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[SOTAIZIIT D L fteE — BIED
AvEBE—TxAfR]

KRN GUNIF ISR
[SC7 ) (Sentence Fragments) (Z L5415
BIGUZHOUWT, BB & 1352 200 H Of%R
179, UM & 1%, “Who watered the flower?”
EVVHINZHT D “Me” DX D72, W
(IS 72 72D SUTAR Y 3 % IR A FFD

FILTH D, EMSHEDOEERNT 7 0 —F Tl

SR IIHIBRBISZ D— 2 Th 5 & Rp ST
&7z, Lol HIBROATIZIISUET ORI RE
T E 72V 8% < ORRIIED & 5,
AR TIL, ST RIS OHGERE AT 78

WETDEHER T A B L. Culicover and
Jackendoff (2005 [1]) D Th ~DT 71 —F
\ZEDE | ST~ A O EE ST 2.
ZOHHTTIR, HEEOKIEREIZIT T RA
ik 7 T U AGED IR ORTERE b — RIS
AT 5 Z ESATREIC AR D,

[1] Culicover, P. W. and R. Jackendoff (2005)
Simpler Syntax. OUP.

[SGB T 2 —EERBZ
mEEL (BB )

PERCBIT DBIEFEHIT, ZhE Oike e
WA HIER 2O CE T2, £OHD_H
BB L TIE, Gruber(1976 [1])73 John
ran into the room to the blackboard. / *John
entered the room to the blackboard. D3E V&7~ L
TDZIFLHE LT, BRRNT— 2 0%
SPIRENTETND, ZOX ) itz i
TV &L Tenny (1994 [2])23H—FGIRED
HRITER L TWD L DT, “HARBRIE
AR IR0 b D& LTHRDILTE

RSN TID N5 g WY/ AN (VS
v NTINTHD L enter ITBWWTE X,
THAERBIG L O BIND I BT
Tro AFRETIE, A ¥ —Fy N ETHRDT
T HEERBRGEPIRTHE L BIT, EDL
D IREMED & EN T HAE RGNS D D
MEWVD Z L% enter ZHULNIHETL T,

[1] Lexical Structures in Syntax and Semantics
[2] Aspectual Roles and the Syntax-Semantics
Interface

(RIS BRI O & B8]
FEATS (AR
AAGEORGEIE BRI L, 2 A
Felearvha— LA TITHhIND
(Shibatani 1973 [1], /A% 1983 [2]), & HIT, 5
(11993 BB WVTIE, = b e — L@
(@) OIS, ZHDFRER D EZ
I TR DITDD Z EDBIEINT
WD, SN, PREENEOS S LD FTREMEC
BALC, S OFFED M by IMEI ZER
FTIZH DEFEONEIZBEN TE 5008
IMZE S TREDL EFHLETND, LR
N6, AGHTIL, HalI7e4 sl kAo RR
BENESCe EORFEE S LI, ZH LD FTHE
MRS, BEIOHIKINC L > TR EHDOTIETIE
72, OB EVREDL Z L 2RT, £
LC, oy br—/V#El ot LTS OE
DNE[REIC72 BITIE, = b — Vg AE)
RIOKFEMEZ G| S DERH D Z & Zin
L%,
[1] “Where morphology and syntax
clash: A case in Japanese aspectual verbs.”

[2] DB BASHERISED (3] T304 LFEER
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e KE R Lok

[P rRASEEEE & 1) - 2k B RS
JLEFNEE () | RS IA BRI )

ERO SR 2 PR O AU E < TR
#(localistic) 7 7 m—F UL, £ < OEHHEGT
D AN O TN, £ ORETRRk% Th
Do AFERTIL, BERFRO ML) 24
EFZITHONT, ITksRmiOtlR 250 < Sk S
V- FREZ 2~ T %, ordinary Path &
distributive Path MDXH!] (cf. Jackendoff 1990,
1996) &, EAREIORES (cf. Ramchand 2008
[1]D ZFEZ, (1) Theme DIRIEEL L . (2)Theme
& Path OFFEOHBEZBT 5 - DDEUE
ERGAEEITAAT Z & T, frEZ b, R
157/ | AN R /7 s e R X o 2o
PAE—HNIFOR T 5 Z ENFRETH D &
i C Do eV VT, BRI & LT, %
FEOYHE (affectum) + 72K (effectum) i H HIFE

(cf. Fillmore 1968) &Z M7k (e.g. dig the
ground/a hole) (22T, HEaifboAHE% 3
(2, R & OREGMEDORIRIF I S S
DBELT D, BhIZ, AIFEORFIZONT
fitd %,

[11 Verb Meaning and the Lexicon: A

First-Phase Syntax, Cambridge.

[7 AV AEFEZIT B [t)/[dIBIBRDOEKRS
71& OCP JFRIIZ & %5547

P ETRE  (ESEEE )

T AV BPFEZBO TR SIS HAR 77

B C & D [tY/[dHIFR(t)[d]-deletion) | ZF5 0
T, ZOBHKIE, FEOREFEEGER LIk -
TN D, 2D X 9 72 SUEISC
FHAFHADIEDN [t][d] OHEEAE L
WL BEA 72, Guy (1991]1]) (2
Fru, o X5, [t]/[d] HlkRO
B2 HMIOR TV AITT RN e LT,
FESES R (Lexical Phonology) & H 5 (MDZ
B AR OV C, RRFER S HER
(Variable Lexical Phonology) 725 & % 4&'g
LT, MBAERATHD, LLans, Z
OHEEHTIE, 2O ASEORESIERIN 2

FERRNOERNZHONTIE, EOEEHFIZD
WD D L ED I 2515720, £ 2T,
AFEFETIL, Borowsky (1989[2]) THEE &AL TC
V% Melody Integrity(MI)X° OCP JFEHI & X, &
RERmMO T HMRE TH L EHH
(Phonological Word) DFEEDEVNE VYD & D
ZHRH L C &0 i il 2 BT
[1] “Explanation in Variable Phonology.”

LVC3,CUP[2]"Structure Preservation and the
Syllable Coda in English.” NLLT7.

MERA LI L UBE LA VW3 GE Y X5
DHHTTDUNT

kR T~ (= EHRF)
FRTRNT v REUTRE S LR
R, JGREOE AT (variation) 2 X5 L L
TERL, TNE TR EHEFRE LT

WON TE-SFEEFOSIET A H T,

ERBEEZ 72T 2 EHPLNILTE T,
ZOIRUTIRE NS DD, W72 72RO
FORIIREREE TRV & FEkE LTxIT1ED
WZLVRDRH Y | SEEOERMIFUTAATIL
7R CHDNENE FDOI D EG2, AFET
R DR AR B DHBDO—2E LT
TRAL & BB b - GBS R O 21
F 5, B, S5EO Y ALIIBT S
ARSI EE 5 Z itk T
(1) FHGEREEEA I R LSOV W T
F ) A LOFHS AR T D & D ZBEHlE
O DOREN L (2) BAIHZBEELE PV
Pairwise Variability Index) (Ramus, Nespor and
Mehler (199[1])ZFIH LT, U A LOREEEE

KN B9~ 5 BmA AR 21T 0
[1] “Correlates of Linguistic Rhythm in the
Speech Signal,” Cognition 72. 1-28.
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Al SR (AR

(BB ORHIBRICBIT A2 A # 77—
HARRIME |
B+ (BAEERERT)
DT D 8 DRFEDE = 2R E
#ili5 (sound-emission verbs) 23, AT



FREEZ R DITHIGANZ AN GND Z LT
WOSEMHOBZBW T LIZLIZALNS,
Bz X, “Don’tsnarl atme!” (Kovecses 2000:
21[1]) (2B TiE, T @y) vy Lo
%] T EAETER I ERERnarls, T (e k)
) v &) ICBRET H1TARRT
DIZHN BTN S,

AFERTIL, 29 LIRS =125
HHHENE, 37bh, RN, AR
1755, & 0 DITFES & BRRDSR R~ & Ik
ETHZEIER L, EOIBRERRIZ VT
HBNIEADEBZBLEEITH, £ LT, ZNH D
FEERENEH OPLEEANEIL, B & ANRIORT 5 F
7RO IS E AT 7 —E A =X
—DERHED A ALET D HDTHD
ZehEET S,

[1] Metaphor and Emotion, Cambridge UP.

