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V2 Fx— (1), EFBFV—27vayr(1E), SE¥an
X7 A (3[E), EEBHEBLZF v— (21), NERKEZFERE
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mEE E)I K (MIT - ##2)

=% PPHEAERT 3 5 304 A=
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1.2008 4 4 4 16 H (/K) 18 :30~20: 00
Why Minimalism? |

2.2008 4 4 A 23 H (/K) 18:30~20: 00
Optionality and Last Resort

3.2008 4 5 H 7 H (/K) 18:30~20: 00
Is There Such a Thing as a Language Without Agreement?

4.2008 5 H 14 B (/K) 18:30~20: 00
Is There Such a Thing as a Language Without Agreement?

5.2008 %4 6 A 11 H (/K) 18 :30~20: 00
Genitive Subjects in Altaic Languages

6.2008 £ 6 A 25 H (/K) 18:30~20: 00
a P Projection (I)

7.2008 4 7 H 2 H (/K) 18:30~20: 00
a P Projection (II)

8.20084 7 H 9 H (/K) 18:30~20: 00

Syntax and Semantics of Ditransitive Verbs
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(2) EEHa0Xx7 L

HEF : 2008 4F 6 F 4 H (/K) 16: 00~18: 30
=% MHENERT 2 5 203 H=E

REE

Bl MK (FI9 v =7 K% - #HR)

‘Why’ questions, Presuppositions, and Intervention Effects
HE

It has been observed (e.g., Kuwabara, Miyagawa, Lee, Ko)
that naze/way ‘why’ quéstions in Japanese and Korean do not
manifest what have come to be known as Intervention Effects
(IEs). I present a novel analysis of this phenomenon, based on
the finer-grained judgment; the why”~Intervener pattern is
better than the other Wh*Intervener but still not as good as the
Intervener™why order. This kind of gradient judgment cannot
be easily dealt with the existing analyses, which are based on
the ‘survival of the fittest’ principle. I argue that the
improvement in why questions has its root in the
presuppositional property unique to why questio'ns. I will show
that the why presupposition, coupled with the pragmatic
account of IEs I advocated in my previous work, can
successfully derive the judgment pattern. I also discuss the
re-emergence of IEs with why questions under embedding
(noted by Ko). Although I cannot provide a full-fledged
analysis of this puzzling phenomenon, I will present new data
that suggest that the re-emergence is not due to the syntax of
embedding (contra Ko) but presuppositional consequences in

embedded contexts.
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* Kyle Johnson K (v F a—k vV KE T<v—R MK - #H#Z)
Fitting a  Multidominant Model of Movement to
Reconstruction Effects (

HE

The focus of this talk will be on current explanations of the
so-called “reconstruction” effects invoked by syntactic
movement operations. When movement shows reconstruction
effects, the phrase that moves behaves in some respects as if it
has been semantically interpreted in its pre-moved position.
Different movement operations give rise to different effects,
and it matters also what the syntactic form of the moved
phrase is. I will sketch a popular method of achieving these
effects that characterizes movement as involving an operation
that produces copies of the moved item. While this looks like
a necessary ingredient to any successful account of
reconstruction effects, it overgenerates. I will explore a
solution to the problem of overgeneration that involves
reinterpreting “copies” as one phrase assigned more than one
position in a phrase-marker. This requires that phrase markers
permit multidominance: one node may have more than one
mother. I’ll introduce a way of linearizing these phrase

markers that solves some of the problems we look at.

) BWMEEZEFY rBAXAEEI—YPav T
T#zEREE L T DOBEBE (Force) : HEE - mELZHE x TJ
HBEF : 20084 7426 H (L) 10 : 20~17 : 00

2008 4F 74 27 H (H) 10 : 30~17 : 00
M EANEFEEIBE I STV - T X — )L
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WE 9,

HWE ICPHEE : BIREARED THRIVFECH B0 |
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) LOMISBEEEZR L., X TRBELEZINDDPEN
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BCHERLEE NG, KX Tk, BHMRECTH
BEIND, BFERXFTEROERE L ZN LR TS
RFEOFEERLEROEME ROV BHRLE L,
TNOHLEFRIDLOVEERKETHY ., BT, EXD CP
BMELHERTLILEEZDLERADNDIEREBRT S,
ZTOBE., BEGRBICODWVWTOHEHBSEFZOMA., oF
D, WERIBELEADLYVIIEER< L LLE>HEER T
Harahd, b, —R TRV K957
BRTHo-ThH, CPOEELHMECEBE A LIX., T
DROCMEBLG ) L THSI>ZEoFAEZRETZW, £
EFEHRR, FHEGHOXA T, BARXRE, 2%/ O TE
Thd,

