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“Reconstruction into Parasitic Gaps”
Jun Abe (Tohoku Gakuin University (Part-Time
Lecturer))

This talk aims to provide a new analysis of the
reconstruction  paradigm  with  respect to
Conditons A and C in parasitic gap
constructions. It is proposed that the paradigm is
best analyzed under Chomsky’s (1993) LF
mechanism for operator-variable chains with the
following two assumptions: (i) the QR-like
operation which is part of Chomsky’s LF
mechanism leaves pro behind rather than trace and
(i) Lebeaux’s (2009) Single Tree Condition,
which requires that licensing of such dependent
elements as anaphors and bound variables is
conducted in terms of a single position of a chain
in a single representation such as LF. With these
assumptions, it is demonstrated that the
impossibility of reconstruction with respect to
Conditions A and C is attributed to a violation of
weak Crossover.

[1] Chomsky, N. (1993) “A Minimalist Program
for Linguistic Theory,” View from Building 20. [2]
Lebeaux, D. (2009) Where Does Binding Theory
Apply? MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.

“A Unified Analysis of Expletives and
Do-Support”
et RALRSER )
AFEFTIL, EFFRPSC D do(Do-support)

75 E RN 2 R 7\ GRS 78
BERRITKRIT DM A2 T 1R AT 2. TEK.
JEEE there °ZZ 2.0 do 1%, =N TP HEE
LT FERICRAS LD LIUES LT E T
A7 i3, Chomsky(2001[1], 2008[2])5> 7
A RHESHEEEROH & T, ZbD

ERNA RO EERIE, WP 7 A XD
FEEE) I ST T TP BEI TR < WP
7 A AD5HEg)T, FAIND LIRFET
%o BARRIZ, REEE there 12 VP FRETHIZ, X
ZDdolLv EE*B FASND L L%) ES
72 CP 7 =4 RZBNTH, 7= A ADUHIZ
ERNR R WEREP A SO Z L &
FERE it, S0 that S5 Him U, EHRAA
ERFCRNESOMEER R BRI, 7oA R
HEm o — LTt T& 5 2 & 2Ty

[1] “Derivation by Phase.” [2] ““On Phases.”

“Two Types of Main Verb Inversion in
English”
RS GRALRERS PR

AR TIL, FFEO FEFUEEAE ST(Main
Verb Inversion) T & % 5| H A) 2] & 1§ SC
(Quotative Inversion) & 35 FIT /A1) 3] (& A% SC
(Locative Inversion)l oW Ca U5, 5 HAJEI
ERSCTIE, BRI fie 9 D40 AR E
A TP FRERS~E ABEIT 5D L, %
FTABIERESC T, TP FRE S & Z2 DI RT there
235 % (Postal 2004 [1])7=8. 4tz A®
LAV EHRET D,

ZORRENS, M0 T REED I 5%
B (experiencer) TE & OHEHIBRIZEI LT,
eHEH S AT 272 o TAESCR DXL A3
THIENTEDH LML D, RBRETHNIER
TER) ARBIDMEESE L 72 0 | BRI E R
LOHDPERS LD, & HIT AINEERT S (Tag
Question)lZBA L T, WL Ox LA HiT- 12

il L AR OIBEN R S D L U D,

[1] Skeptical Linguistic Essays, Oxford
University Press.
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[t is that HESCDRKEEHERE : 5w - F87E - XF
DR ]
FAREKR @R PR
HEEEO it is that #53C(e.g. It is that he knew too
much (Declerck (1992:219 [A])iX. S THFZET
(AT~ ORAAE RS 72 L, EHERED
WSO TS, Lol kDS
Hreidmil c& 220 il 6 2 < | itis that #EC D
HUL 7R REESRBI IR D N S Tuvie
WEWR D, Fo, FEBIEORTHATS
TH Y |z 1T that HiN THEREK R RTE (..
It’s just that never in his life has he kept his word.)
PEZHFFIH TSN TE TN D, A%
FE T, Declerck (1992) DFRTE ST 2 342,
litis that #3013, & 2G> DANEZIEIT
L7 A% it s that IR 52 &C, &
RENTAEE SNRh > T mBEDM DR
MO EELZEL ST LHGEHSEE D) L
)& ETIRT D,
[1] “The Inferential It Is That-Construction and
Its Congers,” Lingua 87.

[FERERNBERC 331 2 8l L B THED

—E%% : \erstraete(2001) D43 OREAIFIRRET
ZELT

BT FUEFRERT)
YA OB HE A O B, 381
P (subjectivity) <1111 (performativity) (2

ST DHIEDZ N (Palmer 1990 [1]72 &),
ZOHT Y Verstraete (2001 [2])1%., FEEBhE)
FAOFTBIEL WEZTIE SV ) EEZH
WCHIET DA DN EED, EI T
LV FEEEORENEN 3T % & DREE DAL
BaROMNIT 5 &) (2001:1517) & iER
ENb, ZOZTEIFBEL ) T 2123
H L, ®BIHEX YT 0 1ZXBEE Lawn

(ibid.)

OISO EE RSN DD, H
|, FEEEBNEN O I AVER I TR
LT H 2 & LFEEMIZELY, U, 1k
Bl & St ) 7 1 123 D FBIMEDS
ACIRERT S K SIS Lyons (1977 [B) D=

BIEIC (AT & A EIRAFE L QU AFERIE,
Verstraete D53 OHEHIRRRGET A8 LT, RGE
IEBNENEZ I T D FHBWE, Z T, KORZ 0

WEDORRE & D PER D E Dkm T Do

[1] Modality and the English Modals, Longman.
[2] “Subjective and Objective Modality,” Journal
of Pragmatics 33: 1505-1528. [3] Semantics 2,
CUPR.

[ B AA T AL DSBS & RREEHRE]
ANEEPTER (BEEERTE: GEHED))

AL I, crane one’s neck, nod one’s head
D& D 70 UM AR A O bR A TS
TR LI, TOZEHISR SIS
KA BET 5, AL, TEWEERE 6D
S ZEDN U, A B O T2ASCREE
ERT) EBTHD, Z< DIATHIZETIL
ZOFEORBUIZE L TE RN B ST
W% (*Her eye was winked by Linda. (Levin
1993 [1]) 72 &), L2rL, BNC7Zp & a—,32%
TORMBIE RS &, S ST 3245755
B IX o2 5  (Heads were nodded in
sympathy. (BNC)),

AFER T, T I U a ERIRHEIC
BT M7 & DIREEZM ) 12553
L., 0O LTt sm8rlie L /2% 250
Sk - FERRRIEBLR N DIERT 5, £
7. AAGEORNGET DL R L, AFER
TIRET DO ZL ARG 5,

[1] Levin, B. (1993) English Verb Classes and
Alternations, University of Chicago Press.
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bl EEBE] Gk

[ RSN & A IEHEEE

HRR— GRAER)
AFEF T,  Bare Phrase Structure ( BPS )
P ( Chomsky (1995) [1] ) AATEEEBENC
% U CHRIOIRIEICOWTELZT 5, BPS #
RO T I, BEhE ST T ERN I CH
D%t BEECTHOERRT 2L, Ak
LTHEER A 55 2 & bJFFL ERRETH D
( Chomsky (2008) [2]) . ZALEHDIREDATEE
PET. ZhE T wh BEISEEG 258 S %

i LTk & Cx 7= (Donati (2006) [3]) .
AHEETIE, INETHIVEREZYTOHN



% Z L DI e IGEOFEPN IS E | RS
MIZBRBETIE Bh) Bha - Kl 27 A2k
WTh, ZNODIREDMHAET HZ & &5
MTT D, SbIT, RE LD ATRE

LR DBEBREEIN G AT DTIIRR S D D,

ZOHERNZOWTEET D,
[1] The Minimalist Program. [2] “On Phases.”
[3] “On WH-Head Movement.”

