AAEEEREI2ZAASRREE

WFFEHEZR)

#E—== (11 H 8 %)

EIFSEVAES MU e SN

VP HIBRD> b 7o DERBFR DA
FEABEL (EHEEZBERT)
AR — IR

LEPEHEEA (anger, bother, worry ) 1%, 3O
DZFETE (John worried about Mary’s poor
health. / John was worried about Mary’s poor
health. / Mary’s poor health worried John.) % ¥
2, HEFIE & ZEECIE, RRBRETE &S
DORBENEBUL L, R CIE, JRREE
PRERETENEBY LT 2, Asa CIEAEREE &
S IF—O#E I EED G- 2 B, —
IHEEIAZN L Z DEEARGE L EHF Ve 23
I A HEN G 2 b b LIRET D
(Folli and Harley (2006 [1])), A#EZlz kv, k
it 3 ORI EEIAHIBRIC BN TR
IROBENT, HEEHY « BRI —PEOBLE)
5 (Merchant (2013 [2])). #&—HIRLH G-2 5
Wb L amT, E ARRERDIFR & LT,
Target / Subject Matter DK (Pesetsky
(1995 [3])). FEBE{ERIZLTEHOT ., oOBhFE
DRI ORGEREF DN TR BN DT
7RI ONW TR LD,

[1] <“On the Licensing of Causatives of Directed
Motion: Waltzing Matilda All Over” [2] “Voice
and Ellipsis” [3] Zero Syntax: Experiencers and
Cascades.

[FEEDORBFERRBUCE T 5 —EE)
O GRAEFBERT)
PGB T, 2~ % T BEFRRS (Sterne,
the author of Tristram Shandy (Burton-Roberts
(1975 [1]) &. ZALE VRO ERE[RES (the
poet Burns ([1]) 732 < 5415, 12HE DEE
[FISIE, ERIES & 5872 0 | () SCRIFAD
TE720 (McCawley (1998 [2]) . (2) 2 >4,
FAAIDNVE RN 1 >OfEIREfET (1D . (3)

Al 2 sedR )N E ke the | ZBRE S4ud ([4]) .
@PFIREITCOZ VR 3 TE 22y (1], 72
E DR ZE RO, fiv N EZRHRROMHAA T
IIDERE—ITEE LT T e E 727
WEIICEbID, £2 T, Amm Tl BE
[EAE3 B =2 T KT 5 SARE L (of &
£ (1987 [3])) . 7 = A ROBEREZ /N
1% (cf. Den Dikken (2006 [4]) 7>BIRAESND
LFET D, ORGSR, BROFHED ERER
EHIESNDTT TR, IREZ 7 = A XHL
ALCIT 9 & FiRT D UrtEORy N 2P R o
U CSCFRR-IWN 52 5D Eaa L D,

[1] “Nominal Apposition,” FL 13. [2] The
Syntactic Phenomena of English (2nd Ed.), The
Univ. of Chicago Pr. [3] Bt 5 sk K&
fifi. [4] Relators and Linkers, MIT Pr.

[ AAFEI 31T DA REL L TAFADRGE
WiE)
JREHER  CRECRFRF P

Larson and Cho (2003[1])/Z John’s old car 72 &
DGV BIEE SN D IR OBERMEZ 7347 L
Z DL 2 FREREE OB~ L BT T 5
IOWTEIRRE LT~ Z OfPROBERMIL TRES
DHWE] DX S 7e AAGEOATINZINT
HBEESI, ZoggIaE TRERASETA LT
WDHRH Y | Do RUTE &V D IR
& TRERASLARMIATG LW E) L)
OO ZFE>, Larson and Cho (2003) D5
DHAFEHI O Y TUIED Z ERHRFS D3,
AAGEDOAFIHINICEINL D PTA REU L, FEIA
ORI E DR CTHREELITER DT,
Larson and Cho (2003) D& A ZDE £ HAA
FECHWD Z & ITHRAR, R EEE 2
AWFZE TIERTE & 72> QO D HER OB % |
A B D AR DR GERE OB
LT %,
[1] “Temporal Adjectives and the Structure of
Possessive DPs,” Natural Language Semantics 11.



B (11 H 8 A1%)

Al R (BRI

[ay hr—/UESOTRT BREBER force D
el
AR (B DK A REFRE %)

BEAFRITE D2 IHfsC= v b — V& 255
= br—UIET %, LanL, fisl=
Y= ARET LS [EBR) TIERN
L a3 3] (split control, partial control,
control shift 72 &) & < A BFFFE S LT D,
Z WV TSN e eI DZEF5E & 3L DP
DFRAENFERITIE B LR E W) 1T
EHHa L v — L OERN LRI 5, &
W2, ZEEREOMIISE I RER TR
<, FZITEM O DOHFIN D D, AFEET
1L, BAGEORICa Y ha— DB E TR
(2. ZOHI AU 2 DT AR T D,
TEEERAVIRE D force i, £ D force 33
FED NRBMEICHIFIZRT E VWO B X T
(Portner (2004 [A)2XZ DM DFEL 725, *
7=, TCEHEID force 1 ZEHIDRGEIZ L > TE
IRAI 3R S 415 (Grimshaw (1979 [2]) & &
25, ZOHHTZE ST, BRa 2zt b
12— VBGN I =< I AAOEFEIZH G572
R CRiB FTRE & 72 D,

[1] “The Semantics of Imperatives within a

Theory of Clause Types,” Proceedings of SALT 14.

[2] “Complement Selection and the Lexicon,” LI
10.

IR IoiT HIEEERIEL LTo of fAl

Jemfih— GROEEIRCT)
AFERD B I GEEmICIT DIEEE A
HBETHLLEThD, WvhNFERT T T LD
PEHAMZRBN T, HDH—EDIREERI =
T% & MRS IR & 5 RO A
B —T oA RHLESND, T OFEEEIC
d A B —T = A R E o THEEATRE
WMOBWNEGEENTORITFUE B0, b L
HRe R mE G 0SS, A ¥ —7 =
A AU WTHEEN R S D, AR
T, MW CHIBEMTONS L
#E9 %, EARMIIZIE, The question (of) whether

it is true or not may be raised. O CIZ L 5415 of
fdi A (of-insertion) DFEEAEZR HTNT | heard a
rumor (*of) that John was guilty. DSCIZ /L5315
of IRADFEFHMEDS, MiFEmm 2T 5 7~V
K (Chomsky (2013 [A])\Z R HAEEREDIF
fie LCmlans Z e zim 2,

[1] ‘“Problems of Projection,” Lingua 130,
33-49.