- Bl B (T U =T KRFE - HER)
HE TR EEEREITS
FED ] PABOBERZFELI>Z LT LI<SADL
NTWVWLEIR, ZERP VDY LERD T REEs] TR#
FEME] THAEILEET2TZHRITE I DRP 2TV
KEALTEREMPA I LTV RVWEH SR Z W, S5EO
FERTHE, MHBO NI 2RBFETHOMNREE XD
&l & v . ¥ Bl 72 A 2 (presupposition) X & B
(implicature) 2 EFDO MBI R b ¢EF 5> RcEMW
L., #a2 RBEFETHDOFA 7O (BRI, BB,
MEXRE) THONDXHBO TE] ogHh<e, BY
ST D KRBl (focus) & DREE, LR IO RO
) o2 EETY LT 5,

- B H MK (KIRFSZ KT - 2f%)
HE THAFEOEXB L LIERE B E
HABICEIEXLZTRCALND XERG L H 5 —
5, REHEFCRONDIXERE LDV ET, L
20, FEERT NZ) i, TwEEkRZ,] OX 512
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LT, MBHNOERNELEIFIET D L5 28
B, EXDOLIHICRIBPOHRBE DO LS k@x %
TAHEXRE, EMIZITIMIETERVHEBEIZODWVWTHH
A LET,

- fEHF F I ER O(SLafERFE - HiF)

HEE T& V7= THl & Agreement / Chain|
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Bl 20X THEFIX[RKE R L FFE L BRI ZR{D/2*
BFHNEREZTAE S, BEEZRO{O/EETF NI R L H»
STEIIEBWT, &Hpay] &, FREFRIETH 7
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EML T HIBEELFAMICE o THRIPEEIC R > T
L, LZAN, MEOLEYETHEEFITR > THRT
LMD LY I TREDB, BEOR AR AR 2 ERLD
L. RIEHEODREERSIEDL LD DH, THF
IR AN FRAE L BELZHRD{(OAETFINER T
nEL, BEERKRD{D/BERTFITIR LT RN
HTMBONTHD, DL THYFEHEER] I
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HEBINDIDBHBIZOALOND, KREERTIE., 20X
RITEVETCHA+EVETEARBATF O X5 R2BEK
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IR DNDDEEBEET D,

- Eah FET K

(MHENERE SHERZEHREE ¥ — - EFEHFER)

HE (XT T 0#E L k)
HABZOELRTIX, 773FnNCEITT2BENE
RBXOGEE (XF7) ¢EEF0a (K5+7) &
T, B2 7oL L THLNEZZEN—HEHNTH D,
L LABETE, kEFZ7HXF 7 EXBIET. FEk
WY ZEREF LW LZLUTOBRANLTR L D,
(iI)XFT70F> [{EE] & Taieg] OBELES T
THEOZ L, (IVEKET T LLEFEONELTERDLZ
EL (i) TIRE )] OBWEZFFSOTIN L DX OREHE
EIX, BKEFT 7 - XTFT7&bic, FEHONAD L HHEE
EWRRRBDZE, UESHRICEALTHEKE T EXXF
FIEHME IO IRETHHZ 2w LD, (i)
W, EXBHRICBLD T I GEH)EN(FEE) oK
R RBEN, LR M 7 B ARGEIE O MR L ik
DEFBEWRICB T 2 MmN EOBMAOEEIZ XV HE
EHIWCHMBA TE2D TRV EE XD,