THAFED [TW5 | HXOFFEEE)
e H (THERT: GERE))

ARETIE, [ESTND DX I RAARGE
D [THD] L OFGEEREIZ DU TR,
T %, ZORESLOMRIZIE, TEEORKE] &

T SIRBEDNKGE | D 2 W B3, AFEFH
T, FRIROENZZ ORESTho W5 O
A & BN S D Z & And, 0 BRI
I ThaO 51 @ &5 ZpFEEhENE H(igh) Asp
AT D54 L Llow) Asp IZE T D540
&% &3 % Fukuda (FIRIH) OFREAEE % |
Z ORSCEN RO A KT A IE NN 5
I H-Asp 12, F7z, MERREEORK A 2945
AITITEIUT LA (AR5 2 & 245
Do TDOLET, TS | IZHAT 28RO
IS UC OSSO R0 D = b H
TEORIE (F) AWER L7EITIE I OfEsC
DEWEOMOfFIRZ 2T 5 Z L. S HIT,
FIRIRTFRE TS IZBWTHEENC L5 2
Bt T D5 TITEEDORKSEA . T D) 3%
e 9 DB I TG FRRE ORI OfFIR 252 1 F
HZEITONWTHEm L D,

Fukuda, Shin. (F/Iil91) “Aspectual Verbs as
Functional Heads: Evidence from Japanese
Aspectual Verbs,” NLLT.

“Embedded Topicalization in Irish” (E)
Hideki Maki (Gifu University) and Dénall P. O
Baoill (Queen’s University Belfast (Professor
Emeritus))
Chung and McCloskey (1987 [1]) were the first
researchers to examine and analyze examples of
embedded topicalization in Irish. In this paper, we
will  investigate the properties of Irish
topicalization in more detail, and claim (1) that the
Highest Subject Restriction does not apply to the

resumptive pronoun involved in Irish embedded
topicalization, (2) that both [-Q] and [+Q] COMPs
may bear a [+TOPIC] feature in Irish, and the head
positions in charge of embedded topicalization are
parameterized among languages, (3) that the
difference in the head positions in charge of
embedded topicalization lies in the relation
between the COMP and the INFL, and (4) that the
order of a topic phrase and a wh-phrase in CP
SPEC is fixed, which suggests a restriction on the
relation between the head and the position of the
element in its SPEC.

[1] Chung, Sandra and James McCloskey
(1987) “Government, Barriers, and Small Clauses
in Modern Irish,” Linguistic Inquiry 18, 173-237.

HEU=E (11 H 10 H4%)

Al PN (BARDKKAKRE)

ISRV T 2D < SEBRE SRS DT
FRAR T GLRTRY: GERED)

AFELRTIE, FEERERIESUZ CP & LT
INEIREIEAARE L. C 5D @ AV NG
BRI MR S L7228/ N EREAY CP
FREEA~BE L, S SITEHRE 7D EH vP
FREEA~EET 5 & L7 (2012)[2] 0 F5k
AR L 721, () B ERS RAE SC T
post-verbal DP [ZF:HfiHAJREE LT TIHe<
/NEIERRE UCTEET 200, (if)FEREt&EE
FERAE LTI T/eH post-verbal DP (35
ZIREEND DM, ([TONWTELET S, ()
DUWTIE, /NEIERED BN OIRFE CEHifhE)
D O EHIZAT G-, S HITRHE ARG
SNDZ LI LS CEHIEAEEE UTRES
Z L EERT S, FG)ICBE LTI VP A
REEZ L2 FT12IE VP NIZ BRUREDSMLEE T
5 E95 Dowty (1979) DT & ki, FEARE
FEEFA CTdro THIRBEE L Z R ITITIT VP N
\ZARGEEZ DB B % Liw LD,

[1] Chomsky, N. (2008) “On Phases” in R.
Freidin et al. (ed.) Formal Issues in Linguistic
Theory. [2] TRESRAESCORGRER—B2L) [HLAT
SEBER PSR 48, [3] Hornstein, N.
(1999) “Movement and Control,” LI 30.



[Different DPNERHEIR D Agree 534T & A 78
o UM 3
st (FILFHERT)

[1]LA3k, B %1 X[2] i, Boband Alice attend
different classes |Z 5. 5412 X 9 7aPNEBEEIRIC
i3 different/same 73 Bob and Alice %% D1ERIEk
WZH 772U BN ERRE L, 2D BT,
[2] i Alice bought and Beth read different books
D LD T iR EFPRESC(RNR)Z ]
BRoHT & BB T OW T BT D &
FIRLTND, AREELTIE £DOX I 722EH
WA IO T—2 2 ELL BV =
ERTERNWZIEERL, RELLT
Probe-Goal (=1 % Agree /5 HraE= L., 1EH
BHER L COD BRSOV TIE, BEEA7R
FIEE) GRS ERRD B &
£+ %, © LT RNR IZOWTIL, S
7 SRS 2 DR B T 72
THATHDHZ L ETRT,

[1] Carlson, G (1987) “Same and Different,”
Linguistics and Philosophy. [2] Barros, M. and L.
Vicente (2011) “Right Node Raising Requires
Both Ellipsis and Multidomination,” U. Penn
Working Papers in Linguistics 17.

