
major emphasis is laid on the importance of taking
account of the multiplicity of factors involved in
language change.

“The Rise and Fall of Morpholexical
Structures and the Influence from English”
Al Jesus Ferndndez-Dominguez
(University of Granada)
Contemporary Spanish is a rather conservative
language with regard to its involvement in
language contact, and therefore almost immune to
the incorporation of changes on its morpholexical
or syntactic structures. A look at the literature will
show that the impact of English on Spanish is
essentially restricted to the lexical level and to a
few latent examples of possible morphostructural
change. Such is the case of lexemes created by
using native material as input for a foreign
word-formation process, e.g puenting ‘bungee
Jjumping’ (from puente ‘bridge’), and of allegedly
unproductive native processes which seem to be
reviving partly due to analogy with similar English
structures, e.g. verb compounds like bioestimular
‘biostimulate’ (from
‘biostimulation’). This paper approaches the
current situation of Anglicisation in European
languages and, in particular, the influence of
English on the word-formation and morphosyntax
of Contemporary Spanish.

bioestimulacion

“How Is the English Volitional Modal Let’s
Borrowed into Japanese?”

A#AT  Hiroko Wakamatsu

(University of Tsukuba)

In English, 1% person inclusive let-imperatives

(e.g. Let us go with her) (Huddleston (2002[1]))

can contract the object us onto /et, yielding let’s, a

one-word functional marker of proposal (e.g. Let’s

go with her). Interestingly, this marker has been



borrowed into contemporary Japanese, where we
come across such sentences as Let’s kukkingu
‘(lit.) let’s cooking’ or Let’s kukkii ‘(lit.) let’s
cookie.” In this presentation, showing the results of
my corpus search of the borrowed /let’s, I consider
the ways in which this marker has been borrowed
into Japanese, and claim that borrowing in this
case has proceeded in two stages. In the first stage,
let’s was borrowed via the process of Insertion
(Muysken (2000[2])). But more recently, it has
been reanalyzed as a complex expression
containing a Japanese lexical verb, resulting in
some deviation from the standard Insertion type.
[1] “Clause Type and Illocutionary Force,” The
Cambridge Grammar of the English Language,
851-945, Cambridge. [2] Bilingual Speech: A
Typology of Code-Mixing, Cambridge.
“Three  Distinctions in  Grammatical
Borrowing”
AT Akiko Nagano (Tohoku University)

This talk introduces some key concepts related
to grammatical borrowing and attempts to draw a
coherent picture from the three talks of the
symposium and other previous studies involving
English functional items (Namiki (2003[1]),
Nagano & Shimada (2018 [2])). I will focus on
three recurrent distinctions. First, grammatical
borrowing should be distinguished from lexical
borrowing, as well as from L1 inferences. Second,
free and bound grammatical morphemes seem to
behave differently in contact situations. Third,
Matter (i.e. form) and Pattern (i.e. function or
category) of linguistic expressions should be
distinguished in examining how they are copied
from a donor language into a recipient language.
Although language contact is largely neglected in
theoretically oriented monolingual studies, I will
argue that the three empirical distinctions, well
known in contact linguistics, can be naturally
understood within a lexeme-based morphological
theory.
[1] “On the Expression Rinse in Shampoo™ [2]
“Affix-Borrowing and Structural Borrowing in
Japanese Word-Formation,” SKASE Journal of

Theoretical Linguistics 15.
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(%3] % % < DHEIRDFEHE]

Al BEIES FEAKRS)

ZDOVRT Y LAOBWIL, WS - 5E
%E‘J%r:% * %uﬂ%ﬁi * gnﬂii—cﬁ E@,ﬁﬁiio‘b \Tﬁ
FEATVAIAMIERAIZ AV B A HEEIC OV T,
FGHINGERETRD D Z L ThH D,

ATEERTIX, R E Db AR
BT DAEREDOEMIRHBIZ OV, Hidd 5
BRI AT D IR AR 2 B IS A2 28
DBLLT D, BEHE AN RZ LR as well
LA TR E OEMITR D) Y 2B SO
RO 5D, BN, 4AEi & [RE
SADFEEIIBHRICHOUVNNT, BRI B4 5
BT D IREFADFENE & DO—E DB S
g Do EEAIIL, HEERIZREN RN
BN BT BEMARIRIZ I ) 5 R
UWNTC, M - B - IRAED T R RS A
T 5,

