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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

This book is about the nature of Japanese complex predicates and the notion
‘word’. The term ‘complex predicate’ is used in this book to refer to a
predicate that is in some sense one word but in some other sense two (or
more) words. The task of this book is to explore the notion ‘word’ and the
nature of complex predicates in Japanese to determine in what sense they are
one word and in what sense they are not.

The predicates and constructions that will be discussed in this light
include the mora(w)(-u) and hoshi(-i) constructions (Kuno 1973, Inoue
1976a, b, 1982, 1989a, b, Shibatani 1978),! light verb constructions
(Grimshaw & Mester 1988, Miyagawa 1989a, Tsujimura 1990),
desideratives (Kuno 1973, 1983, Inoue 1976a, b, 1982, 1989a, b, Sugioka
1984, Sells 1990), causatives (Kuroda 1965a, 1981, Shibatani 1973a,
19764, b, Inoue 1976a, b, 1982, 1989a, b, Tonoike 1978, Miyagawa 1980,
1989b, Farmer 1980, 1984, Dubinsky 1985, 1994, Ishikawa 1985,
Kitagawa 1986, Gunji 1987, Di Sciullo & Williams 1987, Baker 1988),
aspectual and other syntactic compound verbs (Shibatani 1973b, Inoue
1976a, b, 1982, Kuno 1983, Nishigauchi 1993), lexical compound verbs
(Kageyama 1993), and purposive and participial complex motion predicates
(Miyagawa 1987b, Matsumoto 1991a). Previous studies on these items
(cited above) have been done in various frameworks, including
Transformational Theory (e.g., Kuroda 1965a, 1981, Kuno 1973, 1983,
Shibatani 1973a, b, 1976a, b, 1978), (‘Remarks’-type) Lexicalist Theory
(e.g., Miyagawa 1980, Farmer 1980, 1984, Inoue 1982), Government and
Binding Theory (e.g., Kitagawa 1986, Di Sciullo & Williams 1987, Baker
1988, Grimshaw & Mester 1988, Inoue 1989a, b, Miyagawa 1989b,
Nishigauchi 1993), Lexical-Functional Grammar (Ishikawa 1985),
Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar (Gunji 1987), and Relational
Grammar (Dubinsky 1985, 1994).

The present work is set in the framework of Lexical-Functional
Grammar (Bresnan 1982a, b, c, d, 1994a, Bresnan & Kanerva 1989, Bresnan

IThe parenthesized suffixes here represent non-past tense markers. I will often
ignore this morpheme boundary, especially in Chapters 3 and 4, in which
morphology is not of much concern, and also in glosses in example sentences,
for practical reasons such as lack of space.

1
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& Moshi 1990, Dalrymple, Kaplan, Maxwell & Zaenen 1995, Levin,
Rappaport & Zaenen 1983, Sells 1985, etc.).2 One feature of this theory is
that the different kinds of linguistic information —information concerning
syntactic constituents, grammatical functions, thematic roles, etc.—are
encoded in different structures (or levels) of often different formal character.
These structures are not related by derivation, but are co-descriptions all of
which are available simultaneously. Some of the recent versions of this
theory and closely related works have assumed three levels of representation:
constituent structure, functional structure, and argument structure (e.g.,
Bresnan & Kanerva 1989, Bresnan & Moshi 1990). Some have recognized
another structure: (lexical-)semantic structure (Butt, Isoda & Sells 1990, T.
Mohanan 1994), which is the least well-understood. In this thesis, I assume
these four levels of representation.

Constituent structure (c-structure) is the surface phrase structure of a
sentence with syntactic categories of terminal strings and phrases.
Functional structure (f-structure) encodes the grammatical functions of
expressions in a sentence, represented in an “attribute-value” structure.
Argument structure (a-structure) represents (thematic) arguments of a
predicate, usually with thematic role labels. Semantic structure (s-structure)
represents more detailed meanings of various expressions. The information
that these representations encode will be further discussed below.

The main thesis of this book is that the notion ‘word’ is relativized
(Bresnan & Mchombo 1995), manifesting itself in different ways in different
levels of grammar, and that a complex predicate can vary in its “one-word-
ness” accordingly. The word is an atomic unit in syntax, but this atomicity
can be defined in several ways (cf. Di Sciullo & Williams 1987). The
notion ‘word’ can be defined in terms of its morphological integrity: the
word is a unit whose parts cannot be separated from each other. It can also
be defined in terms of grammatical-functional properties: in the case of
verbs, for example, it is the unit that governs grammatical functions such as
subject and object, and that undergoes grammatical function changing
(alternating) operations such as passivization. The word can also be defined
as a unit of meaning: it is a unit that conveniently packages meanings in an
integrated way (e.g., Wierzbicka 1972).

These different senses of word atomicity represent the definition of the
word at three different syntactic levels of representation that relate to the
forms, grammatical functions, and meanings of expressions: constituent,
functional, and argument structure. In canonical cases, one and the same unit

2Sells 1985 and Wescoat & Zaenen 1991 provide a short introduction to this
theory. For more technical issues, see Bresnan 1982a and Dalrymple, Kaplan,
Maxwell & Zaenen 1995.
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functions as an atom in all of these different senses. The simplex verb love,
for example, is a word in all three senses. In the case of complex predicates,
however, the units that count as one word in each sense diverge, as I will
show in this book.

Such discrepancies regarding the unit identified as the word in different
senses have been noted in the literature. Booij (1990) observes that separable
complex verbs in languages like German and Dutch are composed of two
words in terms of their morphological integrity but that they behave as one
unit functionally and semantically (see also Ackerman 1987, Pifién 1992,
Neeleman & Weerman 1993). T. Mohanan (1994, 1995) notes that noun-
incorporating verbs in Hindi constitute one morphological word (one word
at c-structure) but are actually two words in terms of their functional
properties. The mismatch between the unit that undergoes certain syntactic
operations and the unit that is morphologically integral has been noted in
Japanese (e.g., Kuno 1987, Kageyama 1989).

The recognition of the mismatch between the word at surface and
underlying levels of representation has also been a source of differences
among different grammatical theories. Transformational theory has treated
many predicates as being formed in syntax, raising an embedded predicate to
an upper one and combining the two to form one predicate (Predicate
Raising). The assumption here is that the word at an underlying level of
representation can differ from the surface word (see Kuroda 1981 on this
issue). Such a treatment was not sanctioned under the strong lexicalist
position (cf. Chomsky 1970, Miyagawa 1980), but it has been resurrected
in Baker’s (1988) theory of Incorporation (head movement). (See below for a
treatment of such cases in LFG.)

The task of this study is to examine the three definitions of the word (at
c-structure, f-structure, and a-structure) by investigating various complex
predicates in Japanese. I will propose various tests to identify one word
(predicate) at these levels of representation and then apply these tests to
advance an analysis of these complex predicates. The results of the tests turn
out to be consistent, supporting the separation of levels as conceived in the
organization of grammar that I assume.

The three senses of ‘word’ studied here are not exhaustive: the word can
also be defined in terms of its phonological properties. I will not, however,
discuss the notion ‘phonological word’ in this book. See Poser 1984 for
some discussion of the phonological word in Japanese.

This book is organized as follows. In Chapter 2, I will survey the
nature of the different levels of representation and discuss crucial Japanese
facts treated in each level to establish criteria for defining the word
(predicate) at each level (though the full discussion of the wordhood at a-
structure will be postponed until Chapter 10). Chapters 3 through 9 are
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devoted to the analysis of various predicates and constructions in Japanese.
They are arranged so that the discussion will gradually move from syntax to
semantics. Chapter 3 is about constructions which turn out not to involve a
complex predicate (i.e., involving two words at all three levels of
representation): the mora(w)(-u) construction and the hoshi(-i) construction,
in which the sequence of participial verb plus main predicate appears
superficially to form a complex predicate. Chapter 4 is about light verb
constructions, which consist of the sequence of accusative-marked “verbal
noun” plus “light” verb (e.g., benkyoo o suru ‘do a study’). I will argue that
this sequence, too, involves two words at all three levels of representation.
Chapters 5 through 7 are devoted to “ambiguous” complex predicates that
are one word at c-structure and two words at a-structure, but which can be
either one or two words at f-structure: desideratives (e.g., yomi-ta(-i) ‘want
to read’), morphological causatives (e.g., yom-ase(-ru) ‘cause to read’), and
aspectual and other “syntactic” V-V compounds involving a complement
structure (e.g., yomi-hajime(-ru) ‘begin to read’, yomi-kane(-ru) ‘be
reluctant to read’). Chapter 8 deals with “lexical” V-V compounds in which
the first verb represents the manner, means, cause, etc. of the process
denoted by the second (e.g., kake-agar(-u) ‘go up running’, oshi-taos(-u)
‘topple by pushing’). I will argue that these compounds are one word at all
three levels. Chapter 9 is about what I will call complex motion predicates,
such as kai ni ik(-u) ‘go to buy’ and motte ik(-u) ‘go having’. I will argue
that these are one word at a- and f-structure, but two at c-structure. Chapter
10 differs from the preceding chapters in that it is not devoted to an
examination of a particular kind of predicate; instead, I will examine the
constraints on semantic wordhood (wordhood at the level of a-structure), on
the basis of data from both simplex and complex predicates representing
spatial motion. This is an issue which has not received much discussion in
the literature and on which the present work makes a unique contribution.3
As part of my treatment of these predicates and constructions, I will
discuss various alternative proposals that have been made about them. Since
the range of predicates that I will be discussing is diverse, and previous
proposals have been couched in different frameworks with respect to different
kinds of predicates, I will discuss the relevant alternative approaches
separately in each chapter. These include Grimshaw & Mester’s (1988)
argument transfer account of the suru light verb construction, the
Incorporation approach to causatives and desideratives (Baker 1988, Inoue
1989a, b), the restructuring account of complex motion predicates

3Readers whose interest in this book is purely lexical-semantic or “cognitive”
(cf. Langacker 1987, Talmy 1985, 1988) might want to skip Chapters 3 through
7, although some parts of Chapter 6 might be of interest to them.
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(Miyagawa 1987b), and Kageyama’s (1993) analysis of lexical compound
verbs. Transformational accounts of the morau and hoshii constructions,
causatives, desideratives, and aspectual compound verbs (e.g., Kuno 1973,
1983, Inoue 19764, b, Shibatani 1978) will also be discussed.



CHAPTER 2

Levels of Representation,
the Notion ‘Word’,
and the Grammar of Japanese

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the different kinds of linguistic
information encoded in different levels of representation, examine the notion
‘word’ or predicatehood at each level, and review some crucial Japanese facts
that relate to the identification of the word (predicate) at each level.

2.1 Levels of Representation

2.1.1 Semantic Structure

One of the levels of representation assumed in this book is (lexical-)
semantic structure. The aspects of meaning treated in this structure are the
meanings of lexical items, such as go, lift, and kick, which may be
decomposed into more primitive semantic entities (e.g., Gruber 1976,
McCawley 1968a, Lakoff 1970, Wierzbicka 1972, 1980, Jackendoff 1983,
1990, etc.).! In recent years there has been a renewed interest in this area,
especially in relation to certain grammatical phenomena (e.g., Levin 1985,
1993, Pinker 1989, Jackendoff 1990, Levin & Pinker 1991).

Those who have assumed some sort of lexical-semantic representation
in recent generative studies have not agreed on what such a structure should
look like. One position is that of Jackendoff (1983, 1990), who equates the
semantic structure is the conceptual structure that is available to various
cognitive processes. One problem with this view is that, as Pinker (1989)
has pointed out, this is a very strong form of the Whorfian Hypothesis, one
which is not usually accepted. Conceptual categories and semantic categories
are distinct, at least in a great many cases (Bowerman 1985, Matsumoto To
appear a).2

IThe phenomena that involve the level of representation called Logical Form
in Government and Binding Theory, such as binding and quantifier scope, are not
trcated at this level.

2Take as an example the notion of ‘“one-dimensionality”. This semantic
category is often encoded in the morphemes known as classifiers (Adams &

6
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Others consider the semantic structure to be one that contains only
grammatically (syntactically) relevant semantic information. This is the
position taken by Pinker (1989) and T. Mohanan (1994). For these
linguists, grammatically relevant semantic information includes animacy,
shape, causation type, temporal notions, etc. in addition to thematic roles
(see Talmy 1988). Note that this is much richer than what is assumed by
those who contend that thematic role information (which determines the
argument structure) is the only semantic information needed for syntax
(Burzio 1986, Levin & Rappaport 1986, Zubizarreta 1987, Belletti & Rizzi
1988)—a position which is clearly false (Pinker 1989, Matsumoto 1990a,
Dowty 1991, T. Mohanan 1994).

This position of representing only grammatically relevant semantic
information is a practical one in the sense of being relatively more feasible,
and it certainly suffices for the purposes of Pinker and T. Mohanan, whose
main interest in semantics in the works cited is the relationship between
semantics and syntax. However, on this view many highly interesting
semantic phenomena cannot be treated. One of the interesting questions in
lexical semantics is how words like yellow and brown or words like tread
and stride are different. The difference in many cases does not have any
grammatical consequences, but it is part of linguistic knowledge and it is by
no means a trivial issue.

In this book, I use the term semantic structure to mean a structure in
which all linguistically (not just grammatically) relevant information about
the meanings of expressions is represented. This is the position traditionally
taken by many structural semanticists, and still maintained by Coleman &
Kay (1981) and Wierzbicka (1985). In the version of this view which I will
adopt, the meaning of a word is defined by all the conditions that must be
satisfied in order for it to be used truthfully and appropriately (cf. Fillmore
1970). Those conditions might be a set of conditions that are individually
necessary and collectively sufficient, or a set of so-called prototype
conditions (e.g., Coleman & Kay 1981, Fillmore 1982a, Jackendoff 1983,
Matsumoto 1991b, 1993), although I will not be concerned with the latter

Conklin 1973, Matsumoto 1991b). The Japanese classifier -hon is analyzed as
conditioned by the one-dimensionality of an object, being used for such objects
as pencils, strings, and trees. However, the semantic category of one-
dimensionality is different from conceptual one-dimensionality. Unlike similar
classifier categories in other languages, Japanese -hon takes as its referent not
only such things as pencils and strings but also rolled one-dimensional objects
like cassette tapes and relatively less saliently one-dimensional objects like
pants and guitars. There is no evidence, however, to suggest that Japanese
speakers differ from speakers of other languages with respect to the conceptual
category of one-dimensionality.
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in this book.

This approach obviously has many difficulties. One problem is whether
such a representation is realistically representable, given our current
knowledge of the semantic categories in language. My approach to this
question is a practical one: to content myself with the current state of the art
and utilize what is known about the semantics of language to represent what
is necessary for my purpose. I will draw much from Pinker (1989) and
Jackendoff (1990), fully aware of the tentative nature of their proposals.

Another question is what kind of formal character such a structure
might have. In this regard, one might note that recent studies have posited
semantic structures of quite different formal character (compare, for example,
Dowty 1979, Fenstadt, Halvorsen, Langholm & Benthem 1985, Jackendoff
1990, Langacker 1987, Pinker 1989, Talmy 1976, 1988, Wierzbicka 1985).
In this book, I will use attribute-value structures similar to the ones used to
represent functional structures (cf. Fenstadt, Halvorsen, Langholm &
Benthem 1985). On this view, the meaning of sentence (1) can be
represented as (2):

(1) Jonwa  kozutsumi o Tookyoo ni okutta.
John Top parcel Acc  Tokyo Goal sent

‘John sent a parcel to Tokyo.’

@ e ‘ACT <ACTOR, ACTED-UPON>’
ACTOR [REL ‘John’]

’

ACTED-UPON [REL ‘parcel ]\

REL ‘GO <FIGURE, PATH>’
RESULT FIGURE

PATH

-

This semantic structure is a complex one in that it involves the embedding
of one semantic structure in another. That is, this semantic structure is
“biclausal”.

In (2), the causation in the sentence is described as involving two
events: John acts upon a parcel (in an unspecified manner), and the object
that is acted upon undergoes a change of location to Tokyo (the result of
John’s action). The main semantic structure in (2) represents the causing
event, and the embedded one, the caused event. The caused event is a
RESULT adjunct of the upper ‘ACT’, like Pinker (1989) treats it (though
he uses the term EFFECT). This formulation is consistent with Dowty’s
(1979) claim that it is an event, rather than a causer, that causes an event.
The term FIGURE that appears in the embedded structure is used to refer to
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an entity that moves or is located in some position (Talmy 1985). The
FIGURE of the embedded structure is semantically associated with (i.e.,
represents the same semantic entity as) the ACTED-UPON argument of the
upper REL(ation) ‘ACT’. This semantic association gives formal expression
to an observation made by Jackendoff (1987, 1990): in causation the same
entity bears the role of PATIENT (an entity that is acted upon) and THEME
(an entity that is moved or changed) at the same time (cf. Alsina 1992).

There is much to elaborate in this semantic structure (e.g., how the
Path of motion is represented; how the associations of the arguments in a
complex semantic structure are constrained; how the meanings of ‘John’ and
‘parcel’ are represented; how selectional restrictions are stated; etc.). I will,
however, defer any further discussion of semantic structure to the last three
chapters.

The issue of what constitutes a primitive REL in semantic structure is
beyond the scope of this book. Here main interest in semantic structure
concerns its relation to argument structure. This includes those constraints
that a complex semantic structure like that in (2) must satisfy in order to be
mapped onto a simplex argument structure (the process of Lexicalization). I
will discuss this issue in Chapters 6, 8, 9, and 10.

2.1.2 Argument Structure

2.1.2.1 The Nature of Argument Structure

Argument structure (a-structure) represents the valency structure of a
predicate, or the structure of the set of arguments that a predicate can take.
The nature of such a structure and its role in grammar has been extensively
discussed recently in the framework of LFG (Bresnan & Kanerva 1989,
1992, Bresnan & Moshi 1990, Alsina & Mchombo 1991, Alsina 1992,
1993, etc.) as well as in Government and Binding Theory (e.g., Williams
1981b, Hale & Keyser 1986, 1987, Zubizarreta 1987, Rappaport & Levin
1988, Grimshaw & Mester 1988, Rosen 1989, Grimshaw 1990, Levin
1995, etc.) and in other theories (Kiparsky 1987) (see also Wilkins 1988,
Stowell & Wehrli 1992). In a relatively recent version of LFG, both
thematic role information and the prominence relationship among arguments
are encoded in this structure (Bresnan & Moshi 1990, Alsina & Mchombo
1991).

The relationship between argument structure and functional structure
has been a topic of much discussion in LFG. The discussion has focused on
the association (sometimes called “linking”) between the thematic
(semantic) roles of an argument and grammatical functions such as subject
and object. In Lexical Mapping Theory, developed in the framework of LFG
(Bresnan & Kanerva 1989, Bresnan & Moshi 1990, Alsina & Mchombo
1991, Alsina 1992, 1993), each thematic (lexical) role in the argument
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structure of a predicate is underspecified as to the possible grammatical
functions that it can be mapped onto, and the grammatical function is
determined by mapping principles and well-formedness conditions.

The motivation for recognizing this level as something distinct from
semantic structure should be carefully evaluated. In this regard, Jackendoff
(1990) claims that linking takes place directly from his conceptual structure
to phrase structure positions (for subjects, objects, etc.), and that an
intermediate level like argument structure is not needed. This view contrasts
with those of Grimshaw (1990), Hale & Keyser (1986, 1987), T. Mohanan
(1994), Rappaport & Levin (1988), Levin & Rappaport Hovav (1992,
1995), Rosen (1989), Zubizarreta (1987), and others, who recognize
argument structure as a level distinct from (lexical-)semantic structure,
despite their differences about what exactly these levels should encode.

One difference between argument structure and semantic structure is the
kind of form (expression) that they are associated with. No part of a
morpheme can have its own independent argument structure, and therefore a
single morpheme cannot be associated with a complex argument structure.
Semantic structure, on the other hand, decomposes the meaning of a
morpheme into a complex set of semantic structures, as in (2) above.
Another difference is that semantic structure, unlike argument structure,
encodes not only syntactically expressible but also syntactically
inexpressible semantic participants in a described event. In this connection,
one might note that this distinction between semantic participants (entities
in semantic structure) and arguments of a predicate (entities in argument
structure) is recognized even in Jackendoff’s theory, in which the
independent level of argument structure is not recognized. Jackendoff
(1990:54) notes that the verbs drink and butter place restrictions on a
moved entity (i.e., liquid and butter-like objects, respectively). In the case of
drink the moved object appears as an argument of the verb, while this is not
true of butter. Thus the moved object is represented in the semantic
structures of both of these verbs, but it is represented in the argument
structure only of drink, not butter. Jackendoff (1990:54) distinguishes the
two by indexing syntactically expressible semantic participants (but not
syntactically inexpressible ones) in his semantic structure. In this respect
the notion of argument structure is implicitly present in Jackendoff’s theory,
too. Thus there does not seem to be any compelling reason to abandon this
level altogether.

There are in fact divided views about what kind of information is to be
contained in argument structure. For some, the arguments at this level carry
information concerning thematic roles (formerly known as deep structure
case (Fillmore 1968)), such as agent, patient, experiencer, source, and goal
(e.g., Alsina & Mchombo 1991, Belletti & Rizzi 1988, di Sciullo &
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Williams 1987, Williams 1981b). For others, this thematic information is
not included: arguments are represented by variables over arguments (e.g.,
Grimshaw 1990, Levin & Rappaport 1986, Rappaport & Levin 1986,
Zubizarreta 1987). One problem with thematic roles is that the set of roles
that have been identified cannot be regarded as exhaustive (Jackendoff 1987,
1990). Moreover, as Jackendoff points out, such roles can be divided into
two subcategories (actional roles such as agent and patient, and thematic
roles such as theme, source, and goal), and an NP can bear two roles
simultaneously, one from each set (e.g., the object of the verb send is
patient with respect to causation and theme with respect to motion). Given
this situation and certain other considerations (see below), some scholars
have used thematic role labels only for convenience when referring to a
particular argument (Grimshaw 1990, T. Mohanan 1994; cf. Bresnan &
Moshi 1990:16, note 28). I will take this view in the present book.

The prominence relation among arguments is often called the ‘thematic
hierarchy’ (e.g., Bresnan & Kanerva 1989, 1992, Foley & Van Valin 1984,
Grimshaw 1990, Jackendoff 1972, Kiparsky 1987, cf. Givén 1976, 1984).
A version of the thematic hierarchy (ordered from the highest to the lowest)
is given in (3); this is the version assumed by Bresnan & Kanerva (1992).

(3) agent > beneficiary > recipient/experiencer > instrumental
> theme/patient > locative

There is no unanimous agreement as to the details of this hierarchy (see
Bresnan & Kanerva 1992 for discussion), although the need for recognizing
some such hierarchy appears to be shared by many. This hierarchy has been
claimed to play a role in the canonical association between thematic roles
and grammatical functions such as subject and object (Bresnan & Kanerva
1989, Kiparsky 1987, cf. Fillmore 1968) and in constraining certain
grammatical processes (Alsina & Mchombo 1991, Grimshaw & Mester
1988), as well as in determining word order (Uszkoreit 1987) and in idiom
formation (Kiparsky 1987).

This hierarchy can also be viewed as reflecting the relative prominence
determined by a set of more primitive semantic criteria (e.g., Dowty 1991,
T. Mohanan 1994, Pinker 1989). T. Mohanan (1994), for example, argues
that such semantic criteria include: causer is higher than causee, sentient is
higher than non-sentient, undergoer of a change is higher than non-
undergoer, etc.

The primary role of the prominence hierarchy is to determine the logical
subject (Kiparsky 1987, Joshi 1989). The logical subject is defined as the
most prominent thematic argument of a predicate (Bresnan & Kanerva 1989,
Kiparsky 1987, T. Mohanan 1994). The logical subject plays an important
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role in grammar, especially as regards anaphora and control. I will present
some Japanese examples in 2.2.1.

Grimshaw (1990) argues that argument structure is hierarchically
organized to reflect relative prominence and claims that this would make it
unnecessary to refer to particular thematic role names (such as agent) in
formulating grammatical rules, though others have argued that reference to a
particular role name is necessary (Alsina & Mchombo 1991). One piece of
evidence adduced in support of such a hierarchically organized argument
structure comes from light verbs in Japanese, which I will discuss in
Chapter 4. In Bresnan & Moshi 1990, thematic roles in a-structure are
ordered, thereby representing the relative prominence of arguments.

In this book, the argument structure of a predicate is represented as an
“attribute-value” structure like (4) below (cf. Butt, Isoda & Sells 1990). (In
the first line, for example, “REL” is an attribute, and “‘send <AGENT,
PATIENT, GOAL>*“ is its value.) Here, thematic role labels are used only
for the sake of convenience (i.e., they could be replaced by ARG{, ARG,
etc.). The logical subject is positioned above all other arguments. Other
aspects of the prominence hierarchy need not concern us in this book. Some
further aspects of this structure in relation to functional structure are
discussed in 2.1.3.2 below. '

4 REL ‘send <AGENT, PATIENT, GOAL>’
AGENT [REL ‘John’]
PATIENT [REL ‘parcel’ ]
GOAL [REL ‘Tokyo’])

Many complex predicates, such as morphological causatives and
desideratives, have a complex argument structure. The causative morpheme,
for example, is in many studies assumed to have its own argument structure
(with agent (causer), patient (typically causee), and caused event as its
arguments (cf. Alsina 1992)) and embeds the argument structure of a base
verb. However, it is not always the case that each morpheme in a complex
predicate has its own argument structure. In some cases, as I will argue
below, the argument structure of a morpheme in a certain complex predicate
is not represented in the argument structure of the whole (Chapter 8) or is
merged with the argument structure of another predicate to form a single
argument structure (Chapters 8 and 9).