[ TR AN DRSS K OMERRIC
DT

T 300 GRERFRER)
SEATRAIE G IR (Antecedent-Contained

Deletion : ACD) (23317 % 3 K FREIZLART,
LF [Z3F 25 1 QR) 1I2k-T
iR snd LBz LN, LinL, Blho=
BB JAUR, BEEER, SofEIC)E
Cabt =% DT, HIFRSD VP 255t)L

BICHD L BBEZD I ENTEIRL 2D,
Z ORJEOfREHE LT, Fox (2002) TR S 41
T4 DFE0HT & Chomsky (2004) THER S 7=
BINEE (Afterthought) /T3 & IF HL5,
AL Z D DDFATIRAEL L 721,
TolpfRgR & U ChrBEBIfRET (Split Relative
Clause) 7o#raf25sd %, BMAA9IZIX, ACD
ZRAMRET L fe L, A EEEE & BARETZEEN
TAECHERT D, T7ebb, SAEEMITE
1T VP OHFICHAJEEE LTAERSID Y, B

I A

FREfISEAT VP 5 Te VP OFHAINEE THRL
D, ZOREDILTIE LIRS H il
HTEHIRT,

[1] Chomsky, Noam (2004) “Beyond Explana-
tory Adequacy.” [2] Fox, Danny (2002)
“Antecedent-Contained Deletion and the Copy
Theory of Movement.”
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e HEEC B

“Move without Agree”
JROHBER  CRERS- R )

Chomsky(2000[1]) I&, #CFEEBFTIIZI 1T 2
Move &\ #EIT Agree & EPP S DFH A
EORHIZESTELLLDTHS LIREL,
ZORBIZDHRDZ < DHFETHRM ST
X7, L)L, 20 Move 2R+ 5 L &h
HEFRD 5B EPP #HMEIZB L TIL, 2 DIF(E
DAGENARINZZ G T2 DINE S INTOW T
WD Y | eI TR, E T
Agree L WOEMEICRIL TH, MABARAMRS:
R BIRD FD Move IZRHILD HD
EIXRRSTNDEVIBIERHY, B L
Move 2312 Agree %5 A CUDH D THIUL,
Z ONFER ARG B DFEELZ DV T 7R
A SIPDFAPLELNZ 72 %, 2V Difsm &
B %, AFEFTIE Move 73 Agree &L
T HIE TITR TE N L 5 I b 58
G40, Move (3 Agree & 130T L7-#(E
& LUTIHELIRD LffmDT 2,

[1] “Minimalist Inquiries: The Framework,”
Step by Step, ed. by R. Martin et al., 89-155, MIT
Press, Cambridge, MA.

“Feature Inheritance and Four Types of
Argument Structure”
JEHf— GRAERZERFABEEMIIER)
AFEFDO AL, Chomsky (2008) D&k
TKA T = A WA L COUR OIS 242
RKTHZETHD, Chomsky (2008)i%, £ T
DFFEIRASATRESEMEDN 7 = — X FEI B A X
M, ZO%, IRAERNTHERN O FEERI K S
N5 EFRU, BIAIR, fRASATREZR ¢ B



PEFIVHITEA S, Z 0% VTR S D,
AFEFTIL, FREEEIDSEEIRA TRESR M0 3
M) THD LEEL, SNED 0 SEPEEO) & NIH
D 0 FVEAO)DMIFEMED vIITEASND L4
ET D, ZORELFEMWEA = LED
HENC LD 0 TRV ITHKESh D, £D
WERDHST & LT (DI V ISR SN D,
(2) B0 23 V ISk Siud, (3) MiFas VICHE
EKEND, @) MR VICEES, &)l
TR ORI P TREMEAE U D, TG IR
OIEMEE, (1) REBEISL, () ZESL, Q) it
SMESC, 8) FHRESCC L K s D Z &
TRl Do

“Distributive Binding and Two Types of
Binding Theory in Syntax”
A2 EIEFBERFIIZER) -
Bz (BEESHERE)

BUTHGRERGERICIX, predicate DIAMEEZIE
DUWTHAERIRZ IR ET 5 Reflexivity BHG
(Reinhart and Reuland (1993 [1])) & & MERE D
Probe-Goal % H W\ TGRSR A IR ET D
Agree PiF(Gallego (2010 [2]), Reuland (2011
[B)Z)D 2 OEHL L TIE STV D, A
FEOMHERIIAE L, RGO o-feature
O defectiveness 23 EiERamOE FHEE A TRE S
52 EEPLMT L, BN UG ITHER S
N DMREH SO MR & L CeetBfin Tod
5 AR, Hiox OB FPE 2 B
bT 52 & ThHDH, ZNEAET 5%, 77
At 4 (Distributive Binding (DB)) D041 24T 9
75, DB DRGEAVRHE AT L2 ORGEE A T
ZRLEHIRT D Z & DBIAFER ORI B AR
Thb, DB &iF, “Xohn & Bill]s X 4
L EHEH LT 23T BEOE AR R4
H N HADSF (e A 5N F 2 D44 Fie)
John & Bill & FdCiErsxige s LISHEIS
D ETHY, FEETIE**[John and Bill]
criticized himself.”? X 9 12 DB IR S 41720
(Heim, Lasnik and May (1993 [4])), FZAREE
Tt S3EMD DB ORFEMDZER % L < 2
RAFH/NT AL —DfR S BT

[1] “Reflexivity,” Linguistic Inquiry 24. [2]
“Binding through Agree,” Linguistic Analysis 34.
[3] Anaphora and Language Design, MIT Press.

[4] “Reciprocity and Plurality,” Linguistic Inquiry
22,
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“Main Stress Assignment in English Words”(E)
Eiji Yamada (Fukuoka University)

In this presentation, | attempt to account for the
main stress assignment in English words within
the framework of “Positional Function Theory”
[1].

In Yamada (2010), the subsidiary stress
assignment of words in American English is
accounted for using 16 postulated Positional
Functions and their interaction. In this presentation,
using the same framework | examine the main
stress assignment of American English words,
showing that it can be accounted for in a
comparatively simple way.

A small number of Positional Functions are
necessary, along with Extrametricality triggered in
the case of English. The Positional Functions
postulated for main stress assignment are
Heaviness, Bounded Binarity, and Rhythmic
Adjustment.

[1] Yamada, Eiji (2010) Subsidiary Stresses in
English, Kaitakusha, Tokyo.

“The Standards of Gradable Adjectives in
Child Japanese”
Koji Kawahara (Fuji Women’s University)

Our experiments reported in this paper explore
how contexts influence the interpretations of
Gradable Adjectives (GAs) and try to determine
whether children correctly establish the standards
each GA has. Specifically, our empirical focus is on
the scale of maximum standard GAs. We show that
child Japanese can be different from adult Japanese
in some maximum standard GAs. We argue that the
difference lies in the properties of maximum
standard GAs, whereby the scale of some maximum
standard GAs can be shifted. Our results indicate
that by 6 years of age children are sensitive to the



meanings of GAs and they have developed a core
scale structure of GAs, but the acquisition of some
GAs is dependent on learning experiences, not
necessarily attributable to the innate language
faculty.