7H27H (H)
- HE BEHERK (MMHEAFERT - HIR)
HE (EEEHXICB T 1EREE & R
A3 FK CTiL. Guglielmo Cinque & Luigi Rizzi IZ X o T
HFECHBIN, BIET —a vy N PLICHABEFT O
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FEHE & X (cartography of syntactic structures) % {E &l
T2l bEBETDLH, T, 20 wT s
FOMEE R7-% T, EBE (topic) E & (focus) &
WO EMBENL, LOXICHBEEICBWVWTERR
SNDIZNERNTT D, RIZ, BB EHMXEZIERT S
EZEICB W T, 854 EE (mirror principle) & JATHE D
JRZ (locality principle) PEHELRKZFZH UL HZ & %
B2, BRI, 2hozBEAT, RATEOKREO R
22T b tH % B /PE (relativized minimality) @ ¥ %
WTC, WITH#E (backward binding) D EH AL % )&k
HIXIREBEX ARG TZ ] B 200 i ®iEwm
(comparative syntax) DB ENLER T D (Z O TIT
DWVWTIiE, BHME 1996 22 R), X5, BEREAFHF
X, TARBICEOLLIBE SR OBRF T D,

bl BAK (AT 47 FRF - #HBER)

HE [WhERCIcRB T % E30E 4
BEOERFEOHEORETICL D Wh R X % &FF
IO LT, Wh BBy F O E BB & W5
BIXCIiE—BE L TCRRDZENRHHALE, ZTOHKRKT
X, TOLIRERBERZAE L. T TR
EFOEN, BELT—BLEERRNRAEL#EE L
HLDOTHDIN, £95ThbdELEL, ZRITED XD
RETHDINERD, FIZEBRBTL2DE., (DITHADN
DI MMEEREMCEMBEREMCOBKRICE T 5 IEX
e T,

(1) a.ep SERBMT B ] FWVIZWbro TWET,
b. ZFAEFEVEWVWEML £,
C.HIERTZ W IWEMLUET 0?2

(7272 = most members of Ff)
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Berman (1991), Lahiri (2002), Beck and Sharvit (2002) 5
Digkam L CT& 2, EFER LEICH DI D Quantificational
Variability Effects & & BJ# 3 3,

References:

Beck, Sigrid and Yael Sharvit (2002) “Pluralities of
Questions,” Journal of Semantics, 19.105-157.

Berman, Steve (1991) The Semantics of Open Sentences,
Ph. D. dissertation, University of Massachusetts at
Amherst.

Lahiri, Utpal (2002) Questions and Answers in Embedded
Contexts, Oxford University Press, Oxford.
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% (DK IP BEMICH G E D default #Th
% ([T RIE. VPHROPICHEELIPETER LT
W W (i) E&IX. CP, IP. vP D E DR EH TH
R, ¥, TRHICBHALTARETEH., ERO XD
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REROHMM RERL2SFEX2L LT, BHAOEE
HiZESE, BEMHORVWEHAOZH TDOE D H W
EERTDHZ LT AL LFZ2BEELEHEA T
IV EFEPCAME(VP #EICESRTIER LR
WZ tZEmOdBURERNRA 2L, U
BMEBOMBIZOWTCHDAXETXE 2 LE2RT,
T OB/ KON T H -,

(4) EE®a0%7 L

HEF: 20084 7H 29 H (k) 16:00~17: 30

=% MHESNFEKRE 2 566 302 H=E

Al : Juan Uriagereka Ik (X U — 5 » N K% -« ##2)

% : Where Does the Recursive Buck Stop?

HE
How far down into the fabric of language does recursion go?
Compounds are a natural domain to pose this question,
particularly within a Bare Phrase-Structure (BPS) approach to
syntactic relations. The syntactic structure of compounds of
the 'pick-pocket’ sort is quite reasonably of the standard (head,
complement) form, which one starts derivations with in syntax.
But most other compounds, like the familiar 'black-bird', seem
considerably more elusive in this regard. They appear to
involve a notion 'head' as originally discussed in Di Sciullo
and Williams (1987), but at the same time it is hard to see
exactly how that notion can be formally characterized within
BPS parameters. Moreover, in deciding how to p.roceed, it may
be important to review arguments, one way or the other, for
whether these sorts of constructions are productive, systematic

and transparent (the hallmarks of syntax). This is research in
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progress, which ought to be of interest regardless of what we
find the best answer to these questions happen to be. The goal
is to address some foundations of syntactic structuring and
whether they extend to the morphological domain -and if so,

to what extent.