R VR T T NTIE, REEOLAF D DT
LFRIDINPIOLBRD YL, ZNETHE
VIEADMEE B0 72 b DIT OV T
TNENDOSIENGER L, REEOSERINE
ZRERHT A Z LIZEBR L2V,

[FEFRICBT DAFRDORBIZRONDE

RARHEIZ DU T |
Al RIEAE (RN

PEEIZRBWTC, MEET 52 LT BE
DEGWDESERTHZEN DD, ZORD
AR, AR AR IS A S D 2
(Bolinger (1977[1]), Goldberg & Jackendoff
(2004[2]) 72 &), AN H R HND, KIE
ENDAFNRO/RE AL, ZITDT=5, [F
—DA RN SN DH5E (a long life, a
long life) <>, 2 3CUZ7z > THARRDAE)
N5 (The Old Man took a careful sip.
A thoughtful sip. [COCA]). 2 % H 4 3ilfis,
1 #&H DA D RN & BN R T
4 (acup, a cup of cold water) (ZZAVEFLH
bihd,

AR TIL, AFHORIEIL, EROIRE
R0, BHOPRIZ X0 FHEOT DBV S
NLHEATHY, 1 FHOLFRE 2 FHD



At & ORI TESWRAY D72 SIVTRRL S
NTCNHZEETRT D, iz, MLAL=
AL, Wi, ARREAFANFE TH S, [
IREBEEESUZ BISREL TV D Z & 2Ry,
[1] Meaning and Form, Longman. [2] “The
English  Resultative as a Family of
Constructions,” Language 80.3, 532-568.

BN STIBEDOEHE & L CoadA] « fF

NI LR O Z e~
AEAD R ER CGROOEERT)

FEEOFINAAZ LR as well 13, (1)D X 5
IREEICIBWT, RS D45h]) (NP2)
RO E ThEBEHOAR]) (NP1 (12
EXHZ7-Q)D X 9 7 aRHEE LT, Bk
RIRICHAT 2,
(1) Mary bought [NP1 flowers]. She bought

[NP2 candies] as well.

(2) She bought flowers.
AFEFETIL, BHER EOTLD as well 2MEA
T HRERERD, IROBERE CHGEEIIZ $ I
SNDZEIZXY | Aeh) T D as
well as 23 FIREIZ 72 D & T2 # ) SERERIC &
55541 (of B (1986[1]) ZHwY i it
T 5L LB HTRHA TR T 5, FRIC,
AT BRI AUR, BRx IR E RO
FeaAlD PR nTREEIREICRE L C. AnilE L CE
MR & I HHIFERE - CER SN & EhE

(cf. Haspelmath (2004[2])) 2MFAET 5 Z &0,
as well as 2NFENLHEGE C & 2t ah#ilkg 1<
finiteness % o920 A A RFOHIKIDMEES
52 & EITh, BIRSEBIOED BN D
ZEAERLIZVY,
[1] [Pl C DLy CT—as well as %
DN (1)) [H5E205 11986 4F 5 H 5, 68-70.[2]
(2004)  “Coordinating  Construction: ~ An
Overview,” Coordinating Constructions, 3-39.

[FEEDIRER & A FADRFEIENR kL
—f%]
FHET A& (BERKRED)
JREIZRNTIE, HEIR nIE4 R & FRAER
DFEEFIRIRIC OV TIRD X 5 72— b3k
YRYASN
(1) EREO WKV A B4 SR E i & 6
&L, ZOMEDRNIIE D BN B D,
AFERTIE, OB HIRER &

Ao & OREIIBR A BT 5, FrER L
T2VDIE (2) 1228 5 &L 9 A G OReaE
HETH D,
(2) *(these) size shoes / *(these) thousand
students / *(these) sort of skills
TS O CIIBREFNZHHI T D 705,
ZAUL TREE O B AT .44 7 size / thousand
/ sort MREFAZMEL L TNLNETHD
EEZ D, LL Q) TlEZH D4R
Eril L EO—E AR LT LT, — &k (1)
T DRSS RO L S 2 D, AFEEK
TlE, Q) DL A OrEEIZx LT
Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar (Pollard
& Sag (1994 [1]) 72 &) ORSHAIT L > T
& 1) EFELRVARRHNAES 25, €
ML TRIRFLT, ALl —fROREEREE I LT
ZAVS DR RS R BRI RRI DU
Caferm Do
[1] Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar,
CSLI.

