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MLabeling Algorithm (ZE:-3< 355 - #HREE
BD5HT]
IRSERR (G TR R

AFEF 1T Chomsky (2015[1]) BT 5
Labeling Algorithm OBLEAG | JREDTGE «
fiiaEfEliE  (Preposing around Be: PAB) (Zx%f L
CTHERAHA A 525 Z L2 BRI E T2,
PAB T, JEAARIo)7R L Ak be
(TS D B HIE S CSTAIZEIN D,
A THFFE(Samko (2014[2])IZFBV VT, PAB T
B S 2 BERITEEM A 2 L 23 EfH
INTND,

AFEFTIL, Samko(014[2])IZHEV Y, PAB
\ZH1T 5 be AR NG 2 ELD & ARE
T 5, 2O/ NEHEEIIIRE DP & AEEHE)
5725 {(XPYPUEEZ T H7-0, LA O
BLEDD, &6 B)DORGEERIGFTHENTE
9%, PAB (2T, FEEEMEARFOR]
[EESRDY SPEC-T ~EH L, C 7D T ~F{hE
FAR S VTAEARAT G- DOFEEFRNE & DR CH
PEFIC LD T VUHT 2T D L1RET 2,

RIS, AFEROIFHT & LT PAB LIS
MU LTHMAN G bivd Z L &R
R
[1] “Problems of Projection: Extensions.” [2] “A
Feature-Driven Movement Analysis of English
Participle Preposing,” WCCFL 31.

[Labeling Algorithm & Copy Deletion |
PR L AL RFERFPR)

AFEFIL, Labeling Algorithm (LAY ZFE3<
Copy Deletion D242 L, =1 =D &R
BROAEL AT 5, 16k, = B —3HI5R
SNTHA THMERIEIIT 2 EERE b
LIEEND T, £ORE b OaE—
T ICIROND Z EAMER STV D, A
%65421%, Chomsky (2013[1],  2015[2])AME%T

HLA ZEIEL, LA3S=a =23 L,
TN ORJEE G| S 22 e —T LA
PAE S D ERRDBPE X 0 BICHIFRS LD
LIRFET D, ARRECLD L, TULHTFD
A5 & 22 —3, ExX Y acH|
BRSNS Z & TEHAMA~BYE SR,
FREIRZ T2V, 7, TV
A v —d, EEE TICHBRSND Z &7
HRERSPINGG S D720, BREIRE S

D, (ZDAE (T, MEPHIUTERRET
HIER SN D, YAFEFIE, Mt 2P
Ra =D BIYLORIR e & = e 2R
Lt BRI OAECHAE 52 5,
[1]“Problems of Projection,” Lingua 130. [2]
“Problems of Projection: Extensions,” Structures,
Strategies and Beyond.: Studies in Honour of
Adriana Belletti.

Al pREAH GRIBAS)

15~ OB NIRRT\ T
tiERE GRAERT)
Chomsky (2013[1], 2015[2])(Z L AU, ke
3 MEEAIBE LTIV R aSnD, L
LRI D, TYUHHZERIT D MEED
BT L b b TRbT, L0b
iy MRS BT OTRSITHEDIAE -
FEEZ ROITHEL Z LN TE L0 E N5
TR TBE ST I oTn, A%
F UL, TIURHT D72 Dy NEAREIRI S
PRSHIFRESNTEY . XP-YP &S {({Xm,
WP}, (Y, ZP}} DR EZIDGEIZOH X
&Y OFMIH B LTI VLF AR TE
D ERET D, ZOJmREE LT, BEADD
OBEIOEEE (B < wh BRI
LTI EZ BiVD, ETATRGI AN
AlZ X o HEEIE LR 5720, it
Sk EfEEHE O T S TE 2D
PR AR5 TIETH D,
[1] “Problems of Projection,” Lingua 130. [2]
“Problems of Projection: Extensions,” Structures,
Strategies and Beyond, Benjamins.



[Z7_Y 7L BhmptEIcET oS

BEDOPRLNT A—F —|
PETEHL (EETE)

AFEETIL, BEOMNERET IV

(Chomsky 2013 [1], etseq.) (ZISWVTHIES
IWCWDHGEBIEDO O E D TH D [TV
7" (Labeling) | OFFEIZ 55 (Transfer) |
IZEDNRATY IAZ (E 2019 [2] : of
Narita 2012, 2014 [3]), $BEDBHNT/ ST R
— X —%RETDH LT, [HHHFE (Free
Merge) | 3b7-bIREIC—AZELLZ L
ZHET D, BUTOMVNERET /U
T, PFE & WS EEEE B TI3Z2< BRI
BHEND LTESITEY , TE) Move) |
LEFEL S5 TRAYDFS (Internal Merge) |
HHFNTIIR, T5 &, BEDHEE AN
THHIZHEA T 20 ThiuL, SiEldis
HINZEBIEDI O 2 DMERIRIZAT 2.5 K D 1T
At SILTWDITT TH D25, FBRITITEEIA
DIOEAIZBE L TUIEEZENH D | FEIEDS
[EE SN DIGED & O IR EREDMATSAFHET D
DIHHEE 725, AFERTIE, Kk LFHIA
ISHOE B 7R AAGEZ Y B, WSEET
DREMEDOIOVE XN B D SREAENAFER T
LT DURFD/NT A—F—T L > Tl
5T EMAREI /2D T & i U Do
[1] “Problems of projection.” [2] SAEFFFH
21 [FIEBMFERKRS NEEFEER. (3] Endocentric
Structuring of Projection-Free Syntax, Benjamins.
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“What does the Unavailability of Genitive
Subject in Naxi Suggest?”

Xue-Ying Hu (Gifu University)
Hideki Maki (Gifu University)
This paper investigates syntactic properties of
the Naxi language, one of the 55 officially
recognized minority languages in China spoken
natively by about 310,000 people, most of whom
live in or around Lijiang City Yulong Naxi
Autonomous County of Yunnan Province, and

shows (i) that it allows N’'-deletion, but (ii) that it
does not allow genitive subject. It is then argued (i)
that there is not a correlation between the
N'-deletability and the availability of genitive
subject in languages with prenominal sentential
modifiers, and (ii) that the non-availability of
genitive subject in the Naxi language is attributed
to the fact that the relevant predicate is not in the
adnominal form. This in turn suggests the validity
of [1]’s Conditions on Genitive Subject Licensing
for a variety of languages with prenominal
sentential modifiers.

[1] Maki, H., L. Bao, W. Bao and M. Hasebe
(2016) “Scrambling and Genitive Subjects in
Mongolian,” English Linguistics 33, 1-35.