2.1.2.2 The Predicate in A-structure

At a-structure, the notion ‘word’ can be equated with REL. As a complex
predicate can often embody several a-structures in a complex a-structure, it is
important to be able to identify these component a-structures as such. In
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fact, a predicate that is one word in a-structure displays several properties
that can be used to identify it within a complex predicate. First, a predicate
(REL) in each a-structure has one and only one logical subject, and therefore
the number of logical subjects in a sentence with a complex predicate should
reveal how many RELs the sentence involves. Also, it is often assumed that
a REL at this level can take only one argument having a given role (see
Fillmore 1968, Grimshaw 1990, etc.); that is, a predicate cannot have more
than one agent, patient, goal, etc. If this is a real condition on argument
structure, it can be used as a test for predicatehood in a-structure. I will
discuss this issue briefly in Chapter 9.

A predicate in a-structure can also be identified in terms of the mapping
between semantic structure and argument structure. It is often argued that
certain semantic conditions must be satisfied in order for a complex
semantic structure (e.g., (2) above) to be “lexicalized” in one
morphologically simplex word (i.e., a predicate that is clearly monoclausal
in a-structure) (Shibatani 1976a, b, Pinker 1989, Wierzbicka 1980). For
example, Shibatani (1976a, b) has noted that Japanese lexical causatives
(such as korosu ‘kill’) cannot represent what he calls indirect causation, and
that indirect causation can be expressed only by morphologically complex
causative forms, which have a complex argument structure (as well as a
complex functional structure in some analyses).

Conditions of this kind represent the semantic constraints on
lexicalization and therefore help to identify a predicate in argument structure.
Such semantic constraints, however, are not well-understood. In Chapter 8,
9, and 10 I will identify some of these constraints and use them as a test for
the simplicity of argument structure. Such conditions include semantic
constraints on the arguments of one predicate (Chapters 8 and 9), constraints
on semantic associations in the semantic structure of a predicate (Chapter 8),
and temporal and other constraints on the semantic structure of one predicate
(Chapter 10).

2.1.3 Functional Structure

2.1.3.1 The Nature of Functional Structure

Functional structure (f-structure) is the level of representation which
provides information about the grammatical functions of expressions in a
sentence. Functions currently recognized in LFG are SUBJ, OBJ, OBJg,
OBLg, COMP (closed complement), XCOMP (open complement), ADJ
(closed adjunct), and XADJ (open adjunct). “8” is a cover symbol for
concrete role names, such as go(al) and so(urce). “GF” is often used as a
cover symbol for any grammatical function. In LFG, grammatical functions
are given distinguished roles; LFG differs in this respect from Government
& Binding Theory, in which grammatical functions are defined in terms of
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phrase structure positions. LFG uses the attribute-value structure to
represent this structure, as in (5), which is the functional structure of
sentence (1).

)] PRED ‘send <SUBJ, OBJ, OBLgo>’
SUBJ [PRED ‘John’ ]
OBJ [PRED ‘parcel’ ]
OBLgo [PRED ‘Tokyo’]

(5) shows that Jon, kozutsumi, and Tookyoo ni in (1) are the subject, the
object, and the oblique argument (representing goal) of the predicate okutta
‘sent’, respectively, which governs these arguments.

There are two well-formedness conditions placed on f-structure: the
Completeness Condition and Coherence Condition, which are LFG
counterparts of Theta Criterion in Government & Binding Theory. The
Completeness Condition states (in a somewhat simplified version) that an f-
structure is complete if and only if it contains all the governable
grammatical functions that its predicate governs. The Coherence Condition
states that each f-structure is coherent if and only if all the governable
grammatical functions that it contains are governed by the predicate of the
f-structure. Completeness Condition makes an f-structure lacking a
necessary function ill-formed, and Coherence Condition makes an f-structure
with an unlicensed function ill-formed. For example, (6) is ill-formed
because the XCOMP is not governed by its PRED (in violation of the
Coherence Condition).

©) PRED  ‘send <SUBJ, OBJ, OBLgo>’
SUBJ
OBJ
OBLgo
XCOMP

In this way subcategorization is checked in terms of functions (rather than
categories such as NP and PP) at f-structure.

Functional structure is the level of representation at which many
grammatical rules are stated, including control and binding. Here I will
briefly discuss the issue of control. In LFG, the issue of “obligatory
control” has been treated in terms of “functional control” (Bresnan 1982b,
Sells 1985; cf. Zec 1987). Functional control is the relation between the
missing subject in a complement or an adjunct clause and its antecedent
(controller). A complement whose subject must be controlled by an
argument of an upper clause is called an XCOMP, and an adjunct clause
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whose subject must be controlled is called an XADJ. Verbs that select for an
XCOMP include both raising verbs and control (equi) verbs. The control
verb try and the raising verb seem, for example, have the following lexical
entries.

(7) a. try <SUBJ, XCOMP>
b. seem <XCOMP> SUBJ

The difference between the two is that the subject of try is thematic (linked
to Agent), while that of seem is not (there is no thematic restriction on it).
Thematic arguments are placed inside the angular brackets, and non-thematic
arguments, outside them, as in (7a) and (7b). The particular control
relationship that each verb requires is stated in a control equation such as
(8), which indicates that the f-structure of the SUBJ of the XCOMP of try
is equated with the f-structure of its subject. The functional structure of
sentence (9a) is given in (9b).

®) try (TXCOMP SUBJ)=(TSUBI)

(9) a. John tries to read a book.

b. PRED ‘try <SUBJ, XCOMP>’
SuBJ] [PRED ‘John’]
PRED ‘read <SUBJ, OBJ>’
XCOMP | SUBJ
OBJ

[PRED ‘book’ ]

2.1.3.2 Mapping between A-structure and F-structure

The notion ‘grammatical function’ is an important one, especially in
relation to grammatical function changing (alternating) processes such as
passivization and causativization. When LFG was first formulated, function
changing processes were regarded as lexical rules, which were operations on
the grammatical functions represented in the lexical form of a predicate.
Passivization, for example, converted OBJ to SUBJ and SUBJ to BY OBJ
(Bresnan 1982a). Bresnan (1982a) argued that passivization (and in fact all
other function changing processes) is a lexical process (a word formation
process), a position consistent with a strong form of the lexicalist
hypothesis (cf. Chomsky 1970).

In Lexical Mapping Theory, formulated within LFG, a new proposal
has been made (Bresnan & Kanerva 1989, Bresnan & Moshi 1990, Bresnan
& Zaenen 1990, Alsina 1992; see also L. Levin 1986). In this theory,
grammatical functions are not primitives, but are composites of features
such as [r] (thematically restricted) and [o] (object-like), which can have
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either + or - values. SUBJ is composed of [-r] and [-0] (i.e., its thematic
roles are not restricted to any particular role, and it is not object-like), OBJ
of [-r] and [+0], OBLg of [+r] and [-0], and OBJ g (secondary object) of [+r]
and [+0]. Thematic roles in a-structure have a certain (incomplete)
specification in terms of these features that limits the grammatical functions
they can be mapped onto. For example, according to Bresnan and Kanerva
(1989) Patient is intrinsically [-r], which means that it can only be mapped
onto thematically unrestricted grammatical functions (i.e., those
grammatical functions that are capable of being associated with a variety of
thematic roles), namely, SUBJ and OBJ. In Alsina (1992) and Bresnan and
Zaenen (1990) certain secondary Patient-like roles are alternatively classified
as [+o]. (This option is not available for applied Recipient roles.) All other
roles are classified as [-o].

The mapping principles map these roles onto grammatical functions.
The Subject Mapping Principle maps the highest role with [—o] or, if there
is no such role, a role with [-r], onto SUBJ (i.e., classifies this role as [-r]
and [-o0]). The Mapping Principle for Non-subject functions (Default
Principle) maps all other roles to the most marked compatible function (i.e.,
classifies them as [+0] and [+r] when compatible). The result is checked
against two well-formedness conditions: the Subject Condition (every
lexical form must have SUBJ) and the Function-argument Biuniqueness
Condition (the mapping between roles and functions must be one-to-one). In
addition, the classification must be monotone increasing, prohibiting
conflicting classifications.

In this theory, Passivization suppresses the highest thematic role in an
a-structure. Thus, if Agent (which has an intrinsic [-0] specification) is
suppressed, Patient (which has a [-r] specification) will have the
opportunity to be mapped onto SUBJ. The Lexical Mapping of the verb eat
and its passive form is illustrated in (9).

(©)] eat <Agent, Patient> eaten <Agent, Patient>
Intrinsic [-0] [-1] 0] (-]
Mapping Principles [-1] [+0] [-o]

SUBJ OBJ SUBJ

The details of this theory are not directly relevant to the main issues of
this book. One thing that is relevant is the domain of a-structure that
corresponds to a single functional structure. This issue is especially
important in the discussion of complex predicates like morphological
causatives. Morphological causatives and some other complex predicates
have been analyzed as having a complex biclausal argument structure. Such
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a complex argument structure might be mapped onto a complex functional
structure. For example, the argument structure of (10b) (for ‘John causes
Mary to read the book’) can be mapped onto the biclausal functional
structure (10a). In this case, Lexical Mapping applies to each of the two
argument structures in (10b), linking AGENT to SUBJ and PATIENT to
OBJ in each separate clause. (10c) schematically describes the mapping
involved.

(10) a.

PRED ‘cause <SUBJ, OBJ, XCOMP>’
SUBJ] [PRED ‘John’]
OBJ  [PRED ‘Mary’]
PRED ‘read <SUBJ, OBJ>’ P
XCOMP | SUBIJ
OBJ [PRED ‘book’]
b. [ REL ‘cause <AGENT, PATIENT, EVENT>’
AGENT [REL “John’]
PATIENT [REL ‘Mary’]
REL ‘read <AGENT, PATIENT>’
EVENT AGENT
PATIENT [REL ‘book’ ]

c. |
‘cause <agent, patient, event>’
I I

‘read <agent, patient>’

OBJ XCOlMP>’
‘read <SUBJ OBJ>’

‘cause <SUBJ

If Japanese morphological causatives are functionally biclausal, as Ishikawa
(1985) has claimed, then the correspondence between the argument structure
and the functional structure of these predicates should presumably be
characterized in this way.

There are also cases in which a complex argument structure is mapped
onto a simplex functional structure. This pattern appears to be true of
Chichewa morphological causatives (Alsina 1992, 1993) and Malayalam
morphological causatives (K.P. Mohanan 1983, T. Mohanan 1988). It has
been observed that the causee argument in Chichewa and Malayalam
causatives does not exhibit subject properties, and therefore these causatives
are to be regarded as functionally monoclausal. In this case, a complex
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a-structure is mapped onto a monoclausal f-structure. The facts of causatives
in these languages are rather complex, given that different types of
causatives have different argument structures (see T. Mohanan 1988, Alsina
& Joshi 1991, Alsina 1992, 1993). One type of mapping Alsina (1992,
1993) recognizes is the one between the f-structure (11a) and a-structure
(11b); here (11b) is very similar to (10b), but (11a) is monoclausal while
(10a) is biclausal. (11c) schematically describes the mapping involved.

(11)a. [ PRED  ‘cause-read <SUBJ, OBJ, OBJpt>’
SUB] [PRED ‘John’]
OB]  [PRED ‘Mary’]
OBJpt [PRED ‘book’ ]

b [ REL ‘cause <AGENT, PATIENT, SUBEVENT>’
AGENT [REL ‘John’]
PATIENT [REL ‘Mary’ ]

_ ]
REL ‘read <AGENT, PATIENT>’ >
SUBEVENT | AGENT
PATIENT [REL ‘book’] i

c.
‘cause <agent, patient, subevent>’

I

‘read <agent, patient>’

‘cause-read <SUBJ OBJ OBJpt>’

The mechanism for mapping a complex argument structure onto a
simplex functional structure (cf. (11)) has been discussed by Butt, Isoda &
Sells (1990). In their view, this kind of mapping is possible when the
internal structure of the embedded EVENT argument is transparent for the
sake of linking (i.e., the internal structure of EVENT is “visible” or
“penetrable” from outside). They term such an EVENT argument EVENTT.
A non-transparent EVENT argument, which do not allow such mapping (cf.
(10)), is simply called EVENT. For reasons to be mentioned below, I will
refer to their EVENTT as SUBEVENT.

In the mapping from (11b) onto (11a), all arguments in the upper
clause and the SUBEVENT clause in (11b) are mapped onto entities in a
simplex functional structure, except for an argument like lower Agent,
which is “fused” with the upper Patient argument (Alsina 1992, 1993). The
three arguments AGENT, upper PATIENT and lower PATIENT thus
undergo Lexical Mapping together, establishing the correspondence between
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the argument structure (11b) and the functional structure (11a).

Passivization affects the mapping possibilities of the arguments of
complex predicates in the following way. The operation of passivization on
the complex argument structure of the causative (11b) would make the
Patient argument of the lower clause available for mapping onto the subject
of the passive. This would not be possible if the causative morpheme
selects for an EVENT (cf. (10b)), since in this case only the arguments of
the causative morpheme itself are given a chance to become subject.

In the proposal of Butt, Isoda & Sells, the distinction between EVENT
and EVENTT is purely formal, motivated solely for the purpose of mapping
onto f-structure. In this book I will suggest that the distinction between
EVENT and SUBEVENT is semantically motivated, and that the difference
in their mapping possibilities is a reflection of such semantic difference. An
event represented by SUBEVENT is semantically interwoven with the
situation described by the upper, embedding argument structure, so that
SUBEVENT and its upper structure together represent one complex event of
some sort. EVENT, on the other hand, represents an event which is
semantically independent of the situation described by the upper structure. I
will clarify what this means in the course of this book. One reflection of
this crucial relation between the SUBEVENT and its upper argument
structure is the following necessary (but not sufficient) condition on
SUBEVENT.

(12) Fused Argument Condition: One argument of SUBEVENT
must be fused with (identical with) an argument of the embedding
argument structure subcategorizing for that SUBEVENT.

2.1.3.3 The Predicate in F-structure

At f-structure, the notion ‘word’ can be equated with PRED. A predicate that
constitutes one word at this level can be defined as the unit that governs a
set of grammatical functions such as SUBJ and OBJ. It can be identified in
several ways. Since a predicate must have one and only one SUBJ, the
existence of more than one NP that functions as a grammatical subject
signifies that the sentence involves a complex functional structure. SUBJ
can be identified by grammatical phenomena that are sensitive to
subjecthood. I will review these phenomena in Japanese below.

Another way to identify a predicate in f-structure in the analysis of
complex predicates is by looking at how Passivization of a complex
predicate affects the mapping possibilities of the arguments. As noted in the
previous section, the suppression of the logical subject of an upper clause
can affect the mapping possibilities of the arguments of a lower clause if
and only if that lower clause is a SUBEVENT (not EVENT) argument of
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the upper predicate, since the arguments in the upper and lower clauses
undergo lexical mapping together only in this case, mapped onto entiites in
the same f-structure (as in (11)). Thus, if Passivization can make the lower
patient into the passive subject, then, the predicate has a simplex f-structure
with one PRED. If it cannot, the predicate has a complex f-structure unless
there is any other reason to prevent the subjectivization of the patient.

There are also other tests for monoclausality in f-structure: adjunct
interpretation and verbal anaphora. I will discuss these tests in 2.2.2.

2.1.4 Constituent Structure

2.1.4.1 The Nature of Constituent Structure
Constituent structure (c-structure) represents a surface phrase structure in the
form of a familiar phrase structure tree, a well-formed bracketing that
indicates the surface arrangement of words and phrases in a sentence. The
constituent structure also carries grammatical category information, such as
the NP-hood of a phrase, etc. This structure corresponds approximately to
the level PF of Government & Binding Theory. In LFG, c-structure is the
only structure in which the linear precedence relationship between
expressions in a sentence is stated. It does not contain any empty categories.
A preliminary version of the phrase-structure rule for an S in Japanese
is given in (13a). (Here, “XP” is used as a cover symbol for any phrasal
catogry.) (13b) is the constituent structure of sentence (1) according to this
rule.

(13 a. S — XP \%
Tep=l T=l

b. S

(TsuBn=! (ToBN=l  (TOBLgo)=! =T
NP NP PP v
Jonwa  kozutsumio  Tookyoo ni okutta
‘John’ ‘parcel’ ‘to Tokyo’ ‘sent’

As in (13a) and (13b), c-structure nodes are annotated with functional
information (functional annotation), indicating their status in the f-structure
of a sentence. (This annotation is usually placed below each category label
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in a phrase-structure, and above it in a c-structure.) The up-arrow refers to
the functional structure of the mother node, and the down-arrow refers to the
functional structure of the node itself. Thus, “(TSUBJ) =l on the subject
NP, which is read as “up’s SUBJ is down”, means “my mother’s
f-structure’s SUBJ is equated with my f-structure” (i.e., the NP is the
subject of the f-structure of the S). “T=1" on V means “my mother’s
f-structure is equated with my f-structure” (i.e., the V is the head of the
f-structure of the S).

I will assume that Japanese does not have a VP (i.e., Japanese is a non-
configurational language), as in (13). This assumption is of course a
controversial one. I will not, however, engage in any discussion of the
(non)configurationality of Japanese phrase structure in this book, as the
issue is independent of my major claims.

2.1.4.2 Surface Realizations of Grammatical Functions

The surface expressions of grammatical functions vary considerably among
languages. The correspondence between c-structure and f-structure must be
formulated so that it is flexible enough to be able to describe such surface
variations in different languages, yet constrained enough to rule out
impossible correspondences.

One instance of possible flexibility in the surface realization of
grammatical functions is found in Hindi N-V compounds (T. Mohanan
1994, 1995). Mohanan has found that the verb in certain N-V compounds
can agree in gender with the noun (nominative in form) with which it forms
a compound, when they take an ergative subject. Given that Hindi verbs
agree with their nominative OBJ when their SUBJ is not nominative, the
incorporated noun can be analyzed as bearing the function of OBJ, unlike
usual cases in which such functions realize as a phrase (e.g., NP). That is, a
sublexical unit can bear a grammatical function like OBJ, as in (14). (See
also Bresnan & Mchombo 1987 for the case of Chichewa incorporated
pronouns.)

" /V\
(ToBI=! 1=l
N \Y

There is no reason to limit this kind of case to an incorporated OBJ. In fact,
Ishikawa (1985) has proposed that Japanese morphological causative verbs
are morphologically expanded into an XCOMP V (a V bearing the function
of XCOMP) and the head V.



22 | Complex Predicates in Japanese

It is also possible for one PRED in f-structure to correspond to two
words in c-structure. Separable complex verbs in German and Dutch are one
example. Another is the Urdu permissive construction, reported by Butt
(1995) and exemplified in (15).

(15) Anjum-ne  Saddaf-ko xat likP-ne  di-yaa
Anjum.F-Erg Saddaf F-Dat letter. M-Nom write-Inf give-Perf.M.Sg

‘Anjum let Saddaf write a note.’

Butt has found evidence suggesting that this construction is functionally
monoclausal, even though it involves two morphological verbs. One piece
of evidence concerns agreement. In Urdu, a verb agrees in gender and number
with the nominative NP in the clause that is highest in terms of the
grammatical hierarchy (i.e., SUBJ > OBJ > ... ) (cf. Hindi described above).
In (15), the permissive verb diyaa ‘gave’ agrees in gender with the apparent
object of the complement verb, namely, xat ‘letter’. She uses this fact as
well as some evidence from anaphora and control to argue for the functional
monoclausality of this sentence. The upshot is that the two verbs constitute
one PRED in f-structure and that diyaa ‘gave’ selects for a SUBEVENT (her
EVENTT) whose REL is lik"ne ‘write’. Butt has also found evidence
suggesting that the object xat and the verb lik"ne can form a constituent,
still maintaining functional monoclausality. (See Dalrymple 1995 for a
formal treatment of such phenomena.)

2.4.1.3 Functional Uncertainty
One constraint placed on the correspondence between f-structure and
c-structure is the Functional Locality Condition on functional equations (in
functional annotations), which prohibits more than two attribute names
from appearing in an equation, ruling out such equations as (TCOMP
XCOMP OBLgo):(TSUBJ) (Bresnan 1992b:288). However, certain long-
distance phenomena in language (such as wh-movement and topicalization)
have motivated a treatment of the exceptions to this condition by means of
the device of Functional Uncertainty (Kaplan & Zaenen 1989, Dalrymple
1993, Zaenen & Kaplan 1995).

Consider topicalitzation in English (Kaplan & Zaenen 1989) on the
basis of the constituent structure in (16a) and the functional structure (16b)
to which (16a) is supposed to correspond.
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(16)a /S\
(' TOPIC)=) =l
A (TSUBJI=! =l
John NP /VP\
A 1=l (Tfcomp)={
Bill \% §
|_ 1=
said S

TN

(TsuB))=| T=l

NP VP
|
VANEEN)
Mary \Y%
i

b. [ TOPIC [PRED ‘John’]
PRED ‘say <SUBJ, compy\
SUBJ] [PRED ‘Bill']

PRED  ‘meet <SUBJ, OBJ>’ |

SUBJ [PRED ‘Mary’
OBJ

COMP

In (16a), the sentence-initial NP has the function of TOPIC. One important
issue here is how to link the TOPIC to another appropriate function. In this
particular sentence it must be linked to the OBJ of the non-controlled clausal
complement (COMP), as shown in (16b). The formulation of such linkage
must be general enough to allow TOPIC to be linked to any function
(multiply) embedded in controlled and/or non-controlled complement clauses
as well as in the main clause.

This can be done by introducing the following equation on a TOPIC



24 | Complex Predicates in Japanese

phrase, which involves Functional Uncertainty. (This formulation is
somewhat different from Kaplan & Zaenen’s (1989) original formulation.)

(17) (TTOPIC) = (T{COMP/XCOMP}* GF)

The Kleene closure operator * in “{COMP/XCOMP}* GF’ means any
number of occurrences including none. Thus, “{COMP/XCOMP}* GF” in
(17) can be any of OBJ, COMP SUBJ, XCOMP OBJ, XCOMP COMP
SUBJ, etc. This rule potentially links TOPIC to any grammatical function
with an arbitray repetition (including none) of COMP and/or XCOMP, and
in this sense the linked function is left “uncertain” (hence the name
“Functional Uncertainty”). The actual function it can be linked to is
determined due to well-formedness conditions on functional structures,
which include the Completeness and Coherence Conditions (Bresnan 1982a,
Kaplan & Bresnan 1982). In (16a) above, COMP OBJ is missing, and
therefore the subcategorization requirements of the embedded predicate (i.e.,
the Completeness and Coherence Conditions) are satisfied in functional
structure only when TOPIC is identified with COMP OBJ. Note that this
mechanism allows topicalization to be formulated without any traces in
c-structure.

The mechanism of Functional Uncertainty has been also used in
formulating rules for other phenomena quite different from topicalization
that involve some sort of uncertainty. They include anaphora (Dalrymple
1993) and the cross-serial dependency found in Dutch infinitival
constructions (Zaenen & Kaplan 1995).

2.1.4.4 The Word at C-structure

The word at c-structure is the entity which occupies terminal nodes in
syntactic constituency or X° in the X-bar theory. The word at this level is
characterized by its surface morphological integrity, i.e., its ability to occur
alone and the inability of its parts to be separated from the rest (cf. Bresnan
& Mchombo 1995; see also Takahashi 1972:139). The c-structure word is
also the unit above which morphological word formation rules do not apply.
I will examine some specific tests for c-structure wordhood in Japanese in
2.2.3 below.

2.2 Some Grammatical Properties of Japanese
and Tests for the Word/Clause

In this section, I will discuss some grammatical phenomena in Japanese that
are relevant to the identification of the word (predicate) at each level of
representation. A related issue here is the complexity of c-, f-, and
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a-structure. Since a single clause at a- and f-structure can have only one REL
or PRED, the number of clauses in a given sentence indicates the number of
predicates that that sentence has. This is not true of c-structure. A
monoclausal c-structure might have two morphological verbs that together
function as one predicate, without forming a biclausal constituent structure,
as will be discussed below.

2.2.1 Grammatical Subject and Logical Subject

As pointed out in 2.1.2.2. and 2.1.3.3, determining the grammatical subject
and the logical subject is one way to determine the complexity of functional
structure and argument structure and to sort out the number of predicates
involved in the sentence at these levels.

The grammatical subject plays an important role in the grammar of
Japanese (e.g., Shibatani 1978, Perlmutter 1983). Aspects of grammar that
are sensitive to subjecthood include reflexivization, honorification, and
control.

2.2.1.1 Reflexive Jibun

One phenomenon that has been claimed to involve the notion of subject is
the binding of the reflexive jibun (e.g., Kuroda 1965). The antecedent of this
reflexive, it has been argued, must be a grammatical subject (subjecthood
condition), as suggested by examples like the following.

(18) Jonjwa Mariijto  jibun;j *j no iede hanashi o shita.
John Top Mary with self Gen house Loc talk Acc  do-Past
‘John had a talk with Mary in his/*her house.’

This statement, however, must be qualified. There is substantial
evidence to suggest that certain non-subject NPs that are prominent in
respects other than grammatical function can serve as antecedents of jibun.
One such mode of prominence is discourse prominence. It has been pointed
out that jibun can have as its antecedent what has been called the logophoric
individual, or the individual whose point of view, thoughts or speech is
expressed in the discourse (see Kuno 1978a, Kameyama 1984, lida & Sells
1988, Matsumoto 1988a). An example is given in (19).

(19) Jibun; ga shinu-kamoshirenai toyuu hookoku wa
self Nom die-may Comp report Top

Mariij no kokoro o yusabutta.
Mary Gen heart Acc swayed

‘The report that she may die disturbed Mary heart.’