[HREL D BRARIZBE§ 5 ETAINGR & FEET
(RO R
B OUNRFRF )
YEFECIX. Taylor (2007[1])723MEf LT\ %
N DR 2T L & T 5EE
FEIGAD B DR Y BB —EERE Sh D,
L, R CSCRARDOIETCHIEEED
BRI D353 SN DB < AFHET D,
AFEF T, Haegeman (2006[2]) DEI5rlf
ZHRER72 b D & IR b DIZET %57
HraeteM L, ERAIG S PRI 55
FINDHZ L &MER LT BT, HRIRY #ED
AR LR A A RIRAIRG OO PR LR
52 & Eim Lo, 7, HRHRY B EARFI IR
EASIENT TP #EChHhLH Z L AL, £
DT A XAEFHNGT 7 B ARRETH D
ZEERET D,

[1] “Movement from IF-clause Adjuncts,”
UMWPL 15. [2] “Argument Fronting in English,
Romance CLLD, and the Left Periphery,” GU
Press.

=2 11 A8 %)

Al AEREER (BN

[EBRPEHIRT HEITADERE

{LEe#: : HAEE « RRIERE - JEED ST
HHEET (AR K

AWGE L, I AL —+ F—« T—/RRLIE

1IN D B STERIHES ARE T — X _— A %
AL, BARAN, BEAN, 7AU DAY
(2 K DREERR O FEEIC T 5 S35
BRI - L, ENEhoEEUic L 5
FHEATADRRREZ A LNCT D, £D LT,
WHATAE WD ) 28RBS S



FEREBORR X, TOEERE THDHSE
FIZAFN S TS U, s 5o
BLEZ, TOREICH D YUZEST B
T-HCBIOWZ T DRI LH A X EEE
THEAHANTEBEZEAT D,

IINTORER, BANIRE 2 S35 T
a0 e DIEEEEDTRBY ., —hH, T
AU I NOFELTA T, JEHEDRHRFOIE
DBICENT, Fo, #EANEL, BARANER
WIHECTHBEATAMTOI TV, ZORER
% ENENOSFEUERZ% < O CHrh-
DHLOLE LTWD A S B ONE ST DR
720 LI B TW5 LEX HiLD,

[ AAGE & FGEEDEREERIC OV T
LR (BIEENIR)

OIHEFEEE & L COfiffRE b5, GEE D
B9 % & Z A%, No-one understands English
T D, afterall Z3CHICI< &, g
FEAATIH R EREERER DR O H 34 L 5

(1D

(2) After all, who understands English?

2L, (A) ZZTwh b7/ SCEFES(Q)
D& 5 7e AAGEORES A wh EFREEERT TH D
&L, (B) THS HAGEDEEER & 720
BOHKNAED & FHRLTND,

(2) FENIGEVEYFTEHLEOID?

AL, R]OFERO S B, (ANVFIELL, (B)
TR TN Z LAY,

BARAZIE. MU SO SGEDIER R
[k, TE A T ADD D> T RZER L,
NPl Z58 R[4 5 2 L 2R LcDBH wh FA Y
J SCHGED wh BRI & Be b (£ LT
AAGED wh F@EEfisc e R U <) BOZER
EIRSIRWZ L ABIET 5,

[1] Sadock, J.M. 1971. Queclaratives. CLS 7.
[2] Sprouse, J. 2007. Rhetorical Questions and
Wh-movement. LI 38.

MEHBE5 | FSCSOEERME |
BT B (RIFR)
AFEFR T, EHEG | 3 (direct quote: DQ)
DSHFEFFEZONTELEZTTH, DQ %1ED
SOREE DRI THON CTE 725D (Collins
(1997)72 £) . DQ =D HDOREEIZ W T

et e LCHY BT onb ZeRHED
12730 Tz, AFEFETIE, DQ AV SUERAE,
FFZ DQ OFHIRE L CHOAT—4 2 & A
BiZ4(main clause phenomena: MCP) M2 S
HZEIZER LIMCP VLD AT =R W%
T D, 0T, DQ ASEHEIAFR S
NDIOD LF A 7 —7 = A A5 1552
L7z,

[1] Collins, Chris (1997) Local Economy, MIT
Press. [2] Hopper, J. and S. Thompson “On the
Applicability of Root Transformations,” LI. 4.

EU= (11 A 8 HA4%)

e MRz (PER)

MRERR it 244 5 SMBERESTOIREIZ OV T
e — (GHERTFRF

BIRSGEETIL, (Rt & that Hizfh D —
FRARDINER A ET D —Dld, 15D
il & NP £ 721X AP THER S L D i A B(It
is obvious that the world is round.), & 9 —2iZ,
WER L U CEfEERI DA ST e(It seems that
Ralph already skimmed the milk.), AF3E Tl
ZOZFAOIMERE I T it S S 4
DACEDRIL D & Tk 5, BRI, Hi
FOiti3 that #iooFZE C 12d> % EPP Fik4
fii7=37-0I12 CP fEEMICHFA S, Dtk
FfiD TP FEFICBET 525, %ED that
HiOFZE C 13 EPP SMEAFFZ T, it 1336
O TP FREEMNTEHENFE S0 LIRET D,
ZDRRRITIESTFIEL, PRO Oz har—/L,
HEH UATREM:, SCERBRE S~ D\ X 7]
REPEIZRET 2 “FRAOSMERE S OE Y, R
BN SD Z L AT,

[1] Stroik, Thomas (1996) “Extraposition and

Expletive-Movement: A Minimalist Account,”
Lingua 99, 237-251.

[FFERIZIIT DB S DR
/NSRBI
P AEIERE (AT, LIC)HZRE9 % @
WFFRIIREN LD < | & 2 TIX LIC I 3HEER
FUCHZR D V2 BIBO—HITH D L R Eh
T&ETo, Bz, o - FEEEICHIT 5 LIC O



FEHEIEI DU TIE, SRR & 2 AR 0OHS
0% < . ZDRERIFEZEDERH B DAL
STORODODELRTH D, AFEER T,
Koike (2013 [1])iZ L 2BHRIGEIZISIT S LIC
DT & Nawata (2009 2 L5 « dss
(ZH1T D V2 DT EAAAG RN B, 1 -
HYEECIIT D LICITOWT, 3 Z A 7Okk
G AIRE T D, £ LR RISELE, 17
W2 V2 iEE T D 1 Z A TTHER LT=D
(CRFLT, 7D D2 A FI3EDB b EEFE
STERLERT D, ZHUTL ST, V2 BIGH
Kb, 7ot LIC 13 V2 OfE#STE LCHF
FELTODOMN, FERHAZ G255
LT,

[1] “Two Types of Locative Inversion
Construction in English,” EL 30, 568-587. [2]
“Clausal Architecture and Inflectional Paradigm,”
EL 26, 247-283.