[1] Syrett, Kristen, Kennedy, Christopher and
Lidz, Jeffrey (2009) “Meaning and Context in
Children’s Understanding of Gradable Adjectives,”
Journal of Semantics 1. 1-35. [2] McNally, Louise
(2011) “The Relative Role of Property Type and
Scale Structure in Explaining the Behavior of
Gradable Adjectives,” Vic 2009, ed. by Nouwen,
Rick, van Rooij Robert and Sauerland, Uli, 151-168,
Springer, Berlin.

e A% B EFEHSNERERY)

[{%BROD have HESCDFERI S
HPIRER (RUBORF R BR)

AFELRITAIRD have LA D, Z DI
W2 TIE, 5B have [ Tihked 2588 (i
) MR FRUTTE LT ., MBI Shey
had [her; camera confiscated by the police].® & 5
(ZERE L Rl AROBERPI RSN TN DY,
BINE, ZOX S 72BNz T, Hehad
[students walk out of class] today.> & 5 (ZA#ER
I TEGE & R ROEENI R STV
WEITHHT DAL TN D,

Z DX D ITRRERD have #ESCORERIZIE, B
R CHIGEI R ThIL, kL AR
—FE R BIREL T H D, SATIIFEIZ S
DERZMEERI AR & T HMEL . &
LRI « FEHIRRANZRBEE & DAFFEIC oy S
Do ARATZNETITHEHOMR L ST
TRNRIE DN £R % Harley (1997) DL
Mata B & L, BRI & U TR LA
HOEMRA - FEHFRIO7RR—Fe B4
1B %,

Harley, Heidi (1997) “Logophors, Variable
Binding and the Interpretation of Have,” Lingua
103, 75-84.

[RAL Y - 7 B EIGEFRATFORAE
BRI DOUVT - =2 DR 2
/INSFIEPE (BRFRERT)

FRENSTE TIEATR « AR ORI IRk
GOFTIECH D & S, ATENDARAE A~
DL 2OV T Langacker (2008:143-144 [1])
WEEARD 2 D3 — 2 B 240F %, DfRRkS
GMEARNEZ R LSEIRICE LT D556,
NFERRIGOFEFIENEERTH LG, AN
HETIE QT L T=AA fEll~D KA A
Vo U7 MRBIEE T L SR AR R
2O\, JaEREEGE (- K- 5 254)
NOERETAERE R AT BT D,

(XaD=A1] ZHr7T5 ‘cat’ L smell
domain THA & L THES L S IR ATHis
PSR SNDH, AR - RAlRAEE I
BRI, — e [Rao=41] @
R CIEM AR A B T S 7203,
= A PROT 2 D BRI he AT
EOBRBEPAEICHED, =A A FERTD
AR EORREHIATHIIE R AL - v
7 hDOBZFETTIAH0THY | mER
- NELBETDNENS D Z EaTET
Do

[1] Cognitive Grammar, OUP.

FhE 1A 11 B4R

Gl HrE SR (R

[phi SBHED “copy” Iz DV T |
K o (FEHBRRFRFP

Chomsky (2008 [L])iZ#51F 5 C b T~
inheritance T, C @ phi FEMEIIHAEIUCT D
IR D, THUTK LAREZR T, Takeuchi
(2010 [2)EDHATIIEAEE 2. C D phi
PEIE, TIZ copy Sda e, CORIFED
il T ORIRDYFE LD D LT
%, Zi&, C @ phi BN T ICREERIC
“copy’SNDHEFEDI L ETDH, ZDLIHIC
HETDHZ LI Lo T, BAGEDO 58 HiVEE
MY RIS - BRYRE= S b o —/ WS OfH
LERROBEN AT 52 ENTE D, T2
bbb, YU T, #i3Lo C o phi
PAs“copy” &4, C. Tlis2s phi ka2 H4
HEANT, MSCERRIIAMH SO SpecvP D
Spec-TP, Spec-CP %% L, Haf&riZEHiD
Spec-VP ~ A Bl 5, AR TIIIHIZ,



WIS ZIBWT, Miiseo C, T MiA25 phi
AEEAT LA, TN LIMEAEIC
BG- L7 din & S RISV T b
Do

[1] “On Phases.” [2] Takeuchi, Hajime (2010)
“Exceptional Case Marking in Japanese and
Optional ~ Feature  Transmission,”  Nanzan
Linguistics 6, 101-128.

“Decomposing Demonstratives and
Wh-Words”
Kunio Nishiyama (lbaraki University)
Demonstrative/indefinite  pronouns are often
analyzed as bimorphemic; English th-is, th-at, and
Japanese so-ko ‘there’ and do-ko ‘where’. But the
patterns of the combination of the two morphemes
are diverse and inconsistent. Against this
background, a tripartite structure for demonstrative
pronouns is proposed: Determiner-Deixis-Noun.
With the assumption that the two overt
morphemes are realizations of the two of the three
segments in the template, a consistent analysis of
the morpheme combination is obtained. As a
consequence, despite their appearances, this and
that do not have parallel structures: th-is-& vs.
th-@-at. In a similar fashion, so-ko and do-ko do
not have parallel structures: &-so-ko vs. do-@-ko.
The paper also speculates on the relation between
demonstrative  pronouns and  adnominal
demonstratives.

Al B BEE GRS

“Lethal Ambiguity in Equative Small
Clauses”

Yuko Asada (SOLIFIC, Sophia University)

This paper provides a new analysis of the
distribution of equative small clauses (ESCs) as in
the example: *I consider [sc John Mr. Smith].
While it has been commonly assumed in the
literature that exceptional-case marking (ECM)
verbs like consider does not select an ESC (see e.g.,
[1]), there is evidence from Japanese that this
assumption is not descriptively correct. Considering
this observation, | propose that the distribution of

ESCs can be explained in terms of two
independently-motivated assumptions: (i) in ECM
constructions, the EPP-feature on v triggers overt
object shift; and (ii) the existence of two potential
valuators for a single probe in a structure creates a
problem of “lethal ambiguity” in targeting for
movement, which cancels the valuation (Boskovi¢
[2]). Finally, this proposal correctly predicts the
grammaticality of the data concerning English
passive and raising constructions (cf. [1]).

[1] Heycock, C. (1994) Layers of Predication,
Garland, NY. [2] Boskovi¢, Z. (2009) “Unifying
First and Last Conjunct Agreement,” NLLT 27.

(SR I 1T DHIRRAIBEERES & 535D
HratEE L BEWIZBA L T
AL IER GHHASERFAIEE)

ABFFED BHNL, SEEOHIIRAIBIRET & 5y

KDy ELE (that &) (231 D PR

(reconstruction) « =Mz F: (definiteness effect)
ZEE2 L, HINRAIBIERE T DP-CP & A F7>
DIZx L, 2L CP HEDH AR & D
FiEETRTZETH D, BAEMITIE,
Rizzi(1997) & ® # — b 7 7 7 4 —

(cartography) DA T CHillBRAIBEFRE
(2B B TS RL - EMREZBLZEL7Z Aoun
and Li (2003)(ZHE 5 & | il BRAIBHREI L AL
DIz T DI L, 32 LR AL & EPE
BHROW 27T LV DD, RO
EEDIE N BEDND LIET D, £,
ABFFED TR HINRARRRE & 2
IRFHIBSERSCREIE - FREEAUREREDE & HIES
T 5 LT D, ftame LT, Abar B#E) %
FE D FORREARIE « K « EEHIRERED L@
S FRERAHEZ D T, CP 2Bk d 57
T —FIFENTH D Lib~5,

[1] Aoun, J. and Y.-H. A. Li (2003) Essays on
the Representational and Derivational Nature of
Grammar. [2] Rizzi, L. (1997) “The Fine
Structure of the Left Periphery.”