Another mode prominence that can enhance an NP’s suitability for
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Jibun binding is thematic prominence. Some scholars have pointed out that
a non-subject agent can sometimes be an antecedent of jibun. The following
example (20) is taken from Kitagawa (1980). This sentence involves
binding of jibun by a passive agent.

(20) Sono messeeji wa senseij ni yotte go-jibun; no
the message Top teacher by H-self Gen

shisetsu-hoosookyoku kara hasshin  s-are-ta.
private-broadcasting-station from  broadcast do-Pass-Past

‘The message was broadcast by the teacher from his private
broadcasting station.’

As Kuno (1983) notes, several factors appear to make this binding possible.
One is the impossibility of subject binding (because of the inanimacy of the
subject NP); another is the use of the honorific form of the reflexive, which
makes the agent a natural choice for its antecedent. Momoi (1985) gives
further examples of jibun bound by a passive agent, though his judgments
do not seem to be shared by many speakers.3

There are other cases where a subject cannot be a natural antecedent of
Jjibun. As is well known, the antecedent of jibun must be a human NP. In
addition, a sentence that represents an objective judgment or a judgment
(point of view) of someone other than the subject NP does not naturally
allow its subject to be the antecedent of jibun (cf. logophoric binding
above). The following is one example.

3The following sentence, taken again from Kitagawa (1980), also involves
binding of jibun by a non-subject.

(i) Hayaku Naomi o jibun no ie ni kaeshite shimai-nasai.
quiackly Naomi Acc self Gen house Goal return finish-Imp

‘Let Naomi go quickly to her/*your home.’

In Kitagawa’s judgment this jibun cannot have its subject (the hearer) as its
antecedent, while it is possible to have the object of the verb kaesu as its
antecedent. In my analysis of lexical causatives in Chapter 6, this object NP is
neither a subject in f-structure nor an agent in a-structure, but an actor in
s-structure (i.e., the most prominent argument of the caused event in the
semantic structure). It appears that this semantic prominence is one factor
enhancing the possibility of jibun binding. A second contributing factor is the
lexical semantics of the verb kaesu. The meaning of kaesu requires the goal to be
the place where the moving person ‘belongs’; hence the reading of jibun =
Naomi is pragmatically natural here and the reading of jibun = addressee is
unnatural. The pragmatic unnaturalness of the latter reading can be removed under
certain circumstances; thus this reading is available to me if Naomi is a slave and
the subject’s (hearer’s) house is where she is supposed to belong.
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(21) ?? Marii; wa jibunj no imooto yori kawaii.
Mary Top self Gen sister than pretty
‘Mary is prettier than her sister.” (intended)

In spite of these qualifications, it must be noted that these exceptions to
the subjecthood condition for jibun binding are not irregular. One can still
use jibun binding to identify a subject if one considers carefully how other
factors may interact in particular cases of jibun binding. Thus jibun binding
does provide a test for subjecthood in Japanese, though one to be used with
caution.

2.2.1.2 Subject Honorification

Another phenomenon that involves reference to the subject is subject
honorification (e.g., Harada 1976, Shibatani 1978). Certain honorific forms
of verbs, such as those suffixed by -rare, and the o-V ni naru, o-V da and o-V
kudasaru complexes,* are used to honor the referent of the subject NP.
Examples are given in (22). (22a) is an example of o0-V ni naru
honorification,> and (22b), of -rare honorification.

(22) a. {Senseiwa/ *Taroo wa} hon o o-yomi ni nari-mashi-ta.
teacher Top / Taro Top book Acc H-read Cop become-Pol-Past

“The teacher (*Taro) read a book.’
b. {Senseiwa/*Taroowa} hono yom-are-mashi-ta.
teacher Top / Taro Top book Acc  read-Hon-Pol-Past
‘The teacher (*Taro) read a book.’
Since the subject honorification marking is used, the person to whom the

speaker is expressing his/her respect must be the subject of these two
sentences. Because reference by a personal name like Taroo is limited to

4Note that the verb kudasaru ‘give’ in the o-V kudasaru complex is a control
predicate that subcategorizes for a person as subject. This predicate is a
counterexample to Sells & lida’s (1991) claim that only raising predicates can
follow o-V to mark subject honorification.

5The verb naru in this construction is clearly different from the cognate verb
naru ‘become’. For example, the verb naru ‘become’ entails a change of state in
its subject NP, and therefore the -fe iru form of this verb is interpreted as a
resultative (see Kindaichi 1950, Teramura 1984a). However, the -te iru form of
the verb naru in this honorific construction is different: it inherits the aspectual
nature of whatever verb is inserted. Thus, o-yomi ni natte iru ‘is reading’, in
which the verb yomu ‘read’ is inserted, is interpreted as progressive, because of
the aspectual nature of yomu ‘read’. For convenience, however, I will gloss naru
as ‘become’ in this construction.
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cases where the referent is not higher than the speaker in terms of age or
social rank (Suzuki 1973), (22a) and (22b) are unacceptable with Taroo as
its subject NP.6

Subject honorification appears to be the most reliable test for
subjecthood in Japanese. Non-subject NPs, even those that are prominent in
other respects, cannot be the target of subject honorification. The logical
subject, for example, cannot be the target of subject honorification unless it
is a grammatical subject at the same time. Thus, (23a) cannot be used to
honor the logical subject sensei ‘teacher’; and, given that the subject NP in
this sentence is not described as the person who is respected (with the use of
a personal name), this sentence is judged unacceptable. The reason (23a) is
unacceptable is not morphological, given that (23b) is acceptable.

(23)a. *Jonwa  senseini o-tasuke-rareni natta.
John Top teacher by H-help-Pass Cop become-Past

‘John was saved by the teacher.” (intended)

b. Senseiwa Jonni o-tasuke-rare ni natta.
teacher Top John by H-help-Pass Cop become-Past

‘The teacher was saved by John.’

One might note, however, that honorific markers place semantic
restrictions on the subject and therefore not all subjects can be the target of
subject honorification. For one thing, non-human beings cannot be the
target of honorification in all honorific forms. In addition, Matsumoto
(1990b) has observed that non-volitional human subjects cannot be the

6Examples of the o0-V da honorific construction, which is much less discussed in
the literature, are (i) and (ii). (no in (ii) is a prenominal form of the copula da).

(i) Senseiwa Jon o o-machi desu.
teacher Top John Acc H-wait Cop

“The teacher is waiting for John.’

(ii) {sensei / sono otoko} o o-machi no {kata/*otoko}.
teacher / the manAcc H-wait Cop person/man

‘a {(honorable) person/*man} who is waiting for {the teacher/John}’

Sells & lida (1991) assume that the o-V no form (cf. ii) is neutral between
subject/object honorification. However, note that (ii)is acceptable only when
the head NP (which is the subject of the honorific complex) is an honorific noun
kata. In fact, if a non-honorific noun like otoko ‘man’ were used as a head noun,
this honorific verb complex could not be used. In contrast, such non-honorific
noun can be used as an object of the verb complex. This means that the o-V no
honorific complex is for subject honorification only.
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target of -rare subject honorification. For example, consider the sentences
in (24).

(24)a. Sensei ga kuruma no kage ni kakure-ta.
teacher Nom car Gen back Loc  hide-Past

‘The teacher {hid himself / got hidden} behind the car.’

b. Senseiga  kurumano kage ni kakure-rare-ta.
teacher Nom car Gen back Loc  hide-Hon-Past

‘The teacher {hid himself/ ??got hidden} behind the car.’

Sentence (24a) has two readings: that the teacher hid himself behind a car,
and that the teacher got hidden by a car. That is, the verb kakure 'hide' can
be used both for a volitional act of hiding oneself or a non-volitional
incident of getting hidden by something else. However, when the subject
honorific marker -rare is added to this verb, as in (24b), only the volitional
reading is fully acceptable. The same constraint also explains Dubinsky’s
(1985) observation that the verb wakaru ‘understand’ cannot occur in the
honorific -rare form.

This constraint does not seem to be relevant in the case of the o-V ni
naru honorific form (Dubinsky 1985). To avoid the effects of volitionality,
accordingly, it is primarily the o0-V ni naru honorific form that I will use to
test the subjecthood of an argument in this book.

2.2.1.3 Control

The third grammatical phenomenon that involves the notion of subject in
Japanese is control. The unexpressed subject of certain adverbial clauses can
be controlled only by a subject of an upper clause. Such adverbial clauses
include the koto naku clause (Matsumoto 1990b), which is semantically
similar to English without plus gerund. Consider (25a) and (25b).

(25)a. Jonj ga sono hon o [PRO; ip-peeji mo
John Nom the book Acc one-page even

yomu koto naku] sute-ta.
read  thing Neg throw.away-Past

‘John threw the book away without reading one page.’
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b. *Sono hon ga [PRO; ip-peeji mo yomu koto naku]
the  book Nom one-pageeven read thing Neg

Jon;j niyotte sute-rare-ta.
John by throw.away-Pass-Past

“The book was thrown away by John without reading one page.’
(intended)

The subject of the embedded clause in (25a) is controlled by the grammatical
subject of the upper clause. (25b) is unacceptable because Jon is not a
grammatical subject.

The subject of some adverbial clauses can be controlled by either a
logical subject or a grammatical subject. This is true of purpose clauses, as
is the case with English (Baker 1988, Jaeggli 1986, Roeper 1987; cf.
Lasnik 1988, Williams 1985). In the following sentence, the subject of an
embedded clause is controlled by the unexpressed agent of the passive.

(26) [PRO Kuuki o irekaeru tame] mado ga ake-rare-ta.
air Acc exchange Pur  window Nom open-Pass-Past

‘The window was opened in order to change air.’

It is also true of -nagara ‘while’ clauses (Shibatani 1988; cf. Perlmutter
1983, Dubinsky 1985:53). In this case control by a logical (but not
grammatical) subject is limited to cases where the -nagara clause occurs
adjacent to the passive predicate. For example, the subject of the -nagara
clause can be controlled by Marii in (27a), but not in (27b).

(27)a. Jonjwa  Marijj ni [PRO;; nikkori warai-nagara]
John Top Mary by smile-while

kisu s-are-ta.
kiss do-Pass-Past

‘John was kissed by Mary, smiling.” (either John or Mary is
smiling)

b. Jonjwa [PROj99j nikkori warai-nagara] Marii; ni
John Top smile-while =~ Mary by

kisu s-are-ta.
kiss do-Pass-Past

‘John was kissed by Mary, smiling.” (only John is smiling)

Finally, Matsumoto (1990b) has observed that the subject of a
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participial -te clause can also be controlled by a logical subject in cases
where the participial is interpreted as a resultative.’

2.2.2 Other Grammatical-Functional Phenomena

There are other syntactic phenomena in Japanese which are sensitive to
functional properties of a sentence, and which can therefore be used to
determine the complexity of f-structure and to identify a word (predicate) at f-
structure. These are passivization, the double-o constraint, adjunct
modification, and verbal anaphora.8

2.2.2.1 Passivization

As noted in 2.1.3.3, the effects of passivization can constitute a test for the
complexity of f-structure. This test is especially useful in determining the
functional status of a morpheme in morphologically complex predicates
such as morphological causatives and desideratives. If Ishikawa’s (1985)
biclausal analysis of Japanese morphological causatives is correct, for
example, passivization of the whole causative verb should be able to affect
only the arguments of the causative morpheme -sase(ru), and therefore it
would not be possible to make the object of a base verb the subject of a
passive sentence. On the other hand, if Japanese morphological causatives
are in fact functionally monoclausal, the base object should be able to
become the subject of the passive, unless this is ruled out for some other
reason. (I will examine this prediction in Chapter 6.)

Some caution is needed with regard to the use of passivization as a test
for monoclausality in f-structure. Some passive sentences may be judged as
unacceptable for semantic/pragmatic reasons, even with a passivizable
predicate. Nitta (1989) and Matsumoto (1990b) have observed that verbs that
can passivize do not passivize when the referent of the object NP is
interpreted as inalienable from, or at least spatially contiguous with, the
referent of the subject NP. Consider the following examples.

(28) a. ??Sono fuku wa Jon ni yotte kir-are-ta.
the clothes Top John by put.on-Pass-Past

“The clothes were put on by John.’ (intended)

7An example is (i) below (Matsumoto 1990b).
(i) Chizuga [yosumi o kitte] kabe ni  har-arete ita.
map Nom four-corner Acc cut wall Loc put-Pass Asp-Past
‘A map was on the wall, with its four corners cut.’

8There is in fact another phenomenon which can be used as a test:
desiderativization. This will be discussed in Chapter 5.
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b. Sono fukuwa mada dare ni mo kir-arete i-nai
the clothes Top yet anyone by even put.on-Pass Asp-Neg

‘The clothes have never been put on by anyone.’

In (28a), the patient NP sono fuku ‘the clothes’ is interpreted as worn on the
agent’s body. In such a case, the passive sentence is generally unacceptable.
This might be related to the fact that the agent is affected by the action
described, and in such a case there is insufficient motivation for treating the
patient as a more topic-worthy entity than the agent. Verbs like kiru can be
passivized if the referent of the patient NP is not placed on the agent, as
shown by the acceptability of (28b). This kind of restriction is often found
in passives and passive-like predicates in various languages. Examples
include the intransitivized resultative predicate in Japanese (Matsumoto
1990a) and indeed in most languages that have such a resultative predicate
(Nedjalkov & Jaxontov 1988).

Some other passive sentences that are sometimes regarded as
ungrammatical become grammatical in a sentence frame like (28b) above.
This is true of wataru ‘cross’ (see Takami 1992:89-141 for more examples).

(29) a. ?Sono hashi wa  watar-are-ta.
the bridge Top cross-Pass-Past

‘The bridge was crossed.’

b. Sono hashiwa mada dareni mo watar-arete i-nai.
the  bridge Top yet anyonebyeven cross-Pass Asp-Neg

“The bridge has never been crossed.’

In this book, I will point out further cases of this sort.

2.2.2.2 Double-o Constraint

It was first noted by Harada (1973) that Japanese does not (usually) allow
two accusative NPs in one clause. The initial data supporting this view
come from the case marking of causees in morphological causatives. For
example, in the following sentence (30), in which a transitive verb is
causativized, the causee cannot be marked in the accusative, even though a
causee can be marked in the accusative if the base verb is intransitive.
Dative marking must be used instead.

30) Taroowa Hanako {*o/ni} meshi o tak-ase-ta
Taro Top Hanako Acc/Dat rice Acc cook-Caus-Past

‘Taro made Hanako cook rice.’

Kuroda (1978) and Poser (1983) have argued that this condition is not a
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“surface” phenomenon, as the ungrammaticality is not removed even when
the accusative marking o does not appear at the surface, as in (31). In (31a),
o-marking on the NP meshi ‘rice’ is removed by mo, and in (31b) this NP
is gapped.

(31)a. *Taroowa Hanako o meshi mo tak-ase-ta.
Taro Top Hanako Acc rice too cook-Caus-Past

‘Taro made Hanako cook rice, too.’

b. *Taro ga Hanakoo  tak-ase-ta meshi
Taro Nom Hanako Acc cook-Caus-Past rice

‘the rice that Taro made Hanako cook’

The problem with the sentences in (30) and (31) appears to be the presence
of two objects in one clause, regardless of the surface marking.

On the other hand, the double-o constraint is a “surface” phenomenon
when the two accusative-marked NPs are not both objects (Poser 1983; cf.
Shibatani 1978). Poser notes that sentence (32a) is only somewhat
unacceptable.

(32)a. ?Karewa yoru no haiuei o kurumao tobasu.
He Top night Gen highway Acc car Acc fly

‘He drives his car fast on the highway at night.’.

b. Yoruno haiueimo karewa Kkurumao tobasu.
night Gen highway too he Top carAcc fly

‘He drives his car fast on the highway at night, too.’

In this case, the greater distance between the two accusative NPs and/or the
replacement of one of the accusative markers by some particle (e.g., mo
‘too’) improves the acceptability of the sentence, asin (32b).

These observations suggest that there are in fact two different double-o
constraints (Poser 1983, Ishikawa 1985, Dubinsky 1994). The “deep”
double-o constraint prohibits the subcategorization of two or more direct
objects by a single predicate, while the “surface” double-o constraint
disfavors the surface occurrence of two or more accusative markers in a
clause. If this view is correct, the “deep” double-o constraint can be used as a
test to identify what should count as a single predicate in f-structure.

2.2.2.3 Adjunct Interpretation

Another grammatical phenomenon that is sensitive to the functional
complexity of a sentence is adjunct interpretation, which has been used to
argue for the functional biclausality of Japanese morphological causatives
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(Ishikawa 1985; cf. Kuno 1973, Shibatani 1976a, b, 1978). One relevant
test examines whether an adverb can be interpreted ambiguously: if an
adverb is interpreted ambiguously, modifying different morphemes within a
morphologically complex predicate, it indicates that two clauses are
involved.

The intuition behind this test is the following. If a sentence is
functionally biclausal, a full range of adverbs should be able to appear in
each of the two clauses in f-structure (except for adverbs that can appear only
in matrix clauses), and therefore an adverb should be ambiguous if 1) it is
placed in a syntactic position that allows modification of either predicate,
and 2) it is compatible with the meaning of either predicate. If a sentence is
functionally monoclausal, on the other hand, there is only one clause in
f-structure, and therefore an adverb should be interpreted unambiguously.

One question that needs to be asked is whether it is truly the case that
such modificational ambiguity of the adverb is completely non-existent in
functionally monoclausal sentences. In this regard, there is some evidence
suggesting that even a purely mono-morphemic predicate, which is clearly
monoclausal in f-structure, can allow an ambiguous interpretation of an -
adverb. Dowty (1979) discusses the following English example attributed to
Robert Binnick.

(33) The Sheriff of Nottingham jailed Robin Hood for four years.

This sentence can be interpreted in at least two ways. In one (unlikely)
reading, the time adverbial refers to the duration of the Sheriff’s activity of
jailing Robin Hood. In the other reading, it refers to the duration in which
Robin Hood was kept in jail. Thus an adverb can sometimes cause
modificational ambiguity even with a monomorphemic verb, and therefore
ambiguities of adjunct interpretation cannot be attributed to functional
biclausality in every case.

It should be noted, however, that not all adverbs produce this
ambiguity, and moreover that duration adverbials like for four years in (33)
do not produce ambiguity with all kinds of verbs. Dowty notes that duration
adverbials (and some other adverbs such as almost and again) allow an
ambiguous interpretation only with verbs that belong to the
accomplishment class. Except for these cases, the ambiguous interpretation
does seem to be non-existent with mono-morphemic, purely lexical verbs.
For example, the manner adverbs shibushibu ‘reluctantly’ and ooyorokobi
de ‘with great joy’ in Japanese cannot be interpreted ambiguously with the
lexical verb kaesu ‘return’, as exemplified in (34) below.
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(34) Jon wa ooyorokobi-de Mariio ie ni kaeshi-ta.
John Top with.great.joy Mary Acc house Goal return-Past

‘John joyfully let Mary go home.’

Note that this is true in spite of the fact that this verb semantically involves
two actions by two different persons (i.e., Mary’s action of going home as
well as John’s causation of this event), and therefore it should be
semantically possible for the adverb to modify two different parts of the
verb’s meaning. The fact that this does not occur suggests that a sub-part of
a predicate does not allow a full range of adjuncts to modify it.

These observations suggest the following test for the functional
complexity of a complex predicate. Each clause in f-structure must be able
to accommodate a full range of adjuncts to modify a PRED (excluding
particular adjuncts that may be ruled out for some other reason), whereas no
sub-part of a PRED in f-structure allows such a range of adjuncts to modify
it. Accordingly, what counts as evidence for functional biclausality is
whether or not a full range of adjuncts can modify each morpheme of a
complex predicate. If the range of adverbs that can modify a morpheme is
restricted, then that morpheme is not a PRED at f-structure (i.e., the f-
structure is not complex). If the range is not restricted, then the morpheme
is a PRED. In this book I will adopt this criterion.

One way to ensure that the adverbial ambiguity is to be attributed to
functional biclausality is to find a contrast between the tested complex
predicate and another semantically similar predicate having a simplex f-
structure (e.g., mono-morphemic predicates). This is essentially the test that
Shibatani (19764, b) uses. If despite of the semantic similarity one does
exhibit ambiguity and the other does not, the difference can be attributed to
functional complexity.

A further qualification must be made concerning adjunct ambiguity:
some adverbs have the potential of being interpreted with respect to logical
subject as well as grammatical subject, at least in certain syntactic
positions. Thus Jackendoff (1972) observes that adverbs like reluctantly are
interpreted with respect to an agent (logical subject) as well as grammatical
subject when occurring in certain positions. Note the contrast between (35a)
and (35b).

(35) a. Reluctantly John was kissed by Mary. (John is reluctant)
b. John was reluctantly kissed by Mary.
(either John or Mary is reluctant)

In Japanese it appears that an interpretation with respect to the logical
subject is most typically associated with an immediately preverbal position.
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(36) a. Shibushibu Jon wa Marii ni  kisu s-are-ta.
reluctantly  John Top Mary by kiss do-Pass-Past

‘Reluctantly, John was kissed by Mary.’ (unambiguous)

b. Jonwa  shibushibu Marii ni kisu s-are-ta.
John Top reluctantly Mary by kiss do-Pass-Past

‘Reluctantly, John was kissed by Mary.’ (unambiguous)

c. Jonwa Marii ni shibushibu kisu s-are-ta.
John Top Mary by reluctantly  kiss do-Pass-Past

‘John was reluctantly kissed by Mary.’ (ambiguous)

This kind of ambiguity must be carefully distinguished from those related to
functional biclausality.

2.2.2.4 Verbal Anaphora: The Soo Suru Test

The final test for functional complexity that I will consider here is verbal
anaphora. Since Postal 1969, the Anaphoric Island Constraint has been
considered a test for wordhood. There are two different kinds of Anaphoric
Island Constraint. The Inbound Anaphoric Island Constraint prohibits
anaphoric and deictic uses of pronominal forms from being a part of a word;
The Outbound Anaphoric Island Constraint prohibits a part of a word from
being anaphorically referred to. However, it has been noted that some
Japanese complex predicates such as morphological causatives and aspectual
compounds violate both of these constraints: the anaphoric element soo suru
‘do so’ can refer back to the base verb and its arguments of a causative verb
(Shibatani 1973b, 1976a); soo suru can be the base of causatives and
aspectual compounds, as in soo s-ase(-ru) (so do-Caus(-NonPast)) ‘make ...
do so’ (Kageyama 1989, 1993). Shibatani interprets his observation as
showing that these predicates actually involve two predicates each heading a
different clause in Deep Structure. Given the analysis in which such
predicates are analyzed as biclausal at f-structure (Ishikawa 1985), the use of
soo suru might also be regarded as a test for complexity (monoclausality or
biclausality) at f-structure.

The reliability of the soo suru test as a diagnostic for functional
wordhood/clausality is of course an empirical question. In fact, a recent
study of Ward, Sproat & McKoon (1991) suggests that outbound anaphora
appears to be grammatically permitted and only pragmatically constrained,
while the Inbound Anaphoric Constraint appears to be a real constraint on
wordhood (see Bresnan & Mchombo 1995). The use of soo suru as a base of
different kinds of complex predicates in this book reveals that this anaphoric
expression can be naturally used in a complex predicate when it corresponds
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to one f-structure (a single functional predicate and its arguments), while it
cannot be used when it does not even correspond to one a-structure.
Judgments are somewhat murky if soo suru corresponds to one a-structure
but not one f-structure.

In this book, I will use the above tests as diagnostics to examine
functional wordhood and clausality.

2.2.3 Constituent Structure Tests

Unlike functional structure and argument structure, the one- or two-word
status of a predicate at c-structure is not necessarily related to mono- or bi-
clausality. In fact, a predicate can be two morphological words in c-structure
without creating a biclausal constituent structure, as in the case of separable
complex verbs in German and Dutch. The issue of constituent
monoclausality, however, often comes up in relation to complex predicates.
Therefore, I will discuss both of the tests both for constituent
monoclausality and for morphological wordhood here.

2.2.3.1 The Distribution of Shika and Monoclausality

One diagnostic that has often been used to test for surface phrase structure
complexity is the distribution of the focusing particle shika. This particle
occurs with a negative morpheme such as nai ‘not’, zu ‘not’, and dame ‘no
good’, and together with the negative imparts the meaning ‘only’ to the
phrase to which it is attached.

It has been argued that shika can only be added to a phrase that is in the
same clause as its associated negative marker (the Locality Condition)
(Muraki 1978, Oyakawa 1975). This claim is based on the contrast between
sentences like (37a) and (37b).

(37)a. Jonwa  Tookyoo e shika ik-anakat-ta.

John Top Tokyo Goal go-Neg-Past
‘John went to Tokyo only.’

b. *Biruwa [Jonga Tookyoo e shika itta] to iw-anakat-ta.
Bill Top John Nom Tokyo Goal went Comp say-Neg-Past

‘Bill said that John went to Tokyo only.’ (intended)

Kato (1991) reformulates the Locality Condition in terms of government. In
his reformulation, the reason (37a) is acceptable but (37b) is not is that the
shika-phrase is govened by negation in the former, while it is not in the
latter (see also Aoyagi & Ishii 1994). The distribution of shika has been
used as evidence for the surface monoclausality of certain potentially
complex sentences involving morphological causatives and the morau
construction (e.g., Muraki 1978).
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The validity of the shika test for surface constituent structure must be
evaluated carefully. Especially, one must consider whether it is surface
constituent structure or functional structure that the distribution of this
particle is sensitive to. In fact, the evidence does suggest that the
distribution of shika is sensitive to c-structure configuration rather than
f-structure.?

One such piece of evidence suggesting that reference to c-structure is
necessary comes from the experiential koto construction (Sells 1991), as
exemplified by sentences in (38). In these sentences, the main predicate aru
‘have’ takes a tensed sentential complement clause, the subject of which is
controlled by the upper subject (Nakau 1973, Sells 1991).