T7—y%—En5] HREICBITE7 +—
)V ROFHR (2013) |
EEAMAT (BT
~nJ—O7—Ph—FEr<v A EFvr I A
MR (1485) ITHEE ST, M IRSNT=FH
PRI ERTORRAEIRAFER AN b T &
7o AETERINDZ LITH-TH, E<
WFFEOXMGUIT IR Hgd o7z, Lol 1934
FIZEARPF LS, T EFRIARZ T LD
FEA & HUBARET LTV« F— 0 7 it (1947
[1]) DOHBLIT, < OFFESWHIZEEF I
7eo ARNWIFEE OUFREHE ThoT, &
AN A (1982) HGARDEEEH IR
TEFA 7 DR 58, ¥ 7 Ak
URRITHE - TSR L7823 8 2 2 & A3HH
YAy NI ATy ik - Tt s
L7274 —/V RO (2013[2) 73, ~w Y
—FTE I W) BRAFFODDZ AT L T
720,

[1] The Works of Sir Thomas Malory, ed. by E.
Vinaver, Oxford UP, 1947; 3rd ed. revised by P. J.
C. Field, 1990. [2] Sir Thomas Malory, Le Morte
Darthur, ed. by P. J. C. Field, Brewer, 2013.

#hE 11 H 9 AFRI~T1%)

e kv A3 GIREEAS)

[CP RO — N F'F 7 4 —IZEDeE
¥ - BAESTFBR R ORERmE AT
INEEHL CRAERS R PR)

AFEFTIL A AGED A BT BRI
WG U5, HAGEDRIEFEOR I L
TlX. D A% & v H Miyagawa
(2011[1]) FIT K DM & | WFERERIEIZRIC
Bi5 C 23F8A[T % L9 Hiraiwa (2001[2])
HEZ K BT D - DDSNHZINKINL L TN B,
AEELTIE (1) ORI, 2E 0, HiR
e T (f. TZ2oiEd) omicAer
TRV, 20, BEEOTEREIEARE Th 51T
SO LT B TEEDSTF SRV A O
(1) 2R {2 *D} EHNRITTTE,
BAKHZIZ, C T Dsidha & oo, (i) i)
FEBUATEIR DR & JBASAT 5-ObERERIRE 4
KRITR&ETHDZ & (i) BRMERTHZ
I4FNZIE, FOERGEIMIIIS T T, Dk
b CODERNE A ET DB DD &
ZERT D,

[1] “Genitive Subjects in Altaic and
Specification of Phase,” Lingua 121. [2] “On
Nominative-Genitive Conversion,” MIT Working
Papers in Linguistics 39.

'Why, What...for, How Come % LT Why
the Hell]
TEREELE (FRHESNERT)
Shlonsky and Soare (2011[1])/%, why 2% IP N
0> ReasonP | ZHEEAER S VD & Lz, A%
FTlLL what..for ZHWT, 2 DD ReasonP
NdDH Z L& RS (Endo 2014[2]), ¥KIZ. how
come #H Y EiF, ZOIEAKRDIIE %S CP
FEH L% Collins (1991[3])%°> ForceP D
ERE T2 Tsai (2008[4)ICkf L. Fin
Haegeman and Hill (2014[5])?> Speech-actP D&
ERMCIEAERR SN D Z L2 LD, BRI,
why the hell Z#&ii3 5,
[1] “Where is ‘why” Linguistic Inquiry 42, [2]
“Two ReasonPs” in Shlonsky (ed.) Beyond
Functional Sequence, Oxford. [3] “Why and how



come”MIT Working Papers in Linguistics 15, [4]
“Left peripheries and how-why alternations”
JEALL17, [5] ‘“Vocatives and Speech Act
Projections” In Cardinaletti, Cinque and Endo.
(eds.). On peripheries, Hitsuzi.

a2 NVIDFHE GRAERS)

IHRISOIERR— B & SRR )
KRG OUNRFRFED)

Chomsky (2008 [1])i%., BB EDS| 4L
72 DI ATRESRMEA 7 = A R EEN AT
L. ZAMEE O FBER K S Chtaais:
TERBREN SALD LR LT, T OFME AR
AR, AL BAMEZREEE S A RN T8,
Richards (2007 [2])\Z & V) 5857 BRGmIEhILS
URE-Z b, RICE D &, IR rTRESR
PEORE LERENFIRFCA e H7an b
WORBIZESTIE, 7 = A XEEH LR
RAATRERMET, BRE SN DBRTHEAEE T
& DA S LT H 70,

LA L Z OBEAHTIE iR rTRESEME
7 = A REEE L CHRE S TRV 2Ry
&) FHIAE X | Haegeman and Koppen
(2012 [3]) & AR LIzl SO —Eopilix 2 i
(X DB & 72 %, AZEFTIZ Z DB,
Sy CP HEEDE L, FMKE 7 = A X
FELES ¢ HUHT 2 FES TR L TRl
HECHD LIHETHZ & THIIN TE H LR
L. FEMEEESG & Richards (2007) DB
T OREE AT D,

[1] “On Phases,” Foundational Issues in
Linguistic Theory. [2] “On Feature Inheritance,” LI
38. [3] “Complementizer Agreement and the
Relation C° and T°,” LI 43.

“The Acquisition of the Nominative Object in
Japanese and the UPR”

Tetsuya Sano (Meiji Gakuin University)
Wexler (2004) [1] has proposed that
developmental delays of verbal passives and
unaccusative structures are due to Universal Phase
Requirement (UPR). Hirsh and Wexler (2007)
propose that UPR holds until around age 7, while
explaining a certain developmental delay of

raising structures as well by UPR. 1 would like to
point out that UPR makes a certain prediction on
the acquisition of the nominative object in
Japanese. UPR predicts that immature children
below around age 7 cannot check nominative Case
of the object in the nominative object construction,
given an analysis of the nominative object
construction in Takahashi (2010). 1 will discuss
this prediction with my experimental data with
Japanese monolingual children around age 5.

[1] Wexler, K. (2004). “Theory of phrasal
development: perfection in child grammar,” MIT
Working Papers in Linguistics 48, 159-209.

“A Doubling Constituent Account of Relative
Clause and Binding Facts”

Jason Ginsburg (Osaka Kyoiku University)

In this paper, | adopt a modified version of
Kayne’s (2002 [1]) view that certain co-reference
relations originate within a doubling constituent
structure that consists of a pronominal head and a
coreferenced r-expression (r-expr) complement of
the form [pronoun r-expr]. Second, | propose that
when a phase (Chomsky 2001 [2], etc.) becomes
complete (i.e., there are no uninterpretable features
in the phase head and all theta-roles are assigned),
unlicensed elements within it become accessible to
further operations, such as probe-goal search. |
demonstrate  how this phase-based doubling
constituent analysis provides a unified account of
basic relative clause constructions and typical
binding data (Chomsky 1981 [3], etc.), including
puzzling data from Munn (1994 [4]) involving the
interaction of a relative clause and a picture-DP.