WA TR DR KGR & itz S <2
AL RS (ISR

AFRIT, HDOFFRIRAFARNIADONTE R
Do TOLFNL, FEERIZLIATEERNNT S
OO, EHRITZH D &) AR A
2, FlzIE, (1) O TR TH D,
(1) The closest we can come to that is the

subject-predicate construction of English.

(1) OEFEZL, () BEMANTIE, [HHBEER
&9 T OEROAFIRTH D, L
L. (b) HAEAIIZIX, we can come the closest to
that (X RV 2%, *we can come the closest
point/place to that 23RA[TdHDH Z & H >
X0, ZOEFED TG FEHNS the
closest &\ 9 A Tdh- T, the closest
point/place &9 £ FAAITITARV Y, ZOFEHE
oL iZmb N TV (Cf FE
(2006a[1], 2006b[2])). fATLZ DL H 72T LA
AIREIC 72 D DINTIRHATH o 7o, AT T
Zo e (RARR) LIRS ORI,
WS, IREDFRHEE BT D,
[1] T BARITED L 5 BRET) [9ehREEC
EAFgE] 13, 111-126. [2] “The Genesis of English
Head-Internal Relative Clauses: A Dynamic
View,” EL 23.2,380-402.
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(BB kit I ne~s T
TFa—FhbHd [ Lid] OFERRE)
CIESIE /DS UGN oS

AWFgEE, AN, mlmb, 7 e— b
EWVS BB K OB - B & D NBiiE)
NEIEEZ L) 2lEE I/ u-~rn T~
o—FnHR 0 ML, BISUEEiE & 23
2O AZ L EHET O TH D, ZDOHFT
BHZ AL VR ACIEEE S EE
WRIHERERY | BETEMFET DFREDO1I:
~Dfamily language policy D[P, ZE BNk
BHZ BT 2 B bR & A D EY fHA D 5
&, F-BIRFOSFEBOR & Z DR TN T,
BRI REEITO, I /77 7 u—F L LT
DFTT 4 TAHE 2—HRKEDA
2Ty varyitimb~rsar7a—FL L
TOBGRIEE T, £-HAENOBER - B{E
Finn, s L ToEAESNOBE  BAEH
FCTEXRIGUD, AN 52 LT, 4%
DHAZ DB HRERO—DEHET 5,

[ FSHVERAR & 2230 VA — TR A LtiR
D DR —)

HROR® BY (KB

AFERIL, BrexitDEA 21 5 [E RPEZE4 I
ITONTEFEIANBRITKTDHA X B a—
A A0 U, [ERBEERER & 5 B TR b
L 7= B A~ [E BUEE 235 B D0 BT
BNV A 5.2 127 55045, £ LT,
FILOBH T HBRIEFRITEN TV 20058
T, WL OITREEECAA EED LS 72 (£
YA ZREOVEZE 9 & LTI oW TR
T 5,

FEFETIE, FEFFRN A MERI3046 | 2 B e
HD20164FE & Z DOFUE| KGR 21TV, Z D
F5F 4 T DT v LIS DITRE R A
LT 5, AT, HustES L %S, FiE

SHEEOR L ANBBE OV IR — Mg oI
B LTHREZR LT AL DN EERES
X SNFIZZERNCER L2 Y O REROEE ~D
AREHFRIA LT,

B[] A ESE - 78, BUR CI3AH e & 1%
SV, R TIE, ZnaesE6E LTHAR
IED T EEMEAGR U5,

[BESYVPR L 23k — B ASEE D T4
NS DIRE— |

ahm IUOfEE R TIANERERT)
AARNZE STO EEME) 1%, BRI
THHIZHET 2MNEN T I 2 =7 4 —DFF
ECE W FEERTEXAEAH, LnL, 20 L)
BRAI =T 4 —OBEZARNLED
FREEEIE L CUNDTEA D Dy, AFERTIL, I
ELEER E L TRA L30VELL FEHEICH
DL TWD TN EA~DA o Z B 2=
5. BAROEBMUIZE= ik L1525 FZEp 253
%o BARRICIE, NPONGO & E 9 ToH—
ERT—=2 7 % HARNKFAED M THEE
L7zflzm L, et aE239 5,
ZO X BREERR D . ARFOESIT,
Y= R T —= T ENEANTI =T 4 —
THETHIEOEREZEZHILETHD, FF
(2 AL TR Z HARNOEZ DHEIZ
B AbZ & BRIZK LT a5
(LTRD) | o cidil, BEM
HEFS (FHTHTHLH9) | &V )RR
DNBESAVERR & 2 S L3RI E Tk LIS 5 AlRE
PeAFm L5,