[ REEHESRIERR V2 T ~UAFT &4

SN D DHRE L)
EEFE CREERERT)

AFERDOHBNE, FMHAOFAAZEL
FAJREGR Y LR, RS, /NEIC BT %
Z~YUS S (labeling)l it & 5-2. S BIZ, 4
FAVNERD B DO E Y LBIGIZb) 705 2
H25ZETho, £, BRGEERY LT
Tl M0 i HREE ) optional) T % & ik
SHLH(Lasnik 2001[1]), = OREEMEEHEZ 57
b, ARF CIIEEEORIEHAN ATRETH D
CIRET D, ORI, #0 LT ORI,
72 D TR DIk & 722, [RIROBEE DS
/MR WTHBIRIND, £z, AFEROS)
HrD S HETIAFIPE DO D E H LD
HRFFEND, make-outd X 9 7 HAEERRY |
FRECTIL, 42 Y BFOFEE & A5 D
OHE Y UAMHEBES 2, /T b [RROFHBIR
BROMHET D 2 L aT, EHIT, hEH LIS
B 2 AFEROIIHTHE FAESL, NS VEE ST
CHEARRHIOEATRETH D Z L EFa LD,
AR\ AFER DR BRI L Th D =
LaaT,
[1] Lasnik, Howard (2001) “Subjects, Objects, and
the EPP,” Objects and Other Subjects, 103-121,
Kluwer, Dordrecht.



Hl  ARMERE GLEIRT)

[ FVAPNIISNT DERA GRIEDRE &
Z DI

EEEEE Y N C Ay v NE Sy N )
AFEETIL, AalmNICE TN DERAS-
FHEHELT, [uF) DRI 2 DOEEIZREL
ZOIREE RS, £9. D FEHIEEND
FFEMEDP 27 = A A& L THI%S1T, DP
BARDREEZIT D L FRET D, ZOlEL
LT, BEIZ K D 7~V fF i (cf. Chomsky
QOI5[1) D A REMEZ ASA L EEOFER L
DABRT, WIT, AN E EALD[UF]D8,
BNz &> Tk &5 2 B —% 3R
T=OIARAIRANC T & FiET 5, BRI
13, B2 SNz [uF| 0% & FEEIIC K- T
BHOaE—D5H, EOa e —n3Rall)
\ZIRDDDEDD EHEET D, RESNDGy
WOTFTIE, RO a e —TH->ThitE
HICB TR & 720 9 20T,
Chomsky (2015)%> that JEBRAFA 3~ H a0
(2 & o TR E 72 5 BRI ST & T3ERILRE
bt HNCIRERTREIC 2 5 2 L AVREN D,
F7o, FEEIEBBIOESILE O 2 B2
IRAEDBH CRAMRN Ao TR T 5 &
FiET 5,
[1] Chomsky, N. (2015) “Problems of Projection:
Extensions.”

“Featural Approach to Distinction of Copies
and Repetitions”
Takashi Munakata
(Yokohama National University,
Part-time Instructor) ~ [F71%]

Assuming Merge is a simple operation that
constructs the set {X, Y} ([1]), it has no room to
introduce indices as IM applies. This means all
instances of an identical lexical item are apparently
the same in syntax, which makes difficult to identify
copies of a single syntactic token, as suggested in
[1].

This presentation proposes that agreement in
case-feature/Q-feature contributes to the distinction
between copies and repetitions of nominals.
Assuming that case and Q-features on lower

instances of lexical items are unmatched, the
topmost copy instance is distinct in feature value.
Thus, the interfaces and the syntactic mechanism
detect the topmost copy of lexical items by
searching matched feature. I argue that a syntactic
object K may be unified with an identical object L
with matched F at Transfer or the interfaces if it has
an unmatched counterpart feature.

[1] Collins, C. & Groat, E. (2018). “Distinguishing
Copies and Repetitions,” ms. NYU &
Goethe-Universitét Frankfurt.
<https:/ling.auf-net/lingbuzz/003809/current.pdf>
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Al AR (EHAREHUR)

[—BIERBOEN S L FRADBERIZ OV
S

THEE . CIRRY)  [HmE]
FEEES A 2 G S 2 EREHRIOMSE
CIE, FEE) & E T2 R o5 FH AR Y
FHEEICH DN TERSND B2 BT
1Y ACHAIZREERA RO A J1 = A LTI,
SVO FHIEIZI\WN T, FeBnviched 25 ()
HECEE]) LIRS ERAIET L&
LS T2 (Nespor & Vogel 19861172 &),
AFERTIL, TREOEREEIDOIRAN, HekH
2T T2 YRS B D TR — B
BOBNIITHREIND Z L 2RT, £L
T, HEREERRO 7 ~IAHT T VT Y R AOPE
FAADE & (Chomsky 2013,2015) | HEsEAIE,
Z DT T AT T & ZRUNEHR) i Mo
RTHITE 254, FlRmE LTRSS h
D ERET D, ZHUTKY | BB
—BOFE, EEEMEO R, SOESRER
SWROFEE, 2 U CHahE ity 2BHR LD
OB ERHIEH O FTEITRT L, HE—H7ea
Hahbx 5 LN TEDEFERETS,
[11 Prosodic Phonology [2] “Problems of
Projection” [3] “Problems of Projection:
Extensions”
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HZGEED RV EFHESL 2o T
PEcRIth, CER A BHEZERT)

TERERI A B E DG = (2017[1]) 12X
AUE, BAGETCIL, FFEOEWITIL, FRED
TEREDSLEE L T2 D73, SR TITMLE TN L
W, ZORBUCHESE . =F (2017) 1&
ATl SR EEFAESC A T LTV D, E D5y
PrC k2 &, JEETIEL TERBRIAIEMED G
DIRARDIEY | TREROZS L) LD B
TECNEAL, R EFAE SRR AT S D0
(e.g. Hanako pounded the metal flat), BAFET
& ZOEREE D Y REDMFEE T
YHRESUIATR SN E VW) (eg [* fEF
WBIBZ BTN ), AFEERTIL, TR
HEREEDGEDS, BRY WERAE U H Y Tk
FD. ZEMEORWMGER TH D Z & Al
%o FAREIIZIE, HAGE T V-V EEFE (eg

TAIESETT ) ) D3RRI D AT A &

AEHRH, EOTEHERN egnZdb)
EWVWOEMRAEHORECH D L THET D, B
2, LA RES (Ackema and Neeleman (2004[2]))
VD BZIFTHHLL , TERERIAEEMED G
DR A TN D ARSI IR L CRERRAREA
ZRHD,
[1] I HAGEDRS A% [2] Beyond Morphology