(38)a. Jonwa [PRO BLS ni shika ik-anakat-ta koto] ga aru.
John Top BLS Goal go-Neg-Past Comp Nom have
‘John has the experience of going only to BLS (among many
conferences in a year).’

b. ?7BLS ni shika Jon wa [PRO ik-anakat-ta] koto ga aru.

BLS Goal John Top go-Neg-Past Comp Nom have
‘John has the experience of going only to BLS (among many
conferences in a year).” (intended)

c. BLS ni shika Jon wa [PRO it-ta] koto ga nai.

BLS Goal John Top go-Past Comp Nom have.Neg
‘John does not have the experience of going to conferences other
than BLS.’

(38a) and (38b) do not differ in their f-structures, but they do differ in the
position of the adjunct BLS ni ‘to BLS’ in the surface constituent structure.
The fact that (38a) is acceptable but (38b) is not cannot be explained with
reference to f-structure. On the other hand, the Locality Condition stated at
c-structure can explain this fact, given that the shika phrase in (38b) occurs
in the upper clause. ((38b) is acceptable without shika on BLS ni.) Note
also that (38c), in which negation appears on the main verb, is acceptable,
also consistent with the Locality Condition.10-11

9The notion that the distribution of the focusing particle shika is sensitive to
surface constituent structure is consistent with the observation made by
Jackendoff (1972), such that aspects of semantic interpretation concerned with
focus and presupposition make reference to Surface Structure rather than Deep
Structure.

10K at0’s (1991) formulaties the distribution of negative polarity items (NPI)
such as shika-NP as follows: NPI or its trace must be governed by Neg. In LFG
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It should be noted that the Locality Condition is not the only account
previously proposed for the distribution of shika. An alternative solution,
suggested by Sagawa (1979), appeals to the Specified Subject Condition. In
this account, shika must be associated with a negative marker in the
minimal clause that has a specified subject (roughly, a subject that is not
controlled). This formulation is consistent with the observation that
sentences like (38c) are generally possible when the subject of the embedded
complement clause is controlled (cf. Muraki 1978).

However, the specified subject account also predicts that a phrase in a
controlled adjunct clause (XADJ) can also have shika placed on it, with a
negative morpheme appearing in the matrix clause. That is, it predicts that
the following sentence should be acceptable.

(39) *Jonwa [PRO hon shika kai ni] Kandani ik-anakat-ta.
John Top book buy Pur KandaGoal go-Neg-Past
‘John went to Kanda to buy books only.” (intended)

However, this prediction is not borne out. Thus, the Locality Condition for
the distribution of shika appears to be a better solution.

2.2.3.2 Tests for Morphological Wordhood'?
There are several diagnostic tests to determine whether a given expression
counts as a morphological word or not. There are two relevant studies that

terms, this means that NPI and Neg must be clausemates in c-structure or

f-structure. The mention of trace in Kato’s formulation is motivated by sentences

like the following.

(i) Gakkoo de shika Jon wa [Biruga  benkyoo shi-nai] to omotte iru.
school Loc John Top Bill Nom study do-Neg Comp think Asp
‘John thinks that Bill studies at school only.’

The reason this sentence is not ruled out while (38b) is is not clear. It might
be related to the difference in the nature of preposing in (38b) and (i). As will be
discussed in Chapter 3, (i) involves long-distance scrambling, while (38b)
involve a different process.

11Oyakawa (1975) claims that sentences like (i) constitute the only exception
to this otherwise valid Locality Condition.

(i) Tarowa [PRO gohan shika tabe-ta] koto ga nai.

Taro Top rice eat-Past Comp Nom have.Neg

“Taro has never eaten anything other than rice.’
However, gohan shika in (i) can be analyzed as being in the upper clause, as I
will argue in Chapter 3.

1215 this book, I will not discuss the issue of clitics in relation to
morphological wordhood. On this issue, see, for example, Inkelas 1989.
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have directly addressed this issue: Poser’s (1989) study of so-called noun-
incorporated suru periphrastic verbs, e.g., benkyoo suru, which is composed
of a verbal noun benkyoo ‘study’ and a verb suru ‘do’ (see also Kageyama
1993); and Matsumoto’s (1990b) study of so-called intransitivizing
resultative predicates, such as forte aru ‘be in the state of having been kept’.
These papers use overlapping sets of tests to argue that both of the
predicates in question are in fact composed of two morphological words,
though they have often been discussed as if they were a single lexical item
(e.g., Kageyama’s (1980a) study of suru). (The term “noun-incorporated”
periphrastic verb is therefore misleading.)

These tests concern morphological integrity: they examine whether a
syntactic operation can look into the internal structure of such a predicate
and separate out part of the predicate from the remainder. The first test is
whether various focusing particles such as wa, mo, koso, shika, and nanka
can be inserted between the two morphemes of a predicate. In this respect,
benkyoo suru counts as two words.!3

(40) a. benkyoo mo suru
study too do

‘study, too’

b. rakka mo suru
fall too do

‘fall, too’

To be sure, one possible source for (40a) is the distinct expression benkyoo
o suru ‘do a study’, which is an example of a light verb construction
(Chapter 4). However, no such source is possible for (40b) (cf. ??rakka o
Suru).

A related test is to see whether the first morpheme can be coordinated
with the particle mo. The grammaticality of (41) below again suggests that
suru periphrastic verbs count as two words.

(41) Sorewa rakkamo bakuhatsu mo shi-nakat-ta.
it Top fall too  burst too do-Neg-Past

‘It neither fell nor burst.’

Morphological integrity can also be tested by examining whether a

3poser (1984) regards particles like wa and mo as suffixes. If this view is
correct, the insertion of these particles might take place in the lexicon, and this
might not be a test for morphological wordhood.
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single component morpheme within a complex predicate can occur alone in
various environments. One such environment is provided by a question-
answer sequence, as in (42) below.

(42) Sore wa rakka shi-mashi-ta ka? Hai, shi-mashi-ta
it Top fall do-Pol-Past Q Yes, do-Pol-Past

‘Did it fall?’ ‘Yes, itdid.

One can also examine how much of a complex predicate is repeated in
emphatic repetition. In (43) suru alone is repeated.

(43) Un, benkyoo shi-ta shita
Yes study do-Past do-Past

‘Yes, I DID study!

A similar test appeals to other constructions that require the repetition of a
verb, such as the koto repetitive construction exemplified in (44) (see
Okamoto 1994 for more on such constructions).

(44) Sore wa rakka shita kotowa shita ga ...
itTop fall did thing Foc did but

‘It did fall, but ...’

The operations above are strictly syntactic: they cannot operate even on
sublexical elements, even when the sublexical elements can be
morphological words by themselves. Consider, for example, an N-N
compound, which is a morphological word composed of two nouns that can
be morphological words by themselves. A subpart of this kind of compound
cannot be separated, deleted or coordinated with mo in the ways described
above.!4 The ungrammaticality of coordinated form is given in (45).

(45) *Ejiputo mo Isuraerumo taishikan
Egypt too  Israel too embassy

‘Egyptian and Israeli embassies’ (intended)

Note that Ejiputo and Isuraeru can be morphological words by themselves,
but here they are part of a compound, which is a syntactically terminal unit
at c-structure.

14There are some operations that work differently. As noted by Miyajima (1983)

and Kageyama (1993), oyobi-coordination can operate on sublexical units (e.g.,
kokunai- oyobi kaigai-ryokoo ‘domesttic and overseas trip’. Kageyama points
out that only sublexical morphological words (not stems or roots) can be
coordinated with oyobi.
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The ungrammaticality of (45) also suggests that the relevant constraint
cannot be stated in terms of phonological wordhood, either (cf. Booij 1985).
It is true that the expressions that are separated, deleted, or coordinated in the
above cases are phonological words, but phonological wordhood is not a
sufficient condition.!?

The results of these tests are also consistent with whether a predicate
can undergo certain derivational processes such as Renyookei
Nominalization. For example, a noun-incorporated suru verb cannot be
nominalized (*benkyoo shi). This derivational process cannot apply to a
unit that can be identified as two morphological words by other tests.

One might note here that certain derivational processes can apply to a
unit consisting of more than one morphological word (so-called syntactic
word formation; see Kageyama 1993). Such processes include -gachi
suffixation (Sugioka 1984, 1989). The status of -kata suffixation, which
has often been used in the literature to identify the lexical status of a verb, is
in fact subtle. Some speakers (including myself) can suffix -kata to what
can be identified as a sequence of two morphological words by other tests
(e.g., %obenkyoo shi-kata ‘a way to study’). Hence I will not use this
suffixation process as a test for morphological wordhood in this book.

Cases like the suru periphrastic verbs above deserve further comment.
A suru periphrastic verb constitutes one word at f-structure, as can be seen
from the fact that the entire suru periphrastic verb as a whole can be
passivized. This means that passivization can apply to a unit that is
morphologically two words. This kind of situation is not problematic in the
Lexical Mapping Theory. Passivization (i.e., the suppression of the logical
subject) applies to a predicate’s argument structure, which can perfectly well
be composed of two morphological words (see Bresnan 1994a).

2.3 Final Note

It must be emphasized again that there is no unitary notion ‘word’ in the

151t should be noted that the unit that is separated, deleted, or coordinated must

be a phonological (minor) phrase, which is the unit of accent in Japanese
(McCawley 1968b). For example, every occurrence of the verbs suru, shita, and
shimashita in (41), (42), (43), (44), and (45) must be pronounced as one
accentual unit, although the sequence of a verbal noun plus these verbs may be
pronounced as one accentual unit if no sub-part is deleted, coordinated, or
separated. However, the status of phonological phrase is not a sufficient
condition for separability, deletability or coordination, either. Compounds like
Ejiputo taishikan ‘Egyptian embassy’ can be pronounced as two accentual units,
but it is not possible to separate, delete, or coordinate (with mo) the first element
of such compounds.
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context of this book. This means that the lexical integrity hypothesis,
which states that no syntactic rule can operate into a word (e.g., Lapointe
1979), must be relativized in accordance with the different senses of the
notion word to which the syntactic rule is sensitive (Bresnan & Mchombo
1995). What counts as one word according to a test for wordhood at one
level of representation does not necessarily count as a word at another level.
Thus, even if a sequence of two morphemes can be nominalized (and hence
is one word at c-structure), this does not require the sequence to be one word
at other levels of representation as well. Similarly, even if a sequence of two
morphemes allows coordination of the first morpheme (and hence is
composed of two words in c-structure), this does not mean that it constitutes
two words at other levels. We will see many cases of such mismatches in
what follows.



CHAPTER 3

The Morau and Hoshii Constructions
and the Nature of the Predicative Complement

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the two constructions which in
fact turn out not to involve complex predicates, but rather are constructions
involving a main predicate and the head of a syntactic predicative
complement (XCOMP) that constitute two separate words at all levels of
representation. These are the morau construction and koshii construction,
which have sometimes been discussed under the loosely defined category of
complex predicates (e.g., Nakau 1973, Shibatani 1978, Muraki 1978,
Ishikawa 1985). They are exemplified in (1a) and (1b).

(1) a. Jonwa Mariini hono yonde morat-ta.
John Top Mary Dat book Acc read  receive-Past

‘John had Mary read a book for him.’
(More literally: ‘John received from Mary the benefit of reading a
book for him.”)

b. Bokuwa Biruni  sono hon o yonde hoshi-i
I Top Bill Dat the book Acc read  want-Pres

‘I want Bill to read the book.’

In (1a), the verb of receiving morau takes a participial (-ze¢) complement
which occurs adjacent to it. Literally, this construction means something
like ‘X (the subject of morau) receives from Y (the dative object of morau)
the benefit of Y’s doing something for X’. The honorific form of this verb,
itadaku ‘receive’, can also be used in this construction. Verbs of giving,
such as yaru and ageru, can be used in a similar way, to mean ‘X gives to
Y the benefit of (X’s) doing something for Y’. I will call the construction
exemplified by (1a) the morau construction.! In (1b), the adjective hoshii

IHowever exotic the morau construction might appear to those unfamiliar with
Japanese, this kind of construction is by no means unique to Japanese. See
Mohanan 1983 for discussion of a similar construction in Malayalam with verbs
of giving (but not of receiving). Heine & Reh (1983) also note that some
applicative morphemes in African languages have developed historically from
verbs of giving. It might be the case that these applicative predicates were

44
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‘want’ takes a participial complement adjacent to it, with the subject of the
complement interpreted as identical with the dative object NP of hoshii. I
will call this construction the hoshii construction.

In this chapter, I will present evidence suggesting that these
constructions do not involve complex predicates as is defined in this book.
That is, the sequence of a participial and a main predicate in these
constructions is made up of two words at c-, f-, and a-structures. Moreover, I
will provide evidence suggesting that sentences like (la) and (1b) are
biclausal in constituent structure, too. I will further suggest that some
phenomena exhibited by these constructions are in fact characteristic features
of XCOMP constructions in Japanese in general, a point which will also be
relevant to the discussion in later chapters.2

3.1 Morphological Status of -Te Morau/-Te Hoshii

The sequence of a -te participial and the main predicate morau or hoshii has
sometimes been described as if it constituted a single morphological word
(e.g., Kuno 1973, Nakau 1973, Miyagawa 1989b). However, as Sugioka
(1984) and Ishikawa (1985) have noted, this is not the case. Sugioka and
Ishikawa use the fact that particles such as wa and mo can intervene between
the two predicates to argue for the morphological independence of the
complement predicate and the main predicate in these constructions. This
point can be reinforced by the application of other tests for morphological
wordhood mentioned in 2.2.3.2. For example, repetitive constructions
generally allow only morau and hoshii to be repeated, as in (2).

(2) Jonwa  Mariini kite morat-ta koto wa morat-ta ga ...
John Top Mary Dat come receive-Past thing Foc receive-Past but

‘John did receive the benefit of Mary’s coming, but ...’

Also, the sequence of a participial verb and morau or hoshii does not
undergo Renyookei Nominalization.

One phenomenon that must be explained is the fact that in these
constructions the -te complement must be adjacent to the main predicate in
order to be fully acceptable (McCawley & Momoi 1986, Sells 1990).3 For

originally elements of a construction similar to the Japanese constructions
involving verbs of giving and receiving.

2Morau and hoshii are not the only predicates that take a participial
complement. Other such verbs include shimau ‘finish’, oku ‘put’, and miru
‘look’. As discussed in note 4 below, not all of these involve a functionally
biclausal syntactic complement structure.

3Ishikawa (1985:196) notes that in some cases a subject NP can intervene
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example, observe the contrast between (3a) on the one hand and (3b) and (3c)
on the other, and between (4a) on the one hand and (4b) and (4c) on the
other.

(3)a. Bokuwa Marii ni [soko ni itte] hoshii.
I Top Mary Dat  there go  want

‘I want Mary to go there.’

b. ??Mariini  [soko ni itte] bokuwa  hoshii.
Mary Dat  there go ITop want

c. *Boku wa Marii ni [itte] soko ni hoshii.
I Top Mary Dat go  there want

(4)a. Jonwa  Mariini [sono hon o yonde] morat-ta.
John Top Mary Dat the book Acc read receive-Past

‘John had Mary read the book for him.’

b. ??Mariini [sono hon o yonde] Jon wa morat-ta.
Mary Dat the book Acc read John Top receive-Past

c. *Jonwa  Mariini [yonde] sono hono morat-ta.
John Top Mary Dat read the  book Acc receive-Past

In (3b) and (4b) the subject of hoshii and morau intervenes between the -te
complement and the main predicate. In (3c) and (4c) an argument of the -te
complement intervenes between them. In either case the sentences are
unacceptable, though (3b) and (4b) sound better than (3c) and (4c).

Explanation of this phenomenon requires an understanding of the
functional and constituent structures of these constructions. I will, therefore,
hold this issue in abeyance for the moment and turn to the discussion of
functional and constituent structures.

3.2 Evidence for Functional Biclausality

Nakau (1973), Inoue (1976a), Shibatani (1978), and others have presented
evidence (discussed below) suggesting that sentences like (1a) and (1b) above

between a participial verb and morau. He judges (i) as acceptable. To me, this
sentence is not fully acceptable.

(i) ?Marii ni sono hon o yonde nado Jon wa moraw-anakat-ta.
Mary Dat the book Acc read and.so.on John Top receive-Neg-Past

‘John did not receive any benefit like Mary’s reading the book.’
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involve a biclausal Deep Structure like (5a). In their view, a monoclausal
Surface Structure like (Sc) is derived from this structure by Predicate Raising
and Equi NP Deletion (cf. (5b)), and then Tree Pruning of an S that contains
no predicate. (See also Muraki 1978.)

(5) a S

/NV
AA/(\

Jon Marii moratta

ii i i ‘received’
Marii  hon yonde
‘book’ ‘read’
b. S
NP S v?
Jon  Marii NP \Y% \Y

/\

hon  yonde moratta
‘book’ ‘read’ ‘received’

C. S

/N
A A A A

Jon Marii hon
‘book’

yonde moratta
‘read’ ‘received’

Ishikawa (1985) has proposed an LFG analysis of these constructions.
He has proposed that these constructions are functionally biclausal. In his



48 / Complex Predicates in Japanese

analysis, the f-structure of (1a) above is (6). (Here I will follow his analysis
of the dative NP as an OBJ2, which is in this case OBJsrc in the current
theory.)

(6) [ prED ‘receive <SUBJ, OBJsrc, XCOMP>’ |
SUB]  [PRED ‘John’]

OBJsrc [PRED Mary’] — |

PRED ‘read <SUBJ, OBJ>’
XCOMP | sUBJ
OBJ [PRED ‘book’]

J

The evidence supporting this functional biclausality is overwhelming.
First, the dative-marked OBJsrc NP in these constructions has subject
properties. Thus it can be an antecedent of jibun.

(7)  Karej wa Mariijni jibunj;jno hono
he Top Mary Dat self Gen  book Acc

yonde {hoshikat-ta / morat-ta }
read want-Past / receive-Past

‘He wanted Mary to read his/her book.’
‘He had Mary read his/her book for him.’

It can also be the target of subject honorification, as can be seen from the
use of meshiagaru ‘eat (honorific)’ in the examples below.

(8) a. Jonwa  senseini soreo meshiagatte itadai-ta.
John Top teacher Dat it Acc eat(H) receive(H)-Past

‘John received the honor of the teacher eating it.’

b. Bokuwa senseini soreo meshiagatte hoshikat-ta.
I Top teacher Dat it Acc eat(H) want-Past
‘I wanted the teacher to eat it.’

These two pieces of evidence suggest that the participial verb in these
constructions has its own subject, which is controlled by the OBJsrc NP of
the upper clause in a biclausal functional structure.

Second, one cannot apply passivization to the whole complex of a
participial verb and morau, and make the object of the participial into the
passive subject.?

4Not all predicates that take a -te complement resist passivization. For
example, the following sentence shows that the -te oku construction allows the
whole complex to be passivized.
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(9) *Sono honwa Jonni yonde moraw-are-ta.
the  book Top John by read  receive-Pass-Past

Third, soo suru ‘do so’ can replace the -te verb and its arguments and
occur as part of the morau and hoshii constructions.

(10) a. Bokuwa Birunimo hono yonde morat-ta.
ITop Bill Dattoo book Acc read  receive-Past

Boku wa Marii ni mo soo shite morat-ta.
ITop MaryDattoo so do  receive-Past

‘I had Bill read a book to me. I had Mary do so, too.’

b. Bokuwa Birunimo hono yonde  hoshikat-ta.
ITop Bill Dattoo book Acc read want-Past

Boku wa Marii ni mo soo shite hoshikat-ta.
ITop MaryDattoo so do  want-Past

‘I wanted Bill to read the book. I wanted Mary to do so, too.’

Finally, the range of adverbials that can modify the participial verb in
these constructions is in no way restricted, as shown in (11).

(11)a. Jonwa  Marii ni {mainichi/soko de / yukkuri}
John Top Mary Dat every day / there / slowly

sono hon o yonde moratta.
the  book Acc read received

‘John had Mary read the book for him {every day / there / slowly}.’
b. Bokuwa Marii ni {mainichi/soko de / yukkuri}
ITop  Mary Dat every day / there / slowly

sono hon o yonde hoshii.
the book Acc read want

‘I want Mary to read the book {every day / there / slowly}.’

The above observations show that the morau and hoshii constructions

(i) Sono tegami wa daiji ni totte ok-are-ta.
the letter Top carefully keep put-Pass-Past

‘The letter was carefully stored.’

This observation suggests that some -te constructions can involve a
monoclausal functional structure. Closer examination of these constructions is
left for further research.
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are functionally biclausal, involving a main verb and its XCOMP.

3.3 C-Structure of the Morau/Hoshii Constructions

It has been claimed that the morau and hoshii constructions have a
monoclausal surface structure, and that the arguments and adjuncts of the
XCOMP participial verb appear as sisters to those of the main predicate
directly under the top S, as in (5c) (Nakau 1973, Inoue 1976a, Shibatani
1978, Muraki 1978). In the Transformational analysis presented in Section
3.2 above, these two points—monoclausality and the appearance of these
phrases directly under the top S—are related, since such a monoclausal
structure is generated by the Tree Pruning of an embedded S node, moving
phrases in the embedded clause to the upper clause (cf. (5c)). In this section,
I will argue that the arguments and adjuncts of an embedded XCOMP can
indeed be immediately dominated by the top S, but that this does not
necessarily mean that these sentences have a monoclausal constituent
structure. In fact, I will provide evidence suggesting that the morau and
hoshii constructions have a complex constituent structure.

3.3.1 Evidence for Biclausal Constituent Structure

Evidence suggests that the morau and hoshii constructions retain a complex
surface constituent structure, with the XCOMP complement forming a
clausal constituent. First, as noted by Sells (1990), the following sentences
involving coordinate and comparative constructions supports the bracketing
indicated.

(12) a. Boku wa Tanaka-sanni  [jitensha o  shuuri shite]
I Top Tanaka-Mr. Dat bicycle Acc repair

[daidokoro o  so0oji shite] hosbhii.
kitchen Acc  clean want

‘I want Mr. Tanaka to repair the bicycle and clean the kitchen.’
b. Boku wa Tanaka-sanni  [jitenshao shuuri suru] yori
I Top Tanaka-Mr. Dat bicycle Acc  repair than

[daidokoroo sooji shite] hoshii.
kitchen Acc  clean want

‘I want Mr. Tanaka to clean the kitchen rather than repair the
bicycle.’

Evidence involving the distribution of shika also motivates a complex
constituent structure for the morau and hoshii constructions. When the
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negative marker is placed on the participial verb, the shika phrase must
appear to the right of the right-most argument or adjunct of the upper
clause. Thus, while (13a) and (13b) are acceptable, (13c) and (13d) are not.
(Note that these are acceptable if the negation is placed on hoshii. I will
discuss this issue shortly.) This fact is unexplained unless these sentences
involve a complex constituent structure with the bracketing indicated.

(13) a. Bokuwa Marii ni [Tookyooe Biru to shika ik-anaide] hoshii.
ITop  Mary Dat Tokyo Goal Bill with go-Neg want

‘I want Mary to go to Tokyo with Bill only.’

b. Bokuwa Marii ni [Biru to shika Tookyoo e ik-anaide] hoshii.
ITop  Mary Dat Bill with Tokyo Goal go-Neg want

‘I want Mary to go to Tokyo with Bill only.’

c. 77Boku wa Biru to shika Marii ni  [Tookyoo e ik-anaide] hoshii.
ITop  Bill with Mary Dat Tokyo Goal go-Neg want

‘I want Mary to go to Tokyo with Bill only.’

d. 77Biru to shika boku wa Marii ni [Tookyoo e ik-anaide] hoshii
Bill with ITop MaryDat Tokyo Goal go-Neg  want

3.3.2 Evidence for “Extraction” out of a -Te Complement

In spite of the complex constituent structure, the arguments and adjuncts of
an embedded XCOMP in the morau and hoshii constructions can appear
optionally in the matrix clause. First, the arguments and adjuncts of an
XCOMP can scramble freely with the arguments and adjuncts of a main
predicate, as illustrated in (14).

(14) a. Bokuwa Marii ni [sokomade kite] {hoshikat-ta/morat-ta}.
ITop  MaryDat there as.far.as come want-Past/receive-Past
‘I wanted Mary to come there./I received the benefit of Mary’s
coming there’

b. Boku wa soko made Marii ni  kite  {hoshikat-ta/morat-ta}.
ITop  there as.faras Mary Dat come want-Past/receive-Past

‘I wanted Mary to come there./I received the benefit of Mary’s
coming there’



52 / Complex Predicates in Japanese

c. Sokomade bokuwa Mariini kite {hoshikat-ta/morat-ta}.
there as.far.as I Top Mary Dat come want-Past/receive-Past

‘I wanted Mary to come there./I received the benefit of Mary’s
coming there’

Another evidence concerns the distribution of the particle shika. The
acceptability of the sentences in (15) below, together with the Locality
Condition of shika, suggests that the arguments and adjuncts of XCOMP
are under the top S.

(15)a. Bokuwa Mariini soko ni shika itte hoshiku nakat-ta
ITop  MaryDat there Goal go want Neg-Past

‘I wanted Mary to go there only.’

b. Bokuwa Marii ni soko made shika kite = moraw-anakat-ta
ITop  MaryDat there as.far.as come receive-Neg-Past

‘T had Mary come only to that position.’>

This situation contrasts with constructions that involve a complement
whose subject is not controlled (COMP). In this regard, compare (16a) and
(16b). Hoshii ‘want’ has the alternative possibility of having a COMP
(closed complement) as one of their arguments, as shown in (16a). In this
case, arguments and adjuncts in the COMP clause cannot have shika on any
of them when a negative morpheme appears on the upper predicate (Muraki
1978), unlike their XCOMP-selecting counterparts.