[ B VB & 26 SV —Iam AEET 500

B DR
AEAN ATEFMR GERKRT)

AAEEDOER L, HITCHIMERTZITIC
FRST, ERNICBOTHANENEEOREAICE
DEBITHEA TS, LanL, BIEIZLE S 7D
D, AFERTIL, FRORRGAGED IHT=0,
N CEI < SMELA - 7 T < BARAA~DA 4
B o —%0l LT, haRah ORI 2E D EER
{bEHTra I 2= — 3 » EOEIZON
TEZ 5,

S BIZ, WdgmGitst 7 a7 he LTK
FHULER L TV % Language in the Workplace
Project (B2 NUTKF:, =a—Y—F 2 F)
AT D, LWPTTIE, WFZERUEROFATHIFE
B35 9 £ TH 2L AASEIRIC HFERAIZ
ORI, WD D DR T DSR2 BE
077 LR L CE T, FETIE, JotESEs)
DBLL e N— R\ T, RGN S g & 2%
SUCIAEIZ ED L IZHEBERTE 2700, [ENIC
BWTED K 5 72WFED FIREMED & 2 DNT-D
WThim C o,



“Intercultural Understanding and
Multiculturalism: Suggestions from
International Education”

N Julian Chapple (Ryukoku University)

In order to ensure the successful societal
integration of migrants, education policies (in
particular language related ones) need to be
reformed and modified to accommodate the needs
of everyone - both migrant and native. Japan is now
at a crossroads and will gradually need to face up to
this reality.

This presentation will introduce the potential
benefits that could be gained by the education
system from greater openness to diversity and
collaboration with international education. In
particular it looks at what opportunities are being
missed and how reforms could benefit language
learning. Further, using examples from New
Zealand’s education system, as well as the results of
interviews with Japanese migrants living there, it
illustrates the importance of family and home
language policies and the value of schools being
involved.
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Y — 7 BR%E L SiEm
Al BEA O GUERT)
TR A S N A
(ENZIERERERT [BRERHA]
AAGEICEE L TIERAP SN T E Tz —3
Ad SLDEI~D T2 S L LT, ThE
SRS KON DR Y T Btk &
TT LIzb OB TH D, LL, Sib
WFTEN AL & 732 2 B 72 TR M i SR &
ZOMRY ZTERD S BB S 2 &1
RS oD, BlE, ENEREHISEHT TR
FEMREATIE R (MM 2T /T — L
NINJAL Parsed Corpus of Modemn Japanese
(NPCMN)DBAZEDHED HINL TN D, Am—3
AT R i@ lE 2 — 32 (Penn Historical
Treebank; Santorini 2010[1]) 7/ 7 —3/3
HREGA L TR, HEEEHROT ) T—
ayiﬁfm PR b DTH Y | FFED
EAEFHEHmIC =2 I LT, R
T/?ATiNHEU@%%\_®Z~NX
TR DI ORERY — VB LU —/3

(ZHS < FREITFFED AIRENE DU TRAFTOHT
TR Z T 2,

[1] Santorini, B. (2010) Annotation Manual for the
Penn Historical Corpora and the PCEEC (Release
2). Tech. rep., Dep. of Computer and Information
Science, University of Pennsylvania.

SREHIZE & MRS - BT & = —3
A

—

ahh o EA O GRS
TER B AGEIZ DUV T ATFAIRE R 2 —/ XA,
AE§%FE$§%EE£1§&fL/7T SCHER & SCERE OFR
HEERAATIN LT b DIERE ST,

uﬁ > L TERESR IRV T Tl 7
R DIIIA T T D, F I XOCH
AOLFENTEMAE S L0, ZAUZx LT,
SGHERE « BTSSRI =2 — X2 NPCMJ
I IAAEEAATIE SN Z 7 STy, 1%
T H E B EURA Y NDOEET— X DOfiR
Mravmleelcd %, $7-, AfE L 2o aEE
MARHTIZ &2 0 BERIFI IR FRERDS (R T HE
A, BRA RSOEE IO FTREIZ 72 D,
ARFTIX, NPCMI BHFE DI Te & |
7/%—yay@ﬁﬁmowfﬁ%¢60é
DITHREEFINC & 5 H AGERE HSEREOfRIIC
OVTEWW%*W\MTMI 2LV BAGE
@%%ﬁ%k%%ﬁ%@{éﬂ%t%éhé