Al BRI AR

(T8 17 V) ORRE & BB REE RGN
gt GEFRNIRT)
HiES: (BILESZRT)
ARFTIL, BAGEOZTH 1] (2o
W, EORBEMEE S BIURERONIS) D57
Hri, TNECTAKEESNTEL 572
—DRER T, MEEEZ N T 55
BERE (Mar & e IS D Z L& L5,
BRI, ()eld, T 23S0 Ui-HEhREstR
Get T 5T LDOFFEA TR L (i) (Mar 13,
HE - 3k aFd [0 kb Lz,
KRS A R OPEAEHIIG Inch(oative) TH Y |
ZOREET VoiceP 78R 5 & FiET 5, &
DT, BAGEICRT 5 STHEDSITH S
®T 5, BRI GE T AT T D,
AFEFTIL, InchP-vP 1, ZIFHUTBIT S

VoiceP & GetP DBEMREMEAI T 5% E1 245
OuliE, Trans-Predicate (BJEIRFE) THDH L5
Z. ZihE TEJREIREE KGN (Trans-Predicate
Hypothesis)] & FR5, AFEL DT T T,
AAGEDSZ T LT TRERFE & GetP (2K
DIRE SN D EEFSUREORIR TH D | %
T 15 V) PIGEOSZITH SRS D8
ffen (ZEBHEYT D &V IERD RITIES
ESNDZ &5,

[1] Nakajima, T. (2014) "A Decompositional
Approach to Japanese Passive," JK 21. CSLL

[BEFE D HEHFEN X AR AEFIC OV
TJ
FH 52
(FLBE R AR B A
AR R E B)

JEEO BRI AT (Relational Adjective;
AT, RANE, Az ik LTCIRETEE
Fi (%8 : oceanic < (ocean+ -ic)) TH YV, %
OFEREIT. LA L, £ D08 24
HZ ETHD (T 2014[1]), RA X, B
PERUR 2 T4 RE & T DA & I3 R
2 BEITREMEICERETE R0
(f31: chromatic drawings; *those drawings are
chromatic), L7>L., BaRIHEa6E ()
mono-, di-, multi-) 23} < & ZINFIEE
72 % (those drawing are monochromatic)
(Levi 1978[2]), #£HHEE VN2 RA 172 E
ZOESICHFRMEICAERTE 50125
2%

AR FEITZ OMWIZK L, Nagano
QOIS DIATICHEE D& | T EFEAL FH|
b &kttt ) OBlLENBHE 2 %, Nagano
(AT RA T BEEEICEND e
Th o> THbAMMLAEEZ R L TV D,
RA OHEMERRIC K - T, WL DM DHEN
Xt SN D BRBETIL [RAWN) OFFHN
DPHIFR T X, TORR TbetRAL LWV OB
ANGEoN D, AFERTIE, BT E
RAHLZD17r—ATHY, ZOGAE, #
HHFFZ Db DOBXHMEEZ EA TS & F
IR A
(1] [EEEmELFTTHEED [2] The Syntax
and Semantics of Complex Nominals [3] “A



Conversion Analysis of So-Called Coercion
from Relational to Qualitative Adjectives in
English”
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Al R (U

MHunger (v.) %be hungry (be-+adj.) 7> — &

IRPAYERIR
INEFET RO AR

Hunger/thirst & be hungry/thirsty X 512,
72 DRI EIGEOR R D N B
WCWGE TR ED X S IZe s T
W=Dy, Die Ebedead DA, B LIEF
iz Z B VITFIZSD > T2Dh, FearlZkl4 5
be afeard TId72 < be afraid D X 9 (T AGEAES
HT ALY S 200y, ZHIVHIZOEDI[1]1X°
DOER)EIEHT 5 Z & TR EZDOHES
RIEIC 2> TE TV D, HOSHRG IE L < Fidr
< Z&IC XY —oDFEIE T TTEIUSE
YLD T LA WD L0 ITZY %
ZHNEX RS, AFHTIEL, web corpora %
GNTHND Z &2 &0 | B SSEEOREE R 2 T
WHNZIE- &) EEROTA Z ERIHWE L,
5w & be HEAFDOXSLOER DEIZ B D
morpho-syntactic-semantic rivalry % #8759,
[1] Oxford English Dictionary, 3rd edition (http:/
www.oed.com) [2] Dictionary of Old English
(Toronto, 1988-).

“The origin of the ger-passive revisited”
Junichi Toyota (Osaka City University)
This paper presents various points why the
causative origin should be considered as the

historical source for the gez-passive (cf Toyota 2008).

In addition, it is argued that the causative type is not
a result of regular grammaticalisation, as assumed
for the inchoative type, but rather a contact-induced
replication (cf. Heine and Kuteva 2005; 2006). The
causative as a source of the passive voice may
sound odd among the Indo-European languages, but
it is commonly found elsewhere in the world. In this
sense, the English gez-passive is very peculiar within
the same language family. In addition, dialectal
contact, especially with Old Norse, is perhaps the

key to understanding its historical development, and
this will support the causative type very neatly.
Dialectal studies may reveal what has really
happened to the get-passive.

Al BRI (LIRS

NESBAFIOHE L FRIZON T
FHE G EARFRSD)

Visser (1966[1]), Tajima (1985[2])72 & DJeAT
WFETIE, BRI KL O RIRRRE DT 227
TRABATIIPGHAAEL T2 &
DHERSILTW D, L Lnih, IRATE
R SRINAR S TR T L A ERL, £
DIERAFEEE DN T ORI ST H
B EITEWVER, AFEFTIL, Tajima (1985)
DT =5 ROEFT—SANBELNT—
ZTHDE | IRAEAFORELAIEELZ S
PN D, BARRICIE, IRAEBAEIT 1450
FEIZHBLL, 1700 FEHE TP 500 Tl
BHDLPEIMEANZ D> Toh, FNLRRL, =
IMEMICER U722 & 2ond, £ LT, IREGHE)
KPR L L CO ing D344 EAREIA F
WCEH S22 IRV HELL, 2omRIC
OUWTIEL, BhRAREIA RIS MR L2 Z
SR D & TR D,
[1] Visser, Frederikus (1966) An Historical Syntax of
the English Language, Part 11, E.J. Brill, Leiden. [2]
Tajima, Matsuji (1985) The Syntactic Development
of the Gerund in English, Nan’un-do, Tokyo.