(MERE S TeEEH D RI-FUHE L a0 Bk
KRIRHER, (FURRFRF B

Ackema and Neeleman (2004)[1]iZ ZuE, W

i« % Phrasal Compounds (PC) (3] : over the



fence gossip) 1L, FEOHIZAIZ G TeRELE LT,
TEREH T 2> SRR ~D—J7 M) 72 YRR
REfite L T HHEm CIEMEE 25 —F, M
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DIEWDR 3 EIEEER (Embick and Marantz
(2008)[3]) DPEHHA THEEANZIRIA TE 5 2 &
AN I

[1] Beyond Morphology. [2] “Isolate: Japanese”
in Oxford Handbook of Compounding. [3]
“Avrchitecture and Blocking,” LI 39.
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[1] “Agreeing and Disagreeing with Assess-
ments” in Atkinson and Heritage (eds.) Structures
of Social Action, Cambridge.
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[1] Jefferson, G. (1972) “Side Sequences,” Studies
in Social Interaction, ed. by David Sudnow,
294-333, Free Press, New York.

“The Third of the List: Occasioned Social
Meanings of Three-Part-List Construction” (E)
Reiko Hayashi (Konan Women’s University)

Lists in natural conversation are not simply a
rhetorical technique to name things. They are a
semantic and sequential resource to interact. In
particular, a ‘three-part-list” or ‘trinomial’, like It was
delicious, excellent, and fantastic, is a commonly
used list unit people orient to, rely on, and use. This
study analyzed a case of taxonomy list practice and
explored what socio-cultural meanings the speakers
co-construct with the unit. Previous findings
regarding the structural aspects reveal that speakers
(1) complete the threes due to the unit constraint, (2)
achieve precise speaker change transition at turn
construction units, (3) produce opportunities to
participate in the event in relevant ways, and (4)
show continuation or discontinuation of talk. In
addition, this study found that the speakers treat the
thirds in the list as a locus of producing cultural
meanings and sequencing conversation.

[1] Jefferson, G. (1990) “List-Construction as a
Task and Resource” in G. Psathas (ed.) Interaction
Competence.
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T % &, ()Mary lives {on/off} parents’
savings. D X 9 IZB Iz EAFFD, L,
(2Q)Mary lives {*on/off} her parents.2V~9" X 9
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off IIFREHRHE 2R T T2 OIAET D
W) ZENRHKS, ZoFEIRIEL, (3)John
dances {*on/off} his parents’ money.?> & 5 738
RIHACIIEE &V O BIR Y L— L2k L
72<Th, FFEDIRIG-2 AL T 211
g2 AR S ER on & off ITxF LT
LY TIIED,
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MARME S F 7 HERIEOBLE D HIGPT & R 2
KOTHDIRESND & FET D,

[1] “Locative Inversion and the Architecture of
Universal Grammar.” [2] “On the Form of Chain:
Criterial Positions and ECP Effects.”
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PRSI b | )72 R L R— 2 2 2 DD 3T
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DT HA TR OB ITHE S, The
Bank of EnglishZ A\ \=Al H 0O =1 — S A G )
gL T—2 W5, E TR
T DEFEA L RPN HESE TRIERIZ 72 o
TNDONEFHIT 57212, & HFEOTHAH
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DEFEDIAEZ BT 5,

Culicover, P.W. (1999) Syntactic Nuts, Oxford.
Nackendoff, R. (1990) Semantic Structures,
MIT./Mouri, Y (2012) “A Syntactic Study of the
Modal Idiom Would Rather,” Nagoya Univ.
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FAEAE] XA L. hammer 72 EAERT S
[TEREE ISR | 2 A 70D 2 FEEIC R E <453
S5 (wata (2009)) , Folli and Ramchand
(2005 [1]) Tl in fEFANIERIIAL 2 1 7D
FESRESUZ DA TRE CH D Z L A fEfi L
Too ULinL, ARETIL, BEEES 17
DFERHE L THZENE L TOD5AITIT i

i AR TREI 72 D & W D T2 2 did]
(e.g. The vase was hammered in pieces.) 7~ L.
OB ZFEZORERM L 52 bDBESLHO
EODBHHNTT D, AFERTIER ZEI
DURRERERRAS, ZE{boisfe a5t L, 2k
BORIECDIHBESIESL H 2 52 H T2,
in FEARADN S D, 2R DOFERIRIED A B
NH RG22 LD FEREEIRAVRHE S FE L
TRNZ &G TEREIERAE S A 7 DR RAE L
OZENAZ in fERAD AR TREE 705, &3
R D,

[1] “Prepositions and Results in Italian and E:
An Analysis from Event Decomposition” in H.
Verkuyl et al. (eds.) Perspectives on Aspect.
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JAED X 912, be about to (% [F T~
HLTA] EWIIEHERROEKRERT, T2
& Z1E Leech(1987[1]) %81 % | They are about
to leave. WO BITIE, [FIZREA Z <V A
KemFd L) BRRRHE MR STV D
28, RITUET(2004[2])i2 7=~ C, lam about
to hypnotise you. Don’t be afraid! &\ 9 fFillz7E
LEBEATWD, ZOFINLHNEDIX, be
aboutto DRI THEARSKICINZ T, 56 LFA3
DERDRENIGIIH D LN D T ETH D,
ZORERSE R, ARRIT, FELFOHR
ST X >, be about to OEMIL 2 DD
A TNCKBITE D Z L ZRBHERON GG F
KT %, ST, FHFEFHLE S5 be going
to LD, FHIOBIEE, AT H—~< b
FAAE L, ZAVE TR STV A
EEIONNC Uik, K0 kSEdE U738
HIEROIA L A3 D,

[1] Leech, Geoffrey (1987) Meaning and the
English Verb. [2] Leech, Geoffrey (2004) Meaning
and the English \erb.
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“On the A/A-Bar Distinction in
Tough-movement and Its Parametric Syntax”
AN e R i NE NG )

AR SCIE RGO > & BB A5 SC (tough
construction(TC)) D#EAEHVRFEMEIZ DUV T
BEACHFZE DN 7 S, M EREIL TC 2
NP-movement (or A-movement) T % - CTAfK
SND LT SHUTU = (Postal 1971 72 &), L
7>L. Chomsky(1977)7% TC DAL} L
wh-movement (or A-bar movement) D/ 2
DW= DLV FEOFRLK, TC
I% A-bar movement T% o TAERSILD &

ST ENRROBNTEZ, LirL, e
DEEORLIETNL TIE, TC M
A-movement CAERL SR EWND T & i
BIICHEBR L7 Z L1232 o TRV, A
TlE. TC 2% A/A-bar movement D X5 52 L
STHERSIGD Z & ROZEOERIED
BRI T S 7 IR < EAT S 2
PIFETHZ &, D2 5% TC IZBHET 5
BRA IR O lm L O 2 & & A

B9, IS, 2D 2 ROEFENSIE LITAUR,
TERDAZE TR NEE T > 72 TC O
FEIVRFERMEP AR R IITE D Z & B IF
BT TURLTNL,

[1] Chomsky, Noam (1977) “On
Wh-Movement” in Peter Culicover et al. (eds.)
Formal Syntax, 71-132, New York: Academic
Press.