Z L EikRD,

SRR Y —/L NPCMJ Explorer]
FEhl RS (ENZERENIZERT)
AT EW (HPE )
i A A QU NEPAN A
(ENTERERFFERT)
AFEFEE. NPCMI ORRERA v B —T = —
ABPFEDOPFTRZ TE-, HE - BT =
—/XA LR SUEM R ORI T O TS
BIRETHHLOTH S, HK;@EE&
EBREMBETHEAEEHME L
NPCMIJ Explorer DBHFEIZ &7~ T, AR
RN SEETH D450 « HE (1992[1)DFcad
& NPCMJ OF ) 5— 3 &5 LY
HVEEEATHT2Z &1L, NPCMI % v
CUEHE B 2R D BRT58A & 72 DERH
BN o7, AFETIEL, ZDRICON
THEL R b EO TS5 & L BT,
W DBENG b T2 5 SIDH T 72 FE D ]
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“A Unified Interface for Exploring English and
Japanese”
GEAT Alastair Butler (FLRTR)

This talk gives a general introduction to the data
model and online interfaces available for accessing
two parsed corpora that have been developed
largely in tandem: the NINJAL Parsed Corpus of
Modern Japanese (NPCMJ) (also available in an
earlier release form as the Keyaki Treebank) and
the Treebank Semantics Parsed Corpus (TSPC).
While these corpora are for very different
languages, Japanese and English, respectively,
there is considerable overlap, both in terms of
parallel data, as well as principles of annotation. In
addition to full availability of the source annotation,
results can be accessed through a shared
web-interface  that allows for sophisticated
searches of syntactic structure using a flexible path
based query language, and flipping between
results for either resource, as well as visualisations,
including views to explore syntactic dependencies
across tree structures in discourse, track multiple
modifier-head dependencies, follow cross-sections
of valence information for verbs, nouns, and
adjectives, and observe resulting displays from
semantic calculations.

“English/Japanese Contrastive Study Based on
Normalization, a Step in the Semantic
Processing”
atifll Stephen Horn (EINZERFEMFZERT)
ahl Alastair Butler (SARTRS)
In a Scope Control Theory (Butler 2015[1])
driven corpus, annotation directly encodes local
dependencies like head::complement,
predicate::argument,  clause::subject.  Other
dependencies like pronoun::antecedent, extraction
site::extracted element, controller::null subject, etc.
can be indirectly established by reading
generalized structural definitions into a semantic
calculation. Whether for Japanese or for English, if
the annotation is sufficiently principled, it can be
normalized (re-written) into input for the

calculation. Put into practice in the NPCMJ and
TSPC, the relationship between the annotation and
the normalization, and the language-specific
aspects of the normalization program itself, both
encapsulate contrasts between Japanese and
English. In this paper we compare annotation of
“Peter Rabbit” in the original English with that for
a Japanese translation to exemplify some of these
contrasts, ranging from morphology (e.g.,
encoding the grammatical category of number) to
semantics (scope of negation, indefiniteness, etc.).
[1] Butler, Alastair. (2015) Linguistic Expressions
and Semantic Processing: A Practical Approach,
Springer.
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[SEEERRICRT D RER D [0k 29 <
A EERTRE]
Al KB (RRHEKT)

TERERRIE, FoEatIC A DD BAIEZ T
72K, EIR - AR CEIEL SN D RS
AHHMES RS, SiERICB VTR
H7 e R EE LB R CTH D il T 7=,
Z OREE RIS D=6 1993 FITHRE SN
T REBEG Y [ BB iERR | (Distributed
Morphology) T %, sridEiE L, AamAINT
LRy o ~GEDIAEN QU RGE - B
TR A, SUET —%7 7 F ¥ DRk 728
FRIC ol S22 LT, JBRE R
27 T a—F O AR L TE 72, L
MUZRD B ZDOFAEND 25 7500 LT-51
£, RO il 2D <54 < Oith
FEIZITRE DN TRV, R VAT T A
T, IS OFERMEEZ A L QWD &8RN
DEREZTEL . VR LAOBNE Ek&
ZIARILIN Oifam & T O 1B T, Sandiamic
B DIERERONLERHT & R E MR 5,