[BERESNTISIT D How come HESLDFEIR & %
BTOWTY
s — (GARTRY)
EHER (RPN
Radford (2018) Tl how come #SUTREH1Z
Ko TR D " oD RO LIRS T
WA,
(1) a. [re how [Nt come]. .. ]
b. [t how come [INTD]...]
(cf. Radford (2018: 253))
(12) THL. how & come D3EFVEHVINTP D5
TEMRE FEE A 5D, (1b) T, how come )3
H—DETR & LT INTP OFfFER% 8T
WD, ARRTIE ELRa—ZNbE511



TeT—HZHADE | YGEESRITIBT D how come
FESTORLR &3S 2 HNs T 5, BR
AT, how come FESCOEIIE, how & come
DI AEREUC LY CP fEI B E LT
WAHILTHY | b h(la)D & 512 CP i
WCHJRAER SND L9122 D 2 & T, how
come ESLDNFIE LT & FIET D, F72. (1b)
DI, how & come N—2>DHERRFE L L
THRET HHEENEL D & T, —o0kEE
HAFT D 2 8I2R D L FET D, SHIT,
Z DTG & LT, how come H3HATH
WD EID BN & AEEIRRNE L < &
b LEmrT,

[1] Radford, Andrew (2018) Colloquial English:
Structure and Variation, Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge.
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al PEREY IR

[EFEIZI51T B leakage BHAR |
AR (R LR
leakage &L 13, [FHIMGEC L >Ta—
Mg (R - k] 28RS
EL, O [F8# - Bl 2MEEEicsnT
GEEOIET) Sinfbahs8ig] & LT
TE X35 SIS T B (Langacker (2009 [1]),
ARETIL, —MITGEH L SN D FFEEHD
HZ . leakage BIZR &\ D BLEDIEZ ET
ZEiZky, 2oEl (CBho 7 et
R) HMATHI LN TELLORHH &
ZHIGET 5. BARIZIE. “T don't
{think/believe/know that} —p.” &\ 9 JEERLH
(—p Va—KBTHLILGEEIRS) &,
[~ (b)) NHZENTED) (HEELIZATEE
FH) LD BAGERBIAZERV D, a—-
ASEFOFEEARR L& LT, ai
FOBAITIE, EFEOD leakage HIGOE %
ZOFEFMHTE D FR2018[2]) DIZxF LT,
BEOGEIE, JEKEH W) OXZE)S
o LT 5,
[1] Investigations in Cognitive Grammar, Mouton
de Gruyter[2] [~7p\E X D70 IZERE e

U Tdon’t {think (that) / believe (that) / know that}
—p,JCLA 18.

[N-free X & N-less X DSOS
53T
Fgse ORISR PR

WEEDE RS free & -less 1%, smokefiee,
smokeless D . 9 \ZA4FAN)ZFERICHY . E
(2 INDZRY &V RENDEREZ RS, S
{THRFZE (Baver et al. (2013[1])) TlE, N-fiee D
FHHVRT INOXIN #HENTHD (D
F V. Nfiee DIARN I TLFE L e E0)
ERIET VNS FUT, Nfiee I N-less & Bk
NI 2 Z L DR SHU TN D, AR TILL
N-free & N-less DIGEFEZZ O] Nfiee X &
N-less X OFEZ (e.g. smoke-free workplace,
smokeless tobacco) T fE & % 24 T, Booij
(2010[2]) DHSTEREGROPS A A L, Z
NEDOFHOFRMEDBLRZAL D,

FP. TSR WAL EREO Mk A i@
LT Niee & N-less DEMODENERRGE L
T—NADFFNZEDE, Nfree | N-less 12
T HEARN &2 OIHEEX DOEIRAIRR A+
9%, IBIT, smokefiee XX smokeless X
DI D 7FBE W LA, FETRGRRY
B Z G Nfiee X | N-less X DRESLA F—~
EHET D, TDOELND, Nfiee | N-less D
£ O 1RSI A T DR, R BB RE
IZAND Z & T, Bz L alcoholfiee X /
*alcoholless X DEZNEDIENETHITE 52
L HRT
[1] Bauer et al. (2013) The Oxford Reference Guide
to English Morphology, Oxford. [2] Booij, Geert
(2010) Construction Morphology, Oxford.

bl FEEET (ESEREET)

[MERESBE) & MR OB 2

9 Preposing around Be Z ¥4 & L T—]
ALIEM REREEIT)

AERSCERRRD Cartography DOPEfHAZER
FAL, Cruschina 2011[1]) I3, >F U 7 %1%
U & D u~ 2 AEREICHIT DR - I
SRR EBR OB IS5, CP I
(VB A PRI D RGRENLE DS 2 DFHET D



EHREL NS, 1 DITEROFTTIER FR &
I 5% i (Contrastive Focus), &9 1 -Oi%
i L F o REA 2 A 5 58 7 /Y9 15 B R
(Emphatic Information Focus) T %, [1] Dt
R E 2, Trotzke and Quaglia (2016[2]) 1,
RA YV REOAZA GRRTERROBEIIE O X,
SRAHE R AU 255 LFORHENE, 8k
2P (Expressivity) (cf. Morzycki (2012[3])
IZHIRT 2 LR LT D, [2] OFEZITH
RN B DD,  FA YVEELISNDOEFEND btk
BRANISCREMF HILD N E D DTN T, +
DIRBLITI R SN TR, ABFFETIE, [2]
DHEE A, BT OHTEZ £ D Preposing
around Be [ZHEIE L, YUiZHIBIZ L - T 2]
DIRGEDERRANT SR S D Z & Zigaam Do
[1] “Discourse-Related Features and Functional
Projections” [2] “Particle Topicalization and

German Clause Structure” [3] “Adjectival
Extremeness”
IR & A ERIR DR DO

L — GRAERSF RS
BEMADFEEE &0 O I, HGEEILR
(Which argument that John; is a genius did hex;
believe?) P EFIEA#EFR(Someone from NY is
likely to win the lottery; likely > someone) DFE R
DFAIHNENTE T, LnL, Zhb 2
TREADOFAREEEOM AR, B AT R
GYHIN & S FHAEEL) BN T 2 D EHNT
DN T ORI B 5 (Fox (1999[1)),
Lechner (2013[2])), AFE3R Tl B AGEDOBLA
3D Z ORFEIZH AT e, BRI I/ERGR
SHLZBTHIND, Al S AV
DM AR5 A
HEEEDZEHH IRV BRI D R
FID, EE C R oA DS TRl
RND YR EARTT Do RURONRDFAE
WD DF—FNERE H UFIZ L b D
ZEEHER L, 2L OBRITHAE 52 5,
[1] “Reconstruction, Binding Theory, and the
Interpretation of Chains” [2] “Diagnosing Covert
Movement: The Duke of York and
Reconstruction”
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Ale EAMET (AALTIE)

A T 4 A 2ME & E DR
REAE GHERT ]

AFERTIIWA T 14 A ML L T DR DS
BAZOWTCw U %, #30A 7 1 4 L0ne’s Way
VAR S A TBYRES A T~ & BT
WDIFRESA T 4 A el ) T AL
STHELI, —BRSA T 4 AL D &
ZOHDRER & L THEIZIRAER)belch 7 A 7
B H AREIZ 72 % (Omuro (2003[1])).
Z DimDOPFREL LT, SR I 5k
LY B inf ) EEA G D, -ing
TEDN-BFRE S — BRI 5 & ZDH%D
JEBRE LT, -inglPLISN DD RRGAET A
ERTREIZ 2D LR LD (CRE8(2016[2]) » 20
DOHESCE ST LTtk i ofs@s 2t 4%
Z XY SARICRBT DHIRRO A J1 = A LI
DNTELES D, ~ben) FrbrL—H~
DSFRAL LTI~ 3 ABRIC 72 D L iR DI,
SCEBEGROTIZ, 8 % SAED & 2 BFENHIRD
BEBEA~DOATOFREMEICE M 21E 2 56
LN D L U Do
[11 “A Dynamic Approach to the Orne¥
Way-Construction in English,”  Empirical and
Theoretical ~ Investigations  into  Language,
Kaitakusya. [2] [TESCORNIEFRE & 2 D% D REH
— R AT [a— 26D
D EREAAL - AR L Sk ER] BiAH