[1] “Pronouns and their antecedents,” Derivation
and explanation in the Minimalist Program, ed. by
Samuel David Epstein & T. Daniel Seely,
133-166, Blackwell, Malden, MA. 2]
“Derivation by phase,” Ken Hale: A life in
language, ed. by Michael Kenstowicz, 1-52, MIT
Press, Cambridge, MA. [3] Lectures on
Government and Binding, Foris, Dordrecht. [4] “A
Minimalist ~ account ~ of  reconstruction
asymmetries,” Proceedings of NELS 24, ed. by
Merce Gonzalez, 397-410, GLSA, Amherst, MA.



FoN= (11 H 9 HAPRI~T%)

e A% B EFEHSNERERY)

THRRE - FER MM b 272 B5 move)
HIARZEIL (MPEBERF)

Rappaport Hovav & 13—# 08 ([1]72 &)
CHFADEMIARAE - fEROMAITED RS
HZ EHFERLTE L, 7225, Beavers b
(2010)[2]¢%, John moved stealthily out of the
bedroom. &S FilZ2F, ZOGA, BREEN
stealthily, #5475 out of the bedroom T 41
TWAHOT, @5 move (FBEhOAEFE LT
BY, FEo0@ENKEELT5, 2ok
DAFEIL, BRAE - FEROFETEC & > TRl
L725, LH L. Rappaport Hovav ©(2010)[3]
I, BRIEE REED72VWVEL, fEREREOH
DI TEEBRZTWD, FIUIHED &
move [TRED WV b EZFR L, walk, 72 Lt
OBENRRERIR & [F] C4SEIC A D - Rt
EBFELL 2D, SHITELLOH LN
RPEIZHEAS < OB Z R IR L 70 5
T bR, BRE IREHLE ST ORTS

[1] “Building Verb Meanings” [2] “The
typology of motion expressions revisited,” J of L
46. [3] “Reflections on Manner/Result
Complementarity”

ISR EJ7Hshr] Ul DEvER
& RUSESH ORIRBERIZOWT

I H GRS D
VaswaL T VARG Sl Yl v N TR Vi )
IERBU LA ROBRDHNLT 5D & Sh

TW% (e.g. Lambrecht (2001 [1])), LA>L,
Windows, doors, beds, dressers — everything (in
the room) was burned to a crisp. &5 il T,
but chairs, tables, and racks were not burned & >
IEESRESED Z LN TE RN, FIS
FHLO everything 1l 4 DEA(TEFE A5 1T T
WADTIEZeL | B EEN O ESNS -
NAT AV —2Z T TNWDHEEZL LN, 1
ST, ZORFITITHRAEESR & FULFRBUZ[F—
PRI D BIRDERSL LT D, AFEFE T
J17 2V —{bDFSE (Rosch (1978 [2]) <
Overstreet (1999 [3]) %5%) ZFHDIZ L7

W6, BEAROBERDEL SN H5EIT, 78
WA EEFR & BUGRBLORIZ R —fRLS D
BURDIAL T 2 DN EELET D ftmm & LT,
HR( 2R & RUCERBIOBHRSTIZITA 7 2
—LDOHFAAIMENNTND T8, [A—FREA
SDBIRDNLT D & FiET D,

[1] “Dislocation,”  Language Typology &
Language Universals, Vol. 2. [2] “Principles of
Categorization,” Cognition & Categorization. [3]
Whales, Candlelight, and Stuff Like That.

e N A GRESA)

MR DARIFRRR & S TeSLDRE—HIBLBIC
[N
MUY R REE)
AL, wh ApEE), 2 EIREEME, XP
72 BT L D IR RIER 2 G T3
(7 : How many cakes and how many letters
(respectively) did Mary bake and John write this
moring?)lZ- oV NTC, EhERm e AT AR L,
Z OSHTHREE & BRI OTED K 91T
DWW EFET D05 0RD, SHIT, B
DEAFRRA BT SUTIBW T, ARIEBRD S
DA DUVNT IV T > THIRIFIZREE3
HEIRDBERDOBANAFFITRIDNZ & 2R
L72 BT, ZRbo3eye (30 sl a5
TR BGT DR oD 2 & A Fik
T %

[ Z BRI AL b R BRI
L=

wasel GURRT TP
B N L ElE A (verb-particle combinations,
VPC)D FAIZIE, ANEALEN T A2 M
B> Aspectual VPC(f1): drink up) &, 4=
RO B ARSI TR T T 720 Idiomatic
VPC(#: look up)? 2 FEXEN B %, A TIHIHE
7o BRI C& A Tl 5 (fi:
drinkupable, look-upable) —J7. HiFEII4 A~
DRI RATREZR DITRE L, #5381 FTRET R AL
THE2% (11 *adrink-up, a look-up), & L
DB e A NN 5 Z LI L 5B
IRETH D705, 2 FED VPC I LBETEY 7012
FEO L CIERBRICIR D88 5 lokt L, FFE



TER7RHERATRT L TR DIRD T A A
DOIFTEENE NS IVPEL D, AFEKT
I% Emonds (2000[1])23ME5 3 % S ELpaEs
A(Multi-Level Lexical Insertion) DFkHADNE 2
FRFED VPC OJRA DA R LT T4
FilfiAHLA Lexicon O MZEFHCdb 2 Dictionary
TiTi % Relisting (Lieber (1992[2]fth)) T
LHEFRL, LRROMWZEZ D,

[1] Lexicon and Grammar: The English
Syntacticon [2] Deconstructing Morphology:
Word Formation in Syntactic Theory

[FJREZ KT ar BhFl 3T DR ar
TERBMRER RN DV YT
gt (SRR
FrEsFn (BRI
A AGEOBEAD A AR IV TEE 1
OOREIL, ZENIRERTH L E I e
WHZEThD, bbb, () BBEI) Ol
WA, HHVE, MEEED S BB ~OJRE
BURIZH D DD, (i)ZFi e b, FUGER)
O FEIG & MBI Z AV TR S LD D
EVWHRETH S, ZAUBEL T, Yok
9 IR & o T o0 A B & HEhEAI AR,
ST DHDOMNEND T EMN, ELICREE 2D,
AFL T, HIERER OIS ZIEE LT
(i)DIBFIID| FRT, AIREDEIRA R T ar
(PR (1954 [1]) DFtE gAY
TTCEEETH, BRI, BESE ar 238)
LT CHD LRE L, SMEOFA - BBYL
WZBAL T, EAoobnesiRg oice & OHALE
BT 2 SORINEOIR 5 B 2 d 2 &
Zim U be £ LT, AFEK TR INDIHT
23, FTHEDS AFEIZHRT B &\ D IsFRES
L—ET B L EIRT,
[1] VEEEM(1954) [EhEaDIREIZDOWT
— AR Sz oRC k5 —) THEFES] 17
105-117.