[FEEEERBIIRIT DA ¥ 7 7 —FHA~D
BT
FARTEE (MR
Lakoff (1993[1]) ZIZ U &5 & A X
77 —HEG] 1L, AX T r—% [EEREE)
DA RERA~O B4R LEFRT D, £z,
AR T 7 —REELTHWSZ LdTE R
W OWTIE, FRICHINZNTH Z & T
BEATOTE, — 5T, R R
X L) o& oIz, TR UEBICBED
LFE (R Cb, AX T y— LT
LHERTIR D IR N0 5 ) BIGR RO,
L2 L, 29 LIEBBIZOW L, <EU>
ZkfGe & L= Stefanowitsch (2004[2]) DHFZE
ZERONTIEE A EED e SHUTUeuy, AR
e ClEa— S22 AT, <B&b > 28
FNOMEZRIFFEETH D, anger, rage,
fury, wrath & HET 2 HREHZ L, 1)
AH T 7 —ORLRII T BT TR FED
ML DOIREEZET DM ENHDH Z &
2)<Z&Y >DHFREDOH T, anger 2N AR
BUFRECHD Z L aTET 5,

[1]*The contemporary theory of metaphor” In
Ortony. Metaphor & Thought. Cambridge.
[2]“HAPPINESS in E. & G” In Achard &
Kemmer. Lang., Culture, and Mind. CSLL

(%834 & LTO UC RE]
B — ORI

UC OB, oo L M A CHE LR
HTHD, 20 CUER) XBINIFEE A L E#
IZDIESRVARANCE S>TUTEVDIFTES T
Hb, ZNETOPINOIIZES, £iEorE,
an—ial, @A, e, SUbamie
DOHAND, WL ODDOEE /A LORAN
IRENTEDN, TNEEOSHEOMEE LT
2 X9 LT, HHETHHAT=DT
L7203 A 9 Dy, AFDFEROYIY 31, LI
LI UC OFBE EFEODNTNT, ifEH - T
ONEODEEFE LT DU UC DXBIILE
SRR RIFT, Lo, BIEIOE, B
B 24 0ER NI UL UIERZEETH Y,
UC Ot ZzD izt LIE LIFFEN A B
Do AFEETIE, SR N UC OHE
EEBACBIR L QD 00 E BARBINZ I - CHH
BNZL, FOFEEARZ TR LIV,
WEE— (W) 2007. [5EZHR+ry FU—
o ERL] /INEAR.
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“Finding (Sub)cultural Knowledge in
Discourse: The Case of a ‘Racially-mixed’
Japanese/New Zealander” (E)

Masataka Yamaguchi (University of Otago)

The aim of this paper is to explore the
consequences of the two directions of indexicality,
presupposing and entailing, in communicative
behavior [1] in order to reconsider the hypothesis
of the “division of linguistic labor’ [2]. In so doing,
I provide argument against anti-cognitivism by
emphasizing the ‘presupposing’ directions of
indexicality. Empirical evidence is taken from my
interviews with a ‘racially-mixed’ Japanese/New
Zealander. Analytical focus is placed on ‘poetic’
structures as repetition and parallelism in discourse.
Specifically, in the interview discourse, the
categories of ‘Maori,” ‘Pacific Islander’ and
‘Indian’ are presupposed, while the activities of the
New Zealand Army are represented by



presupposing the concept of ‘peace keeping.” 1
argue that the interactants need to have a ‘shared’
understanding of these concepts against the
backdrop of cultural knowledge, which forms the
basis of coherent discourse.

[1] Silverstein, M. (2007) “How Knowledge
Begets Communication Begets Knowledge:
Textuality and Contextuality in Knowing and
Learning.” Intercultural Communication Review
5:31-60. [2] Putnam, H. (1975) “The Meaning of
‘Meaning.”” In Philosophical Papers, \ol.2: Mind,
Language, and Reality, pp. 215-271. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

“Honorification and Linguistic Ideologies” (E)
Makiko Takekuro (Waseda University)
In this paper, I first examine how a reformulation
of the linguistic ideology of Japanese honorifics has
become a focal point for a broad-ranging process of
institutional restructuring in contemporary Japan. I
demonstrate that a shift in honorification
terminology from keigo ‘honorifics’ to keii-hyougen
‘expressions of respect’ indexes a more general
change in language use, perceived to be necessary
for a transformation of institutional system based on
hierarchy to one based on efficiency and
performance. I point out an ideological shift of
honorification in various institutions and their
prescriptions. Then I examine a series of honorific
usage and demonstrate that depending on the
contexts in which people use them, honorifics
signify hierarchy on the one hand, and solidarity on
the other.

[BEAEKRNZ DEVRAI—T 4 LV TITH
HIBH—ETITEE§ 5 RIS
FHHEFU GEART)

T A FRAMGEUL, I, K0 aREESN
~LR 0 25T &7 (e.g, Holmes and Stubbe
(2003 [1]), FE7=. ARIGEOBIEANIESNT
SRE TENORHS A L, RS2 MRk
B & 72 DRI S5 U
I E CHREFC ANV CTIIZER T D 2 LW
72 &) 3 HC & 7= (Hanks et al. (2009
2]), AZEFIL, Z OV o7 Tc, AA

L =a—U—TJ U RCEBRATONIZE VR
AI=T A4 T HDONDA—FET &, FE
FL A NNEREHTTEET D, KT
I AR L2 BFE L < o 24T 2 5,
Sifrzid LT, (DEUE SR TEIORNT, &
RELULTEBRL UILOTEDORKE L D
2D ZEINFTREL 72D, QUEKEEE DIE AN
HHEETERINTE /2L SNDHEEA b
TV, HEESIE DA DR
{ERIHROFFA NN TN D, &) SEE
ELIZVY,

[1] Power and Politeness in the Workplace,
Longman. [2] “Toward an Emancipatory
Pragmatics,” Journal of Pragmatics 41-1.
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Al fEHsE (GRS

[EFESRICISNT D45 L HEERRIDEKIT
U
oI (R
HREETCIL, CEAAERRSUZRIT DR
HIRECTEZA D H BUREC GA8 A m) s O S
ATz, LIL2ei s, [F U548 HIEET
boTh, HFBEROWHRE, BRI HAGE
FRTERZE D K9 IC7ro7=DIzkf L,
H BURERE SIS 1T 2 [##2 B HOREI IRTTE R OO
FEER, BRISEZBOCHRIERZ LD
72\, AFERTIE, T 9 L7 N Woolford
(2006) (23T % TNTEKS) & TRESEHE) O
WSR2 L5 U, Woolford 23E584 % 3
FREAODISIZ L D40 GO TiEZ R L
KD 2 [Tkt 5, (1) “HEHAREEESUS
B DI HRREIL, T ClIIBRERIR v
(Lo TR DM - ST, #6RER
OIHFRARIE, PRAERIE v OREREZ IR,
RS G- SND L9127 oT2, Q) B
FDGHE HRRRIE, HoE CIIRRRE A 1
F o TRERAEDMS B- STy, EEERD
TR, FEEEHIRE A OFAHGREIDNHR LT
7o, B 2oks 5oL U CRTER VA S
iz,
Woolford, E. (2006) “Lexical Case, Inherent
Case, and Argument Structure,” LI 37, 111-130. /



Denison, D. (1993) English Historical Syntax.
Longman.

[EnTEEER] see DRRBNFH FHEIZ OV NT Y
KM (G TR )
BURIGEIZIX, FIEEE see 2NEAEY)13E
ZIRINT B HB]N3H 5D, Onoe and Suzuki
(2002[1]) I L IRFIAIC AT D JEAE M) T 382 ©
see |dA U N OIAESCTHAELE RT DITXH L
T, EOMOBEAETFEZED see IHHER)
RS ID Z LD LIk T D, A
FTIL, BRa— B EON-T—4 %
TR D Z Lo T, HHEEHEERDIERD
ENTTFEOBENT T | liEsEGEE
WIZHBIR LT & iR 5, BRI,
RERO AT DI 55 RIRT D see |
Asp ZETAEI I | LD AR
DIZXF LT, FOMOMEAEY) TR EIRT 5
see I Asp &5 £ 72\ VP liiha L 0 f#EfkD
ERRAFFOZ L 5T 5, S HIT, FHE)
fil see DI LE VI BLEDD, {FE L%
DFFIRAVE U AIEFRUZHONT b L, T4
Wi a IR T D see | IANENR & BhEGA D[]
VT D IRENE T D LT B,
[110noe, and Suzuki (2002) “‘Semantically
Light See” JELS 19. [2]Gelderen, (2004)
Grammaticalization as  Economy,  John
Benjamins.