[Tough #&SCDEHHEEITOVT
HNES (PRI

AFEFRTIL, ()DL 5 72 tough #ESCIZ IS
2 ERIEARI ORERINEIZ OV R LD,
(1) John is easy for Bill; [PRO; to please].
IRIZ tough FEIZATALS AP DEEERIC & - T,
ZOH%—OBEN L 72N EBZ DL EHIOE
2T % for-NP DitatIE LN E 2 PRAEd
B EWTERN, Z ZCAFRIZB T,
A FEEIZORHA 37z tough FEIATAAS TP
& AP ORIATET S HEREHIREBelletti
(004[L) DEZHRIC B T2 & FiET 5,

BT, tough BRGNS, EDAEOHI
PR TE DR CHEREBREA A LT
WD Z LD, fERD NegP % DEGP (23t

Kz, tough BEASAAS DEG £ 72132 Ulh
HITHET 2B E TREIT 5 2 &Ik - T,
T EBHROT BT U b7pn & F5E9
%, ZHUZL Y. tough EiOHIBRE BhEEAE]
B & [RlERDJF B (Lobeck (1995[2]) 1292
ZLINATREL 72D,

[1] “Aspects of the Low IP Area” in L. Rizzi
(ed.) The Structure of CP and IP, Oxford
University Press. [2] Lobeck (1995) Ellipsis,
Oxford University Press.
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SFEEIAL A & SRR I Rl L5 D RIS &
FTDHDLEEZBND, £ TARERTIL
W SLOREREARFE L 3402 BI LT, Phase
PRSI L7 ORRRA1TH 2 L2k b
JFERARIA AR IR T2,

BARNZIE, £ 5h&Etiage TP g &
FAH9 Pires (2006 [1]) DRIREA ZB SN L.
D CARESL DRI ARIEETH D Z L%
%7 Phase TRk L72V CPASIE 218 ET 5,
fth )y, EAREMEIC OV TR, RREBRAVEHEIC
FoE Abney (1987)72 EDGHTEEE LT
DP A ET D L L biT, HitAmo
A TATIEOBLR D AT Phase %
e 5 & FiRT 2, £ LT LLhossia
U T wh SkE B (BT DB B O%fH,
UL BN G2 6D Z & LD,

[1] The Minimalist Syntax of Defective
Domains: Gerunds and Infinitives. [2] “Tense,
Case, and the Nature of Syntactic Categories.”
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FEZEIRT % have awalk D X 5 203 B 0 |
Wierzbicka (1982[1]). Dixon (1991[2]). %kt
(2002[3]) 72 IS Lo T, RO & 5 2R
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o I, have ([ZIXIEE A EEMN 2L, B
E’JE @%ﬁjﬂm’@% uﬂwxﬁ%mjt*fs’\% 1T
io @ BRAURAEA GO E M EDOEFEIL have
FrELA—Th D LIRS D, ETz. take
76 have & [AIERIZ Z D X 9 ZeFE A£G
URAEAG G 2 B RUREIZHR D 73, take I3 have 732
PRI 22 TOBGENRAEA G ZEINTE D01

TR, AFETIE, L O REE
PZBN T L @JZ INTETT=Dh, L
TED LS Il A CHRABGE TRl S
DRHBEFF O L Do TeDh e, ki a—
IRANBEONIZT =2 &0 5 Z Lick
ST, MiEEOZ L have & take DIHE
{bDBLED DT 2.

[1] “Why Can You Have a Drink When You
Can’t *Have an Eat?” Lg58. [2] A New Approach
to English Grammar on Semantic Principles. [3]
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“Language, Cognition, and Human Nature:
Prospects of Linguistics” (E)
Yukio Otsu (Keio University)
Moderator:  Yukio Otsu, Keio University
Speakers:  Cedric Boeckx, CREA/University of
Barcelona
William Croft, University of New
Mexico
Lyle Jenkins, Biolinguistics Institute,
Cambridge, MA
Discussants: Akira Watanabe, University of
Tokyo
Seizi lwata, Osaka City University
Tetsuya Sano, Meiji Gakuin
University
In this special symposium celebrating the 30"
anniversary of the English Linguistic Society of

Japan, we will discuss the future of linguistics
from various points of view.

Speakers from abroad represent various aspects
of present-day linguistics, including generative
grammar, cognitive linguistics, biolinguistics, and
typology among others.

In the first part of the symposium, each speaker
will tell us about their own interest, what
linguistics has achieved during the last 30 years,
and the future prospects of linguistics from their
0Wn perspective.

The three designated discussants will then
discuss topics raised in the first part, and
discussion among speakers and discussants will
follow.

We also plan to discuss in which aspects and/or
in what ways English linguistics can contribute to
the future of linguistics.

“Not Chomskyan Enough” (E)
Cedric Boeckx (ICREA/
University of Barcelona)
For a Chomskyan, Language, Cognition, and
Human nature are near-synonyms: to understand
human nature, one has to understand the nature of
the language faculty and the specific cognitive
profile the latter gives rise to. And yet in practice
most linguists of a Chomskyan persuasion often
study language 'in isolation’. In this talk I will
illustrate what | mean by this, and will argue in
favor of a more interdisciplinary,
less-philology-oriented approach to language.
Such an approach can be called biolinguistics,
although part of the talk will be devoted to
showing how the way | understand the term differs
in important respects from the target of criticisms
raised at it.

“Studying Language as a Complex Adaptive
System” (E)
William Croft (University of New Mexico)
My research has been conducted in seemingly
diverse aspects of language: construction grammar,
typology, semantics and evolutionary models of
language change. Yet they are different facets of a



view of language as a process embedded in human
social interaction, which produces diversity and
leads to evolution of language. This view emerges
from (relatively) recent developments in
construction grammar, the usage-based model, a
verbalization perspective on grammar, and
progress in typological analysis (which has in turn
led to great improvements in language
documentation). A better understanding of
language as a complex adaptive system will
emerge with further documentation of endangered
languages; verbalization studies; the integration of
sociolinguistics and usage-based models; more
detailed analyses along the lines of FrameNet; and
more use of quantitative methods in linguistic
analysis.