#h= A 9 HARI~F1%)

Al mEiEsot dsERY)

[FEFEDBE sigh DE WA
INEYIL BE BT RE)

JEEEOOHEA sigh (2% U Ty 52 25
P 2 SRR CE 5, BOHADIZE
LT WkH) & (<) O EETeiER

(OALD8,LDOCE6) & (t:<) DA%EETe
78R (COBUILD 7, CALD 4, MEDAL 2) T&
Do ZIUBITIE, ENENEMFTEE2 DT
ENTE, EHLOEROFELEZT-HD
ThdDEFADN, AHEETII ORI %
e D HEE RO DIRNZE D &L WD)
& (M) BHALE T DM K LD DAL DM
W KA A EHE L, sigh IZEDO—ETHD

M) 2T T7ANTHI BN
T2 CR[RD. ZDkIcEZLZ LITK
v, 7=& %13, sighand breathe out 2 ¥ % sigh
and breathe in D573 < /o015 L) 3
<> breathe out and sigh & ¥ ¥, breathe in and sigh
DIFHL WomD &) FHHEICHE 5.2
HTEWTED (. [3),

[1] Taylor, J. R. (2003) Linguistic Categorization,
OUP. [2] Croft, W. (2009) “Connecting Frames
and Constructions,” Constructions and Frames 1.
[3] Talmy, L. (2000) Toward a Cognitive
Semantics, MIT Press.

MAEAOMRET & LTHO DA HITER
DL FARIREIZ DN T
REESE AR
AWFFECIE, BIEFAOMREE L TRV
LD HTER RO (from under NP,
until after NP, 7¢ &) 23R O30ERY « EIEARE
%% . The British National Corpus % v 7= E &
RO A 28 U C B NTT %, BlERC
1 SAFIRNZIRER O, thoRTERAOMRER] & 72
DHREPFAET 223, RiEROMAE I
RENTND, ABFETIX, 2 DOHEHIRZE
0 U C, [AE R [AEE] [44 fa ] OmEgHI
RONDMEEEHLMNI L, BiEzAOMRE
& U THW DAL RIERR AR ORHE 2 Bl
O LB AR SREF-DBLE BT 5,
ORGSR, I, FEERE 722 Dl
ORIEFNZEE, from 2NERENTLYE, 5
Iz, from (2T D DIE. under ZFRE
THEHILLED a-, be-7e EOBSERA R ORIE
FITCH DR, HIT, BEFROMREE 725
ATER A, A THFZE e ST 52



IR & IRHRIRO RN b SRR
72 &R RTHIGRIEYE (from amongst the
members) DMRZRIND RGN T,

[1] AASRMA(1987) TRiERIAIEREC O
T) [FFEEED 4,22.[2] HFE—(1998) [Hi
[ERTGIEST S U S W R o2 =S 1D 8 s
T 7= A8 [ AR 32:
25-36.

Al SREE (RIS

MAEe Bl & 2o LA down—JEREE
DX & BB I NOBLUR > H—)
SR ORBORSERAPr)
AFELTIE KD (1b) & (2 DEHT, F
FIOBE) %GR L2V IGEARZEE] down
BREAID KD,
(1) He walked down to the station.
(@) IR E T > CTRETHNTTo T2,
(b) BeIFE T <HRNTHIAT- T,
(2) He saw Mary down at the station.
i, 7 <EZORTAT U —icie o7z,

B3 (1) 12B1F% down (X, HOEE T 57
ELTTAMOBEN Z T T 2560130 5[=
(1a)], —77 T, FHm & IIERR EREE G
BEWLZ2[= @b, £72 (2 IZBLTH,
down OEEHIC L~ T TBRDSHEERBLS D Bl
WL BT TBRAGFEEIZ & > TGRS
G Chon) T enksi, ThmEEE<
BIRDINT & A EET D,

T T, AEKTIE Znbo down 28 E
DENTLT ITFI7m OFREZRD D),
F/o. ZNHO down N ED X S ZRBHRICH
DB 5,

[1] Langacker (1990) “Subjectification.”
Cognitive Linguistics 1. [2] Talmy (2000) Toward a
Cognitive Semantics - Vol. 1.

[EAABEE ST L RSS20 LR
BERTHEOBESRIRRE
AT ORISR0
AFEF UL, BEERTATE BRREE T
DAL REEMESC (51 : The news struck fear into
him)) & | BdE & &A% piEA O HiEE

&I DAEFHES( - The news threw him into a
panic.)?> 2 FEEED IR 728 b A 440D
2 A T hxtGl LT, M3CCE(Goldberg
(1995[1]) etc)DBLLL Y . ZIENDERRL
KA EET D, TNOHDORIEA 7L, ¥
XINVNPPPITHY, EH6%0 TAZH DL
FRIRREIZ X 5 (“to make someone feel some
emotion or feeling”)| &) ERZF L, BUE
FEDVERT D LWV O MTEEILTWD, 2 D
O E ST D RIEREOREICER L, £
OISR s - BEL, —RITGR b
TN DR EIE L & RS DR DAY
RRPEIC B 5 2 & C2 FEOM S Y A
DFEZIEZ D Z & il HD, Filo, FERAE
S EAEBBEIE ORI DN T bt 5>
H O ThHD,

[1] Constructions: A Construction Grammar
Approach to Argument Structure, University of
Chicago Press, Chicago.

DR RBIRR O Vit LRI a ' R
: look & appear D7 7 2 NNAEFLIERFZ ®H <
->7T]
LIS (M TAMERERFIF T

HRFIZBE9 54 3C(John looks/appears happy.)
(&1 2005 72 B I T, BeiERRESE
MR AT » T 2D BEAHEIR O FREN A B
SiFE, LD 2 ShbEL8RT5,

D~z 7 A MIFT 5 look & appear
DOAEYIEFEICEH L, look 451773 appear J¢A T
L0 BN NEEER L, BRI ONTND,
ENRDEFETEDI T BABRFERICAS
NnNa,. F-H0OT 7 3V S OFHOFENNE
FEFERICLMEN TS Z L 2RT, OF
RailfifisEo Heigsik(look/appear younger %£)73,
look &V appear &% < L3 54500, A
TR - FHE L7z TSRO L) L5
B L OTEBEN X 0 K& WA % appear H332 1)
FEoHnd 5 = & &, B Ep% ¢ &
T, LEDZ LG, M OEVIFIX
MR BRI B O a2 ADK
MTHDZ EEHLMNTT D,

[1] MRS R B Ic BT DR S REF
AORRFZED [2] AZRE(2005) [T 7 4 —% 2 AD
FsnEERl [3] 11L(2013) MESTORE L &)
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“Production of an Allophonic Variantin a
Second Language: The Case of Intervocalic
Alveolar Flapping”

Keiichi Tajima (Hosei University)
Mafuyu Kitahara (\Waseda University)
Kiyoko Yoneyama (Daito Bunka University)

Alveolar stops in North American English are
often produced as alveolar flaps in words such as
letter and rider. While such flaps are allophonic
variants that do not signal lexical contrasts, many
non-native learners may still wish to learn them,
particularly if they want to sound native-like.
The present study investigated how well Japanese
learners of English produced English alveolar
flaps.  First, a corpus analysis of English
sentences spoken by university students across
Japan revealed that Japanese students typically do
not exhibit flapping at all.  Second, a production
study was conducted in which Japanese speakers
who had lived in North America read English
materials that contained potentially flappable
stops.  Preliminary results suggest that these
speakers often exhibit flapping, and that the rate of
flapping is mildly related to factors such as the
length of time spent in English-speaking
communities.