[Convince (25t < NEFHESCDILK
— BEHIRERDD )
FZANFF R
OSBRI O—DIZ, BIRGEIL L
YGRERM ORI S 5, T2 & ZITREESE
(\ZHGEESRR 72 A D S D —J5 T, 58

FESITZELC I\ T b RRIEMIEDR BN T,

WXL DFs L, R x Bl U 2 ks
HesT. Lo>odbh %, Romer (2005 [1])iE, ZAe
DBHE T, empty slot & L TOIIETIEARL |
lexis ~DEUEAKD BTN D LIERT D,
AFEELTIE, TOL D B A E |

convince i SCAEIE DAL Z T T Do

convince 7354, We are trying to convince our
brothers to adopt methods that can be understood
...(Time, 1974)D X DI AERZEZ D XD

2o TETNDZ LTI SHDILTWVD DS,
TAVERHEANIHT LTcgidb v, 22
TAFERTIL, 20 HALOKGEEL HOIT,
convince D/NERIESLDYLROERF-Z 7Rk L,
FEREORESLDFEEDPHAT DO Ciliaid™ 2.

[1] “Shifting Foci in Language Description and
Instruction,”  Arbeiten aus  Anglistik  und
Amerikanistik 30, 127-142.

HAE (11 H 14 BAED

ol BBPIERE (SLRITRS)

[EMEShR & RN FTREFTA |
/NGRS (RlRHRRE AR R

AFERIT, B - FEHIRRANBLEND A
FEDFTARESL O ENER) R (Definiteness Effect)
EBLRG LT D, JATIIEDZ VX, TEM:
R LIE, B ARES S B4 il (relational
noun) 2SN HAL, FEEEAS FTREFTA (inalienable
possession) & W D EE3F DO SN A GAITHEL
BRINDBIETE | &3 D(Partee (1999[1])72 &),
AFEF T, WERDFMATIIAor 7884t
BiL. MRZWSUTBIEE S e R oA 1
ZH 5123, BREESLFORDIHES
TR AN ED L 5 7SR TRV b,
ED I 1R AT D D D FEHIFRANZR
BADPVETHL W) 2RSS, &
DIT, EREE L ST OEMIIRE &
., I OTHEN R AR D, B
T, there (FFE) MESCOEMRNE & DEHR
(ZOWT BN D TETH D,

[1] “Weak NP’s in HAVE Sentences,” JFAK,

ed. by Jelle Gerbrandy et al., Amsterdam.

[RAEER DRFERBUZ DOV T

ILAHES (BAPEAMEREARS)
BEEDOZM BT % 2 E TORFFE T,
JRREEIOFEREICOW Ty it s & T
TRNT EME L ST Ko TR S 730N
REND T LB TR, AR TIL,
JRAEHEIC I T 2 R AKEBUCHEH Lwill & be
going toZ XY LT 503, T D ODOARNKEDL
IZBNTH, ZOSUEM DRI OV T,
willDA%780be going to 1IAFR LR EUND



HONG, [REMIbe goingto HAFRIND &
T2 bDFEThEA Th D, MmO
B LTE, —icwill2s VO B, be going
to (I HDRADIES TG B DB E
D L) RGN ZFUTWND A, ZORENE X
—ETIIZRL | BifREiORH| OfaFAEZARBLZ
L7 oMr((10,[ 2150 FEamNEh /N & B Loy
BB 72 ENMHET %o AFEFRTIEL JeAThI%E
DT —5 LRt AR E 2 72 1T, AR & RS
HHORIRBIRITHE A A2 T IS DAL
DFEEIZ DV TSR O R 2/ 5
HDOTH D,

[1] Quirk et al. ““A Comprehensive Grammar of
the English Language™ [2] Leech. ““Meaning and
the English Verb” [3] 15 [H#SEDOEMN &

e SR GO

“Between the Present Perfect and the Preterite:
An Analysis on the “I seen it” Pattern” (E)
Fu Jian Liang
(Kwansei Gakuin University Graduate School)
The purpose of this research is to carry out a
holistic analysis on the “I seen it” pattern from
evolutional and semantic perspectives.  The
analyses on the present perfect clauses without the
auxiliary “have” or “has” vary considerably from
linguist to linguist (see, for example, Vanneck,
1958 [1]; Trudgill, 1974; Elsness, 1997 [2]; Swam,
2005). In this research it is hypothesized that the “I
seen it” pattern is an intermediate grammatical
form between the phonetically reduced present
perfect form “T’ve seen it”” and the preterite form “I
saw it.” It is also suggested that the “T seen it”
pattern is one of the symbols indicating the
evolutional process of grammaticalization from
the present perfect towards the preterite in the
English present perfect.
[1TVanneck, G (1958) The Colloquial preterite
in modern American English. Word, 14, 237-242.
[2] Elsness, J. (1997) The perfect and the preterite
in contemporary and Earlier English. Mouton de
Gruyter.

[Chaucer O treweliche |Z 7.2 8% & Fo A
HEAAT URERT)
Chaucer DEFEMIFEIZ, ITHFEOIGEE - =
BUAIZE(Fischer 2007 [115)D3GEIC LV . =
BN 0 — AT v T ENTE T, =
DBLSIOAEIFAD FEWEDFEZ WM
ZOPEED TFED | IZBWTED L g
EIPRT D0, RIE LTV, RO treweliche
13 C& B, And treweliche,,,, And that hire
herte trewe was and kynde /Towardes
hym,... Troilus and Criseyde 4.1415-8) #&E 1 Fix
FR~OEEA R LT-0N, M (F) #H-
THERIEEZMLE L7=0h, HRRERIRID D
BRI ~DFE, VERIFAOAE, MOTER
& DG, VERIFADDIREGERZIX - REHETRk~
DIEE, WA F ORI T2~ NFZ AR
BET D,
[1]0lga Fischer (2007) Morphosyntactic

Change, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
e (114 14 BN

Al WHREZE G dERY)

lit-Cleft 132 : BIR L BREEDA 57—
TxAfR]
(EIEGIN M ON ! TNETNe T

AFEFT it-Cleft HESCORESTRUEIR (Rt s
AR N E DGR I, £V oTemh
RETRTNEERL, EHZOAI=ANZ
Lo,

ZIVE TEMSHOE IS E OB Ok 4 72
SIS Z ORI HOW T T CE TN, #
ORI E B, b LI E 20l
WHSEChoT- L5125, —F., Uk
TlE, 880 & V3l U A ST CIERETIRHS
EROLEZONTE T, ZOKREBID
2 ODBIEEMEZD &, KAL L RHEENIE
SHTWDS itCleft L E WO TERZ Z03, &
DEIRARAE CAAe S, B 7R 2
ERICHEZDHENIBINELND, TOM
EEELUCTONEITD &, Hert & RiE) ARy
WA WS NE Z B3, EBbh
—FFOHDEREAN oI D Z L 3D,



F7o. WS EROE D D Y | AL
D AITIIRR M E FCERL LT, K
DINRHITRL B 2 B TVD L HITE
ZHid,

[1]Prince (1978) “A Comparison of Wh-
Clefts and It-Clefts in Discourse.” [2] Declerck
(1988) Studies on Copular Sentences, Clefts and
Pseudo-Clefts.

(22 - REH 2 (L3 2 ATER at, on, in D
AEFEEE L R R
LRSS (HAKT)

AFEFTIL, BRI E VD BHERER
A JGE &V D SEEHHER at, on, in
WL TEDXE TR F L LTI A THDHD
WEABLNILE D ETHHDTHS,

X prep. Y ORI TYEL 3 AiEmE
Y &) ENARE | IRFZEEOREH LU
WCHER DYOTERE U CHUET 2 i6E
AL W5, (Cf aknock at the door, a name-
plate on the door, a hole in the door)

URZATEGL, PETRERE L TIoR
JeZE] (R) . 1 UoTZEf (B . 2 YRotzelH]

(X80, 3 /k;nfﬂf'ﬁ (GIR) . & L TR
JTEDRNEFT A, FREPINTIZ 12 OAFH (K
Jo) MBS, %zmb: 3 OOHERN L >
THNR—=ENTNDZ EErd, Fiz, &t
LITH DHFZENTE ) BN T A LS
2B, BEDZ L | L CRiE RO
JEROBHES DMET 2 & Refriziz e -
RIE « D 35 & DILFEHIIRA B EZ T
W% 3 HIEFADOBEMRAREO 2RRITE 5,