[F &b ORMEMI RN EE—EEHSUR
LRIESZ & OMEDBLRD—]
HRNS8 KA ERS)

AW IR, TR 3OS O Bl
SO AR D 70D, FFge L LTF
&b DSRER A HACRE 5 #Gheg  “Like
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[1] Diessel, Holger (2004) The Acquisition of
Complex Sentences, Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge.
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[1] Information Structure and the Licensing of
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[1] “Higher-order logical inference with
compositional semantics,” Koji Mineshima,
Pascual Martinez-Gomez, Yusuke Miyao, Daisuke
Bekki, EMNLP2015, pp.2055-2061.
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“Linguistic competence, performance,
entailment, and inference—How is our mental
system organized?” (E)
Kentaro Nakatani (Konan University)

The distinction between linguistic
competence/knowledge and performance has been
one of the bona fide features of generative grammar,
where the former is assumed to provide
“instructions” to the latter [1]. But what does it
exactly and practically mean? Relatedly, what is the
status of pragmatic inference in this picture? Does
the distinction between logical entailment and

pragmatic inference correspond to the knowledge
vs. performance dichotomy?

In this talk, I address this issue by reviewing
some previous experimental studies, including my
own, on how pragmatic inferences unfold in the
course of real time. A particular focus is put on
inter-clausal inferences that are triggered by lexical
semantics. | suggest that a model of linguistic
knowledge must be constructed in such a way that
it is compatible with the anticipatory aspect of
language processing. Otherwise, a theory of
grammar would be little more than an analytic
description of language without a biological basis.
[1] Chomsky, N. (1995) The Minimalist Program,
MIT Press.
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(1] TEAMTZ51H, Lze il <AL
B HHR. [2] "On demonstratives KO/SO/A in
Japanese." [SREAIE] 90.
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Marantz, Alec (1996) ““Cat’ as a Phrasal Idiom:
Consequences of Late Insertion in Distributed
Morphology,” ms., MIT.
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“The Semantics of Intensional Phenomena”
H|%&  Christopher Tancredi
(Keio University)
This symposium focuses on challenges faced
by analyses of intensional phenomena. David
Oshima proposes a novel semantics of “‘should(p)”’
based on a comparison of situations that result by
making p or prominent alternatives to p happen.
Junri Shimada proposes a mathematical model to
capture the intuition that entities can change from
world to world and from time to time while still
remaining the same entity ~ Joseph Tabolt
proposes a new way of rescuing a solipsistic
analysis of epistemic may/might/must by linking
epistemic modality to evidence.  Christopher
Tancredi proposes to eliminate possible worlds
from semantics, accounting for intensional
phenomena instead by using structured meanings
and an associated inference process that makes no
appeal to possible but non-actual worlds.

“How “should” works: With a special focus
on the issue of supererogation”

Al David Oshima (Nagoya University)

Major existing approaches to prioritizing
modality (which subsumes deontic and bouletic
modality) suffer from the problem of
supererogation (“giving too much”), validating the
inference from the premises (i) that p should be the
case and (ii) that “p and q” is better than “p (and

not-q)” to the conclusion that q should be the case.
This forces us to admit, for example, that if
linguistics majors should read at least 10 books in
a semester, then they should read at least 11, 12, 13,
... books in a semester. I propose a novel account
of “should”, under which “should(p)” essentially
means that making p happen is, or constitutes part
of, the sole way (among the prominent alternatives
of p) to make the situation (of evaluation) “good
enough”.

“Mass nouns and intensionality”
##Hl Junri Shimada (Keio University)

In Link’s (1983) lattice-theoretic approach, a
mass noun denotes a set of inherently mass
individuals, ordered by the material-part relation.
The existence of such individuals is doubtful,
however, because a name can be predicated of by
a mass noun and a count noun simultaneously.
Moreover, once intensionality is taken into account,
one sees that the material-part relation between
individuals cannot be intrinsic; I might wish the
upper half of the wine in my glass were blood.
This talk proposes an embodiment function, which
for each possible world and each time, maps
individuals to the spaces they occupy, which are
further mapped by a measure to nonnegative
reals. Wine then denotes the inverse image under
the embodiment function of the set of all spaces of
positive measure that are part of the maximum
space occupied by wine.

“Evidence and epistemic modality”
FHAN Joseph Tabolt
(University of Electro-communications)
By Grice’s maxims, we assert only what we
believe true. Asserting (A1) requires the speaker to
believe jiro’s in boston. Meanwhile, (A1’) is
traditionally claimed to require the speaker to
believe his knowledge entails/doesn’t rule out (A1).
However, this analysis does not explain the
judgment differences reflected in parentheses
below.
Al: Jiro is in Boston. / Al' Jiro must/might be
in Boston.
B: But he hates Boston.



A2: Oh? Then I take that back.

(A1,B,#A2/A1°B,A2)
This talk proposes that might/may quantify over
the speaker’s set of maximally stereotypical
worlds and that accepting evidence for a
proposition ensures its compatibility with this set.
(B) ensures the compatibility of Jiro is not in
Boston with this set. Since its complement (A1)’s
compatibility is not ensured, (Al’), embedding
(A1), becomes retractable. Meanwhile, non-modal
(A1) is not affected.

“Toward a One-World Semantics”
SRl Christopher Tancredi
(Keio University)
Possible worlds are central to modemn
intensional semantics. They are used to model
propositions, and play crucial roles in the
semantics of propositional attitudes and modals.
However, they face two major shortcomings.
First, possible worlds analyses of propositions are
unable to distinguish among necessary or
impossible propositions.  Second, they fail to
distinguish valid from invalid reasoning based on
necessary or impossible premises and conclusions.
While some of these problems are well known in
the areas of propositional attitudes, I show that
they extend to modals of all varieties, intensional
transitive verbs, as well as to modal subordination.
[ argue that propositions should be analyzed as
structured objects with truth conditions, but that
possible worlds should be eliminated and possible
worlds semantics replaced by a semantics of
inference that is sensitive to propositional
structure.
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[1] “The stance triangle” in: Englebretson
(Ed.) Stancetaking in discourse: Subjectivity,
Evaluation, Interaction, John Benjamins.
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[1] “The stance triangle” in: Englebretson (Ed.)
Stancetaking in discourse: Subjectivity, Evaluation,
Interaction, John Benjamins.
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[1] “The stance triangle” in: Englebretson (Ed.)
Stancetaking in discourse: Subjectivity, Evaluation,
Interaction, John Benjamins.
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[1] “The stance triangle” in: Englebretson (Ed.)
Stancetaking in discourse: Subjectivity, Evaluation,

Interaction, John Benjamins.