MAARNR AR BE OIFEDI1 LN D
AEITI T DIESH R E O
&2V
Kl CRECU R
HRTpfl - O HER)
Flege, Takagi and Mann (1996)/ 3 A= ZHETE
T2 AAGERIERG S X & LT- J5EOREH
Dl & N —EHRHFERIEC X 5 [FEFHR %
1T 111 ENDOE TR I TN R B E
K0 BB EERE B I SRR Z T TN D
ZEEWRBLMNI LT, LU b, FExY
FERCRUE R RN R BB B D RIS
o2 & ABRHIZ, Flegeetal. (1996)134H
R REESERE FE OWIE TEORGEEDO VN %
IRARTUN D, ABFFE Tl Flege et al. (1996) THE:

LRI DB ORE LA L,
AARANKFARGEFEHE 2 RI5 L LT- Flege

et al. (1996) DIFEFRDFIEIERZ 425 =

& CHIXIAGERSRBIE O 4 Rt L=,
FRFERD . XIREEEBIE R L i REsE

BURFEI L OCIR FERID B 503, FEXHRE
SR DITHN & NOFHEZGR AR AT

HT2ERTHDZ R LNI ol F

7o FEXHOREREHER L OIROEERE X 0 B A%

HUREREBE DRV HEED N, BRIt

BEHNENT EDALMNI IR T,

Al RIS (A

[SQELREEDA L —T oA R = [Ph7z)
if #izH< > T
HHMF EERT)

AFEROARNL, &hiDOTHZRHEE L
WSRO [HIUR7R) MNEEiZ TR L
TWDHZ EITER L, AEEHKEEDA 4 —
7 = A R FEH DEEHRREYR A T = X LD
—IaHNCTHZEThD, 29 LI if
o3, I5ed) 7o ME T,
FHEAT AN M7 — 2 & LTERNE
STV IEREZZATEY . akEEORERIC
JE T fidgH A TR L T D & B2 B
(Miller and Weinert (1998[1]; Miller(2011[2]), %7
BriZ, BREEET — X ORI X, 15T
YoE, JEEUEASRE, 7 T 2 REEjos “if
fifi(Laury(2012[3]). %192 HAGEZ 01T 248
PlOMSOEAIR EA T D EE L D, &
LT 29 L7 if fild, e, 20K,
RV HEHATALLELRN D, HEF
DFUGE & B R KD LT DIHBATARME X
EEPATREODONTWD Z L AR 5, &
BIZZ ) LIZEREIOEE L& b2 HHIG:
1. WEEOBRAAE R D AT & L CHERE
LTS Z EEFRT D,

[1] Spontaneous Spoken Language: Syntax and
Discourse, OUP. [2] A Critical Introduction to
Syntax,  Continuum. [3] ‘Syntactically
Non-Integrated Finnish jos‘if” Conditional Clauses
as Directives’, DP49.

RS DIt is (just) thatfEiESL
VeSS (B BRI P)

Nobody has invited me to dance. It is that |



am not pretty enough. (Declerck (1992: 209
[1]) D& 5 7Bt is thatSi s & FEEN S,
DeclerckiZ k5 &, ZORESUZIFRIA - PR %
T OHREN S D Lo, 7o, ElEjusty
N Tts just that S& 72> TWAHIE B,
AMFZETIL, BlEustZ 9 SO & DR
DZEEDET Titis (just) thatEitc) &R,
Bolinger (1972 [2]) I3, #liSCiraikthat D)
IRV *It’s he can’t make up his mind. &,
BWEDSFFSALDIEs just he can’t make up his
mind. IZFZNZENHIOHELTHDH & FHRLT
W5, AHFZEIL, Bolingersias L7- T SOtk
that) TNz, MPgeRisc) . T&lEdust) &
W TRHIMIFE D& it s (just) thatffisca2
R 03ET D, CO2REE T, BEHOFM
Wk UCRA - B 2R T 2 Type A&, El
FAljustZ FRSANZLE, it's just thath A& L
TR X 9 1THERET 5 Type BTH 5,

[1] “The inferential it is that-construction and its
congeners,” Lingua 87, 203-230. [2] That’s That,
The Hague, Mouton.
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EREDEE LFHIZ T FORUGE IR HFE
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AR TIIZ D& 5 BT H ORI
&, LFS R e e T 5 LTI CE
L7 & ESICHTE b 2R8I ER L
(Sacks & Schegloff (1979 [1]), Hayashi (2005[2])).
FERDE BA T2 %18 U RT3 2 AR 2 Rk
T5, BAZIE, AAGESERICAE LY —
R e —=F %S FHND, 5 LFORFRE
BOEHDBNELRIUZINT Y, ZITFO
N Lt R R B D AR
TRTEC B A IRER TSN TSR O
FRDNIRSHLD B 2 & SREOE T TIEE)
DERRDT= ORI SN S H 2 L
ZRY, AWZEZLY . FERPLT L L ERE
FIUZ L > TRIES LD DT TIIARNZ &
TR AT ARSI L THREA DR OH
ZHHEDVNIE D,

[1] “Two Preferences in the Organization of
Reference to Persons in Conversation” [2]
“Referential Problems and Turn Construction”
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B L ST EOSE BIRR, ISR
TGRS COREH, Fartid, ERIFOIL
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DHEEMROTED FaEdg 70 b & L iz,
KEFEROH D OFRDAERFI DN THET
DGl BT AW A,