“Emergence and Prospects of Biolinguistics as
a Natural Science” (E)

Lyle Jenkins (Biolinguistics Institute,

Cambridge, MA)

In recent decades linguistics has focused on the
study of language from a biological perspective.
An intensive study of the English language (syntax,
morphology, semantics, phonology, phonetics,
etc.) was initiated to answer questions about the
form, function and acquisition of language. Thus
the English language has played a role in
linguistics in much the same way as the bacterium
E. coli played a pivotal role in molecular biology
as a “model organism.” This strategy made sense,
since, if language was part of our genetic
endowment; i.e., rooted in human nature, then we
would expect to find common features in all
languages of the world.  Similarly, molecular
biologists expected to and did find related genetic
mechanisms in organisms other than E. coli.

This was followed by an explosion of research
across many languages to shed light on the
diversity of language, to understand in what ways
the general principles of language can vary
parametrically from language to language; e.g.,
word order differences between English and
Japanese and other languages.

Once one had detailed models and some

understanding of the faculty of language and how
a speaker acquires language, one could ask how
language evolved in the human species and raise
the comparative question as to what antecedents
language might have in other species. Finally,
we can better study the similarities and differences
between language and other cognitive systems.

We will review some of the progress we have
made toward a theory of the biology of language
in recent years, consider some open questions and
the prospects and avenues for future research.
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“Current and Future Issues in
Biolinguistics” (E)
Kaoji Fujita (Kyoto University)

Language is one major biological trait unique to
our species, and biolinguistics ([1]-[4], a.0.) is a
highly interdisciplinary approach to the topics
centering on the design, development and
evolution of this remarkable human capacity, with
the ultimate goal of elucidating human nature. This
special workshop invites four leading scholars to
discuss some of the ongoing issues and future
prospects of modern biolinguistics from different
but interconnected perspectives. Our central aims
here are: (1) to offer a compact overview (though
inevitably selective) of the extremely wide range
of research agenda of biolinguistics, from
theoretical linguistic to comparative
neurobiological and philosophical investigations,
and thereby (2) to encourage interested researchers
with various academic backgrounds to seriously
consider what contributions they will be able to
make to the future progress of this ever-growing
field.

[1] Jenkins, L. (2000) Biolinguistics. CUP. [2]
Larson, R.K. et al. eds. (2010) The Evolution of
Language. CUP. [3] Di Sciullo, AM. & C.
Boeckx eds. (2011) The Biolinguistic Enterprise.
OUP. [4] Boeckx, C. et al. eds. (2012) Language,



from a Biological Point of View. CSP.

“Biolinguistics: Current State
and Future Prospects” (E)
Lyle Jenkins (Biolinguistics Institute,
Cambridge, MA)

Biolinguistics, the study of the biology of
human language, investigates the standard fields of
inquiry common to all biological disciplines:
form/function, development (in the individual) and
evolution (in the species).

In recent years there has been an explosion of
research in a variety of fields; e.g., studies of sound,
structure and meaning in the languages of the
world, studies of genes involved in human
language (and other animal communication
systems), brain imaging studies of language areas,
computer simulation of language evolution, to
name only a handful.

In addition, biolinguistics studies how the
biology of human language relates to other human
cognitive systems and to systems in other species.
Beyond that it asks how principles of language are
integrated into other natural sciences (the
“unification problem™). We will review the current
state of these issues, as well as their future
prospects.

“The Language Design Factors
in Syntactic Construction Design” (E)
Heizo Nakajima (Gakushuin University)

As generative grammar inclines to biolinguistics,
the impression might arise that it is not concerned
with the traditional empirical study of languages
any more. However, it is not the case; we need to
examine assumptions and/or hypotheses made by
biolinguistics on the basis of linguistic facts.

As an example of the assumptions in
biolinguistics, | bring up Minimality, a candidate
for a principle of the “third” design factor, to show
that the principle is crucially involved in the
syntactic design of the passive construction.
Specifically, I will argue that Minimality subsumes
the constraint to be called the Closest NP
Constraint on Passivization, the fact that

unaccusatives are unpassivizable, and the long
lasting issue that some transitive verbs are
unpassivizable. The biolinguistic perspective will
shed fresh light on the analyses of syntactic
constructions.

“On the Nature of the Naturalistic
Approach in Biolinguistics” (E)
Masanobu Ueda (Hokkaido University)

Chomsky [1] characterizes biolinguistics as a
naturalistic approach to the study of language,
which “seeks to construct intelligible explanatory
theories, taking as ‘real” what we are led to posit in
this quest, and hoping for eventual unification with
the ‘core’ natural sciences: unification, not
necessarily reduction.” Conceptual discrepancies,
however, have been noted between biolinguistics
and other biological sciences. Poeppel and Embick
[2], for example, discuss two conceptual
discrepancies between linguistics and cognitive
neuroscience, dubbed the Granularity Mismatch
Problem (GMP) and the Ontological
Incommensurability Problem (OIP). This talk
examines these and other conceptual discrepancies
in the broader perspectives of the philosophy of
science and of behavioral biology, and attempts to
elucidate the nature of the naturalistic approach in
biolinguistics.

[1] Chomsky, N. (2000) New Horizons in the
Study of Language and Mind, CUP. [2] Poeppel, D.
and Embick, D. (2005) “Defining the Relation
between  Linguistics and  Neuroscience,”
Twenty-First Century Psycholinguistics: Four
Cornerstones, Lawrence Erlbaum.

“Limitations in the Artificial Grammar
Learning (AGL) Paradigm and New
Directions in Cognitive Biology
of Language” (E)

Kazuo Okanoya (The University of Tokyo)
Recursion had been the focus of debate for past
10 years since the publication of the influential
paper [1]. The AGL paradigm was initially used to
assess limitations in linguistic ability in
non-human animals [2] but it was later wrongly



applied to the question of recursion [3]. After these
confusions, we noticed that this paradigm can only
be used to test perceptual pattern learning, which
may or may not be related with language [4,5]. We
now propose merge and meta-cognition as new
directions to be focused. Merge is essential in
forming hierarchy both in meaning and form.
Meta-cognition is essential in bridging the self
with the world.