[y BT RERR OO
sl RBEEE (RAGHKR)
AHFETIE, [HIEER] (Distributed
Morphology) DEEL 233 5, £, /0H0E
RERRO T DGR T D TH—EI K
] (single engine hypothesis) & 141/ A5G )
(late insertion hypothesis) itz L 7212 T, 47HK
TEREROME S B 30ET —X% 7 7 F v s L,



TEHESR vs. FEEctAH, RBIR vs. PRAEEINS, 55
HE2 vs SGERE LR PO S, Z LT
aE - B« SEEEMEO AT 5, K
(2. JERERD 5rE) AUET oo
A & DL 218 L C, O BRI F
WIS 722 T D RATRE & 2 ORI 72
AHAE T 5. BRI, PSRRI
SIS SREERDOE TV L L CO ISR
D FREMEZ e L7242 C, Al %5y
BIEREROSUET —X 7 7 F ¥ IThrER T
FRO/N N UEPET,

MEETEZFED wh SRS & BREEIZ D
T

AERD BRI GRS

AR AR (HBERS)
HAGE T, wh BEEPEETEO— 2k d 5
RISC MR LOLANEE X 2D 2 | A
AEETH Y, T 2EZ & L TURE Mk
WX LD NEREZT- (DTY) , | HE
M DT, | NAHETH 5, HEST
7y MEEIND, ZILDOERRSEROSURNE
THEEERIM TON TWH D DI L TH
%o AFERTIL, O X5 I L, 4k
HNEE I AE i E =D TT, | DX
T, BRERZEISERNCETEIRR (8
SNERIEIRR) NSOGB OREEICE X b
L TIRESND ERETH, AFETIEE
HIZ, ZOX D A Cld, EETEEE
EIUICIRES NN S G, BRERGDT 7
T MDA E W) FERIERT
%, FLTCZOREC LT, SigpiERD
Pzt L, dise7 7B M, iR
P& & HITHRERT RS OB R T S
5 ERET D,

M2 fgRE & 2 DOHIIZ VYT
AEAh H)IHATE (BT

Ham - B - HHROBREHERT S LT, £
0 OEROPUNIEE/RT —~D—DThH D,
JHEREGm & L CO BTSRRI T OBIC
< OEBaEEZIGE LUz b/ En
I RHE A FF > TG, AFETIL, HUERE
MCIRESNLD B JEHE] (zero exponence)
IZix. (WoEREE @ T[54 (competition)
DB EIND D, )T 7 4/ FORE
BHDHNNIIELS. G) EFEoOWTHIcH YT

1LFE O THRFEDAENGEEREE CHND H D,
D3IODEATHREHDHT EERL, (DESMT
BB ARE LRV AIRE T D Z &
vt BERICIE, QI L TEELE D
FEFIEE B D WNIEREHR AR T 72 TH R
W2 &, QITK LTI REE ED—D2THh D
[EfSHIBR] (obliteration)DERHZHEZE L, H
GEEDREBG DA 72120 T ERE
BEORRIIC b T ET 5 Z L2 BNTT
Do

B R S48 & ARSI OV

ahl PHILEIRE (RO
NEGFEA (T5) 1. [RgEA 35) |,
(B2 (2/0) | X9 #GmEs
Al TR X TEREER) ko7
BRI E TR T ST
Tos, AREETITEN O ORGEE - B - 558
%, SEIERER O CHGENINZ T 5, Bl
FAIHREAAFTCIL, BlEFEIE oL E | =
LHMRAED DO ERO RIS ERE L 705, 5
FAIDHBUL, v OFEFHR AR CIHRLYHIH
DN SAVIAER & 8T L BRI DUV T,
A XY N OERITHGEEEIC D E SR
B"/onsd EET D, TERE) & Ihoit
x| OEEE T 7 FOERIZOWTIL,
FEAR DRI LA (R | 38N CHRE TR
i) (TR ITSND EMTT D, AT
IZOWTIE, TERs IR EEICT 72 b
DEVTIH DM, Habtis & IREXFR—TH
., Ta—ao g7 () | OX 9 7eH5E
BEETE L FRRCHGEENICIRAET D o
Do