[INERFGEOHRMRIZ OV TE 2 B
AT pgHITAC. (IBMEE RS
SCHREA A 2013412 H 13 HIC3EE LT-
7 a— UG LT SR o A i
FHEl 12X D &, 2020 FEAE D ST, BIFE/)
PR AT S QO DAMERETREN A/ )
SERRHPEAREICATEI L L, SR ISR E
RN IR T5 2 LIk o T, /R
FEOHRMEZIXY | it Z 0B ZEDE
DI AP YGEOERRE N 285 LD
MR S E 7roTz, BIfE, ZOMERs
FE T T D DREERDED BTV D3,
BEMIZRT B BEE DR RE O &
fifin = ENb-oThH, HRMEZEDHDIZEET
DELESOTENGEDIND Z L1 7e A
FTIE, EPEEURIH L TERRDAZ A
ZH O, FEEEE A L L T
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7 ¥ RO/NFRSGEEEEIIIEORR b AL
Fiama P L TITE 720y,
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(2 & o TR/ O N O H IR
D DOVNTOHFEEEFR TOTERIIRU R
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FRC, BEEBRE COE S350 - 28 2 0F
Fesetge & L7 instructed SLA research %R0
DITFEDIEY FaE 2 D7D OBEELF 5,
ERDHIENTE S,

AJEFE T, focusonform KONCLIL (%
St E) 7p EOFENE A BEMA L
DOFEEDOHRIEEV AT LAEBTCHI &
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sl ER (BEANERERT)
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A Nafl DA, WRICEET A fEx 0%
BEEIFONI /R D OT, SOEHREIIARTE)
H LAV, BDVNE, SUERYEE ., (5
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R A BRI, (B, BEERIICE
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BIOIFETIHEEZHZ TV ThH, SUEEH X
TS EEFRLIZ WO E LIV, L

L. REFAENHE 5 AEOTGEOHFITIE, Bk
THOLRUVESIAH TS 52 L b7 72
WV, Fo. REFAERHIXHRIOSIZ > T
W5 OH D TNTH, FERRITHI > TWDH DI
WX DIETZIT T, BEHRRHREIC DU TR
N LBV & b d D, AFER TR,
YESLEMFIED R 2 RO SIEFRE G D>
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“Discourse Expressions and Information
Structure”
Osamu Sawada (Mie University)
In this symposium, we will investigate the
meaning and use of expressions that are relevant to
information structure and discourse context. More
specifically, we will look at various
discourse-pragmatic  phenomena related to
discourse particles, politeness, context-shift,
information update, expressives, conventional
implicature, and presupposition, and consider the
following questions: (i) How can we analyze the
meaning/use of discourse-oriented expressions in a
formal/theoretical way? (ii) What role do the
discourse expressions play in a speaker-hearer
interaction or soliloquy? (iii) How is the
information of an utterance updated? (iv) How can
we analyze the cross-linguistic/language-internal
variation in the meaning of discourse expressions?
(V) What do the discourse expressions suggest for
interface theories (i.e., the interfaces among
morphology, syntax, semantics, pragmatics, or
phonology)?

“Contextual Relations and Pragmatic
Constraints”

Christopher Davis (University of the Ryukyus)
Dynamic semantics models the meaning of a
sentence in terms of its context change potential
(CCP), typically modeled as a function from
contexts to contexts, so that a sentence determines
one unique output context for a given input
context. | argue that CCP meanings should instead



be modeled as relations between contexts, in
which for a given input context there will

generally be more than one possible output context.

This gives a non-deterministic dynamic theory, in
which a CCP constrains the range of output
contexts compatible with the update semantics of a
sentence, but does not uniquely determine a single
output context. | then propose that the resulting
non-deterministic input-output relation is filtered
by a set of pragmatic constraints that serve to rank
the set of possible output contexts, using tools
familiar from constraint-based theories in
phonology.

“Shared Knowledge, Soliloquy, and the
Functions of the Discourse Particles
(Yo)ne and (Yo)na”
David Y. Oshima (Nagoya University)
Japanese has several expressions that are
characteristic to soliloquy; a paradigmatic example
is the discourse particle na, as in “Onaka suita-na
(P'm hungry)”. Such expressions are also used in
so-called “pseudo-soliloquy (giji dokuwa)” — a
type of speech that constitutes part of dialogue and
yet is presented as if it were part of monologue.
“Onaka suita-na”, for example, can be an utterance
by which the speaker informs the hearer about his
feeling in a self-effacing way (“I’m hungry — not
that I’m asking you to do anything about it”). I will
(i) discuss the typology and raisons d’étre of
soliloquy/pseudo-soliloquy, and (ii) argue that the
particles (yo)ne and (yo)na have a function to
indicate a markedness of the utterance, i.e., that
either (i) it is part of soliloquy, or (ii) it presupposes
that the hearer already knows the propositional
content.

“Comparison and Goal-shifting”

Osamu Sawada (Mie University)

This talk investigates the pragmatic use of the
Japanese expression sore-yori ‘lit. than it.” The
pragmatic use of sore-yori is different from its
semantic use in that it functions as a
topic-changing indicator (Kawabata 2002). | argue
that the topic changing sore-yori conventionally

implicates that the goal related to an at-issue
utterance is more preferable than the goal related
to a previous utterance. However, | will also
observe that sore-yori can compare utterances that
pertain to the same goal. | argue that whether
sore-yori serves to shift a goal or not is determined
by the extent to which the two compared
utterances are relevant. This paper shows that the
pragmatic sore-yori is multifunctional and it not
only enables a speaker to signal a better move
toward a goal, but also enables him or her to signal
a better goal.

[1] Kawabata, M. (2002) Ridatu kara tenkan e
(Sore-yori as a topic-changing function).
Kokugogaku 53.

“Politeness and Expressivity”

Eric McCready (Aoyama Gakuin University)
Honorific expressions are common in the
world’s languages, but have received relatively
little attention in formal semantics and pragmatics.
A theory of the meaning of honorifics must
address their denotations, how those denotations
figure in semantic composition, and how the
resulting meanings behave in pragmatic terms.
This talk focuses on the second and third of these
questions. It is widely accepted that the
denotations of honorifics are expressive in nature,
but there is little consensus on exactly what sort of
meanings they actually express. | propose an
expressive theory of honorific meanings in which
honorifics are taken simultaneously to check and
modify a contextually specified range of
appropriately formal speech derived from several
parameters associated with the process of
honorific choice. The final part of the talk briefly
explores how the resulting theory interacts with
game-theoretic notions of rational communication.
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WEDSHimEbELL TN, ARy
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SEREFRZ E DB, AT AV =T R
b, B b EOMFEO R, BT
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FEREEATIE, FSTFIEORT L MIFEE T
HHaaA T I aoEERY BB,
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T U3 T ORGSR & BRI AT OE A
T 5,

FEREGREANE, Wb A Z L - a—

IRADFE 2 FFO M L HFRNZ OV T L %,

KHMESFE T — SADT — X & REFERE N
NIZEFOEREARRIC IR E B 25 Z LT E5E
FETHT LWMLE AL L T2y, 221
VL& B D = & AR T,

THEEERSRIT X D437
— SRR RO LA BT
R KAE 3 CUINRER)