(5) EFEFa0Fx7 L

HEF : 20084 10 A 15 H (/K) 17 :30~19: 00
K% MHEGERT 2 58 203 =

#HE . Julia Horvath X (7 v 7 B 7 K% « ##w)

JE #H : Syntax and the Lexicon: Morphological Causatives on a
Comparative Perspective (Tal Siloni K & o 3t & #f 32)

BE
The talk argues that verbal alternations that broadly speaking
involve the cognitive notion of Causation result from two
distinct generative mechanisms: (i) causativization, and (ii)
decausativization. The latter operation is identical across
languages and applies universally in the lexicon. The former
exhibits cross-linguistic variation that follows
straightforwardly if in some languages the operation is lexical,
while in others causatives involve a biclausal syntactic
structure comprising a Cause predicate and an embedded one.
The study reveals and derives the various clusters of
properties associated with the alternations, and formulates the
precise mechanisms underlying them. Furthermore, it provides
new evidence that contrary to some currently prevalent models,
the lexicon must be an active component, where valence

changing operations can apply.
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ERBAEFHEE>
(1) SFHEHAFTLVI F v —
HEF : 20084 9 A 16 H (k) 18:30~20:00
=% HMHENFERFE 3 S 3 - 106
s Al . Tony Green K
(Principal lecturer at University of Bedfordshire, UK)
& : No ‘can do’? Relating English learning, teaching and
assessment to the Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages (CEFR)
HE |
This talk will discuss the increasing pressure on
educators worldwide to relate local programmes to external
frameworks such as the Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages (CEFR) and some of the many
challenges that this involves. Projects to link tests to the
CEFR have been carried out or are underway for a number
of tests that are widely used in Japan including the Eiken
suite, TOEIC and IELTS. The talk will explore some of the
issues involved in communicating outcomes through
can-do statements and will describe the approach being
taken by the ongoing English Profile research programme
involving the University of Cambridge, The University of
Bedfordshire, The British Council and English UK.
The talk will appeal to anyone interested in language
learning and assessment and in communicating the

outcomes of language learning.

BEEREFILI. TNLENOHIKTITo TCWEEE T /I
Lrda—nmy NIELESZHY (CEFR) KRB NS X 5 24 H
A EBEESITLZENHFIN, TOBRBBTEEND S
SOBBE~oOIEbELNTWVS, HATH, EH ., TOEIC,
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ZRBRELFEOCD T LI T30V FREITHTH S,
AL 2ZF % —TlL,. Can-do V A FEZFHAWVWTT X Mg B % i
THZEWHELLIEMBELEsRD  SHI. 7V v VKRE,
RNy 74— RV ¥ —KF, 7IVT7 4 v va - hurii,
English UK 25, BL{E L [F] T4T > TV 5 English Profile #f 3¢ 7
Byl MZBWTEBHINLTWA T 7 —F o0 Tt
ERRAR
SEHEAT I ARIL. SEFE.
EMEEOMREMRT 22
BIRBENLDOTHA I,

SREFEMm. X5k, B
EWBELDOH D ANITE > TIHHRIT

(2) ERBBEV I F v —
HEF : 2008 42 12 A 3 H (/K) 18:30~20:00
=% MENAFEKXRE 3 3- 301
% Hl - Tess Fitzpatrick IX (Lecturer at Swansea University, UK)
# B : Using word association responses to explore the
nature of vocabulary knowledge

HE

This talk presents findings from a series of studies
which attempt to address some of the problematic aspects of
conventional research into word association behaviour. We
see that L1 and L2 responses do differ, but in very specific
ways, and we see that L1 response behaviour is not
homogeneous, but varies considerably from one individual
to another. However, within-Subject analysis indicates that
individuals are consistent in their own response behaviour
(in other words, they tend to produce the same sort of

responses) regardless of whether they are operating in their
L1 or L2.
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In the light of these findings, we suggest that attempts
to use word association tasks to assess L2 proficiency have
disadvantaged previous research, because this has
necessitated the use of group data “norms”. This talk
proposes that while word association research might not
give us an easy route into proficiency measures, it does
have the potential to help us understand the very nature of
vocabulary knowledge.

AFHBETIE, BRORBEREAHFEOMESEMAT 5 72
DT ol —EOMEDOR R L HET S, BELAESE
TIX, BEERONXRZY VIR TWVWER, ZOEWVITIE
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B 2T W RENE~DOEEEIRET 20TV
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ERMNVEEZTCINDI L&, BBLEV,
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A 2 “What makes a good primary English
teacher? Strategies for success in
teaching and training”

David Hayes (Brock University,
Canada)
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David Hayes K& (Brock University, Canada)

BE “What makes a good primary English teacher?
Strategies for success in teaching and training”
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