(16)a. Bokuwa [Mariiga soko ni itte] hoshii.
I Top Mary Nom there go  want

‘I want Mary to go there only.’

5The difference in the morphological nature of the negative marker nai in the
hoshii construction and morau construction deserves some attention. The
morpheme nai that attaches to adjective stems like hoshiku is an independent
morphological word, while the morpheme -(a)nai that attaches to verb stems
like moraw is a bound morpheme. This difference can be shown by the difference
in the insertability of particles. While a particle like wa can intervene between
an adjective and nai, it cannot intervene between a verb and -nai, as illustrated in
(i) and (ii) below.

3i) utsukushiku wa nai
beautiful Foc Neg

‘not beautiful’

(ii) *tabe wa nai
eat Foc Neg
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b. 7?Bokuwa [Marii ga soko ni shika itte] hoshiku nai.
I Top Mary Nom there go  want Neg

‘I want Mary to go there only.’

These pieces of evidence have been used to support monoclausal surface
constituent analysis represented in (5c) above. However, evidence for the
matrix-clause positioning of the arguments and adjuncts of an embedded
XCOMP holds even when there is evidence for the constituent biclausality.
In the following sentence (17), one argument of the embedded XCOMP
appears in the main clause while an adjunct appears within the subordinate
structure

a7 Boku wa Tookyoo e wa Marii ni mo [Biru to shika
I Top Tokyo Goal Foc Mary Dat too Bill with

ik-anaide] hoshikat-ta.
go-Neg  want-Past

‘I wanted Mary to go to Tokyo with Bill only, too.’

This suggests that the constituent structure of (17) is (18).

(18) S
NP PP NP s\ A

Boku wa Tookyoo e wa Marii ni PP V' hoshikat-ta

‘to Tokyo’ ‘want-Past’

Biru to shika ik-anaide
‘with Bill’ ‘go-Neg’

6There is a problem with this view, however. If the category of an XCOMP is an
S, then the subject of the XCOMP should be able to appear in the S. Such a
sentence would in fact be generated as well-formed as long as the controlling
argument of an upper clause was not expressed. However, such a sentence is not
grammatical. This case must then be ruled out by an independent principle. The
same issue arises in cases in which an NP bears the function of an XCOMP (see
next chapter).
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This kind of constituent structure is by no means peculiar to these two
constructions. In fact, it appears that all predicates in Japanese that select for
an XCOMP allow this kind of matrix-clause positioning of an argument and
adjunct of embedded XCOMP clause. Such an extraction out of an XCOMP
clause has been observed with respect to control constructions (Mamoru
Saito 1985, 1996, Nemoto 1991), but this appears to be true of raising
constructions as well (cf. Muraki 1978).

The following sentences show that the adjuncts and arguments of the
embedded clause can scramble with those of the upper clause. (19a) through
(19c¢) involve raising constructions, while (19d) through (19g) involves
control constructions. (19h) shows that this is possible even with
arguments of a doubly embedded XCOMP. Note that their occurrence in the
upper clause is not limited to sentence-initial position.

(19)a. Sono koro hono Jonwa  [yomu yoo-ni] natta.
the  period book Acc John Top read became
‘John came to read books around that time.’
b. Jonwa  soregurai heyao [kiree-ni] shi-ta.
John Top that about room Acc clean make-Past

‘John made the room that much clean.’

c. Jonwa totemo sono fuukeio [utsukushiku] omot-ta.
JohnTop very the sceneAcc beautiful think-Past
‘John thought the scene very beautiful.’

d. Tookyooe Jonwa [ikoo]to shi-ta.

Tokyo Goal John Top go Comp do-Past
‘John tried to go to Tokyo.’

e. Jonwa kokomade  Marii ni mo [kuru no] o yurushita.
John Top here as.far.as Mary Dattoo come Nmz Acc permitted
‘John permitted Mary to come here, too.’

f. Tookyoo ni Jon wa [itta] koto ga aru.

Tokyo Goal John Top go-Past Comp Nom have
‘John has the experience of having been to Tokyo.’

g. Sokoe Jonwa [iku] koto ni  nat-ta.
there  JohnTop  go Comp Cop become-Past

‘It was decided that John would go there.’
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Sono koro Tookyooe Jonwa  ikooto  suruyoo-ni
the  period Tokyo Goal John Top go Comp try

nat-ta.
become-Past

‘John came to try to go to Tokyo around that time.’

The particle shika can also be placed on an argument or adjunct of the
XCOMP, with the negative morpheme on the upper predicate (cf. Muraki
1978). Examples are given in (20). Note that this is possible even with a
phrase from a doubly embedded XCOMP, as in (20g).

(20) a.

Jonwa  sono hon shika yomu yoo-ni nar-anakat-ta.
John Top the book read become-Neg-Past

‘John came to read the book only.’

Jon wa  sore gurai shika heyao kiree-ni shi-nakat-ta.
John Top that about room Acc clean make-Neg-Past
‘John made the room only that much clean.’

Jonwa  soreo sono teedonishika yoku omotte i-nakat-ta.
John Top itAcc the degree good think Asp-Neg-Past
‘John regarded it as only that much good.’

Jonwa  Tookyoo e shika ikoo to  shi-nakat-ta.

John Top Tokyo Goal go Comp try-Neg-Past

‘John tried to go to Tokyo only.’

Jonwa  Marii ni soko e shika iku no o yurus-anakat-ta.
John Top Mary Dat there Goal go Nmz Acc permit-Neg-Past
‘John permitted Mary to go there only.’

Jonwa  Tookyoo ni shika itta koto ga nai.

John Top Tokyo Goal go-Past Comp Nom have.Neg
‘John has (the experience of having) been only to Tokyo.’

Jonwa  soko ni shika iku koto ni nar-anakat-ta.

John Top there Goal go Comp Cop become-Neg-Past

‘It was decided that John would go there only.’
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h. Bokuwa Mariinni Tookyoo e shika itte moratta
John Top Mary Dat Tokyo Goal go received

koto ga nai.
Comp Nom have.Neg

‘I have (the experience of having) received the benefit of Mary
going to Tokyo only.’

These observations argue strongly that not only morau and hoshii but
all XCOMP constructions allow the phrases in an XCOMP to be optionally
positioned under the top S.

In the present account, arguments and adjuncts of an embedded XCOMP
can be “extracted” out of the XCOMP clause. This displacement of
arguments and adjuncts of the predicative complement does not change the
grammatical function (or abstract Case) of the phrase displaced. In this sense
the displacement is similar to scrambling. It is especially similar to long-
distance scrambling or long-distance preposing (Kuno 1980a, b, Tonoike
1980a, b, Mamoru Saito 1985, 1992, 1996), exemplified in (21), in that it
is not clause-bound.

(21)  Sono hon o Jonwa  Biruni [Mariiga Kkatta] to itta.
the book Acc John Top BillDat Mary Nom bought Comp said
‘John said that Mary bought the book.’

However, the “extraction” out of an XCOMP is different from cases
like (21) in a few respects. First, a phrase preposed by long-distance
scrambling must occur in sentence-initial position (Tonoike 1980b, Saito
1996), as shown in (22), while there is no such restriction on XCOMP
constructions, as shown in (19).

(22) *Jon wa sono hon o Biruni [Mariiga katta] to itta.
John Top the book Acc Bill Dat Mary Nom bought Comp said

‘John said that Mary bought the book.’

Saito (1992, 1996) and Nemoto (1991) treat the long-distance scrambling
involved in (22) as A’-movement, IP-adjoining the preposed phrase, while
extraction out of a control clause is A-movement.

Another related difference concerns the distribution of shika. Phrases
preposed by long-distance scrambling cannot be marked with shika with a
negative morpheme occurring in the upper predicate, as shown in (23).

(23) *Sono hon shika [Jon wa [Mariiga  kat-ta] to iw-anakat-ta].
the  book John Top Mary Nom bought Comp say-Neg-Past
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In this sentence, the preposed NP occurs outside the bracketed IP, making
the shika phrase ungoverned by the negated predicate. This is in contrast to
the XCOMP constructions above in (20). See also Nemoto 1991 for
anaphoric evidence for the difference between long-distance scrambling and
the displacement of a phrase out of a control clause.

3.3.3 Functional Uncertainty and Constituent Structure

In a theory like LFG where no movement is recognized, this positioning of
arguments and adjuncts of an XCOMP predicate can be modeled by
Functional Uncertainty (Kaplan & Zaenen 1989, Dalrymple 1993, Zaenen
& Kaplan 1995; see Chapter 2, sec. 2.1.4.2), which has been used to
explain a similar phenomenon found in Dutch infinitival constructions
(Zaenen & Kaplan 1995).7 In this view, Japanese has a phrase structure rule
(24), by which the phrases immediately dominated by an S are allowed to be
associated with the arguments and adjuncts of a (multiply) embedded
XCOMP.

(2499 S — XP* {V,A}
(T XCOMP* GF)={ T=!

In this formulation, the matrix-clause positioning of the arguments and
adjuncts of a lower predicate is sensitive to the functional status of the lower
predicate, and not to its categorial status; it is possible only if the lower
predicate is the head of an XCOMP.

This phrase structure rule can create a constituent structure like (25).
This rule allows two alternative positions for a given argument or adjunct of
an XCOMP. It might appear in the main clause due to Functional
Uncertainty, or in the embedded clause due to the expansion of an embedded
S.

TThe use of Functional Uncertainty should be constrained so that it will not
generate ungrammatical structures. In this regard, it must be noted that the use of
Functional Uncertainty with respect to XCOMP structures is limited to Inside-Out
Functional Uncertainty (in which a higher phrase-structure position is related to
a function of a lower structure). Dalrymple (1993) has argued that some aspects
of grammar require Outside-In Functional Uncertainty, in which a lower phrase-
structure position is associated with a function of a higher structure. The use of
Outside-In Functional Uncertainty with respect to an XCOMP structure might
produce a structure in which arguments of a main clause appear in the XCOMP
substructure under V’ or A”.



58 / Complex Predicates in Japanese

(25) S
XCOMP
(TSUBJ)-| (TOBLgO)= | (OBlgo)=l  (IXCOMP=] 1-|
NP PP NP S A

VANWANRVANSVAN

Bokuwa Tookyooe  Mariini (T'}I;J):J’ T=l hoshikat-ta

‘to Tokyo’ i \‘/ ‘want-Past’

Biru to itte
‘with Bill’ ‘g0’

3.3.4 Adjacency Requirement and XCOMP Constructions
Let us return to the issue of adjacency issue. Earlier I pointed out that a -te
complement and its main predicate must be adjacent to each other in the
morau and hoshii constructions in order to be fully acceptable. This
phenomenon is again not peculiar to morau and hoshii constructions alone:
the predicate in any XCOMP complement must be adjacent to the main verb
in Japanese in order to be fully acceptable. This phenomenon is illustrated
by sentences (26) through (28), which involve raising constructions, and
(29) through (32), which involve control constructions. (For a contrast
similar to the one given in (27) and (28), see Kikuchi & Takahashi 1991
and Takezawa 1987, respectively.)

(26)a. Jonwa [hon o yomu yoo-ni] nat-ta.
John Top book Acc read become-Past
‘John came to read books then.’
b. ?fhono yomu yoo-ni] Jonwa  nat-ta.
book Acc read John Top become-Past
c. *Jonwa [yomu yoo-ni] hon o nat-ta.
John Top  read books Acc become-Past
(27)a. Jonwa heyao [sore gurai  kiree-ni] shi-ta.
John Top room Acc  that about clean make-Past

‘John made the room that clean.’
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b. ??[Sore gurai kiree-ni] Jonwa  heyao shi-ta.

(28) a.

(29) a.

30) a.

o

(31)a.

b.

C.

that about clean John Top room Acc make-Past
*Jonwa  heyao [kiree-ni] sore gurai shi-ta.
John Top room Acc clean that about make-Past

Jon wa sono fuukeio [totemo utsukushiku] omot-ta.
John Top the scene Acc very beautiful think-Past

‘John thought the scene very beautiful.’

?Sono fuukei o [totemo utsukushiku] Jon wa omot-ta.
the scene Acc  very beautiful John Top think-Past

*Jon wa sono fuukei o [utsukushiku] totemo omot-ta.
John Top the scene Acc  beautiful very  think-Past

Jon wa [soko ni ikoo] to shi-ta.
John Top  there Goal go Comp do-Past
‘John tried to go there.’

?[Soko ni ikoo] to Jon wa shi-ta.
there Goal go Comp John Top do-Past

*Jon wa [ikoo] to soko ni shi-ta.
John Top go Comp there Goal do-Past

Jonwa  Marii ni [soko made iku-no] o yurushita.
John Top Mary Dat  there as.far.as go-Nmz Acc permitted

‘John permitted Mary to go there.’

. ?Marii ni [soko made  iku-no] o Jon wa yurushita.

Mary Dat there as.far.as go Nmz Acc John Top permitted

*Jon wa Marii ni  [iku-no] o soko made yurushita.
John Top Mary Dat go Nmz Acc there as.far.as permitted

Jon wa [Tookyoo ni itta koto ] ga aru.
John Top Tokyo Goal go-Past Comp Nom have
‘John has the experience of going to Tokyo.’

7[Tookyoo ni itta koto ] ga Jonwa  aru.
Tokyo Goal go-Past Comp Nom John Top have

*Jon wa [itta koto ] ga Tookyoo ni aru.
John Top  go-Past Comp Nom Tokyo Goal have
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(32)a. Jonwa  kaigide [soko ni iku koto] ni nat-ta.
John Top meeting Loc  there go Comp Cop become-Past

‘At the meeting, it was decided that John would go there.’

b. ?Kaigi de [soko ni iku koto] ni  Jonwa  nat-ta.
meeting Loc there go Comp Cop John Top become-Past

c. *Jonwa  kaigide [iku koto] ni soko ni nat-ta.
John Top meeting Loc go Comp Cop there become-Past

These examples show that, as in the case of hoshii and morau, the
intervention of an argument of a predicative complement between the
predicative complement and the main predicate is completely unacceptable,
while the intervention of the subject (or other argument or adjunct) of the
main predicate is only partially unacceptable.

Possible counterexamples to this claim include the sentences in (33)
below, which are often treated as cases of secondary predication (e.g.,
Kikuchi & Takahashi 1991, Koizumi 1994a, Takezawa 1993). In (33) the
phrase kirei ni, which might be regarded as the head of an XCOMP, can
occur in a position non-adjacent to the main predicate. Contrast (33b) with
(27b) above.

(33)a. Jonwa  heyao kirei ni sooji shita.
John Top room Acc clean  sweep do-Past

‘John swept the room clean.’

b. Kirei ni Jon wa heya o sooji shita.
clean John Top room Acc sweep do-Past

However, there is some evidence suggesting that kirei ni in (33) is in fact
an adverb (ADJUNCT) rather than an adjective (XCOMP). One problem
here and in (27) is that an adverb converted from a nominal adjective (e.g.,
kirei na ‘beautiful, clean’) seems formally indistinguishable from the so-
called Renyookei form of the nominal adjective, which is what appears in
(27). However, there is one important difference between the two: their
negative forms. The negative Renyookei form of the nominal adjective kirei
na is kirei de naku, while the negative Renyookei form of the adverb kirei
ni is kirei ni de (wa) naku.8 When kirei ni in (33) is negated, it takes the

8The negative of the nominal adjective kirei na is kirei de nai; and, since any
form ending in the negative nai is formally an adjective, this negated form has a
Renyookei form just like that of any adjective, i.e., with ku, resulting in kirei de
naku. Adverbs, on the other hand, do not inflect at all; to negate an adverb, one
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negative form of the adverb, as shown in (34a). This situation is reversed
when the same expression is used as a predicative complement of suru
‘make’ or dekiru ‘can make’, in which case it takes the negative form of the
nominal adjective, as shown in (34b).

(34)a. Jonwa heya o amari
John Top room Acc much

{kirei ni de wa naku / *kirei de naku} sooji shita.
cleanly Cop Foc Neg / clean Cop Neg sweeped

‘John swept the room not so clean.’

b. Jonwa  heyao amari
John Top room Acc much

{kirei de naku / *kirei ni de wa naku} shita.
clean Cop Neg / cleanly Cop Foc Neg made

‘John made the room not so clean.’

Accordingly, kirei ni in (33) is not an adjective (XCOMP), and therefore it
does not pose a counterexample to the claim at issue here.? Adverbs of this
kind are called adverbs of results by Nitta (1989), and they can be used with
a change of state verb to describe a resulting state.

One way to state the required adjacency of the head of the XCOMP to
its main predicate is by means of a Precedence Rule (see Bresnan 1994b and
Zaenen & Kaplan 1995 for the role of Precedence Rules in grammar). More

must add to it the Renyookei form of the copula dg, i.e., de, and then nai. This in
turn can form a Renyookei form in ku, resulting in kirei ni de (wa) naku.

9The same argument can be made with regard to the adverb chiisaku ‘into small
pieces’ in (i).
i) Jon wa sore o chiisaku kitta.
John Top itAcc small cut
‘John cut it to small pieces.’

This adverb is seemingly indistinguishable from the Renyookei form of the
adjective chiisai. However, the following difference with negatives shows that it
is actually an adverb.

(ii)) Jonwa sore o (sonna ni) {chiisaku de wa naku/*chiisaku naku} Kkitta.
John Top it Acc so much small Cop Foc Neg small Neg cut

‘John cut it not so short.’

(iii) Jon wa sore 0 (amari) {chiisaku naku/*chiisaku de wa naku} shita.
John Top the much small Neg small Cop FocNeg made

‘John made it not so short.’
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specifically, the following restrictions hold; 1) all functions other than a
predicative complement (i.e., SUBJ, OBJ, OBJg, OBLg, COMP, ADJ,
XADJ) must precede the predicative complement of the same predicate (i.e.,
XCOMP); 2) non-heads must precede their head. The first rule forces all the
non-XCOMP arguments and adjuncts of the main predicate to precede the
XCOMP, and the second rule forces the arguments and adjuncts of the
predicate of an XCOMP to precede the predicate. Given the patterns observed
above, 2) is a rule that must be fully satisfied, while the status of 1) is a
subtle one, subject to individual variation.

These can be formally stated as the rules annotated on {V, A} in (35)
(shown in the third and fourth lines). Here, the minus sign represents ‘other
than’ and “<*, ‘precedes’.

35 S —  XP, {V,A)
(TXCOMP* GF)=0 T=1
(T(GF=XCOMP)) < (TXCOMP)
(TGF) < 1

3.4 Conclusion

In this chapter, I have argued that the morau and hoshii constructions do not
involve complex predicates as defined in this book. The sequence of a
participial verb and morau or hoshii is in fact made up of two words both at
c-structure and f-structure (and there is no reason to suppose that the
sequence constitutes one word at a-structure either). Moreover, there is
evidence suggesting that the c-structures of these constructions are also
biclausal. Some properties that are seemingly peculiar to these constructions
turn out in fact to be subsumed under more general properties of XCOMP
constructions in Japanese.

The properties of XCOMP constructions in Japanese that I have
discussed in this chapter are quite general. In the next chapter I will argue
that they have a surprising relevance to a seemingly unrelated phenomenon.



CHAPTER 4

Light Verb Constructions

In this chapter, I will discuss light verb constructions in Japanese.! The
Japanese suru light verb construction has attracted much attention in the
recent literature in relation to the theory of argument structure (Grimshaw &
Mester 1988, Sells 1989, Miyagawa 1989a, Tsujimura 1990, Dubinsky
1990, Isoda 1991a, Kageyama 1991, Terada 1990, Ahn 1990, Uchida &
Nakayama 1993, cf. Kageyama 1980a, Dubinsky 1985). This construction
involves the verb suru ‘do’ (termed a “light verb”) and a certain kind of
argument-taking noun called the verbal noun (Martin 1975), which is
marked in the accusative in this construction.

One peculiar property of this construction is that the arguments of the
verbal noun appear outside the NP headed by the verbal noun, as if they
were arguments of the light verb. To account for this, Grimshaw & Mester
(1988) (hereafter G&M) have proposed an operation on the argument
structure called “argument transfer”. This idea is further elaborated by
Miyagawa (1989a) and Tsujimura (1990). Some observations that G&M
make about this construction have also been used as evidence for a
hierarchically structured argument structure (Grimshaw 1990).

In this chapter, I will argue for an alternative analysis of light verb
constructions in Japanese, in which the verbal noun and the light verb are
two fully independent words in all senses. They involve two predicates
which have fully specified, independent argument and functional structures,
the verbal noun representing the head of a syntactic predicative complement
(i.e., XCOMP) of the light verb, whose subject controls or binds the
missing subject of the complement.

This chapter is organized in a way slightly different from the other
chapters. Since the phenomena of light verb constructions have been
discussed in the literature in relation to the specific proposal put forward by
G&M, I will first spend some time in discussing their claims. I will first
point out that the argument transfer account cannot explain certain facts of
the suru construction in 4.1. I will also point out in Section 4.2 that,

A slightly different version of this chapter has appeared in Matsumoto 1996a.
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contrary to G&M’s claim, many raising and control verbs, such as hajimeru
‘begin’, kokoromiru ‘try’, and meijiru ‘order’, also show essentially the
same properties as the light verb suru. I will argue that those light verb
properties of raising and control verbs can be explained once we recognize
that those light verb constructions are in fact raising and control
constructions with the verbal noun representing the head of a syntactic
predicative complement (XCOMP) of raising and control verbs. I will
informally present my analysis of these raising and control light verb
constructions in 4.3.1. In the proposed analysis, there is no transfer of
arguments or any operation on the argument structure of a verbal noun or a
light verb; arguments of a verbal noun are syntactically allowed to occur
outside the NP, just as phrases in a clausal predicative complement are
allowed to occur outside the clause, as discussed in Chapter 3. I will show
that this analysis, together with some independently motivated rules of
Japanese grammar, accounts for all the light verb properties of raising and
control verbs without appealing to any special mechanism such as argument
transfer. I will then present a formal analysis in 4.3.2. In 4.3.3 I will argue
that this analysis can be extended to the suru construction, solving some
problems unexplained in the argument transfer account. The nature of verbal
nouns and case marking will be further discussed in relation to the proposed
account and an alternative account in 4.4

4.1 The Suru Construction and Argument Transfer

4.1.1 Case Marking in the Suru Construction
The suru light verb construction is illustrated in (1).

(1) Seifuwa koogaie [Np honbuno idoo]o shita.
gov’t Top suburb Goal hdqrsGen movement Acc did

‘The government moved the headquarters to a suburb.’

In (1), the past-tense form of the verb suru appears with the accusative-
marked verbal noun idoo ‘movement’. The NP headed by the verbal noun in
this construction is called the (theta-)transparent NP by G&M, for a reason
that will become apparent below.

The verbal noun and the light verb in this construction constitute two
different morphological words, judging by the tests introduced in Chapter 2.
For example, the verbal noun alone can be coordinated with mo, and the
light verb alone can be repeated in repetitive constructions.

The most crucial property of this light verb construction is that under
certain circumstances the arguments of the verbal noun can occur outside the
transparent NP. In (1) above, the phrase koogai e ‘to a suburb’ appears
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outside the transparent NP headed by idoo. This positioning is evidenced by
the case marking of this argument. In Japanese there are two somewhat
different patterns of case marking: verbal case marking (the pattern in which
arguments of a verb are case-marked in a sentence) and nominal case
marking (the pattern in which arguments are case-marked in an NP). The
nominal case marking is essentially the addition of genitive marking to the
corresponding verbal case marking: all NPs and PPs (or in fact all phrasal
categories that do not end in a tensed element) that are immediately
dominated by an NP are marked with genitive no in addition to the verbal
case marking (see Kitagawa & Ross 1982, Mamoru Saito 1983), with some
surface adjustments made (e.g., nominative ga and accusative o drop out; ni
(dative, goal, locative, etc.), which cannot occur with the genitive marking,
is replaced by a postposition with an overlapping function, such as e as
goal marker). The absence of the genitive marking no on the goal PP
koogai e ‘to a suburb’ in (1) thus shows that this phrase does not occur
within the transparent NP. By contrast, the NP honbu ‘headquarters’ in (1)
is marked with the genitive no, and hence this NP occurs within the NP
headed by idoo.

This phrase-structure position of the goal PP is confirmed by the
observations concerning scrambling and the distribution of a negative
polarity shika phrase. The goal phrase in (1) can scramble with the subject;
in addition, the goal phrase can be marked with shika, with negation on
suru, as in (2). Given the Locality Condition of shika (see 2.2.3.1), this
indicates that the goal phrase is in the upper clause.

(2) Seifuwa koogai e shika [Nphonbu no idoo] o shi-nakat-ta.
gov’t Top suburb Goal hdgrs Gen movement Acc do-Neg-Past

“The government moved the headquarters to suburbs only’

The PP koogai e in (1) is an argument of the verbal noun idoo, and not
of the verb suru. If this argument (and the subject argument) were an
argument of the verb suru, it should be licensed by suru even if the
accusative-marked NP was replaced by nani ‘what’, which (unlike idoo)
cannot have any arguments. However, this is not the case. (3) below is not
acceptable (unless used as an echo question).

(3) *Seifuwa koogaie nani o shi-mashita ka.
gov’t Top suburb Goal whatAcc do-Pol-PastQ
‘What did the government do to a suburb?’ (intended)

The nouns that allow verbal (genitiveless) marking of their arguments
in this construction are restricted to verbal nouns (see Martin 1975). The
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verbal nouns, which are mostly of Chinese origin, are process nouns and
form so-called “incorporated” periphrastic verbs with suru without any case
marking on them (e.g., idoo suru ‘move’) (Martin 1975, Kageyama 1980a,
Dubinsky 1985, Miyagawa 1987a, Poser 1989, Tsujimura 1992a; see also
Iida 1987, Saiki 1987). The suru light verb construction must be carefully
distinguished from this “incorporated” periphrastic verb form.