TR, AR X 5 SRENEOS R T
ol SRR & B DA RISy 72 3R
FREANTIA BN ST E Tz, AFEERTILL
all you want <> big time 7 & (D4 Gl SR DT E
RFAZEY BT, AR BERE~D 7 Y
—3 7 b e (1), [2)7e L) . LERE o
BALE NS T BB B ORI FIBEE
IZEHEE ST BTN D Z & & U7V RRS,
REE DSUIRIZH 1T 2 A SRS DN S IR
PEAR% O 7208 Ly 2 OPEFRIYET LU VEIR T
O FRBEEE OHINAFEEL E AR O FRAAE O
% 9 72739 self-feeding 7Z22h % ([3]72 &) 12
Lo T RERIER LEA LTV 7'm
TRE TSRS OIEBID ST 218 L
THRERICL, BHEZRRE LTaroR
AR LTZ0,

[1] Traugott, Elizabeth Closs and Graeme
Trousdale. 2013. Constructionalization and
Constructional Changes. Oxford University Press.
[2] Hilpert, Martin. 2013. Constructional Change

in English. Cambridge University Press. [3] Bybee,
Joan. 2010. Language, Usage and Cognition.
Cambridge University Press.

2a R NF7 v a U atiodge Ly
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& ZDOHE I L & FERDOFE D E D
PR« SOREORRE A FLE U TS RS
HEFLWZE T r Y2 e LTHER SNT
WD, AFEFRTIL, JSEEMA LBy =
"R LT 7 a (L) OfE S & Bk
BEEE T2 DN & BT %, Ham & LT,
() S&G 1F=v A NT 7 v a3 T D
ERAEFET D200 [HlNT 7 u—F%
Rt 5) ()& TET L2, o0 EE
M) OBEGHRMLI A TH 5 Z L (2] £ [3]).
(i) S&G BB A NT 7 L a3 VTR L
L CEET QD e A R TR EE T D
fEHOWENAF DD Z L ([2]). (i) =rm
AT U a TS DB R
BT T Ay MRHDH &, kD,

[1] Stefanowitch, Anatol & Stefan Th. Gries.
2003. “Collostructions: Investigating  the
interaction of words and constructions.”
International Journal of Corpus Linguistics 8:2,
209-243. [2] Takahashi, Hidemitsu. 2012. A
Cognitive Linguistic analysis of the English
imperative: With special reference to Japanese
imperatives. John Benjamins. [3] Bybee, Joan.
2010. Language, usage and cognition. Cambridge
University Press.
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(T3 — AR FEETER L2 b DR
HELTWD, L LafE OSFHARII e
Da—R2E BRI U TII R, BEFRST
THELSILTW D DT THRV, £ 2 TASE
KTIL, AEZEREHE - BUROHT72 L58
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EOER AR ERL0IT L, EDOFRINTONT
ZL ZFELRVDONEI BT D,

[1] Taylor, John R. 2012. The Mental Corpus:
How Language is Represented in Mind. Oxford
University Press.

[2] Janda, Laura A. 2013. “Quantitative
Methods in Cognitive Linguistics.” L. A. Janda

(Ed.) Cognitive Linguistics: The Quantitative Turn.

Mouton de Gruyter. 1-32.
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[1TN. Chomsky. 2014. “Problems of Projection:
Extensions.” [2] K. Fujita. 2014. In T. Roeper &
M. Speas (eds.) Recursion. Springer. [3] F#&H.
2012. jEH - [ () (L SEEF R
O UEE. [4] C. Boeckx & K. Fujita. 2014.
Front. Psychol. 5.
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“What does VOICEp,ss -rare Do?”
Tomoko Ishizuka (Tama University)

This talk reanalyzes Japanese passives, taking a

modular approach in which passivization is
brought about by the lexical properties of the
passive morpheme -rare interacting with general
properties of Japanese (see [1]). Japanese passives
are rich and unique, not matching the universal
characteristics of the passive voice. Namely,
-rare appears to both decrease and increase
valency—known as direct and indirect passives
respectively. This has long been an unsolved
puzzle. Extending Collins’ smuggling analysis of
English passives ([2]) to Japanese, | will show if
we assume that -rare has an EPP feature that
attracts VP, rather than a feature absorbing
structural Case, we can achieve a unified treatment
of Japanese passives.

[1] Jaeggli, O. (1986) “Passive.” LI 17(4):
587-622. [2] Collins, C. 2005. “A smuggling
approach to the passive in English.” Syntax 8:
81-120.
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[1] Hasegawa, N. 2004 ‘Unaccusative’
transitives and Burzio’s generalization. WAFL 1,
MITWPL 46. [2] Collins, C. 2005 A smuggling
approach to the passive in English, Syntax 8.
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[1] [REEEMEROEL] [2] “The hierarchical
structure of utterances”, Layers and Levels of
Representation in Language Theory. [3]
Grammaticalization: A Conceptual Framework.
[4] Grammaticalization. [5] Regularity in
Semantic Change.
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[1] Constructional Approaches to English
Grammar. [2] Language, Usage, and Cognition.
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[1] “Clausal Architecture and Inflectional
Paradigm” EL 20, 247-283. [2] “Discourse
Adverbs and Clausal Syntax in Old and Middle
English,” The Handbook of the History of English.
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De Fina, A. & Georgakopoulou, A. (2012)
Analyzing Narrative: Discourse and
Sociolinguistic Perspectives. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
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Hill, J. (2005) Finding culture in narrative. In N.
Quinn ed, Finding Culture in Talk: A
Collection of Methods. New York: Palgrave
Macmillan.

(RS HET 7 a—F D bAhHFEY OF
.37 T Ao ANl
AR R TEARAF (BERIRE)

AFEFTIL, Hymes (1996) OOFEIE L 7= B
REFNT T —F 2T, B85 BRJERL
DI=DIZlp S 3FAD 55 | 24881 -
BE D, 0L LTANVICEDRE
SEARFEEAE T D IR (2008) A HLY
L. BRI EEEER) (GEED L HE
DFEY ZFHIREIC L VT 5, ZHUThE
&, RBasE T D HARNREE OBER
FI7 4 7 ERARKERERE DT FT 1
TIHEREYTDHZ LT, BEEONADRE
B DB, T 3 Shic38&ko
RINAES D Z & 2 2, — RIEERD
O HARYREEY b, FEIE DI A3
AT D258 X HLEREERIATATH Y |
A ORI LTSRN T =~ R &
WO R R RO, TOMRAD LIZ, BRI
EEATIVACEI N S L Ev SRl e S
JAHEEE S A a=r— gy - FROD
FEIE (Blommaert 2006) (ZEH#kT 57T 7' —
F L0 5D EERET D,

Blommaert, J. 2006. Applied ethnopoetics.
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