Ale AT (SR

(IR BERFROKB L LTD
AB T 7—3KE
AR Rk L)
JBIEZRARD A 57 7 —FHL IR &R

A afl 5 & AMOBE A2 S 56 L VAl

WEHEDES, BEEA # 7 7 —ITED< &, KD

VBN NI DOBLSE DB (Lakoff (1987 [1]). 1= L

SUVTRIEDOE S B Z 535 (Koveeses 1991

2D)e LonL. JEUE 2RI 2 2 20 J8dE

ZAMDOFYBIZ DFRILE ENTHFE O ED

AU, RSN OZIRNC LY Z 0 & 5 7akEl
MDD, ARFRIZ L D & o E R4 A
A= ZRBLUCIE O HR R PRI E
BRI B0 2 75, JEIE ZARIRI B 2 T35 8
Z OB Z R ER ORI BT 2,
FTo, MDOFMOFHERIRAEDHEZ S5 &g~ T
HRARDFEWEDHE X 703 3RIZ L - TEDY |
ENE ARG DME 2 DD, DD 2,
A ARICENE | M35 Th D Z &0 bt
Wzta 8% VG K0 S EIECR
(RHIZREAG MR SN D, £ DT DIz
FA T E AN A 2 7 7 —FRBIOAIEM) Y
R

[1] Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things. [2]
“Happiness: A Definitional Effort,” Metaphor and
Symbolic Activity 6.

RIEE LT 7 A M : STEDBF/ UL,
Z L CREIL B EITAN
N B IR
DOTY a7y AL, E@F AR T 5%
lEDIFERAS, SEger DRI X of%ﬁfzé
AUOHEREN G XD THRHIRERE) |
T, AT 7 AL EEEN U /*E~
V) (?7x k) kb &, 2L T
FHBEREIC L 5T 7 A MUITEESTICBEEIC
ﬁ%z%é@?ii)\ Bz bIRkEDT 7 2 M
D, —fKIT, KRR OVERECBIRIhD Z L
Tz, HIZINT 7 A7 4 (2009 [1])
I, HOCOBESIO XL H 7 TE5E] Ol ¢
A2 6T RHEATA] OREETHEHIMREIC
LT 7 A MEEWHSBIENBINTEY, £
DX D727 7 A MUE, Wb D ELIZIB
THROBERDTEN, HEITAIZBN T,
TR, BOUTBIEZE S LD K9 70y \%%F*Foﬁ
7 A Mb — T o REFESHT O
NI EO7RT 7 A ME — ﬁ\éﬁ%ﬁféﬂé Z
AR L T D, AFEER TR UED LD
REREFEATADT 7 A MEOBIZD
W L Cp<,
[1] [FeB-oE4R « BREFENFFO—H)



B— V7 2T 4 amEE—] ONLE. -
) =t

FINE (11 H 14 BFAD

Al SEREMTY COARERE)

(A2 OB RSO
AEZ (m&jw—jt%ﬁm)
Kim and Lyle (1996 [1])iZ%. #AEZEFTOF

FkE LT, BWZERTOME T & w5 A2 Fﬁ@
HAEFOMENAETH D LT 55%M
(Homogeneity Condition) 2253 L 72, A%83K T
%, F£7. Homogeneity Condition {Z &~ TH
252 ENTEDLFAEZINIET 2 5F5EL
BTN ODDIT D, FIRAZ, ZOFMT
FAHEZEFTORAIGM L LTUIAT5TH D
Z & &, wh IERESUSRT D FAEZERTOL
BT 2R B DfE L. EMEZERT
DEH & FAZEFTOBEHNAFRME TH L Z &
INFEBROGBAIAFTH D L FiET D, SHIT
CDEMOTTH, FAZEROZ AL LT
IEAERINZARE & 41T X 7= Anti-c-command
Condition (cf. Engdahl (1983 [2])) & ¥ & #%8R1)
WZHHTHDLZ bR, —FEA~DE T
ATREMEIZ DWW T il D Z £12T 5,

[1] “Parasitic Gaps, Multiple Questions, and
VP Ellipsis,” WCCFL 14, 287-301. [2] “Parasitic
Gaps,” Linguistics and Philosophy 6, 5-34.

[FFEZIIT DAFRINDDIME « AL
a e —D BB & B REER)
= E B G B AR RELRE
BIFZER)

(4 5aA) B OSME (ExNP)) OIREIZE
LT, HH (2009[1])i%. PF HIFZHEASNT
IINTT % O TITRBRA 2N AT D & L
T, AFBIERET HAERBE TN D,
AFFTIE, ZOLTTBEHTOBER - £%
%ﬁﬁ’}ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ i L7 BT, BimicisAE
BT TR T 5,

FURRICIE, Aot L L C¥sEd % PP
@ ExNP &, Takano (1998[2])DEA4 sl
DI EER L, 4almNCER L L ChE

95 PP #y D Fhi= e —73PF CHII 5 Z
ETIRET 2DIT L, AT & U Chsae
% PP @ ExNP |4, Spell-out DFEIC Late Merge
Z LT CP & VP IZEHEINT 2 = & TR
5 EFET D (cf Lebeaux (1988[3]), &
(2. AFRIMGE LTZ ML= e —D BHiL
V&, SEEOGFTREIER S OIRETH R 5
DI EEtEML. ZOBIGN, THER IR
EBEANT BILD, HGEED [SURTBIERE S
PTHIZRSND 760)13?)%6 EFIRT %,

[1] [7=A ZBEERIT 24500 H D
IMERESCOYRAE _Ol/ VT [2] “Object Shift and
Scrambling” [3] Language Acquisition and the
Form of Grammar

Al PR (BAKRT)

[SRPER & R E)
AR — GRAEKR TR PR
AFELTIL, Chomsky (2008 [1]) D7 =—
R BT BN CEERM A TH 55
/ﬂj?(ﬁﬂig*%%h IkF U TRIFRE DN T
T Chomsky (2001 [2]) &R sh
2:) ot N, FEBE R OB ETH
5 azé’ﬁémmﬁmweo . FEERED)
AR émﬁé‘ﬁﬂ% TERCT DR
oD, ORI L, SRR O
D, —RUTz & Z AIEEERAYZR Spec-T ~D
SNEOBENE ATRBIC T 2721 T FEFEER
H7e EER R EN A  TREICT D 2 L A FEG L.
FEERBES, FOBEN L [RERIC, HiebEE
ThdETETD, ZOFRCEY, FE
BEhmpEh s & S TE 7z Vio-C BEhdig:
FIZOWT, SEWA DA AN
FEIRREIN -2 bID Z L AT, EbIC
FEHBBOBEHICZAOND Heedk) DR
JERC R E) & B SR/ OVW T E
o U FEHHROBLED D DBLEATE,
[1]““On Phases” [2] “Derivation by Phase”

“Numeral Classifier and Extended Nominal
Projections”
Masao Ochi (Osaka University)
This presentation explores a non-uniform
analysis of prenominal and postnominal numeral



classifiers (NC) in Japanese, drawing on insights
from previous literature, especially [1] and [2]. The
prenominal NC is analyzed as an adnominal
adjunct whereas the postnominal NC is regarded
as a head taking the nominal complement. I
support this line of analysis by discussing
asymmetries between the two types of NCs that
would naturally follow from it. Several theoretical
points will emerge in the course of the discussion,
including the optional presence of an abstract
nominal functional projection in this language, and
the syntactic encoding of specificity (see [3] and
[4]). It is also argued the floating/stranded NC and
the postnominal NC essentially share the same
underlying structure, although they crucially come
from slightly different numerations.

[1] Saito et al. (2008) JEAL 17 [2] Watanabe
(2006) NLLT 24 [3] Borer (2005) In Name Only,
OUP [4] Muromatsu (1998) University of
Maryland dissertation

FBhE (11 H 14 BAAD

Hl g B GRAERS)

fEEARESC L Body Part Off #3355
DIFATHE]

ThE & GUERFRED

AFEFRIL, [~FE) &) FEEEARIR AN FTRE R
A (e.g. Mary cried her eyes red) & Body
Part Off ##3(e.g. He talked his head off) % [t
BES D, T, WU 2 A TR &
L. Jackendoff (1997[1])& Sawada (2000[2])
AT 5, A ST SR 72 B
1372 E L, #3713 Body Part Off #5303 %63
FEAPLZ DI T OB AEER L TND,
AFETIL, ZNSDIATIIZED Mk &ta
9 BT, TSR T FRITWA T TH
. ZUZ Action Chain (AC) & Ui &
NDRIT B AZET HZ L TIRA B
D1 LW ZEERET D, BRI W
RESCI<AT%> CAUSE <Zb> — <fkFuikag
>L9) AC A L, S LIC<HEFIRIES Y
sfbahnd 2 & CREMRAEEND, 20
XORT e AR ETHZ LIZXY | Wil

IHRESTHERERINARD ZENTEDHT L
%, FREAZZ IR B FRET D,

[1] “Twistin’ the Night Away,” Language 73,
534-559. [2] “The Semantics of the ‘Body Part
Off’ Construction,” EL 17:2, 361-385.