The exclusion of nouns other than verbal nouns from this suru light
verb construction can be illustrated by the behavior of the compound noun
shukkoo-shiki ‘departure ceremony’. This noun is not a verbal noun, given
that it is not a process noun and that its suru “incorporated” form is not
possible (*¥shukkoo-shiki suru), although it contains a verbal noun shukkoo
‘departure (from a port)’ as first component of the compound. The noun
shukkoo-shiki can have a Source PP as its modifier indicating the location
from which the departure takes place.2 When this compound is used in the
sentence frame of the verb suru, however, this phrase cannot appear without
genitive marking, as shown in (4a). In contrast, the verbal noun shukkoo
does allow its source argument to occur without genitive marking, as in
(4b).

(4) a. Karerawa Koobe-koo {kara no/*kara} shukkoo-shiki o suru.
they Top Kobe-port {Src Gen/Src} dep.-ceremony Acc do

‘They will hold the ceremony of departure from the port of Kobe.’

b. Karerawa Koobe-koo kara shukkoo o suru.
they Top Kobe-port Src  departure Acc  do

‘They will depart from the port of Kobe.’

4.1.2 The Argument Transfer Account
The suru light verb construction provides an apparent counterexample to the
locality condition of theta-marking (Chomsky 1981); the verbal noun is
apparently theta-marking a phrase outside its maximal projection. In other
words, the NP headed by a verbal noun is apparently transparent to theta-
marking.

G&M explain this peculiarity of the light verb construction in a way
consistent with the locality requirement of theta-marking: the arguments of
the verbal noun are transferred to the light verb suru by Argument Transfer.

2This is an example of a Japanese compound in which the argument structure of
a non-head appears to be percolated. See Sugioka 1989 for details of this
phenomenon.
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In this account, the verb suru and the verbal noun idoo originally have the
argument structures shown in (5). As indicated, suru here has an incomplete
or skeletal argument structure.

(5) suru () <acc>
idoo (Agent, Goal, Theme)

The operation of Argument Transfer applies to the arguments of idoo in (5).
This operation, together with certain conditions which it is subject to (see
below), either of the argument structures for the combination idoo + suru
given in (6).

(6) a. idoo (Theme) + suru (Agent, Goal) <acc>
b. idoo () + suru (Agent, Goal, Theme) <acc>

This Noun + Verb complex, they claim, is listed as a whole in a derived
lexical entry.

In G&M’s account, the arguments of the verbal noun that remain
untransferred appear within the transparent NP, are theta-marked by the
verbal noun, and receive genitive marking; transferred arguments appear
outside the transparent NP, are theta-marked by suru, and do not receive
genitive case marking. The licensing relationship involved is illustrated in
the lines below the tree in (7).

@) S
NP PP NP v
Seifu wa koogai e NP N shita
[Agent] [Goal] i i (Agent, Goal)
honbu no idoo o

[Theme] (Theme)
| |

G&M claim that Argument Transfer is possible only for a verb which
has a skeletal (incomplete) argument structure. According to them, suru and
its morphological causative form saseru are the only verbs in Japanese that
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have skeletal argument structures and may therefore participate in Argument
Transfer.

4.1.3 Further Properties of Suru and Argument Transfer

The suru light verb construction exhibits several other properties that must
be explained. G&M observe that there are certain constraints on the
distribution of the arguments of a verbal noun (i.e., whether they must be
inside or outside a transparent NP). First, the external argument of the
verbal noun must be outside the transparent NP, as shown by the
ungrammaticality of (8).

eifauno koogai e no onbu no idoo] o shita.
(8) *[Seif k i honb idoo] hi
gov’t Gen suburb Goal Gen hdqrsGen movement Acc did

‘The government moved the headquarters to a suburb.’ (intended)

In their account, the external argument of a verbal noun is obligatorily
transferred. This is ensured by the following two restrictions:

(9) a. At least one non-subject argument of a verbal noun must be
transferred.
b. An argument cannot be transferred without all thematically higher
arguments being transferred as well.

(9b) is motivated by certain alleged patterns of distribution of
arguments inside or outside the transparent NP. G&M claim, for example,
that a Theme NP cannot occur outside the transparent NP without Goal
being outside as well, while a Goal PP can occur outside the transparent NP
with Theme inside. That is, they claim that (10a) is a possible structure but

(10b) is not.
S b. S
NP PP NP \" NP NP NP \'
[Agent] [Goal] /\ [Agent] [Theme] /\

NP N suru PP N suru
[Theme] [Goal]

(10) a.

According to G&M, this alleged distributional pattern is accounted for by
(9b) above and their thematic hierarchy in (11).
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(11)  (Agent/Source (Goal (Theme)))

In G&M'’s view, argument structure is hierarchically organized and argument
transfer operates in an outside-in fashion, transferring a higher argument first
before it affects lower ones.

Another property of the suru construction that has been treated in the
argument transfer account is the restriction on the type of verbal noun that
can appear in this construction. As Dubinsky (1985, 1990), Miyagawa
(1987a, 1989a), Tsujimura (1990), and Kageyama (1991) have observed,
verbal nouns that have experiencer or theme subjects cannot appear in this
construction (see also Kageyama 1980a:148). For example, (12a) and (12b)
are marginal at best. (12a) is in fact reported as grammatical in G&M, but it
is judged as (relatively) unacceptable by many Japanese speakers including
myself. Miyagawa (1989a) also judges (12b) as unacceptable. (This is true
of other light verb sentences with non-agentive verbal nouns in G&M.)

(12) a. ?Jon wa buchoo ni shooshin o shita
John Top section-chief Goal promotion Acc did

‘John was promoted to section chief.’ (intended)

b. 7?Yaga mato ni  meichuu o shita.
arrow Nom target-Loc hit Acc did

‘An arrow struck the target.’ (intended)

Miyagawa (1989a) and Tsujimura (1990) argue that this phenomenon can be
predicted in the Argument Transfer account by appealing to the unaccusative
nature of these verbal nouns and Burzio’s generalization (Burzio 1986),
which they formulate as the condition given in (13).

(13) A verb assigns an external theta role iff it can assign Case.

The light verb suru assigns accusative case to the verbal noun, and therefore
suru must assign an external theta role to satisfy (13). However, if the
verbal noun is unaccusative, no external theta role transfers to the light
verb, and therefore the light verb cannot assign an external theta role. Thus
(13) is violated.3

One further property of the suru construction concerns word order. The
verbal noun and suru are required to be adjacent to each other in order to be

3Uchida & Nakayama (1993) note an additional aspectual constraint on verbal
nouns that can appear in the light verb construction (see also Kageyama 1991).
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fully grammatical: they cannot be separated by the topicalization of the
transparent NP, as noted by G&M, or any other way, as shown in (14). (See
also Kageyama 1980: 199, 1991).

(14) a. Jonwa Tookyoo ni  ryokoo o shita.
John Nom Tokyo Goal trip Acc  did

‘John made a trip to Tokyo.’

b. *Ryokoo wa Jon ga Tookyoo ni shita.
trip Top John Nom Tokyo Goal did

c. *Jon ga ryokoo o Tookyoo ni shita.
John Nom trip Acc Tokyo Goal did

d. %#Tookyoo ni ryokooo Jon wa shita.
Tokyo Goal trip Acc  John Top did

When a non-subject intervenes between the transparent NP and suru, as in
(14b) and (14c), the sentence is not acceptable at all. When only a subject
intervenes, as in (14d), the sentence is only partially unacceptable, with
some individual variations of the degree of acceptability. As for non-
topicalizability, G&M speculate that it “probably reflect[s] the non-
referential, predicate-like character of transparent NPs (p. 208)”.

G&M also point out that the verb suru has a “heavy” use in which it
has an independent argument structure. Suru in fact has many heavy uses
(see Uchida & Nakayama 1993), but the use most relevant to the discussion
of the light verb suru is the one with the meaning ‘do, carry out’. In this
meaning, the verb subcategorizes for an agentive subject, a theme object
(representing some action or event), and optionally a recipient indirect
object. Examples are (15) and (4a) above. Note that the third argument must
be strictly a recipient; it cannot be a non-recipient goal, as shown in (15).

(15) Jon ga {minna ni / *Tookyoo ni} sonna koto o shita.
John Nom all Dat / Tokyo Goal such  thing Acc did

‘John did such a thing {to everyone / *to Tokyo}.’

This heavy suru differs from the light suru in that it allows the object to be
topicalized (as G&M note) or separated in any other way from suru. Unlike
cases like (14), the recipient argument of heavy suru can intervene between
suru and its object NP, as in (16).4

4Sentence (i), noted by Uchida & Nakayama (1993), can also be taken to be a
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(16) Sonna koto o Jonwa  minna ni shita.
such thing Acc John Top all Dat did

‘John did such a thing to everyone.’

4.1.4 Problems with the Argument Transfer Account

4.1.4.1 Transfer of Adjuncts

There are several problems with this Argument Transfer account. One
concerns the “transfer” of an adjunct. Since Argument Transfer is an
operation on the argument structure of a predicate, it cannot operate on the
adjuncts of a predicate. However, there are cases in which adjuncts of a
verbal noun are apparently transferred, appearing in the suru construction
without genitive marking.

It might not be always apparent whether an adjunct in the light verb
suru construction is an adjunct of the verbal noun or of suru. However,
there are certain adjuncts that can occur only with a certain type of predicate,
but not with semantically empty suru, enabling us to test whether they are
adjuncts of the verbal noun or suru. For example, ni-marked purpose clauses
can be used only when it is an adjunct of a verb of motion (see Saiki 1987).
In the suru construction such a purpose clause can occur without genitive
marking when the verbal noun represents motion, as in (17).

case of this heavy suru, with the dative NP interpreted as an argument of suru
rather than that of the verbal noun keikoku ‘warning’.

(i) Keikoku {wa/o} Jon ga murabitotachi ni shita.
warning Top/ Acc John Nom villagers Dat did

‘John gave the warning to the villagers.’
Uchida & Nakayama also note that the following sentence is unacceptable.

(i) *Keikoku wa Jon ga murabitotachi ni [ookami ga kuru]to shita.
warning Top John Nom villagers Dat wolf Nom come Comp did
‘John gave the warning to the villagers that wolves were coming.’
(intended)

This sentence is ruled out because i) as a light suru sentence, the word order

requirement is not satisfied; 2) as a heavy suru sentence, the theme argument
indicating the content of warning is not licensed by the verb suru.
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(17)  Jonwa [PRO jishin no higai o choosa shi ni]
John Top earthquake Gen damage Acc research do Pur

chookikan tobei o suru  koto ni shita.
for.a.long.time visitUSA Acc do  Comp Dat decided

‘John decided to go to the US for a long time in order to survey the
damage from the earthquake.’

Note that the verbal noun fobei in (17) cannot be replaced by nani ‘what’,
as shown in (18), showing that the ni-marked adjunct clause cannot be an
adjunct of suru.

(18) ?2Jonwa  jishin no higai o choosa shi ni
John Top earthquake Gen damage Acc research do Pur

chookikan nani o suru  koto ni shi-mashi-ta ka.
for.a.long.time what Acc do  Comp Dat decide-Pol-Past Q

‘What did John decide to do for a long time in order to survey the
damage from the earthquake.” (intended)

Therefore, this adjunct must have been “transferred” to suru.

Second, adverbs of result occur only with change-of-state predicates
(Nitta 1989; see also 3.3.4 above). Such an adverb can be used without
genitive marking in the suru construction if the verbal noun represents a
change of state, as in (19), suggesting that this adjunct has been transferred.
(Note that suru does not acquire any change-of-state meaning by Argument
Transfer and remains incompatible with adverbs of result.)

(190 Jonwa  komakaku sono kami no setsudano  shita.
John Top finely the paperGen cutting Acc did

‘John cut the paper to very small pieces.’

The adverb komakaku ‘finely’ in (19) loses its result reading if the
transparent NP in (19) is replaced by nani, and therefore it cannot be an
adjunct of suru.

4.1.4.2 Transfer of a Non-subject Argument
Another problem with the Argument Transfer account concerns the claim
that at least one non-subject argument of a verbal noun must be transferred.
If this is the case, then 1) a verbal noun that has no non-subject argument
cannot participate in the suru construction; and 2) a verbal noun cannot have
all of its non-subject arguments occurring within the transparent NP. Both
of these predictions are false.

First, verbal nouns with no syntactic non-subject argument can indeed
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be used in this suru construction. These include kyoshu ‘raising one’s
hand’, sengan ‘washing one’s face’, tobei ‘visiting the US’, rainichi
‘coming to Japan’, and eftoo ‘wintering’. These are all compound verbal
nouns comprising a verbal element and its lexically incorporated semantic
argument (e.g., sengan < sen ‘wash’ and gan ‘face’; see Kageyama 1980a).
Note that the verbal noun tobei occurs in (17) with its adjunct appearing
without genitive marking, suggesting that the construction involves the
light verb suru.

G&M claim that the prediction 2) above is borne out, but the evidence
they use is empirically weak. The evidence that they use includes the
unacceptability of examples like the following.

(20)a. 7?Jonwa  Marii to no aiseki o shita.
John Top Mary with Gen table.sharing Acc did

‘John shared a table with Mary.” (intended)

b. ??7Jon wa Tookyoo e no ryokoo o shita.
John Top Tokyo Goal Gen trip Acc  did

‘John made a trip to Tokyo.’ (intended)

However, the unnaturalness of sentences like (20a) and (20b) can be removed
by some modification. For example, (21a) and (21b) are acceptable,
suggesting that (20) cannot be taken as clear evidence for the obligatory
transfer of one non-subject argument. The reason for the unnaturalness of
(20a) and (20b) might be stylistic in nature.

(21)a. Jonwa  Marii to no aiseki o
John Top Mary with Gen table.sharing Acc

shita koto ga nai.
dd CompNom have.Neg

‘John has never shared a table with Mary.’

b. Jonwa  Tookyoo e no ryokooo shita koto ga nai.
John Top Tokyo Goal Gen trip Acc did Comp Nom have.Neg

‘John has never made a trip to Tokyo.’
Another example that G&M appeal to in support of their claim on the

obligatory transfer of one non-subject argument is the contrast between
(22a) and (22b).
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(22)a.  ?Sono deetaga wareware ni [kare no riron ga
that dataNom we to [he Gen theory Nom

machigatte iru] to no shoomei o  shite iru.
mistaken] Comp Gen proof Acc  do Asp

‘That piece of data proves to us that his theory is mistaken.’

b. 7?Sono deetaga warewareeno [kareno riron ga
that data Nom we to Gen [he Gen theory Nom

machigatte iru] tono shoomei o  shite iru.
mistaken] Comp Gen proof Acc  do Asp

They assume that (22a) is acceptable but (22b) is not, suggesting, they
claim, that at least one argument other than subject must be transferred.

This contrast, however, is not sufficiently convincing to motivate the
condition that G&M propose, either. (22a) is not fully acceptable to begin
with. One factor for unnaturalness is the choice of a fo-complement over a
koto-complement, which is much more natural. Another factor appears to be
the non-agentivity of the subject of shoomei. It appears that suru
construction is not fully compatible not only with intransitive unaccusative
verbal nouns but also with transitive verbal nouns with a non-agentive
subject (I will come back to this issue below).

It is true that many speakers find (22b) worse than (22a). However, this
might be attributed to the nature of Goal marking involved. G&M claim
that shoomei takes a (Beneficiary) Goal as its argument, but this is not
totally clear. In addition, e(-no) can naturally mark a non-beneficiary goal,
but not a beneficiary goal, making (22b) unnatural.5 The ni-marked phrase
in (22a), on the other hand, can represent a beneficiary goal (regardless of
whether this is an adjunct of suru or an argument of shoomei). Thus, it is
not clear at all that the contrast between (22a) and (22b) motivates the
condition that G&M propose (see Kageyama 1991 for further evidence

5Observe that in (i) a beneficiary goal can be marked with ni but not with e
naturally. (ii) is the nominalized counterpart (with -kata suffixation) of (i), and
the goal marking e plus genitive no is not fully acceptable.

(i)  Chichi {ni /?¢} nekutai o katta.
father Ben/ Goal necktie Acc bought
‘I bought a necktie for my father.’

(ii) ?Chichi e no nekutai no  kai-kata
father Goal Gen necktie Gen buy-method
‘the way to buy a necktie for (my) father’
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supporting the possibility that all non-subject argument may occur within
the transparent NP).

4.1.4.3 Sensitivity to Thematic Hierarchy

Also problematic is G&M’s claim concerning the thematic hierarchy-based
restrictions on the distribution of the arguments of a verbal noun. Their
account makes very strict predictions about the distribution of the arguments
of a verbal noun, but the facts appear to be different. The evidence that
G&M use for a thematic hierarchy-based condition concerns mainly the
positions of Goal and Theme. They use sentences (22a) above and (23a) and
(23b) below as evidence for their claim. Assuming that (22a) and (23a) (with
ni) are acceptable, but (23b) (with e no) is not, they claim that Theme (the
COMP clause) cannot occur outside without Goal (‘to us’) occurring outside
also.

(23)a. 7Sono deetaga [kare no riron ga machigatte iru] to
the dataNom he Gen theory Nom mistaken Comp

wareware ni shoomei o shite iru.
we Goal proof Acc  do Asp

‘That piece of data proves to us that his theory is mistaken.’

b. ??Sono deetaga [kareno riron ga machigatte iru] to
that dataNom he Gen theory Nom mistaken Comp

warewaree no shoomei o  shite iru.
we Goal Gen  proof Acc  do Asp

The contrast is, however, less than convincing; in my judgment (23a), like
(22a) above, is not fully acceptable, either. The reason (23b) is worse than
(23b) and (22a) can again be explained in terms of the status of the
Beneficiary Goal PP (cf. (22b) above).6

6There are some sentences that apparently do support G&M’s observations
about the distribution of Theme and Goal. (i) below is one such example.

(i) ??Kare wa [ookami ga kuru]to murabitotachi e no keikoku o  shita.
he Top wolf Nom come Comp villagers Goal Gen warning Acc did

‘He gave the warning to the villagers that wolves were coming.’

However, note that (ii) below is acceptable. The unacceptability of (i) might be
stylistic or semantic in nature.
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The examination of uncontroversial light verb sentences also suggests
that there is no strict restriction on the distribution of Theme and Goal of
the sort that G&M suggest. Consider the sentences in (24).

(24) a. Karerawa soko e sono busshi no yusoo o suru.
they Top there Goal the goodsGen transport Acc do

“They will transport the goods there.’

b. Karerawa sono busshi mo soko e no yusoo o suru.
they Nom the goodstoo there Goal Gen transport Acc do

“They will transport the goods there, too.’

Sentence (24b) shows that Theme can occur outside a transparent NP with
Goal inside, contrary to G&M’s claim.” Sentence (24a), in which Goal
occurs outside and Theme inside, is also acceptable, showing that either
Theme or Goal can appear outside with the other remaining inside.

One might note that (24b) is not totally acceptable if the Theme
argument is not topicalized and appears with the accusative marking. This is
due to the double-o constraint discussed in 2.2.2.2. In (24a) the replacement
of o by wa due to Topicalization removes the unnaturalness; therefore the
violation involved is the surface constraint, which disfavors the surface
occurrence of more than one accusative marking in one clause, not the deep
one, which prohibits the occurrence of two direct object NPs in a clause (see
also Dubinsky 1990).8

(ii) Karewa [ookami ga kuru] to murabitotachi e no
he Top wolf Nom come Comp villagers Goal Gen

keikoku o  shi ni  iku tokoro da.
warning Acc doPur go be.about.to

‘He is about to go to give a warning to villagers that wolves are coming.’
7Sentences like (24b) pose a counterexample to Isoda’s (1991a) claim that
Locative and Goal arguments must occur outside the transparent NP.
8 Another way to avoid the surface occurrence of two accusative marking is to
put one accusative NP in the focus position of a cleft sentence. Note the
acceptability of (i) (see also Dubinsky 1990).

(i) Kareraga [soko e no yusoo] o surunowa sono busshi da.
they Nom there Goal Gen transport Acc do Nmz Top the goods Cop

‘It is the goods that they transport there.’
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4.2 Light Verb Phenomena with Raising/Control Verbs

G&M claim that suru and its causative verb saseru are the only verbs that
count as light verbs in Japanese. In fact, however, there are many verbs
which exhibit essentially the same phenomena as suru does. I will first
point out that the verbs hajimeru ‘begin’ and kokoromiru ‘attempt’ in fact
exhibit light verb properties. I will then give a more extensive list of verbs
that behave in the same way.?

4.2.1 On Hajimeru and Kokoromiru

Both hajimeru and kokoromiru exhibit the most crucial property of a light
verb: they allow arguments of a verbal noun to appear without genitive
marking. This is exemplified in (25).

(25) a. Karerawa Tookyooe  busshi no yusoo o hajimeta.
they Top Tokyo Goal goods Gen transport Acc began

“They began transporting the goods to Tokyo.’

b. Jonwa  sono supaito sesshokuo kokoromita.
John Top the spy with contact Acc attempted

‘John attempted to make contact with the spy.’

The nani test shows that the phrases without genitive marking (‘to Tokyo’,
‘with the spy’) are arguments of the verbal noun rather than of hajimeru or
kokoromiru. Sentences (26a) and (26b), in which the NP headed by the
verbal noun is replaced by nani, are unacceptable under the intended readings
(unless used as an echo question). ((26b) is acceptable in the non-intended
reading in which sono supai-to ‘with the spy’ is an adjunct of kokoromiru
(i.e., the spy is a co-attempter of something).)

(26) a. *Karerawa Tookyooe nanio hajime-mashi-ta ka.
they Top Tokyo Goal what Acc begin-Pol-Past Q
‘What did they begin to Tokyo?* (intended)
b. *Jon wa  sono supaito nani o kokoromi-mashi-ta ka.
John Top the spy with whatAcc attempt-Pol-Past Q
‘What action with the spy did John attempt?’ (intended)

As in the suru construction, only verbal nouns allow verbal case-

9The data presented in this section have been partially reported in my
unpublished paper (Matsumoto 1988c).
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marking of their arguments with hajimeru and kokoromiru. This can be
illustrated by the difference between the non-verbal noun shukkoo-shiki
‘departure ceremony’ and the verbal noun shukkoo ‘departure’, which I
appealed to earlier (cf. (4) above). Consider (27a) and (27b).

(27) a. Karerawa Koobe-koo {kara no/kara} shukkoo o hajimeru.
they Top Kobe-port {Src Gen/Src}  departure Acc begin

‘They will begin the departure from the port of Kobe.’

b. Karerawa Koobe-koo{karano/*kara} shukkoo-shikio hajimeru.
they Top Kobe-port {Src Gen/Src}  dep.-ceremony Acc begin

‘They will begin the ceremony of departure from the port of Kobe.’

(27) shows that hajimeru allows the the source phrase Koobe-koo kara
‘from the port of Kobe’ to occur outside the NP headed by a verbal noun
(i.e., shukkoo) but not outside the NP headed by a non-verbal noun (i.e.,
shukkoo-shiki).

Like the light verb suru, the verbs hajimeru and kokoromiru also
allow adjuncts of a verbal noun to appear outside the transparent NP. Such
examples are easier to find than in the case of suru. Consider (28a) and
(28b).

(28)a. Sono taifuu wa fukuzatsuni  idoo o hajimeta.
the  typhoon Top complicatedly movement Acc began

‘The typhoon began to move in a complicated way.’

b. Karerawa oohaba ni kourikakaku no nesageo  kokoromita.
they Top substantially retail.price Gen lowering Acc attempted

‘They attempted to make a substantial reduction in retail prices.’

The adverbs fukuzatsu ni ‘in a complicated way’ and oohaba ni
‘substantially’ in these examples are interpretable with respect to the verbal
nouns (idoo ‘movement’ and nesage ‘lowering of prices’, respectively), but
not with respect to hajimeru or kokoromiru. However, they appear without
genitive marking.

These two verbs exhibit other properties that suru as a light verb
exhibits. As in the case of suru, the subject argument of the verbal noun
must appear outside the transparent NP.

(29) a. *Karerano Tookyoo e no busshi no  yusoo o hajimeta.
they Gen Tokyo Goal Gen goods Gen transport Acc began

‘They began to transport the goods to Tokyo.” (intended)
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b. *Jon no sono supaitono  sesshoku o kokoromita.
John Gen the spy with Gen contact Acc attempted

‘John attempted to make a contact with the spy.” (intended)

The verbs hajimeru and kokoromiru also respect the same word order
restrictions as suru. Non-subject arguments of a verbal noun cannot
intervene between a verbal noun and these verbs, as in (30a) and (31a), while
a subject can intervene with a partial loss of acceptability, as in (30b) and
(31b).

(30) a. *Karerawa busshi no yusoo o Tookyoo e hajimeta.
they Top goods Gen transport Acc Tokyo Goal began
‘They began to transport the goods to Tokyo.” (intended)

b. ?Tookyooe busshi no yusoo o karera wa hajimeta.
Tokyo Goal goodsGen transport Acc they Top began

‘They began to transport the goods to Tokyo.’ (intended)

(31)a. *Jonwa  sesshokuo sono supai to kokoromita.
John Top contact Acc the spy with attempted

‘John attempted to make a contact with the spy.” (intended)

b. ?Sono supai to sesshokuo Jonwa  kokoromita.
the spy with contact Acc John Top attempted

‘John attempted to make a contact with the spy.” (intended)

Thus both hajimeru and kokoromiru have been seen to exhibit the
same light verb properties as suru. The picture is slightly different as
regards the exclusion of unaccusative verbal nouns. The verb kokoromiru
does not accept an unaccusative verbal noun, but hajimeru does, as in (32).