[ SRk otk AIFRAY - BIEHYRRZ
VARERAT A uX— |
AR A b (EAEEORS)

Du Bois (2007 [1])? Stance Triangle DE7 /L
2O M EATR0OS 58 LOM TxFZ il
L TARICE TESNDEEITALLTO
stance LV OBLIND S REIZE D KIT O
TEES D, BIFE AV HNVFRED S
BFDZFRIZIRBNT, B —5hH THOAFUAN
DRXBIN, AT A X — ], BFO~T—,
FRENDBEREBORE, P B — AT
Fae— BERER, 7 AV YR AFYAGE
REIZXIT 2 E) % stance object £HHZETH
HENLEMT A ARAEL, thos 5
ThHFRHARANDORBLFRICEIIICED
stance object [ ZXTL H 4y H B AALE DT, AX
PV ARWET D, WH DR TAZ L AF I L
B IEI, ZOT AR I CHAE A
HRDHEZEDEEETHD, Stance triangle
IEFEDAL BT ATl THESRL, Al
HIZ5bD T2,
[1] “The stance triangle” in: Englebretson (Ed.)
Stancetaking in discourse: Subjectivity, Evaluation,
Interaction, John Benjamins.
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ATHEMEDVRIR STV D, 2D X 9 7RERR%
BEEZ, 6 NORERTD 4 FORREAT, 7
= — RERA X DE « HARROLTE:
ERRRT D, BEOMEL, 72— AEiBA
TS ND &% 2 DD SFRIITRIRSC,
72— AOFRGRETIND EEZHNDR
IR SNSRI CTH Y, R, SME,
BRI, wh BB T, Foomiky
7R PRI D, T bEEEL T, i
TSR BT D BERRA~ DI C OV T 842
THFPETHD, LRI LORKIZIL,
PEFRERORFIZET, Vo RY T ASh
LiEma iR b,

(IR 0 2 DR IER O FREMHC

2T
AL Al GRAERT)

Chomsky, Gallego, and Otto (2017 (v. 2),
2019(v. 3)) (CGO) DIRZEIZJIuE, #mpkn
W SRS, DBRORGEERMECE > T
RAEAEIR & 72 0 FAARZATREIZ 2 D03,
H & OHENBIHA EDLDIT TR, C1 A
VR =T = ANIRE S UG, R
TEDWAxISR L 720 | FERPTHE O wTRer:
BLINBESN TS, AJERTIE, SRR
D—FL (sequence of tense), Ml o> — EEHEfl
(double access), FFDHANFAER ORI DOFRFN
(tense harmony), 7¢ EOBISRAEELZ L, b
BB DF A SO FORFHIERRI B 2
SR (Evaluation Time), ZPREF (Reference
Time), 35X OESIF (Event Time)D[RIE Y 1
BN, 72— AR AR CEShDF]
BEMED DD Z & & C. RS CGO DfEg L
DELAPEZHONTELET 5,

[TFRESME : BEE & RFMEIZ DT
FERT ERER - FILFPERT)
YEEOFIEADOSNEDTIIL, SEENT-
FHIEAOPHERTESRAS, FHINE L 0 A e
VBB DS B, TR & HRiEtii
FROZ DX 9 7eERRIE, RO DD
TR ARk ans L8425, 9.
FAIDS, WRIEHHELSE OEEH DFEA CIEIRERAC
a5, LT, MMIFEEZEATELT,
PSSR OBEHOTEA Tl B3,
SHE L 0 mVOLE BT 5, ORI T
I a e =i, EPVIEEBICIER U M
BT L CE R EE L TR T D 2 &
T, R AT CHES A TR ONE 2. D =
EWAMREIC 72D, 2D L D ITIRE ST A
WX LT, BEhO S E 2 HILTO %)
RAEAEEDEREN HE = Hd Fox and
Pesetsky (2009)DFRIRALOBERA BT 2 Z
& T I, REER CIEERRIAE
fHFohs, Fio, KotrolwEe LT,
IRAERO RN B IEIN D Z LS T& 7R
W WD FIEEBENO R EOBLE) BRI
T5,



[HIFRAIBEHRET IS B LE HERE )

SR AR R (AR
IR A LR 0D SR B 44 Bl i, EEEE
FETHORDOBUREIN O ZE R E TH AR
SD, [FIRFIZ, BIERENEIAINETTHY, 2D
PEENOIFEER DA B EOX G B2 S i
BZENDD, RIEFETIL, WAINEHZ THD
T FRA T A NGRS N CREIRNE =T %
PSRN RO NS B D=
— GG | O RTINS D>, Chomsky,
Gallego, and Otto (2019(v.INTIIT AT FEEE
ROV B IR DD, 4 Fah N E
BEICBE T DI ED T £ 2 THEERT D,
FRIC, B4 GARB BN 0TI BV CTRE
SNAMIT BN HAME (Nunes (2004)728) T
RS AD E 44 A 0@ S 2 B3 A R RE
DWW, T ERE A ROZ Y L &
HTHELET D, o, PFEBEEIC Lo THg
HEXEE D ATRENE I filbdL . 4 SAAI N REEE
BRI Lo TR LRI I R E DM SN D
ZECHIRABEFREIE S DNIRAE 975 AT REME A
5,

MR S NIRRT AN—
7L BB
AT EE (SRR
AT PRI GEHERE)
AT AU (FREERERT)

7 A AP S EERAIRED Do & LT,

WD B FOHRIN T = A RTIRITTTE D0
EWVIBEDONH D, ZIUEL T, FOEN
A Z > THEEIND LN I Wb D
DEEEISIZOV T, Merchant (2001)13,
WEL~ALDEIZONWTITE B E LB F
TRUWNERANZ DIHFE—Td HEMGER 2 AR E S
LH00, FOMODE, FHIIEHGAIFOME:
WL PFIZBWCTAELD E L, 7205 224
WX -oTIEBESNY D EMITLTCVND,— .,
VHEIERSAH B LT b, &RV A
ZE TE WA IEAEH SH T
BRI D LW S Bl S x, B
NFIILDNT EDHDTEH D LN HHTH
ENTECQND, ARETIE, ShBikIhn
TSR B e A — 3 L 7 DR S 2 B
LTCEDIHHRDEE D EfFtL, 0

MWE IS5 2 L2l D, FDHZ T,
FD L D7 AN— TR AONRED
BEEHRIZED X S EREEE b o0k
oAV

F== (11 H 10 B44%)