IV the hell out of 3L & AT 1 ALl
IS WK
THEEEE (FEART)

FEETIIAYRT L 912, BRFENLEIC the
hell 234582 L, £ D&IZHITER ] out of + A H
HJEEZ & 52 LN TE, 2tk V the hell out of
L E MRS, BIZ0E, (la)Tid, B & Ek
> BHEE me ORI the hell out of 23FN5
ZEIZED AT Y —TRE ZCTAUTAATI]
EOHLIZ) L) —FEOMERBLE LT
REnd, SHIT, ZOWESCTI the hell 244
W32 LA & 70D 2 v n, BEEEHIRE
NIED the hell [FBEIFAD HERA] S /e EER
ThHHEER D,
(1) a. She beat the hell out of me.

b. She scared the hell out of me.

AFELTIE, V the hell out of #ESCHY, HESC%
T 5B R OREENICRET ST D
D, e b—FEORELA T 4 AL E LT
FEREHIN AR S AL TV D D& I REST DR
FCHEDIIRER?,  FEA72 R DEEIRRHEA )
BXHEINDERE, EO)DOEKE « HGE
BT A BRI T — SR il &2 Bl
FEHINZ BT D,

[1] Espinal, M. T and J. Mateu (2010) “On
classes of idioms and their interpretation,” Journal
of Pragmatics42. [2] Jackendoff, R. (1997) The
Architecture of the Language Faculty.

Al PEEARRE (FRIAS)

[EAHIPRBLL U COFRFEOEIEA 7))
TE/KEHS CGRALRF R
AFEFE T, As the search in the city proceeds,
the number of casualties will get larger. X 9 72,
EOZA 2 RS SUTFAE LRI Z T &+
T 5, PEILEO3[1)ZHESL & EFIOT
HRERIE how many casualties there are &\

WH BERISU IS DB G TH Y | 2



HDENANIVE D DERD -2 LD,
I3 though the number doesn’t actually change &
VD Bfgefil &P SRR, SR TR <8
CHEFROTBIRE AR T LN TE D,
R - A (2008[2]) 1%, This road {winds/is
winding} through the mountains. &\ 9 FAZE
ERHDOT AT R OB NI A Ty =
T DOIEDENZ LD EFH, —FEHAR Yy
= 7T AT v = T DS TIRAC
RS2 ZOXORHSIE, 02 vA RS
b HTIFEL k75‘i/?ézhé
[1] [ BAGEA GO B
PHES b & RO TR

EHER] [2]

[ REERE RO EA M & BRI
d@ﬁﬁz ALK
FEARAESC L BB SCORIC é%%@?
TR D Z &R _uﬂi éih“(b 5, Z
@qzﬁ‘f@i Talmy DS, 70> B
TL—ALEiE v T T4 b 7 L—AEED
TONEE RS SR DEHLE B 2 bivd, L
‘L, REICRD & RO IER
DFEAZEZ THBY . —KICBEZ 6N TND
VF SRR TR RO TR, AT
X, ED XD 7B D EERE AT O
Ak & BRI A IR C A Z LI Lo T
Talmy OEFHFML, SEEOLODEA T
EVVD DL, SEBICE D2 OFEFER
UY=L DEEIIRTH D L FL
J5 (alexical resource view) ZHREZET 5, ZD
EZ2 XL, BE T L—L e T T4 b
T L—ADEWIA N T T O—DiENTH Y |
WEREERE Y V— R 755‘3@2% TEOEEITBN
THEHARECTH D, WESFEMRT —X Doy
MEEBLT, ZOZENELNWI EE2RLTE
AN

#1110 H 14 B4

Al BABRT GKEXRE)

“Reconsidering Subject Raising in Japanese”
Hironobu Kasai (The University of Kitakyushu)
The aim of this presentation is to address the

question of whether subjects raise to [Spec, TP] or

remain in-situ in Japanese, which is one of the
controversial issues in Japanese syntax (Fukui
(1986), Kuroda (1988), Miyagawa (2001) and
Kishimoto (2001), among others). Closely
examining various properties of apparent subject
raising in the language, studied by Uchibori (2001
[1]) and Uchibori and Takahashi (2003), I argue
that Japanese subjects remain in-situ, contrary to
them. 1 also reconsider Kishimoto’s (2001)
influential argument based on indeterminate
pronouns. The absence of subject raising in
Japanese follows if Japanese lacks the EPP
requirement, contrary to Miyagawa (2001). This
presentation lends support to the claim that the
EPP requirement on T is not universal but should
be parametrized, which is recently argued by
Bobaljik and Wurmbrand (2005) on independent
grounds.

[1] Uchibori, Asako (2001) Raising out of CP
and C-T Relations. MIT Working Papers in
Linguistics 41.

“NP Deletion in English and Japanese” (E)
Hideki Maki (Gifu University)
and Fumikazu Niinuma (Morioka University)
Lobeck (1990 [1]) and Saito and Murasugi
(1990 [2]) propose that deletion of a constituent is
possible only when that constituent is a
complement of a functional head (D, I, C) that is in
agreement with the element in its SPEC. In this
paper, we point out, focusing on NP deletion, that
pronouns and one of the wh-words in English do
not pattern like proper names, and suggest that
they do not actually occupy in DP SPEC, but in D.
We then turn to the Japanese counterparts, and
show that one of the wh-words in Japanese also
does not pattern like proper names, suggesting that
it is not in DP SPEC or D, either. We then discuss
what these findings will suggest for the theory of

grammar.

[1] Lobeck, A. 1990. “Functional Heads as
Proper Governors,” NELS 20, 348-362. [2] Saito,
M. and K. Murasugi. 1990. “N’-Deletion in
Japanese: A Preliminary Study.” Japanese/Korean
Linguistics 1, 285-301.
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“Multiple Spell-Out and Extraction from
Merged Elements”
TS CRAERSRE )

Chomsky (2005 [1)) Tld, FaEbH O E H

L RIEIZEE U CHUBIRA DG4 & ks - 5%
Bl Ot b o Z LA L7 BT 2
UL, T TIIREELER T LD T = A X
HLOIAENT-BEROHE L2 ERIE 2 JRT
P4 (Locality Condition)(Z J2 - CaitH X4
LEFRLTND, LinLgns, 7 =
A ADT PR~ OBEAEDE ] T E 72D
DSHETIEZR U,

% ZCARETIL, PF ~OFHEOIGNE LA H
s 2 7 = A ARANRGEAFPIC)IZINA T,
ZIEMSL LTz PF OFMEE LT, FEIERE
% fxii 9% Multiple Spell-Out (Uriagereka
(199 2D HBIET D MEERH D & TiET D,

COFRICEY, FENLOREHLES
te, SMIPFEIZ LV PFE ST D ODIR
SHLOAE, BLONHIFSIC L v E L
TeBSRD VR T BANRDTA S 5 2 & AR
T

[1] “On Phases” [2] “Multiple Spell-Out” in
Working Minimalism, MIT Press.

[CHILDES 2%\ /= Nina & Adam @
where-SERISCDFE|

RAMER RHEERT)
CHILDES % fi\ T Nina & Adam ¢ where-
SERISCARURHINT AT L, B i 7
EORHLZ EEHLMNTT 5D, Nina &
Adam D7 7 A JLDHF)NE | where & & T e
X7 Ly TR L, 10 DI IV—FITHHEL
72. Nina TIZFHIA>S wheres-S?AMBIEL S
Teo E7o. be BEAZA Y S BEMISC@E18 Hi)d 5

B 412 BI7NEE be B/~ > 7=, Adam Tid,
where V? . where S V?OEEAZAE 9 BEfSCR0
where S22 LEIERSITZ, S HIZ, be
3w Uiz 2,7 IRNZIRET 2 &, 206
B 132 Bl CEFAD B A, £ D 9 5 128
BIIC go AN DIV, ZOEN AR
L7, A7 7 A NVOREBEOFGE% Nina &
Adam OFHNIIRE L THOMT L7~ Nina OFRE

HC be BEAA & T where £ 9 6, HE
be BhFli% 133 il 125 fil72 57, Adam DR}
BITIE, 106 51l 78 B CEEAZLE N, ZD D
5 go 23 38 B THWHIL TV Y, 72, Adam
DY CITBIE S n o7 where's S?1
Adam OREEING bBIEE SN -7, DLk
£ 0., FROFET, O EEZZ T &
flamfH 52 ENTE B,

[1] MacWhinney, Brain (2000) The CHILDES
Project: Tools for Analyzing Talk, Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, Mahwah, NJ.