[1] Hauser et al. (2002) Science 298, 1569-1579.
[2] Fitch & Hauser (2004) Science 303, 377-380.
[3] Gentner et al. (2006) Nature 440, 1204-1207.
[4] Berwick et al. (2011) Tr Cog Sci 16, 113-121.
[5] ten Cate & Okanoya (2012) Phil Trans R Soc
B 367, 1984-1994.
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*“A Special Workshop on the Basic Operations
of Syntax” (E)
Naoki Fukui (Sophia University)
What are the basic operations of human
language syntax, and what is their nature? Merge
is generally taken to be an indispensable
structure-building operation. Is this true, and if so,
then what is the nature of Merge? How is it
grounded in biolinguistic considerations?  Are
there other indispensable operations in syntax?  If
S0, what are they, and what is their nature? These
are some of the fundamental issues central to
current linguistic theorizing.  This workshop will
address these issues. Cedric Boeckx will talk about
the very nature of Merge from the biolinguistic
perspective. Hiroki Narita and Masakazu Kuno
will present some of the collaborative research
results of our CREST-Kaken Research Group, and
will mainly discuss the issues of No-Tampering
Syntax and Search, a proposed general operation
unifying  various  miscellaneous  operations
assumed in the past literature.

“On Merge: Biolinguistic Considerations” (E)
Cedric Boeckx (ICREA/
University of Barcelona)
In the context of the minimalist program the

goal of theorizing has become that of
reconstructing grammar around Merge. But what
is Merge? The literature offers a fair amount of
competing definitions. It is the purpose of this talk
to examine the validity of these in light of
biolinguistic considerations. The evaluation will
proceed in two steps: the first, a discussion of the
possible applicability of merge outside of natural
language; the second, an attempt to ground Merge
into the realm of possibilities envisaged in
mathematical biology.

“Towards No-Tampering Syntax” (E)
Hiroki Narita (Waseda Institute
for Advanced Study)
The theory of bare phrase structure (Chomsky
1995 et seq) holds that the -elementary
set-formation operation Merge is the only
generative device for syntactic structuring. Since
Merge just recursively combines syntactic objects
without modifying their internal structures, it
trivially satisfies the No-Tampering Condition
(NTC), which prohibits deletion/modification of
generated structures in the course of linguistic
derivation (Chomsky 2008). A question naturally
arises as to whether other operations of linguistic
computation also strictly satisfy the NTC. In
addressing this question, this talk will offer a close
scrutiny of various syntactic operations proposed
in the past literature. The discussion will lead to the
conclusion that a theory of syntax with no NTC
violation is indeed within our reach, while it will
require a number of important modifications on
the inventory of operations in linguistic
computation.

“Merge and Search” (E)
Masakazu Kuno (Waseda University)
In this presentation we address the question of
what the basic operations of syntax might be. We
assume that Merge (or its equivalent) is an
indispensable operation to build syntactic objects.
However, it is also clear that Merge alone is not
sufficient to establish all the relations required by
SEM. Thus, we put forth the hypothesis that



syntax is equipped with another general operation
called Search, as demanded by the requirements of
SEM. We argue that Search unifies the syntactic
operations that have been proposed to deal with
various specific cases. We particularly examine
Agree, Labeling and chain formation, in an
attempt to see if these operations are indeed to be
unified under Search. We also claim that any
operation that falls outside of Search (and Merge)
needs to be re-examined, thereby setting the new
standard for explanatory adequacy.
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“Special Workshop: Typology of Event
Semantics and Argument Encoding” (E)
Toshio Ohori (University of Tokyo)
The semantic structure of verbs and the ways in
which various facets of the event are encoded in
lexicon and grammar have been one of the central
issues in the study of language (Fillmore,
Jackendoff, Dowty, Hopper & Thompson, Foley
& Van Valin, Croft, Talmy, among others). The
goal of this workshop is to further our
understanding of the variability of argument
encoding and to search for a typologically viable
research framework for its analysis. The panel will
explore such issues as: the interaction of aspectual
and causal structures in the semantics of events;
the directed vs. undirected opposition and its
reflexes in resultative constructions; the place of
onomatopoetic words in the theory of event
semantics; the status of deictic elements in the
framing typology of motion expressions. The
panel will consist of three paper presentations and
a discussion session.

“Directed Change, Manner and Result Verbs,
and Resultatives” (E)

William Croft (University of New Mexico)

Verbs: Aspect and Causal Structure (Croft
2012) presents a three-dimensional representation
of the aspectual and causal structure of events as
they are relevant to argument structure and related
constructions. | present here an aspectual category

of directed change that cuts across the Vendler
aspect categories (and the Mourelatos analysis). |
argue that the aspectual contrast between directed
and undirected change underlies at least two basic
grammatical contrasts discussed by Rappaport
Hovav and Levin. Manner verbs are best analyzed
as undirected change predicates, while result verbs
are best analyzed as directed change predicates.
Simple resultatives represent a construal of an
event as an directed change ending in a transition
to a result state, while complex (Fake NP and Fake
Reflexive) resultatives represent a construal of an
event as an undirected change ending in a
transition to a result state.

“A Frame-Semantic Analysis of the (Limited)
Flexibility of Mimetic Verbs” (E)
Kimi Akita (Osaka University)

This paper investigates the limits of innovative
uses of mimetic, sound-symbolic verbs in
Japanese. [1] points out the frame-based fluidity of
the meaning and argument structure of mimetic
verbs (e.g. rebaa-o gatyagatya su- ‘clank a
gearshift’), whose conventional uses are restricted
to less iconic, intransitive ones (e.g. nikoniko su-
‘smile’) [2]. Based on a questionnaire and some
corpus data, | illustrate that frame semantics also
accounts for the unlikely uses of mimetic verbs,
such as nyaanyaa Su- as a causative
sound-emission verb meaning ‘make meow’. The
discussion is consistent with the distribution of
transitive/intransitive uses of English
sound-emission verbs (e.g. clatter, squawk) in
corpora reported in [3].

[1] Tsujimura, N. (2009) “Reexamination of the
Meaning and Argument Structure of Mimetic
Verbs,” (J), KLS 29. [2] Akita, K. (2009) A
Grammar of Sound-Symbolic Words in Japanese.
PhD diss., Kobe U. [3] Levin, B. et al. (1997)
“Making Sense of Corpus Data,” Int’l J of Corpus
Linguistics 2.

“How to Express Deictic Information in
Encoding Self-/Non-Agentive and Agentive
Motion in English and Japanese” (E)



Hiroaki Koga (Keio University)
The aim of this paper is twofold. First, on the
basis of parallel corpus data, we demonstrate that
Japanese tends to express deictic-path information
(DP, hereafter) more frequently than English in
encoding self-/non-agentive motion and that this
tendency is adequately accounted for by their
language-specific  morphosyntactic  properties.
Second, we probe into the ways in which Japanese
and English include DP in caused-motion
expressions. In both languages, caused-motion
expressions typically lack DP (in particular, DP
expressed by a verb), except for accompanied
motion (e.g, mot-te iku/kuru). Focusing on
Japanese, we attempt to explain the reason for the
infrequent or sheer absence of DP expression in
caused motion and show that, despite the lack of
morphosyntactic means to express DP, Japanese
tends to construe caused-motion events from the
speaker’s perspective through another means, viz.,
direct/inverse-voice oppositions (Koga 2008;
Koga & Ohori 2008; Shibatani 2003).
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