(32) a. Sono hoshi wa sugoi ookisa ni kakudai o {*kokoromita/hajimeta}.
the star Top great sizeto  expansion Acc attempted/began
“The star {*attempted/began} to expand to a very big size.’
b. Sono buttai wa  Taiheiyoo ni rakkao {*kokoromita/hajimeta}.
the object Top Pacific Goal fall Acc attempted/began
“The object {*attempted/began} to fall to the Pacific.’
Thus, these two verbs exhibit the same light verb properties as does

suru. An exception is the fact that hajimeru accepts an unaccusative verbal
noun.



80 / Complex Predicates in Japanese

4.2.2 Other Raising/Control Verbs

There are many other verbs which behave in the same way as hajimeru or
kokoromiru. These verbs fall into several semantic classes. The first class
of verbs considered here has aspectual meanings and includes kurikaesu
‘repeat’, tsuzukeru ‘continue’, kaishi suru ‘begin’, shuuryoo suru ‘finish’,
kanryoo suru ‘complete’, keizoku suru ‘continue’ (cf. hajimeru ‘begin’).
The light verb status of tsuzukeru (i.e., the lack of genitive marking on an
argument of the verbal noun) is exemplified below.

(33) Nihonwa Amerikae shisetsu no haken o tsuzuketa.
Japan Top America Goal envoy Gen dispatch Acc continued

‘Japan continued to dispatch an envoy to America.’

The second class comprises various verbs of thinking and planning:
kuwadateru ‘attempt’, wasureru ‘forget (to do)’, kangaeru ‘think (of)’,
nozomu ‘desire’, negau ‘wish’, mezasu ‘aim at’, keikaku suru ‘plan’, kettei
suru ‘decide’, kiboo suru ‘hope’, etc. (cf. kokoromiru ‘attempt’). Two of
these verbs are exemplified in (34).

(34)a. Jonwa  Oosakakara Tookyooe tenkin o nozonde iru.
John Top Osaka Src  Tokyo Goal transference Acc desire Asp

‘John desires to be transferred from Osaka to Tokyo.’

b. Jonwa ieni renraku o wasureta.
John Top house Goal sending.message Acc forgot

‘John forgot to send a message to his house.’

Third, certain verbs and nominal adjectives that indicate possibility also
exhibit light verb properties. These include dekiru ‘can do’, ari-uru ‘be
possible’, and kanoo da ‘be possible’. An example is the following.
(Because dekiru is stative, the verbal noun is marked in the nominative.)

(35) Jonwa  Tookyooe  shucchooga dekiru.
John Top Tokyo Goal business.trip Nom can.do
‘John can make a business trip to Tokyo.’
Fourth, some directive and permissive verbs can be used as light verbs.

They include meijiru ‘order’, gimuzukeru ‘obligate’, motomeru ‘ask’,
yurusu ‘allow’, mitomeru ‘permit’, and kyoka suru ‘permit’.

(36) a. Keisatsu wa kare ni sho made shuttoo o meijita.
police Top heDat station as.far.as appearance Acc ordered

‘Police ordered him to appear at the police station.’
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b. Jonwa  Mariini Oosakae (sura) shucchoo o
John Top Mary Dat Osaka Goal even business.trip Acc

mitome-nakat-ta.
permit-Neg-Past
‘John did not permit Mary to make a business trip (even) to Osaka.’

Thus, there are many verbs in Japanese that behave like suru.!0

Finally, one might note that there are cases of multiply embedded light
verb constructions. Some of the light verbs above (e.g., keikaku suru
‘plan’) are periphrastic suru verbs. The verbal noun forming these
incorporated suru verbs can simultaneously head the transparent NP of
another light verb and take another transparent NP as its argument, thus
producing a multiply embedded light verb construction. Some examples are
given in (37). Though these sentences might be stylistically awkward, they
are accepted by many speakers of Japanese, especially when the transferred
argument occurs with some emphatic particle (e.g., mo).

(37) a. Amerikawa Sobieto kara (mo) wokkano yunyuu no
America Top Soviet Src too vodka Gen import Gen

keikaku o hajime-ta.

plan Acc begin-Past

‘America began the planning of the import of vodka from the
Soviets (too).’

b. Jonwa  Biruni Tookyoo e (mo) shiten no idoo no
John Top Bill Dat Tokyo Goal too branch Gen move Gen
kaishi o meijita.
start Acc ordered
‘John ordered Bill to start the move of the branch to Tokyo (too).’

In (37a), for example, the light verb hajimeru takes a transparent NP headed
by keikaku, which in turn takes a transparent NP headed by yunyuu, with
the Source argument of yunyuu (Sobieto kara ‘from the Soviets’) appearing

101 addition to these verbs, the copula da can also function as a light verb,
when it is attached to a verbal noun. Examples include the following.

(i) Kyoo kara Jon wa Tookyoo e  shucchoo da
today Src  John Top Tokyo Goal business.trip Cop

‘John will be on a business trip to Tokyo from today on.’
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outside the whole transparent NP. The NPs headed by yunyuu in (37a) and
idoo in (37b) are marked in the genitive, since they appear under the NPs
headed by keikaku and kaishi, respectively.

One feature common to the various verbs exhibiting light verb
properties is that they are all either raising or control verbs—they require the
subject of their predicative complement to be either controlled or bound by
one of their arguments. It appears that all raising and control verbs that take
a predicative complement clause marked in the accusative case (with a koto
complementizer or no nominalizer), and some that take a complement clause
marked with yoo ni, can be used as light verbs. By contrast, those raising
and control verbs subcategorizing for a -te participial verb or Renyookei
adjective form (e.g., naru ‘become’ and hoshii ‘want’) cannot be used as
light verbs. I will call this class of newly identified light verbs raising and
control light verbs (though this should not be taken to mean that such verbs
have incomplete argument structure, as G&M claim light verbs do).

Non-raising, non-control verbs cannot exhibit light verb properties. For
example, verbs like akirameru ‘give up’, enki suru ‘postpone’, and
happyoo suru ‘announce’ do not allow the arguments of a verbal noun to
appear without genitive marking, as shown in (38).

(38) Jonwa  Tookyoo {*e/e no} ryokoo o
John Top Tokyo Goal/Goal Gen trip Acc

{akirameta / enki shita / happyoo shita}.
gave.up / postponed / announced

‘John {gave up / postponed / announced} a trip to Tokyo.’

The distinction between raising and control verbs is correlated with the
possibility of appearance of unaccusative verbal nouns. The newly identified
light verbs can be divided into two categories: those that accept unaccusative
verbal nouns and those that do not. The former include hajimeru,
kurikaesu, tsuzukeru, kaishi suru, shuuryoo suru, kanoo-da. The latter
include kokoromiru, kuwadateru, wasureru, kangaeru, nozomu, negau,
mezasu, keikaku suru, kettei suru, kiboo suru, dekiru, meijiru,
gimuzukeru, motomeru, yurusu, mitomeru, kyoka suru. The former group
can be identified as raising verbs, and the latter as control verbs, by the
criteria like the idiom test proposed by Nishigauchi (1993).

4.2.3 Raising/Control Verbs and Argument Transfer

Given that these raising and control verbs exhibit essentially the same light
verb phenomena as suru, it would be natural to expect the Argument
Transfer account to apply to these cases as well. However, the raising and
control light verbs pose additional problems for the Argument Transfer
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account.

First, control light verbs pose a problem for the Argument Transfer
account of obligatory subject transfer. Control verbs place semantic
restrictions on the controlling argument. For example, the subject of
kokoromiru and the dative object of meijiru ‘order’ must be a volitional
being. The controlling argument is therefore a thematic argument of the
control verb and receives a thematic role from it. If a sentence with these
verbs involves the transfer of the subject argument of the verbal noun, then
the subject will receive two roles—one from the control verb and the other
from the verbal noun—resulting in a violation of the Theta Criterion.
Second, it is not clear how the Argument Transfer account and Burzio’s
generalization can cope with the exclusion of unaccusative verbal nouns
from control light verb constructions. Control verbs like kuwadateru do
have an external argument on its own, and it can satisfy Burzio’s
generalization even when no external role is transferred to them through
Argument Transfer, and therefore unaccusative verbal nouns would not be
excluded.

Both of these points suggest that it is difficult to accommodate G&M’s
analysis, which presupposes a skeletal argument structure of a light verb, to
those cases of raising and control “light” verbs, which are clearly not empty
in meaning and have a non-skeletal argument structure.

4.3 A Proposal

4.3.1 An Informal Analysis

How, then, are the light verb properties of raising and control light verbs to
be accounted for? The key to the understanding of these properties is the
recognition of the “light verb” constructions above as raising or control
constructions.

4.3.1.1 Light Verb Constructions as Raising/Control Constructions

In the proposed analysis, raising and control light verb constructions are
simply raising and control constructions with the verbal noun representing
the head of a predicative complement. Support for this analysis comes from
the following binding possibility of jibun.

(39) Keisatsu wa Yamada; ni jibun; no ie ni
police Top YamadaDat self Gen house Goal

ichiban chikai keisatsusho made shuttoo o meijita.
most close police.station as.far.as appearance Acc ordered

‘Police ordered Yamada to appear at the police station closest to his
house.’
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The possibility of this binding shows that the verbal noun in this sentence
has a PRO subject, controlled by the dative object of meijiru.

A comparison with non-raising, non-control constructions makes it
clear that the verbal nouns in raising and control light verb constructions are
the head of a predicative complement rather than an object. One difference
between a predicative complement and an object is that the subject of a
predicative complement is unexpressed and must be functionally controlled
(obligatorily controlled); by contrast, the subject of an object NP might or
might not be controlled (i.e., it might have an overt subject or a controlled
subject), and if it is controlled at all, it can have a wide range of possible
antecedents, like a pronoun (“anaphorically controlled” in LFG terms). In
this regard, first consider (40a) and (40b), which involve a non-raising, non-
control verb enki suru.

(40) a. Jonwa [(Biruno) supaitono mikkai]o enki shita.
John Top Bill Gen spy with Gen secret.meeting Acc postponed

‘John postponed {Bill’s / a} secret meeting with a spy.’

b. Jon wa [Marii ga (katte ni) [supai to no
John Top Mary Nom selfishly spy with Gen

mikkai] o enki shita] to itta.
secret.meeting Acc postponed Comp said

‘John said that Mary postponed a secret meeting with a spy
(without consulting him).’

Enki suru does not require the subject of the verbal noun to be controlled; it
can be overtly expressed, as in (40a). When it is unexpressed, it can have a
wide range of interpretation. In (40b), the subject of mikkai might be Mary,
John, John and Mary (split antecedent), or someone outside the sentence.

In contrast, kokoromiru requires the subject of the verbal noun to be
obligatorily controlled. Consider (41a) and (41b).

(41) a. Jonwa  supaito [(*Biruno) mikkai]o kokoromita.
John Top spy with  Bill Gen secret.meeting Acc attempted
‘John attempted to meet secretly with a spy.’
b. Jon wa [Marii ga  supai to [mikkai] o
John Top Mary Nom spy with secret.meeting Acc

kokoromita] to itta.
attempted Comp said

‘John said that Mary attempted to meet secretly with a spy.’
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As in (41a), kokoromiru does not allow an overt subject on the verbal noun
(cf. the obligatoriness of subject “transfer” above), and the unexpressed
subject must be interpreted as identical with the subject of kokoromiru.
Note also that this is the only interpretation in (41b).11

4.3.1.2 Light Verb Properties and Raising/Control Verbs
Given this raising/control analysis, all the light verb properties of raising
and control “light” verbs can be treated on a par with parallel phenomena
found in more familiar raising and control constructions.

The “transfer” of the arguments and adjuncts of the verbal noun in
raising and control light verb constructions is essentially the same

HThe syntactic rather than semantic nature of the control phenomenon reported
here can be confirmed by an examination of the verb keikaku suru ‘plan’. Like
the English verb plan, keikaku suru subcategorizes for either a predicative
complement (cf. plan to hold a ceremony) or an object NP (cf. plan a ceremony).
In example (ia) keikaku suru is clearly a light verb because of the “transfer” of
the goal argument, while (ib), in which all non-subject arguments of the verbal
noun appear inside the NP, can be a case of this verb subcategorizing for an
object NP. (Note that nothing prevents a verbal noun from being the head of an
object NP.)

(i) a. Jon wa Tookyoo e (*Biru no) ryokoo o keikaku shite iru.

John Top Tokyo Goal Bill Gen trip Acc plan do Asp

‘John is planning a (*Bill’s) trip to Tokyo.’

b. Jon wa Tookyoo e no (Biru no) ryokoo o keikaku shite iru.

John Top Tokyo Goal Gen Bill Gen trip Acc plan do Asp

‘John is planning a (Bill’s) trip to Tokyo.’
Control data show that this analysis is in fact correct. First, the traveler in (ia)
cannot be overtly expressed and it must be John. By contrast, the traveler in (ib)
can be expressed overtly, and it can be someone other than John. In addition,
sentence (ii), in which (ib) is embedded, can be interpreted in the reading of
travelers being John and Mary (split antecedent).

(ii) Mariiwa [Jon ga Tookyoo e no ryokoo o keikaku shite iru]
Mary Top  John Nom Tokyo Goal Gen trip Acc plan do Asp
to itta.
Comp said

‘Mary said that John was planning a trip to Tokyo.’

Thus, when “transfer” does not take place, as in (ib), the subject of a verbal noun
is not obligatorily controlled (the NP is an object), but when “transfer” does
occur, as in (ia), the subject is obligatorily controlled (the NP is a predicative
complement). The fact that this difference can be found in one and the same verb
shows that the distinction is not semantic but grammatical.
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phenomenon as the displacement of phrases out of raising and control
complements discussed in Chapter 3 (sec. 3.3.2). In that chapter I pointed
out that the arguments and adjuncts of an XCOMP occurs as sisters to those
of the main predicate. In light verb constructions, too, arguments and
adjuncts of a predicative complement (headed by a verbal noun) occur outside
the complement as sisters to the arguments and adjuncts of the main verb.
The only difference between the raising and control light verb constructions
and the clausal raising and control constructions in Chapter 3 above is the
categorial difference of the predicative complement: the predicative
complements of raising and control light verbs are NPs, while those of
raising and control constructions in Chapter 3 are clauses. Therefore, raising
and control light verb constructions show a difference in the
presence/absence of genitive marking on the arguments of the embedded
predicate, depending on whether they appear inside the predicative
complement NP or outside. There is no such “visible” surface case-marking
difference in sentences in which the predicative complement is a clause.

In this view, there is no transfer of arguments from the argument
structure of a verbal noun to that of a light verb; arguments of a verbal noun
remain as arguments of the verbal noun. Instead, what we have is a
syntactic process (movement in GB) that allows a phrase in the predicative
complement to occur outside it.

The account proposed here provides a natural explanation of why
“subject transfer” is obligatory. As raising and control constructions, it is to
be expected that the subject of the complement cannot occur overtly but is
bound or controlled by an upper argument.

The exclusion of unaccusative verbal nouns from control (but not
raising) light verb constructions is an outcome of the nature of these verbs.
Control verbs place semantic restrictions on the controlling argument, and
the controlled subject of an unaccusative verbal noun can be semantically
incompatible with such requirements. In (32a) above, for example, the verb
kokoromiru requires its subject to be a volitional being. The subject of the
verbal noun kakudai is not compatible with this restriction. Raising verbs
like hajimeru, on the other hand, raise the lower subject to the upstairs
subject position and place no restrictions on it and therefore allow an
unaccusative verbal noun to appear in the complement.

The view that a verbal noun represents the head of a predicative
complement of the light verb also explains the word order requirement
observed above. In 4.1.3. I noted that 1) no non-subject argument of a
verbal noun can intervene between the verbal noun and suru, and 2) a
subject can intervene between them with varying degrees of loss of
acceptability. This is a special case of the general restriction on precedence
order in raising and control constructions, which I discussed in 3.3.4.
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In the present account, the verbal noun is the head of a predicative
complement though it is marked in the accusative. The accusative marking
of a predicative complement is independently motivated in Japanese. In fact,
many of the raising and control light verbs can also take as their predicative
complement an accusative-marked clause with a koto or no complementizer;
an example is yurusu ‘permit’ (cf. (19e) in Chapter 3).

Thus, the view that the above newly identified light verb constructions
involve a raising or control verb and its predicative complement can explain
all the phenomena of raising and control light verbs without resorting to
any rules or mechanisms specific to the light verb constructions.

4.3.2 A Formal Account

The above analysis can be incorporated formally into the framework of LFG
in the following way. As stated in Chapter 2 (sec. 2.1.3.1), the predicative
complement of both a raising and a control predicate has the grammatical
function of XCOMP, the subject of which is functionally controlled by
some argument of the upper verb (Bresnan 1982b). The lexical forms of
kokoromiru ‘attempt’ and hajimeru ‘begin’ can be represented as in (42).
The associated roles are given below the lexical form.

42)a. kokoromiru < SUIBJ, XC|OMP >
agent event
b.  hajimeru <XC(I)MP> SUBJ

event

This difference in lexical forms explains the fact that kokoromiru and other
control light verbs place semantic restrictions on their subject, ruling out
sentences with a subject that is semantically incompatible with such
restrictions, while raising light verbs do not.

The “transfer” of arguments and adjuncts of verbal nouns can be
accounted for by a phrase structure rule of Japanese presented in Chapter 3
(sec. 3.3.3) and repeated here as (43a), together with an additional rule
concerning the expansion of an NP in (43b). In the constructions discussed
in Chapter 3, only an S appeared at the XCOMP node adjacent to V or A. In
the light verb construction, by contrast, it is an NP that occurs at the
XCOMP node.

(43) a. S — XpP* {V,A)
(T XCOMP* GF)={ T=l

b. NP —  XP* N
(TGR=l T=l
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In the case of light verb constructions, rule (43a) directly generates a
constituent structure in which arguments and adjuncts of a verbal noun occur
immediately dominated by an S. Rule (43b) allows the alternative
possibility of the arguments and adjuncts of the verbal noun occurring
within an NP. The constituent structure of the light verb construction can
be illustrated by (44a), which is the constituent structure of sentence (25a);
the corresponding functional structure is given in (44b).

(44) a. S

(TsuBJ) =L (TXCOMP OBLgo)=1 (TXCOMP)=1 1=l
NP PP NP \"

karare wa Tookyoo e = \ "
‘they’ ‘to Tokyo’ (ToB) ={ T=l hajimeta

NP N ‘began’
busshi no yusoo o
‘goods’ ‘transportation’

b | PRED  ‘begin <XCOMP> SUBJ’

SUBJ [ PRED ‘they’ ] -_—
B PRED ‘transportation <SUBJ, OBJ, OBLgo>" ||

SUBJ B
PRED ‘goods’] g |
xcomp | % [PRED fooch]J’ b
0 < > L1
OBLgo | CASE GOAL <+

OBJ  [PRED ‘Tokyo’] |

In (44a), one argument of XCOMP (i.e., OBJ) occurs within the predicative
complement NP, while another (i.e., OBLgo) occurs outside it. The
functional annotation on (44a) allows both of these to correspond to
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arguments of XCOMP in functional structure (44b), as indicated by the
arrows. These alternative possibilities for the positioning of the arguments
and adjuncts of XCOMP allowed by (43) thus make it possible for a phrase
that could occur within the predicative complement NP also to occur outside
it without changing its grammatical function with respect to the predicate
that governs it in functional structure.

Note here that the relationship between a “transferred” argument and its
predicate is long-distance in constituent structure but local in functional
structure—the transferred OBLgo argument is locally governed by the
predicate ‘transportation’ in the embedded functional structure in (44b).
Accordingly, the long-distance relationship between the transferred argument
and its predicate in constituent structure does not lead to a violation of the
local subcategorization requirements of the predicate, which are checked in
functional structure by the Completeness and Coherence Conditions.

The formulation (43) above correctly predicts that detachment of a
phrase from an NP headed by a verbal noun is not possible with non-
raising, non-control verbs. Verbs like enki suru have lexical forms like
(45).

(45)  enki suru < SI{BJ, OI'BJ >

agent theme

Since the theme argument of enki suru does not bear the function of an
XCOMP, no phrase in it can be detached.

The case marking of the arguments of verbal nouns is also accounted
for by a regular case-marking mechanism of LFG. In LFG each case marker
and postposition has its own lexically specified properties, which must be
compatible with the structural, functional, and/or semantic properties of the
argument that it marks (see Bresnan 1982b, Zaenen & Maling 1984,
Ishikawa 1985, Hong 1991, King 1995 for the development of this idea).
For example, the postposition that regularly marks goal is lexically
specified so that it occurs as the head of a PP whose functional structure is
the value of OBLgo. Thus, the postposition e is lexically specified for the
CASE value GOAL, and it correctly corresponds to the head of OBLgo
function in (44b). Note that this holds whether the goal PP occurs inside or
outside the predicative NP, as long as the functional annotations on the
phrase structure rule (43a) permit the association of the goal phrase marked
with e with the OBLgo function of an XCOMP predicate.

Genitive no marking must be compatible with its structural
specification: a phrase must be marked with no when immediately
dominated by an NP. Ishikawa (1985) treats this distribution of no marking
in terms of the compatibility of the feature specification that no itself has
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and the specification introduced by the NP phrase structure rule. Slightly
modifying his treatment, one can postulate that no has a lexical
specification of ({NMod) = + (i.e., it is positively specified for nominal
modification), and contributes this feature to the phrase it attaches to. The
NP phrase structure rule is now as given in (46). XP is annotated with a
“constraining equation”, which checks the appropriateness of information
coming from elsewhere. In this case the equation states that the NMod
feature of an XP dominated by an NP must be positively specified
elsewhere—thus demanding a phrase marked with no.

(46) NP — XP* N
(Tep=l T=l
(dNMod)=¢ +

This ensures that the NP busshi ‘goods’ or PP Tookyoo e ‘to Tokyo’ in
(44) must occur with no added if these phrases occur within the predicative
NP.

The word-order restrictions on light verb constructions can also be
captured by the two Precedence Rules annotated on the head of an S in (35)
in Chapter 3 (sec. 3.3.4), restated here as (47).

@7) a. (T(GF-COMP)) < (TXCOMP)
(i.e., All functions other than a predicative complement must
precede the predicative complement of the same predicate.)
b. (TGP <!
(i.e., Non-heads must precede their head.)

The first rule forces all the non-XCOMP arguments and adjuncts of the
main predicate to precede the XCOMP, and the second rule forces the
arguments and adjuncts of the predicate of an XCOMP to precede the
predicate. As is the case with XCOMP constructions in general, rule (47b)
must be fully satisfied, while the status of (47a) is a more subtle one,
subject to individual variation.

The phrase structure rules in (43) above also explain multiply embedded
light verb constructions such as (37) above. The Kleene closure notation
“XCOMP*” in (43a) allows an argument and adjunct of a multiply
embedded XCOMP to appear at the top S level. The constituent structure
and functional structure of (37a) are (48a) and (48b).12

12For those speakers who do not accept sentences like (37a) and (37b), (43a) is
replaced by (i) below. This rule allows only those arguments and adjuncts in an
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(48) a. S
(TSUB)) = (T XCOMP XCOMP (TXCOMP) =] =l
OBLsrc)- J Vv
Amerika wa A (TXCOMP)— ™=l hajimeta
‘America’ Sobieto kara L,
‘from the Soviets’ /\ begin
(TOBJ)=l T=0 keikakuo
NP N ‘plan’
wokka no yunyuu no
‘vodka’ ‘import’
b. PRED ‘begin <XCOMP> SUBJ’
SUBJ [PRED ‘America’] —
- m
PRED ‘plan <SUBJ, XCOMP>’ ,D
SUBJ — —_—
PRED ‘import <SUBIJ, OBJ, OBLsrc>’ E’>

st —m8
OB]  [PRED ‘vodka’]
XCOMP PRED ‘from <OBJ>’ il

OBLsrc | CASE  SOURCE
OBJ [PRED ‘Soviets' ]

XCOMP

immediately embedded XCOMP (as well as those of the main predicate) to appear
at the top S level.
i S - XP* {V,A}

(T(XCOMP)GF)=!  T=l
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The present account successfully copes with the problems that the
Argument Transfer account could not handle. First, the “detachment” of
phrases from the predicative complement NP expressed in the formulation in
(43a) is not limited to arguments, and therefore the “transfer” of adjuncts
creates no problem. Second, both unergative and unaccusative verbal nouns
can occur in light verb constructions, with unaccusative verbal nouns
excluded from control-type light verb constructions because of semantic
incompatibility. Third, the obligatoriness of “subject transfer” follows from
the assumption that the verbal noun is the head of an XCOMP.

4.3.3 The Suru Construction Revisited

The light verb phenomena of suru, too, can be accounted for in just the
same way if one can analyze suru as a control verb. In this analysis, the so-
called light verb suru will subcategorize for a thematic subject (associated
with the agent role in the argument structure) and a predicative complement
(associated with an event). The lexical form of suru in this analysis is
represented in (49).

(49)  suru <SU|BJ, XC?MP>

agent event

There is independent evidence for the control use of suru. One example is
(50), in which suru has quite a general meaning, as in the light verb
construction. (Note also that in 3.3.1 two uses of suru as a control verb
were considered, in which this verb has a specific meaning of ‘try’ and
‘make’.)

(50) Karewa [PRO jibun no kangaeo hyoogen suru koto] o
he Top self Gen thought Acc express do Comp Acc
shi-nai.
do-Neg
‘He does not express his thoughts.’

The verb suru can be used with a verbal noun and with this kind of koto
complement clause at the same time, as shown in (51). This suggests that
suru in the light verb construction is identical with suru with a koto
complement.
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(51) Karewa soko ni iku  koto nomi narazu,
he Top there Goal go Comp only Neg

soko ni busshi no yuusoo sura  shi-nakat-ta
there Goal goods Gen shipping even do-Neg-Past

‘Not only did he not go there but he did not even ship any goods
there.’