(=&Y 4 FFEDIEN Y —EITFRa Lk
EEOBLRH—]
FlE BEEGST GLUIRFEBIRT)

EBL VT A IXFRKTT D6 LTFORZ T
ERTBEWRNDT IV —THDHD, ZDHZ
FIEFENERIT L DA, SHEINIE
W (77 AN, #kEh € L CARIORE
D&Y L7 ENEEIEDD, 2O &
b, EX VT ¢ ZEWGER, B, AR
. BERETER SRR EOBLEN HIE A
DNEFEITHEA TS (B2 2018[1], Nuyts and
Auwera (eds.) 2016[2]72 &), L6 OER A+
HEHX YT A EFEFIEFE S AL TOD D,
BRI ATITE £ B 7220, KB
T -2— YA (BNC, COCA 72 &) OFIfIC
FOEAGHTS LT <7D (Krug 2000[3]
72 &), 3Kk, UL, ESRREMRRONIIT
EORIAZ L VBRI OB bIEA TX
TW% (Narog2012[4]72 L)

IO LI RaEE L, R VRV LT

ITEX VT ANED LD 7280 O THZES L,
L% ED XD TFGEDILN Y & /A D g,
FITHFEOBIGR Z oTitgi s LoD, §Jné
FERDBLEIN DB Z T2,
[1] FESEEROROEL Y 7 1 ] Bt [2]
The O. Handbook of Modality and Mood. OUP.
[3] Emerging E. Modals. Gruyter. [4] Modality,
Subjectivity, and Semantic Change. OUP.

[YEkhEE AV CRRON 3 HFRD
R
AT RAERS BIREINERERT)
ISR T 7 0 —F 05 OYSEEINE
BT O—DIZ, [FEHSCE] OPSRAIC L D
438 (Langacker (1991[1], 2013[2])72 &) H3%
Do ZOGMTCIR, TBIFME) (reality) & (3
Bt (rreality) OFEIAMVEE IS4, {58)



BEHO— AR E L C, EEEI 25T
OMENEIL, BEET D &S, A%
T, ZORHYSIT CIEEA 5 2 L2
L& DR B BRI FHEDV < v
BT THIZNN,

IS FEAIMEED DI A HL - R
~—2A | (mental spaces) 23D, SieMfItIC
BUWTRA L H I « AX—2DEERE FV=E
BT RO I— ROWFED AR RS
SNTWVDR, ZOWRITIEF D720

(Boogaart and Fortuin (2016:520[3])) . AHFIE

T, EEEZ G Bk & ORSE T
72< . TGE) #ESTE) (non-)assertion)  (Palmer
(2003[4]) & DBHETHEZ, A H L« AN
—ZAOBES AR LT ERa DRSS &
TR L THIZU,
[1] Foundation of Cognitive Grammar (Vol. 1I) [2]
“Modals: Striving for Control” [3] “Modality and
Mood in Cognitive Linguistics and Construction
Grammars” [4] “Modality in English”

IRYFH) must D X & 72 B UL R
M C— R AR T S FFSHEI T must say
DRGSR —I

AN EREYT FLRFBERT)

must ATV w5 EIEEBENE O
BREE D> TV D & D BIEERD & D (Leech
2003[1]), shall % Shall 1 ~?%> Shall we ~272 &' C
R END Z & 0% poTed LRERIZ,
must (LAT, ARJEAIIEICIRE) ICHARL
RPVWEREEREE (S0 AR L) 2B D
DTII2UDy, ZROWEZ L - T, GFED
must 2 5 BRI TRF O S FEA(Taylor 2012[2])
D=8 D Z EPAFER DR E 1N TH
Do
BARRIZIE, FFSHET (Brinton 2008[3]72 &)
ELTCOERANEE LTS T must say (55
H3% (fl:it’s an honor to be in with all the other
nominees, I must say), BT A VU 1 §GE=—
IRA(COCA)NLT—H ZWUE L, Z D E
BB (RICAENE) OHERE I TR

(Beeching and Detges 2014[4]72 &) DR
73 5Hi8%, Beeching and Detges (2014: 11)13/
JERIER & A5 JERDER DS R OREREI I 23 8 5
EWVORERAESE R LTZDS, OGRS

I must say 725 EDOREERFST 578 & AT
ERAR

[1] “Modality on the move”. [2] The Mental
Corpus. OUP. [3] The Comment Clause in English.
CUP. [4] Discourse Functions at the Lefi and
Right Periphery. Brill.

[FRAREIE & V38 LR ORRERI—R

WHIES VT 1 LIRHBHIR Z 2 —|
AT R T GRS

BISRERIZISNT, [ think S50 NP4
EIEHEAN G 2R HFBIN T & LTTIE R
< A DRSGHRIRERE ZATR ) Doy & LT
CZEFE<HmBNTWS (Thompson
2002[1]), &afizET—% & LTHW, FHEAT
ZOPTIHELRR 2% 5 L) WFSET
(ZIUNT, RRHARBIL IRERA A & A LI
134 (Englebretson 2007 [2])\ 1 think {22\ NT
&R NBIESRE A ORI T S R S
T2 (Karkkiinen 2003 [3]).

AFER TR TTEUGRD - SAEH T =

V=L LT [£FVT 1] HEITRHICE
WCTERASNDIHDELTD R R b
VD ZOORESOILES & FES AR D,
ZD D % T, FRT ] think D N4 G0
AEN A2 D 72 DRI IR R &2 & T, Santa
Barbara Corpus of Spoken American English %
b7 — 2 O T EARN 2 2 tsd %,
HIERERS N YV EEEI BT DH OS>
WTHRRTT D,
[1] ““Object complements” and conversation”.
Studies in Language. [2] Stancetaking in
Discourse. Benjamins. [3] Epistemic stance in
English conversation. Benjamins.

[BX YT 1 &L 2EE—2RRFBIEE A
LeRIFADZIR—
AT SRR (BRI
XV T 4 R RENAENEDN BT
BV STERCSCROMIZ E Subject & Verb D
& DU NE Verb & Complement Dfil7a L
B2 PACEN B SST5  (Greenbaum 1969[1],
Lenker 2014[2]72 &) , however D 1 9 727 &
AR, FEAIITE £ - T D HEEDREIR
U7 o—a a2 bleb T OThHD, S



DIZIE, BRI AR T DRI bER ST
Wh, ZOEDIT, IR & I3E AR Y A
SRDZAFME A 2. DIERIEIZ B, €4
T ABFEDIE Y Zifem LT,
BRI, perhaps ZHLY BT, ()AEENL
B, (i)FFE @), EEscE vz,
TP & FHE B0 2 B3R & DBR 2
BT D, TOB FITHRAEER L,
WHEOHEE . S OITIHOREHDERID -
— A L7223 BT LT (Taglicht
1984[3172 &), AERE LT, ERENZEXY
T4 DEMWAERTTT T HEEOTIR
i LFEHEFOLD LIRS 5 LT
HZENRBMNEIRoT,
[1] Studlies in English Adverbial Usage. University
of Miami Press. [2] “Knitting and splitting
information”. [3] Message and Emphasis: On
Focus and Scope in English. Longman.