(VBRI L)
A= (11 A 13 B%)

[EEEFSTEART LTHD? 5
[ZOWTEIAH | —]
FlE R (BT

PR L PG EE RIS F0 b
TIAN, BURIEEFAIT Ul A7 gE 2 N
WL TWET, JGEF > T—IRKMRATEA
) 2 KFETHGEFE FATHRE I MEBEZT
WHEIRAE, JEEFEHILL L D ks T
HRFHE, BOOMFESLND & ZATE
NIRRIFGEDM TN TN D DAY T2 E o
TWDREFGHE, SERMR, ISEATFEAT
e, PFEEAHZ TWANEZZE, HH—
JE, BEEACOWNWTE R THIENE HoTn
BYAEINT-, BT T E AR DY
DN E o TR AND T % 72 ETRN
FAPHORER 2 %221 3 NDORIGEE DTN
DOHIFEEROE—IV A~ L 7o ThHIR S
\ZFED INTET,

BRI, TS TS 5E
LR RO, A)IE—RRES AT —
ASRES, MBS ATRGES: & WS
OB ITHOWCEEY $9,

BHLE L BN D00 &0 ORFF HRER L
F9, ARSI, BOTSIFIVY,



[AERROTHE & bR T RERR DI D |
ST O BURRER)

ERCUEY, SRR A AR RO MR
EALESIT WD, ZEIEORERMD Z &
Xt FODLDOEIE 2D IREDOTNNY &7
LM THD, LOEE &> THODDOHKN
Thdieb, Siayhe s eI
SRAVTRBIRN B D Z L2/ B R, EEICSHE
W5 & BB FANE R B & D 7= DI Z 2 D
PRI S D Z & TH B,

ZORETIE, STEFEOREIIT TIERE
FROHETWEERIIXRSIIS, IR FRO7eF5E
DFERNOEZ T ENTE DL 70 F
Al L C, SRbbt & Rl PR B
R Lo, BEARRIZIE, SREOmE
TETERRIC B D5 1] & BAGEDO A G iz
FRHZOWTOMNFZER2] 2 Y B, 5E1L-~LT
OSFEEC 1508 & A buvw o Mg
DEIRDDNA =X LNEE- L, F1LHh
BILDINA I = A DK Z HRTNAZ &
TN Dk 7 SRS R A T B,

[1]S. Pinker & M. T. Ullman (2002) “The Past
and Future of the Past Tense,” Trends Cog. Sci. 6,
456-463. [2] {1 - A2[(2002) [FEDAHHEA L
FEIERR] WSt

[ LIXez % a— S RITES B
FRDTIRENE]
AAn A IHE—RS ()

[SER) (IS E S EMgET 7 u—F
DFHELETH, AFETIE, a— A
DL FEENEOME AR LET,

O—/RAEEETIE, KEBOSET—4%
fiftr L, SiEiiga £ L CREMITIRZD
Z &, SRBICRE SN S L Dfif
HAEZBEfRLET, ICROGEI E25 2 L]
L TEZRNT L) OERERECLTEE
L7y, a—/SAEEETORMNE, LA,
Ex562k) & [FRIZEDNSHZE] ©
EWIZHET SN ET,

I—/ AW DOEFENET IO, WD
MIZIIEV ERRFAEL, SRBE V) HOR
TAELL BIZHIR TR DD 72N DO TH
DI EROISTEE LT

YHIXZ ) LImRo—a L, a—x

A% W SRERDR OB, SREHE D
S ATREMRZ W TR Uz E BV E T,

RS DFFEBE ~D =2 DEHR]
Al [ER CRBORT)

AFEFTIL, FSGEFITRFEAB I3 L
TEDLIREMET DI ENTE LMD
WC RN B T5ERT 5,
F—OEBROHTIE, B L SHEFIERR,
IXOIES OFEAHHET 2 FaE Lo LG
BERIET 2 2 L Th D, BUTOHE/FE5
SHEIZE EFNDESIT D7 [HHE] O, E
REAAE 2 CUVRWSHERRES, Lo T3
B, EE, IE LU R IUE e H7auy,
F_OEMOHSIL, TEROH L) SGER
BOFEE TH D, BUTONEREIX, FiF
H7eEIC 27200 | EHRARE LA HTH
%, WA WYGE CE TR, £ &
DOEMA EHEZEN S 220U 5720,
HAGE & B2 D HGEA T D DIFES T
IFRAS, B & &R FEERHATEIC O
TEZDIFHECTHLH D, ISR OIGES
BAOHE = OEMROHITIE, FSTEOMIER
RATER LT, FEEN SRR 28R
EHLFNTETHLTHD,

] AR (2008) MR SsSEONE & Fig
EOUGE] AFEE - SRR (W) [S35
{EEEA~OIEFE] 177-190, KPR,

B= (11 H 14 B41%)

[SCEAfgEst L LT

=/ AT —F OREHIFRRET
A K4 N1 GERY)
FEZeRIi A% 3 & b a— XZADFIHTE
5 a—P =T L R —R7BREEDE LIS,
SEEFSES RTINS B 2 — SAOFFHOYEK,
MFEDIECF G- L CE 203, [FIRRS, BRx
IRLAYLT “TT IRy 7 207 Htde—
KEb72oTEY, HHTLa—/2Df
HH - B, AEENE, TE - FEROZ4ME
DOIFFOVEPENEFR S AU WIRIE B4
HHL TS, ZD XD 72RIUTEEL, Ay
VARTV Y AT, WTEENE LTOa—RX
T AR R YT, RRESTEFSE A NS,



Hatam « MU, BEEY, SiaBfFiie,
SRR AR OBLE D, BB RIS
L a—/S2ADRE, FIROBLRE, 22—/
T—2 ORI L S Z R L, SH%RORE
IZDWTE RN,

[T —/RZBERTUVER, BT VVER
—WiaEnm, TR E NI —)

Al K4 ) BEHERP)
AFFTIE, F& U ThGER, WSTfseo
B, a— AT —XOMWHE, RERIC
DONTEZ THIE, EARIZ a—r320 5
IIEHUISE LT, FE U THEHLE
FEAGEROBREIMT 25 b DD T 2T
—Z ROV, £, L, X
AMBIE, RO BE & APIER> SR
BMEIC L0 DA TE RIS S S i rTREZR
SRV TUIT —Z TS, (&
SESHORINAFFLISND) Faatid, Eukig
H, FEHRRAIERR S1L, FIHAREE R A]
R e NS, BEOEESCRE X /e
WERZ BTRRIOBRRBEELV, 20 X951,
R L IR D EFEBGIC L Y a—ANLDT
—HOERT IR D T L, HAREIE %
TSR, BRI, KVIRWELEDD,
Sk - A - VS - SR - o — SR B DR
FRAEFEIR L TR L, fORERTOREFRA~DIE
FELE LV,

EEEMREEIZ T B 2 — R TEH

—E » FAEORIEZ D> T—
AAh S baksE RERSD)
FEERAEI SRV TE, X CORML - 38
FHEBIZOWT, ZOHMECHFRY - foik
HISEEHTIS U TR T VA L G260
D EBHFESI TV D, TEHRIIUEDRS,
1T DOBFESTLE D &, FEE o7&k
DFERIZ L T, FETEDERT B A
HEUDZEIREERIND, T— AL L,
HERFERE COIME OSFEOITEITH 2 &
AIRBICZ2 D | SEATIFE, RHCIKOREE - &
Bt S BITHH S T SR S T
DNZRZ DD, FEERREEDIR ST IRHIN T
T—/ R Z Y ORI TIE T 5 72012
% WSO R BAAET D, T 5=

—SADOWENE HZ bEEREICE L= b
DITT2 > TNABIE NS TR EMEZ D < B R
O, MBDOHERBTETELTHLZEI)
HEM - FEORIEE EDO X HITHUEE L T
L DOMENVST=ENENTH D, AFEET
W FRCBEICESZ YT BABIE BT 7
D, RPAGEDTRZ R,