G= (11 A 10 BF%)

[RRREAET - BB O R A EEED—
PECAARPIE |
Al anE KT
KRN TT LK, SGEORHER - JELHY)
TRESL DT ZELE L, EIBRATSS
WHRELOREZAON L, SR L
DIRWEHiE~ L D7F D Z LB ET D,
ZHPEERIT there #ESCIZAE U 2 B 78GR
DOREDIRDFRNEBIEZ L, XD 1 [
AT ENHIBLEDD there HES—HROEM L
HEREDBIR A BT %, Sl IE AR 728,
FADA U D —H B RERESCOFRRRMEIZ DN T
L. FERTHY N5 LY o7
hAA T BB N DB D 2 L Hm T
Do BT because DI BIVDHERSH 7
LOFHEAEBE L, SREARROMRARE LTo
HCR > NU—7 OBLED RO b
FELE UTHEZ AV DD Z L Eim U D,
AR RO - R 2 4
LIz, 7L—XtB L7 L—XUZ L D8
T IRHBEDHERS &\ S R B EIEER I 5
2 ONDNEEZEZ D,

[—ENAZFED There HSCOHESGRIISY
T - BESLORE L BIER (7 T R) KeeiEseo
B0 |

I = i NGy NE2 )

there #3CCld be BEaH LNV B,
— B A £ 5 ABIIIER RN TH 5
(Yaguchi 2017[1]), NZC, FAHAERHEIA T
WRADHNERSIND & D12, B
HRIbE LYY, ZOX I REROB L, K
FEAOHTHEILAREE], DED | FHED
HIEL S U< Z2WEE (come, boom, speak 72 &)
DIRD BN AR5,

ARFFETIL, there 13U TI1T 5 B4R Y728
Bl G 7 7 A)REERESC (Iwata 2008
[2]) OFFERDENEFERLI-ET. Zh
DOFREERMAY there MECOFHHFRDEAL U
O FEHIRAUBSREICEE T b Cnbs 2 & %
FESTD, 2FY., Rl Ete MAELO L
AYLIZIT 7L | there HESCEARITHHET S
SRR L VVORFRGEZETHY . —ODHH
HIZBHY 3o TD Z & & el 5,
[1] Existential Sentences from the Diachronic and
Synchronic Perspectives: A Descriptive Approach,
Bl # ft . [2] Locative Alternation: A
Lexical-Constructional Approach, Benjamins.

lwin 27 7 20D BHEEHESCOEBMEL —
BRIz T
Al ERAUN
CRBRiSZ R G )

Bfj5i] win, gain, eam |, —H HHEEE A
CHZENTEHIENHBNTWD, 2
OOBEAE, ZiUE T, get, find, buy 72 D
CHHEMREEE LR AT VI AL,

PSR SFHEN CE 7= (Pinker 1989[1],
Goldberg 1995[2]), L L3HIA K< 7LD &
win, gain, earn % FHV V7= —H HIUREFRHIL, get,
find, buy O & 5 REFEAEZ W EFRILE D, F
To. TOMOEHARRERIRE b, TD5D
FORERPRE KRR TND Z LWL
MEIRD,

AFRTIEL, FT| FZEOMHECH T I
BIRILDIENNDE, win, gain, earn 2 V2
H HARERBOR RN W CRIAT %, £
Oth, ZIHOBFEIN YRS B L 7



B AT, hoOBEER & 13572 D | causativization

() BBEbLZLEmTD, Fo, Z
A5 OBE IESEE & L CoBE] & —FE
DIZT2OTIERL, win 7 7 A LFESRE
INSTRBE Y T A MAITTR L TS &5
AHNETHDH LD Z ALY
[1] Learnability and Cognition: The acquisition of
argument structure, MIT Press. [2] A Construction
Grammar Approach to Argument Structure, The
University of Chicago Press.

SFEMBE LTOBIXEry FU—7
because L Z BT
AT A (FURRS)
AFEFE IR, TUEHRROMMAI ISR~ b
U—2 To %] LW S (Goldberg 2003 [1])
EXFFTLEREAT O, £, IO - il
72 because 15X DHH51| & LT just because of
X doesn't mean Y #%3C (3 : Just because of his
mistake doesn’t mean you’re going to have lights
out.) 3 KO because X #53L (5] : 1 cannot go out
with you today because homework.) ZHtY EiF,
WHESCS & BIZRRED because HizEie
3T (because [KIFA#HST ; 44l : The ground is wet
because it has rained.) 72>OIEHRAME L, R
NT—2 DR EIND Z & BRI 5, IRIT,
Xy MU =7 O—EHIHAIMAT T2 DITIE,
because KIHAE LD L 5 7 B HAESC
E LT MEDRHD EFIRL, ZOHE
LTOAT—=FRIZHoWVThm b
(Kanetani 2019 [2]), &Y EARAYELEDS
S 2IE AL TS8R =R
&V TR (of Hilpert 2014 [3]) ~2727235,
[1] “Constructions,” Tiends in Cog. Sci. 7(5). [2]
Causation and  Reasoning  Constructions,
Benjamins. [3] Construction Grammar and Its
Application to English, Edinburgh Univ. Press.

7 L— BRI & LT add to that : 3T
Bege~D7RE
Al EEE (BEFRERT)
Greenbaum (1968) TiL, X & 3% H HFED
BEREIR 272 < conjunct  (BZ25F) 1% TP
U7 EFERESh s, Lo, fF#
(2016) THIER L7z & 512, 374, not only but

that O 5 ZHEEGEDEEAL L 7-dH7) 8=

W27 L— 2R & LT STV g E
REDMHES S AL D AFEFTIE, TR add to that
ZigamOHUINIHE X 5, And add to that, of
course, we have Mister Nick Lachey joining us for
the second day. (COCA) Z ® add to that %Y

MHEE U, BRI L LTE S D

ZEBRNERIRI T D, 512 T LS
T% & add to that |ZIFEEHER S D, 4

HRBLE B DT —2 % LI, ZOROE
2 - RO OFEREREHILNCL, D7 L—
AL @7 =AU L D BT IR RED SRS
LWV SIZODRIND, SHEHUZ ED K S 72

AR R B2 D Z ENTE DN EB XD,
[1] Greenmaum, Sydney (1969) Studies in English
Adverbial Usage, Longman. [2] ¥ & &
016) [FkEEOZ LiX2 Mg LofEhkl,
v