[1] K471 (2010) [=2— S2R CTHEE
P& 2 AT — X OfEfEM R BT
(T, BB/ SRR 35 AR, GETH
L

[AERRCSCEERR 25 < SREBRmst L
GIRFEEE 2 — N 2A—FR LR
AN MIRLE] (CERS)

ARCSCEER T, SR, SRR
&R SHEUG) & O BAERIZ K > TRk
END LESNTND, ARtk
S EREESHTEE, ZofEuciESE, B
FRIFZEMN B SN UG O TFER) I8 L OV IR
T A= | \ZBET Dl 2 DFEZRIZEI LT, Bl
FEOSFEEERRFL) S T DI E %R AT HRE
WAAERT D LWV RBEHFLINAT) Z &
T, BEEZRTTCE, LhL, ZhETD
WEERY RS & | [JFE ) DIFEEIFRFT 5
HETTICERIFTENHEONTEY . —H,
[T A—% | OFAEE ST 5 FFEITEIC
HfEFgEE=—/ XA (FEZ CHILDES) D437
MHELINTWD, AREKTIE, ZDXH7%
WRFEIAEDIE NPT D DT %5
MTTHE L HIT, PEFEET— RN
12T A=A FUTED L 9 727G D HIThk
DL TNDDN, ZIETED L ) 7k
Z b, Eol 5 EE A WD 0E
Ham L. SBROBEEEES,

[SFEGTES o — 2 DOERR & 3
—E VR WIFEE PN

ahl PR HE (EIRSIRT)
BT TR S-S VIR R E a4
DIZE R T —/ SR L, BT NSRS
S 2 DFFIDFF My D & FROBINS D
ZITERAZEDTVWD, AREKRTIE, 5
FREEHIIZEIC VTRV HIE NGRS R L
TCEE R . SV - ST O T5E LR



FiE (IX EWVVHRERD IE720N] £V no errors
DB, TX EWIRRD FEET D] &vD
some errors DA, X LW H#DITY &
HRED XV BEEEEDE E VYD more errors 0D
BA) DHHBMNTT D,

[RIRFLZ, WE Tl WRTER & LR
(23T DI EDHER & T OBROMER DD
NERR L, SGEREERD,

A S e ~DICH  (B1EE R
VR YN R D) DL SOREARE
FOHEBR (BRSEENET VORREHT
— X OHRL) Lo T FRERNT — & DFFO
Pt B ATUTZ N,

Cc= (11 H 14 B4%)

(SO & SREERR DR RO T
Al MNEEAT (THERF)
SRS & SREERR & 1L, T —F DA
PEOENNDRNTT D Z ENMBIRD L HIZE
DIVTE 7273, 1990 4 Helsinki Corpus D3]
BRtARLLSK, Matti Rissanen ZHu>& LT 2 DD
FRIRNTSGOMEDMEESID L 91272572,
T 204F, Bfz L TR AIIR > 72Dy,
EWt O GESS (ICEHL) % Tk, g
PROREEIR Y HER O MFET DD TR
UWREIR B 72 LR CIFFE S Tl 0,2
DDONEFOXNITNLT L B Db O Tids
{TpoTETEY, ARRGEFERORERT
SEBICIBNT Y, SURPORSE 2 —N
A DAL Z B NI T A7 2R s B S
HENTWD, ARIOYRY T A TIERHC
FEIEZ O < HREICESZ YT, SGRFDT
0L SRR L DR 2 N2k -
Tigm L. TNZho 7 7o —FOiE %M
DINNTT D ERIRFZ, WEOBERERS Z &
T, HRFEED XV WO % R
L7zv,

[HESEHCUTIST 2 E5ER & B HIREDEIE
D—{RE ]
A NERZE (EREE RS

HHGECNT 31 S0 HEEEORIEL,

ZIUEEAB TR BAJRRORE (445 -
R4 LES, HioMH, BEAomE, &

WG R &, MR IR OB H 2 &
MZNETOMFETHLNI SN TND (eg.
Kohonen (1978[1]), Mitchell (1985[2])), L™ L.
ZO—HT, HEVERINRD, ERA)
DL LYK LA CGEIETCEN S amr—
varbdhb, AHEETIE ZOMOEBIZ
ERAY T, HIGEOREEE S 25, FRHZ,
SRR S West Saxon Gospels <> 55
HOHEAEE Anglo-Saxon Chronicle 72 S1Z L5
NAREIEOEES E O aar—y 3 U HL
D B, ZORHEE T, £, HUSEORE
NERFFENZ H31F 2% Z OFEDFEL O DT
i U Do

[1] On the Development of English Word
Order in Religious Prose around 1000 and 1200
A.D. (Abo: Abo Akademi) [2] Old English Syntax.
(Oxford: Clarendon Press).

[ SEFBA RV DFEE
AT RIRSE D (EBORE)

JEREOAFARID SEHRIFRTIE, AFa i
ED XD IRBREBET DDM THHDE
SADFHIE, DP OIFEZ HHGEEH IR0 2 D,
HORHRIZITZR SR> T4 diigE (72
& 2T, FERFEARE) AMAMSATREIC e > 72D
D IR E xS o THNRIATIIFED D0
FHET %,

FIREZEEL < LTV 2D, £4Fahpiaic
B OLFANAET DB OIS, HDHWN
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PERIZRIT DHERAYIITIZIBNT S, HRx /e
TERPIRSNTE T, AFERTIE, %o D
FATHIFEC B E R LA, HERERIRE DP 23
AFORTAPE L TL Dtz JEIEHR
7o LTEAENTIER Lo BNTT 5,
IR RO FHIRIND, R B 2 T4 mih]n
e IREIRIC S M L, EEORMRIZ DP 723
FEL7RNZ & DP MAPBEL T 52 LT
FEEOAFATNATNH Z > T DD EARRES
%o £ LT, A DIEOE R HRE
IREEEUZ OV T OGS 2,

[11 Allen, C. (2008) Genitives in Early
English, Oxford. [2] Osawa, F. (2009) “The
Emergence of DP in the History of English: The
Role of the Mysterious Genitive,” Benjamins.
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Tl B DMFET D 2 &3 NFE ST~ DR
HPFEREII IR TH S ([1]) . IR DS,
A, R E R E RO G kRS- RS
23 B B3~ CofE B GS ([2]).
VF & A EDIENFrENE & R I D BE)S o
FEOEE T I E I8 LT R D,
RHZIIAZ EREIC LIS ERFo Qe 2 &
PHIBITWD, £9 LIea, Ziubot
OGN H 2 RS D D7y, ARIDFEFRT
1 TTIAEROITETHL NI STV D
FEAFFDONIME, BRI 7R DI R—FER I
ZoR T RAFADIHE, NFMAGIOTHE & b
¥ & DFRIREFIZ DWW T E M L2 G FEAFS-
T NFE LD T A FIRACR H15 5 8)
B2 U C, 240 6 ORI - ST IR E
2RO | R 07 S B OEER O HE
PEZAERT %,

[1] W. van der Gaaf, The Transition from the
Impersonal to the Personal Construction
(Heidelberg, 1904). [2] Michiko Ogura,
“Reflexive’ and ‘Impersonal’ Constructions in
Medieval English”, Anglia 121.4 (2003).

IREFIENC I 5 BHREDOHARIZ DN T

M IR G ERP)
AEFAFIN I 2 BRI B2 B V3
FL LT, TEHEOEE LR, BARE
OFEFEICEID ST THAYEE - B GEIEL)
WHFRISEE IR L QU2 2 e b
% (Moerenhout and Wurff 2005[1])) » S 512,
REFE D HHFEN RN S . Wb
% PRk (restructuring) D B G S ARG E
FOBEIND, ARERTIL, AEFHHIICE
% BHRED /3 AT OIESRIZSEIZ OV,
Fa—AEAWVTORAOREZITH L &b
(2, oL OARSHEH RO I N TR
HERARD, FRZ, ERLOFBEIROEIDS TH
HRE « Bl JEEGEIBEOHKLOAL BT, R
TERIFIZ T HISRERIEO HH(Tanaka (2007
[2])). PRO FFEDEA, I LOREFIHD 7
A RE UCOREL L B BIRR D 2 &

ZFET 5,

[1] “Object-Verb Order in Early Sixteenth-
Century Prose: An Exploratory Study,” ELL 9. [2]
“The Rise of Lexical Subjects in English
Infinitives,” JCGL 10.
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MMeasurement DF5FH |
CIESIR VR I S VNE D)

k% 22 mOBAEICEID 2 KB, S7EH]
TLEOREIGENEZTRT DO THA DD HiH
DIFxIE LT B HZe L-YL (1], [21200)
MOEEN, EOMOFRERILORL ARl &
DEHEE NS TZFEICAD & RIS
LTK %, &bl DEODFET 5 & 72hud,
WIR, EDL D IRTGA—ETENE LR
UL LD SN SR T U7 5720,
IBIT, NTA—ZDIEDENBED I ST
BREINDLON, EWVWOELEN TR
720, WA IHERERIRE DI F L 7
L3, [RIRAT, EAAERORTE &k Tl
ZEIFTERY, RUURTVTATIEIND
ORFEICH T2t AU TH Z L2 RIETS

[1] Watanabe (2009) “Measure Phrases in PP,”

TCP 10, Hituji Sybo. [2] Watanabe (2010) “Vague
Quantity, Numerals, and Natural Numbers,”
Syntax 13.

“The Syntax of the Comparative
Complement and Its Implications for the

Semantics of the Degree Operator”
F#HT  Shoichi Takahashi (Nihon University)
On the basis of scope and binding facts, I
demonstrate that there is cross-linguistic variation
in the available structures of the comparative
complement (i.e., a constituent in the complement
of a comparative particle like than in English). In
some languages, which include English, the
comparative complement involves a clausal
structure at LF in both clausal comparatives (e.g.,
John is taller than Bill is) and phrasal
comparatives (e.g., John is taller than Bill). In
other languages like Hindi-Urdu, a clausal
structure cannot be postulated for the comparative



complement. I argue that this cross-linguistic
variation results from the interaction of
morphosyntactic properties of the comparative
particle and other properties of grammar. I also
discuss implications of the cross-linguistic
variation for the meaning of a degree operator (e.g.,
-er in English).

“Measurement in Too many/much, -Sugiru,
and Related Constructions”
7T Kimiko Nakanishi
(Ochanomizu  University)
It has been claimed that constructions
expressing measurement are not without
restrictions ([1], [2]). This talk corroborates the
claim by examining the semantics of English too
construction (Joe read {three too many books /
three books too many}) and of Japanese -sugiru
construction (e.g. Joe-ga {san-satu-no hon-o /
hon-o san-satu} yomi-sugi-ta). First, I show that
these constructions are subject to different
semantic restrictions, and that the difference
follows from the difference in the domains of
measurement: while the t00 construction involves
the nominal measurement, the -sugiru construction
involves the verbal measurement. Then I
demonstrate that the difference in the domains of
measurement is useful in explaining the semantics
of related constructions such as comparatives (Joe
read the book more than Sam vs. Joe-ga Sam-yori
hon-o yon-da) and resultatives (Joe painted the
wall white vs. Joe-ga kabe-o0 siroku nut-ta).

[1] Schwarzschild, R. (2006) “The role of
dimensions in the syntax of noun phrases,” Syntax
9. [2] Nakanishi, K. (2007) “Measurement in the
nominal and verbal domains,” Linguistics and
Philosophy 30.

“On Numeral Quantifiers with a Distributive
Marker”
A#AT Yoichi Miyamoto (Osaka University)
Miyamoto (2009 [2]) examines a type of
distributive interpretation in Japanese available
only in sentences containing a numeral quantifier
(NQ) with the distributive affix zutsu in a

pre-nominal position [1]. The sentence Hanako-ga
ni-hon-zutsu-no enpitsu-o katta, for example, can
mean that Hanako bought the pencils in twos. This
presentation investigates the syntactic properties of
NQs with zutsu further, and their counterparts in
languages other than Japanese. I aim to derive
cross-linguistic  differences  including  the
availability of this distributive interpretation from
whether the language has an option of the
distributive marker taking the event argument as
its R(ange)NP, in addition to different properties of
NQs.

[1] Gil, D. (1987) “Definiteness, Noun Phrase
Configurationality, —and the  Count-Mass
Distinction,” The Representation of (In)
definiteness, MIT Press. [2] Miyamoto, Y. (2009)
“On  the  Nominal-Internal  Distributive
Interpretation in Japanese” JEAL 18.
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“Cross-cultural Perspectives on Deictic Field
— Linguistic, Cultural and Social Perspectives
on Language Practices ” (E)

Chair: Nobuhiro Furuyama
(National Institute of Informatics)
The purpose of the symposium is to highlight
how demonstrative expressions including gestures
dynamically create meanings, and are construed
on the basis of the deictic field of interaction, and
how they vary depending on each situation and
culture. We would like to present the phenomena
illustrating the language practices of several
different languages such as English, Japanese, and
Lao, by which the universality and diversity will
be illuminated.

“Sources of Asymmetry in Human Interaction:
The Effects of Time, Knowledge, and Agency in
a Common Deictic Field”

Lecturer: Nick Enfield

(Max Planck Institute for Psycholinguistics)

A deictic center is grounded at an individual
point, and yet communication involves at least two
such centers together in a shared field. A constant



tension in human interaction is the asymmetry
among these co-existing deictic centers. As
interlocutors, whether we are competing with each
other or pursuing common goals, we strive to find
alignment, and for this we must contend with a set
of constant forces that cause asymmetries to persist
between people in communicative contexts. In this
talk, T will discuss three major sources of
asymmetry among interlocutors: 1. the flow of
time, which makes all communicative moves both
subsequent to some moves and prior to others, 2.
differences between people’s knowledge and other
kinds of access to referential domains, and 3. the
distributed nature of agency across interlocutors.

“A Quest for the Deictic Field in the Use of the
Japanese Right/Left, Front/Back”
Lecturer: Kyoko Inoue (Keio University)
This presentation explores what motivates the
switch from the absolute frame of reference such
as “east/west/south/north and up/down” to the
“right/left” relative frame of reference while
analyzing the deictic field among the Japanese.
Based on my previous study [1] that strongly
indicated the impact of geographic scale on the
choice of spatial frames of reference, the discourse
ranging from the wide scale urban planning to
more local, human-centered scale of home
designing will be analyzed. The switch of frames
from visually present spatial “front/back” to
invisible temporal “front/back” [2] will also be
examined for the purpose of inquiring the role
visibility plays in the deictic field.

[1] Inoue, K. (2005) “Spatial Cognition and
Communication” in Ide & Hiraga (eds.)
Cross-Culture and Communication, Hitsuji Shobo.
[2] Lakoff, G. (1993) “The Contemporary Theory
of Metaphor,” in Ortony (ed.) Metaphor and
Thought, Cambridge.

“Japanese Demonstratives and Socio-cultural
Context in Language Practices”
Lecturer: Keiko Naruoka (Toyo University)
This paper shows that the Japanese
demonstrative system embeds the elements of

socio-cultural context which is crucial in Japanese
interaction. It examines the uses of various
Japanese demonstratives in interaction, and
illustrates that these forms are chosen to index the
following socio-cultural meanings: (1) formality of
the situation, (2) interpersonal relationship
between the speaker, addressee, and/or referent,
(3) speaker’s gender, and (4) emotion or attitude
toward the referent and/or addressee. Hanks (1996
[1]) claims that the context which is required to
understand deictics is not a purely natural one but
a socio-cultural one, determined by the native
speakers’ values, perspectives, and routine
practices. This paper supports Hanks’ claim and
argues the socio-cultural meanings expressed by
Japanese demonstratives correspond to the
meanings indexed by other linguistic features
distinctive to Japanese, such as honorifics,
sentence-final particles, personal references, and
other modality expressions.

[1] Hanks, W. (1996) “Language Form and
Communicative Practices,” Rethinking Linguistic
Relativity, CUP.

“Fluctuation in Verbal and Gestural
Expression when the Gestural Viewpoints are
Recalibrated”

Lecturer: Nobuhiro Furuyama
(National Institute of Informatics)
This talk describes a study on cartoon narratives
by native speakers of Japanese, focusing on a
certain type of fluctuations or disfluency in gesture
we call "microslips,” after Ed Reed's study on
them in instrumental actions. We have already
shown elsewhere that the listener location and
complexity of speech content are factors
contributing to the occurrence of microslips on
gesture. The present study addresses the question
whether shifts of gestural viewpoints (observer
viewpoint and character viewpoint) from one type
to the other have any impact on distribution of
microslips on gesture. In the presentation, we
will report on the results of our analyses and
discuss their implications to speech-gesture study
in particular and pragmatics in general.