In this analysis, the exclusion of unaccusative verbal nouns in the suru
construction can be attributed to the agentivity restriction that this verb
inherently imposes on its subject (cf. Miyagawa 1987a, Terada 1990);
unaccusative verbal nouns subcategorize for a non-agentive theme as their
subject, which is incompatible with the agentivity restriction of suru. One
advantage of this account is that it also predicts the unnaturalness of
transitive verbal nouns with a non-agentive subject in the suru construction,
which we observed in (22) above.

This account is also consistent with the way the double-o constraint
works with respect to the light verb suru construction. In 4.1.4.3 T pointed
out that the double-o constraint involved in the light verb construction is
the surface double-o constraint, not the deep double-o constraint prohibiting
two direct objects governed by the same predicate. Given that the verbal
noun is a predicative complement governed by suru and the other
(potentially) accusative NP is an object of a verbal noun, it is expected that
there is no violation of the deep double-o constraint.

The present analysis explains the properties of the suru construction
without appealing to any mechanism specific to suru. In addition, the
problems with the Argument Transfer account that I pointed out with
respect to suru in 4.1.4 above are avoided: adjuncts can be transferred;
obligatory subject transfer can be explained without imposing empirically
false restrictions; arguments can occur inside or outside the complement NP
without the strict thematic restriction that G&M posit; and the word order
restriction is explained.!3

13The verb suru differs from most of raising/control light verbs in that it can
form an “incorporated” periphrastic verb form. This might suggest that suru has
some closer relationship with its accompanying verbal noun than do most of
raising/control light verbs. However, the fact that a verb can be used in a
periphrastic verb form does not mean that it cannot also be used as an
independent control verb. The verb dekiru is another example of a control light
verb that has both these uses. In (ia) dekiru is used as a part of a periphrastic
verb, while in (ib) it is used as a control verb.
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In this analysis, the “light” verb suru differs from heavy suru in the
grammatical function of its non-subject argument. The lexical form of
heavy suru is given in (52).

(52) suru < SI{BJ, OlBJ, (OBJlrecip) >
agent theme recipient

Here, the accusative NP is an OBJ, not an XCOMP. The phrase structure
rule (43a) does not allow any detachment of a phrase out of an OBJ, and
therefore no phrase can be detached from the object NP of heavy suru.

In a recent paper, Uchida & Nakayama (1993) argue that the light verb
suru is in fact no different from heavy suru. They claim that the recipient
NP ‘the villagers’ in (53) is selected when keikoku o and suru occur
together, in just the same way as heavy suru can select a recipient NP when
it occurs together with a certain type of object NP, as in (15) above.

(53) Jonwa murabitotachi ni [ookami ga kuru] to no
John Top villagers Dat wolf Nom come Comp Gen

keikoku o shita.
warning Acc did

‘John warned the villagers that a wolf was coming.’

This analysis might work for cases like (53), in which a recipient argument
occurs in verbal case marking—the only type that Uchida & Nakayama
consider. It is not clear how this account could explain verbal case marking
of an argument other than a recipient goal (i.e., an argument not
subcategorized by heavy suru). In my analysis, a sentence like (53) can be
assigned either of two structures. In one case it is a light verb construction,
with a recipient argument of keikoku ‘warning’ occurring outside the NP; in
the other it is a heavy suru construction, with a recipient argument licensed
by suru.

(i) a. Jon wa soko ni shuppatsu dekiru.
John Top  there Goal departure can.do

‘John can depart for the place.’

b. Jonwa [PRO soko ni shuppatsu suru koto] ga dekiru.
John Top there Goal departuredo  Comp Nom can.do
‘John can depart for the place.’
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4.4 More on Verbal Nouns and Case Marking

In this section, I will further discuss certain assumptions in the present
account concerning the nature of verbal nouns and case marking in Japanese.

4.4.1 Grammatical Functions of the Arguments of Verbal
Nouns

The account of light verb phenomena proposed in this paper presupposes

that a verbal noun governs the grammatical function of SUBJ as one of its

arguments, since only those missing arguments having the function of

SUBJ can be functionally controlled. This assumption requires justification,

especially in view of recent studies on English deverbal nouns.

Studies on English “process deverbal nouns” or “‘complex event nouns”
(Grimshaw 1990) have suggested that such nouns have an argument
structure identical or at least similar to that of the corresponding verbs, but
that the syntactic nature of the arguments of this kind of noun differs from
that of the arguments of a verb (see Grimshaw 1990, Rappaport 1983,
Zubizaretta 1987, etc.). In LFG, it has been suggested that such differences
can be captured by the difference in the grammatical functions that
arguments bear in an S and in an NP (Rappaport 1983)—namely, English
deverbal nouns govern grammatical functions such as POSS and OBLth (as
in the case of examination, for instance) rather than SUBJ and OBJ (as in
the case of examine). Grimshaw (1990) has further argued that the
possessive (subject) NP in a deverbal NP is not even an argument but an
adjunct. She assumes that this is also true of Japanese verbal nouns
(Grimshaw 1990:112).

However, Japanese verbal nouns are different from English deverbal
nouns in this regard. Japanese verbal nouns govern “verbal” grammatical
functions—i.e., they govern the same grammatical functions as their
corresponding verbs (Saiki 1987, Iida 1987). This point has been discussed
in relation to sentences like (54).

(54) [Jonga koojoo o  shisatsu-chuu] ni, jiko ga okotta.
John Nom factory Acc inspection-middle in accident Nom occurred

‘An accident occurred while John was inspecting the factory.’

As this sentence shows, arguments of a verbal noun can appear without
genitive marking when the verbal noun takes an aspectual suffix such as -go
‘after’ and -chuu ‘in the middle of’, without any verb occurring in the
subordinate structure (Saiki 1987, Iida 1987, Miyagawa 1990, Tsujimura
1992a). In fact, a verbal noun in this construction appears to assign a theta
role and case to its arguments just like a verb. Iida (1987) and Tsujimura
(1992a) argue that the bracketed chunk in (54) is an S. I will assume this to
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be correct (see the next section for evidence), and will therefore use the term
sentential verbal noun construction to refer to this construction.!4

Unlike the subject of an English deverbal noun (cf. Grimshaw 1990),
the subject of a verbal noun in a sentential verbal noun construction is
grammatically obligatory (i.e., its deletion is governed only by pragmatics),
suggesting that it is an argument. Furthermore, as argued by Iida (1987),
such a subject has the full set of properties of a grammatical subject. First,
it can be the antecedent of the reflexive jibun.

(55) Jonjga [jibunj ga keiei shite iru] koojoo o
John Nom self Nom manage Asp factory Acc

shisatsu-chuu ni, jiko ga okotta.
inspection-middle-in accident Nom occurred

‘An accident occurred while John was inspecting the factory he
managed.’

Second, subject honorification is possible.

(56) Senseiga  sono koojoo o  go-shisatsu-chuu ni, ...
teacher Nom the factory Acc Hon-inspection-middle-in

‘While the teacher is inspecting the factory, ...’

Third, it can control the missing subject of an adverbial clause. (57a)
involves a nagara-clause, and (57b), a purposive ni-clause.

l4ghibatani & Kageyama (1988) note that verbal nouns can also assign verbal
case marking when they are followed by no and a temporal noun, as in (ia),
which might seem similar to the kind of sentence under discussion here. In fact,
however, the noun that follows no does not have to be temporal, as shown in
(ib).
(i) a. [Sensei ga  Tookyoo ni shuppatsu no] sai, ...

teacher Nom Tokyo Goal departure Cop occasion

‘on the occasion of the teacher’s departure to Tokyo, ...’

b. [kyoo Tookyoo ni go-shuppatsu no] kata

today Tokyo Goal Hon-departure Cop person

‘the person who departs for Tokyo today’
The grammaticality of (ib) suggests that the no in these cases is a copula, and the
bracketed chunks in (ia) and (ib) are relative clauses modifying the nouns sai

‘occasion’ and kata ‘person’, respectively. See footnote 10 for a copula
functioning as a light predicate.
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(57) a. Jonga [PRO tabako o sui-nagara]
John Nom cigarette Acc smoke-while

koojoo o shisatsu-chuu ni, ...
factory Acc  inspection-middle-in

‘while John was inspecting the factory, smoking a cigarette, ...’
b. Jonga [PRO eigao mi ni] gaishutsu-chuu ni, ...
John Nom movie Acc see Pur going.out-middle in

‘while John was out to see a movie, ...’

Note that the controller in these examples is clearly an individual and not an
event, unlike what some have claimed to be the case with the control of a
purposive clause in passive sentences and nominals in English (Grimshaw
1990, Lasnik 1988, Williams 1985, cf. Jaeggli 1986, Roeper 1987).

Finally, the subject of a verbal noun can itself be controlled by an
upper subject. For example, a verbal noun can occur in the purposive
construction, with its subject obligatorily controlled by an upper subject
(lida 1987).15

(58) Jonwa  Tookyooe [PRO sono koojoo o shisatsu] ni itta.
John Top Tokyo Goal the factory Acc inspection Pur went

‘John went to Hokkaido to inspect the factory.’

Thus, verbal nouns can indeed govern verbal grammatical functions
such as SUBJ. There is therefore nothing unreasonable in the assumption
that the subject of the complement NP in the light verb construction is
functionally controlled.

It should be noted that verbal nouns are the only nouns that can govern
the function of SUBJ (Saiki 1987). The subject properties observed above
are not found with non-verbal (non-process) nouns, such as shukkoo-shiki
‘departure ceremony’. Although it is possible to modify this noun by an NP
representing a departing person, this NP is not obligatory, suggesting that it

I5In the following example, the verbal noun koonyuu ‘purchase’ is used as the
head of a predicative complement of itadaku ‘receive’, which is the humble form
of morau ‘receive’ (cf. the morau construction in Chapter 3). In this case, too,
the subject of a verbal noun is controlled by a dative argument of the main
predicate.

(i) Wareware wa sensei ni sono hon o go-koonyuu itadaita.
we Top teacher Dat the book Acc Hon-purchase received

‘We received the honor of the teacher purchasing the book (from us).’
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is not a subject. In addition, such an NP representing the departing persons
in (59) cannot function as a natural antecedent of jibun, or as an obligatory
controller of a nagara-clause. (In (59b) the subject of kinisuru ‘worry’ is
optionally controlled and does not have to be coreferential with the departing

people.)

(59) a. ?Jon-tachij no [jibun-tachij no minato] kara no shukkoo-shiki
John-P1 Gen self-Pl Gen port Src Gen dept.-ceremony

‘the ceremony of the departure of John’s group from their port’

b. [ameo kinishi-nagara] no Jon-tachi no shukkoo-shiki
rain Acc worry-while Gen  John-Pl Gen departure-ceremony

‘the ceremony of the departure of John’s group during which
people worried about the rain.’

Given this fact, the present account provides a natural explanation of
why only verbal nouns may appear in the light verb construction. Since
verbal nouns are the only nouns that can govern the function of SUBJ, only \
they can be the head of an XCOMP, which requires a controlled subject.

4.4.2 An Alternative Account of Light Verb Phenomena
Verbal case marking in the sentential verbal noun constructions like (54)
raises the possibility of an alternative account of the absence of genitive
marking on “transferred” arguments in the light verb constructions. I have
been assuming that the bracketed chunk in (54) above is an S. Given the
above discussion of the grammatical functions of the arguments appearing
in this construction, the annotated constituent structure of the sentential
verbal noun construction in (54) is as shown in (60) below.

" / S\
(TsuBn={ (ToBN)=1 =l
NP NP N
Jon ga sono koojoo o = (TASP)=~L
‘the factory’ N Aff
shisatsu chuu

‘inspection’ ‘middle’
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This means that a verbal noun can occur in place of V or A in the phrase
structure rule (43a) above (when the verbal noun is suffixed by an aspectual
suffix).

An alternative possibility is that the structure given in (60) is in fact an
NP rather than an S. This alternative analysis, if correct, would imply that a
verbal noun could allow the absence of genitive marking within the NP of
which it is the head. In that case, there is no reason that the arguments and
adjuncts of a verbal noun should not be able to assume verbal case marking
even within a predicative complement NP. One would therefore not have to
assume that they occur outside the predicative complement NP (cf. Sells
1989).

However, this alternative account of case marking in the light verb
constructions cannot be maintained. One piece of evidence against verbal
case marking within an NP comes from the restrictions on the occurrence of
such case marking. The alternative view cannot explain why only light
verbs should allow the absence of genitive marking on the arguments and
adjuncts of a verbal noun. If verbal nouns simply allowed their arguments to
appear without a genitive within any sort of NP, this should also hold true
when the verbal noun was the head of the object NP of a verb such as enki
suru. But this is not the case.

Furthermore, a close examination of the sentential verbal noun
construction reveals that the structure given in (60) is indeed an S, and
therefore this construction provides no evidence for genitiveless case
marking within an NP. The clearest evidence for this comes from adverbial
modification (Iida 1987). In (61), for example, the adverb tetteiteki-ni
‘thoroughly’ can modify the verbal noun soosa ‘search’. The nominal
adjective tetteiteki-na ‘thorough’ in contrast cannot be used.!®

16gells (1989), Dubinsky (1990), Miyagawa (1990), and Tsujimura (1992a)
have noted some examples of “split case marking” in sentential verbal noun
constructions. Examples include (i). (In my judgment (i) is not fully acceptable.)

(i) ?Jon ga musende kokumushoo to angoobun no
John Nom radio Inst State.Dept with coded.message Gen
kooshin-chuu ni denpa-boogai ga okotta.

communication-middle in radio-interference Nom happened

‘Radio interference occurred while John was in the midst of exchanging
coded messages with the State Department by radio.’

This kind of example might suggest that the verbal noun is not directly
dominated by an S in this construction but is mediated by an NP node.
Alternatively, examples like (i) have different sources, given that the split case
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(61) keisatsuga sono ieo {tetteiteki-ni/*tetteiteki-na}
police Nom the house Acc thoroughly / thorough
soosa-chuu ni ...
search-middle-in
‘while the police thoroughly search(ed) the house, ...’
One question that naturally arises here is why light verb constructions

and the sentential verbal noun construction should be similar in that both
allow verbal case marking of the arguments of a verbal noun (though not in

marking is limited in some peculiar ways. First, it is allowed only when the
verbal noun is suffixed by -chuu. It is not possible, for example, if the verbal
noun is followed by -go ‘after’.

(i)  Karera {no/*ga} Koobe-koo kara no shukkoo-go (ni), Jon wa ...
they {Gen/Nom} Kobe-port Src Gen departure-after in  John Top
‘After they departed from the port of Kobe, John ...’

Nor is the split case marking possible when -chuu is followed by something

other than ni:

(iii) lkunara Biruga angoobun {0/??no} kaidoku-chuu ga ii.

goif Bill Nom coded.message {Acc/Gen} decoding-middle Nom good
‘If you go (at all), the time during which Bill is decoding a coded message
would be good.’

One possibility of analysis is that ni in (i) is a copula, and that the source of the
embedded clause in (i) is (iv) below. (Note that -go could not be followed by a
copula in a sentence analogous to (iv).)

(iv) Jon wa musende kokumushoo to angoobun no
John Top radio Inst State.Dept with coded.message Gen
kooshin-chuu da.
communication-middle Cop
‘John is in the middle of exchanging coded messages with the State
Department by radio.’

Note that -chuu ni can also be suffixed to a non-verbal noun, and in this case too

it has a corresponding -chuu da form.

(v) Bokuno daigakuga  kimatsu-shiken-chuu ni kare no daigaku wa ...
I Gen college Nom final-exams-middle he Gen college Top
‘While my college was still in the middle of final exams, his college ...’

(vi) Boku no daigakuwa  kimatsu-shiken-chuu da.

I Gen college Top final-exams-middle Cop
‘My college is in the middle of final exams.’
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the same way). This similarity results from the functional nature of verbal
nouns. Verbal nouns are the only nouns that can govern verbal grammatical
functions such as SUBJ (Iida 1987, Saiki 1987). As such they can be the
head of an S (as in the sentential verbal noun construction) or an XCOMP
(as in light verb constructions). Given the phrase structure rule (43a) above,
only arguments of the head of an S or an XCOMP can be immediately
dominated by an S and be verbally case marked.

Thus, the similarities between the two constructions can be attributed
to the functional nature of verbal nouns, and the differences can be attributed
to the structural differences of the two constructions.

4.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, I have shown that the Argument Transfer account cannot
adequately explain the properties of Japanese light verb constructions. I have
shown this by examining both suru and a newly identified class of raising
and control light verbs, such as hajimeru ‘begin’ and kokoromiru ‘attempt’,
which I showed also allow the arguments of a verbal noun to appear without
genitive marking.

Instead, I proposed a syntactic analysis of “transfer” in these raising and
control light verb constructions. In this analysis these constructions in fact
involve two independent predicates, the verbal noun representing the head of
the predicative complement of a raising or control verb, whose other
argument controls or binds the missing subject of the complement. This
analysis can also be extended to suru, which functions as a control verb.

This account avoids the problems that I pointed out with respect to the
Argument Transfer account. The present account is also superior to the
Argument Transfer account in terms of descriptive simplicity, since it does
not require any rule or mechanism specifically designed for light verbs. In
this sense it is a more desirable solution.

In G&M’s account, a light verb and its accompanying verbal noun have
argument structures that are not fully independent, and the Noun + Verb
complex is listed as a whole in a derived lexical entry. In this respect the
sequence is in a sense one word. However, the present analysis suggests that
a verbal noun and a light verb are two fully independent words at all levels,
c-, f- and a-structure. The sequence of a verbal noun and a light verb is
therefore not a complex predicate at all as the term is defined in this book.



CHAPTER 5

Desiderative Predicates

In this chapter I will discuss the syntactic properties of desiderative
predicates with the suffix -za(-i). This morpheme is suffixed to a base verb
and forms an adjective, as in yomi-ta(-i) ‘read-want’. The resulting
desiderative predicate as a whole is morphologically a single word. It is not
possible to separate the two morphemes by inserting a particle, or
coordinate only the base verbs, etc. V-ta(-i) can also participate in further
morphological word formation (e.g., mise-ta-gari-ya (show-want-Vbz-
person) ‘a person who wants to show something’; see 5.2.1 below for the
verbalizer -gar(-u)).

In spite of this morphological one-word status, sentences with a
desiderative predicate have been claimed to have a complex structure at some
abstract level of representation (e.g., Inoue 1976a, Shibatani 1978, Kuno
1983). Kuno (1983), for example, treats -ta(-i) as a “transitive” Deep
Structure predicate; it creates a biclausal control-type Deep Structure, which
is reduced to a monoclausal Surface Structure by Predicate Raising and Tree
Pruning. In LFG, this idea has been recast as the desiderative morpheme
creating a biclausal functional structure and a monoclausal constituent
structure (Ishikawa 1985).

In this chapter, I argue that the desiderative morpheme -ta(-i) is in fact
ambiguous. It can take a full syntactic complement (XCOMP) in
f-structure, but it can also constitute a single predicate with its base verb in
f-structure. Building on the analysis proposed, I will also discuss alternative
analyses involving restructuring (Sugioka 1984) and Incorporation (Inoue
1989a, b). The nature of the nominative case on the object of stative
predicates will also be discussed.

5.1 The Two Types of Desiderative Predicate

The major claim of this chapter is, as mentioned above, that there are two
types of desiderative predicate. The two types that I would like to establish
are correlated with the difference in the case marking of the base object when
the base verb is transitive. This is exemplified in (1).
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(1) a. Bokuwa hon o yomi-tai.
I Top book Acc read-want

‘I want to read a book.’

b. Bokuwa hon ga yomi-tai.
I Top book Nom read-want

‘I want to read a book.’

As (1) shows, the object argument of the base verb can be marked either in
the accusative (as is normally true of the object of a non-stative predicate in
Japanese) or in the nominative (as is true of the object of a stative
predicate). I will call transitive desiderative predicates of the former type the
accusative-marking desiderative predicates, and the latter, nominative-
marking desiderative predicates.

I argue that these two types of desiderative predicate are functionally
different. Desiderative sentences with an accusative object map a biclausal
argument structure onto an equi type biclausal functional structure. That is,
(1a) has the argument structure of (2a) and the functional structure of (2b).
(@2 | REL  ‘want <EXPERIENCER, EVENTS’

EXPERIENCER [REL T’]
REL ‘read <AGENT, PATIENT>’ >
EVENT | AGENT
PATIENT [REL ‘book’]

PRED  ‘want <SUBJ, XCOMP>’
SUBJ [PRED T] ———

PRED ‘read <SUBJ, OBJ>’
XCOMP | SUBJ

OBJ [PRED

‘book’ ]
By contrast, desiderative sentences with a nominative object map a biclausal
a-structure onto a monoclausal f-structure. The proposed a-structure and
f-structure for (1b) are as follows.

(3)a. | REL ‘want <EXPERIENCER, SUBEVENT>’
EXPERIENCER [REL T']

REL ‘read <AGENT, PATIENT>’
SUBEVENT | AGENT

PATIENT [REL ‘book’ ]
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b. PRED ‘want-to-read <SUBJ, OBJ>’
SUBJ [PRED T]
OBJ] [PRED ‘book’ ]

Instead of EVENT in (2a), a-structure (3a) has a SUBEVENT argument (see
sec. 2.1.3.2). Due to the transparency of a SUBEVENT argument for the
purpose of mapping, the PATIENT of the lower structure is mapped into
the same f-structure as the upper EXPERIENCER argument.

Desiderative predicates with an intransitive base verb should similarly
be classified into these two types. As will be seen below, however, it is
difficult to test this functional complexity difference when the base verb is
intransitive. In the following, I will mainly discuss desiderative predicates
with a transitive base.

5.2 Functional Structures of Desiderative Sentences

5.2.1 Passivization

One test for the functional complexity of a desiderative predicate is
passivizability of the whole desiderative predicate. There are two major
problems in applying this test. One is that desiderative predicates are
adjectives, and therefore they cannot be passivized by themselves. Even if
they can be passivized, there is another problem: how to tell whether a
given passive sentence is the passive of a nominative-marking or an
accusative-marking desiderative, given that the nominative/accusative case-
marking difference is gone, once the object becomes the subject of a
passive.

A solution to the first problem is to consider whether the verbalized
desiderative forms with -ta-gar(-u) ‘show signs of wanting’ can be
passivized. The nature of this verbalizing morpheme -gar must be carefully
understood in order to see how passivization applies to verbalized
desideratives. This morpheme can be attached to adjectives that denote the
mental state of a person, and forms a non-stative verb meaning ‘show signs
of being ...". For example, it can be suffixed to adjectives like hoshi(-i)
‘want’ in (4b) and urayamashi(-i) ‘envious’ in (5b) (see Abe 1981, Sugioka
1984). Note that the objects of the base adjectives obligatorily occur in the
nominative as in (4a) and (5a), like the objects of other simple stative
predicates, but with the verbalized forms the objects obligatorily occur in
the accusative, as in (4b) and (5b). (I will come back to this case marking
pattern in 5.5 below.)
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(4) a. Bokuwa sono hon {ga/*o0} hoshikat-ta.
ITop the  book Nom/Acc want-Past

‘I wanted the book.’

b. Jonwa  sono hon {*ga/o} hoshi-gat-ta.
John Top the book Nom/Acc want-Vbz-Past

‘John wanted the book.’

(5) a. Bokuwa Hanako {ga/*o} urayamashikat-ta.
I Top Hanako Nom/Acc envious-Past

‘I was envious of Hanako.’

b. Jonwa  Hanako {*ga/o}  urayamashi-gat-ta.
John Top Hanako Nom/Acc envious-Vbz-Past

‘John was envious of Hanako.’

Due to a certain point-of-view constraint with which I will not concern
myself here (see Kuno & Kaburaki 1977, Ohye 1980, etc.), mental state
adjectives such as hoshi(-i) and urayamashi(-i) typically take a first person
subject, while the verbalized forms typically take a non-first person subject.

These verbalized -gar predicates can undergo passivization, as shown in
(6) (Sugioka 1984:150).

(6) a. Sono honwa minnani hoshi-gar-arete iru.
the book Top all by want-Vbz-Pass Asp

“The book is desired by everyone.’

b. Hanakowa minna ni urayamashi-gar-arete iru.
Hanako Top all by envious-Vbz-Pass Asp

‘Hanako was envied by everyone.’

This means that the verbalizer -gar subcategorizes for a SUBEVENT, and
therefore the whole complex predicate can be passivized and the object of the
adjective can be the subject of the passive.

Now consider the verbalized desiderative predicate in (7). Note that the
object NP of such a predicate must be marked in the accusative, as in the
case of the verbalized stative predicates above in (4b) and (5b).

@) Jon wa hon {*ga/o} yomi-ta-gatte i-ta.
John Top book Nom/Acc read-want-Vbz Asp-Past

‘John wanted to read the book.” (‘John showed the signs of wanting
to read the book.”)
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The above observation about the argument structure of -gar (i.e., it
subcategorizes for a SUBEVENT) yields the following predictions about the
passivizability of verbalized desiderative predicates. Since -gar takes a
SUBEVENT complement in argument structure, an argument of the base
verb can be affected by passivization if -ta(-i) itself also selects a
SUBEVENT complement. That is, if the argument structure of a verbalized
desiderative predicate is like (8) below, with both -gar and -ta(-i)
subcategorizing for a SUBEVENT, then passivization applied to this
complex argument structure as a whole should make the PATIENT in the
innermost argument structure into the subject of the passive. By contrast, if
-ta(-i) involves an EVENT (rather than a SUBEVENT), then passivization
of the whole desiderative predicate should not be able to make the PATIENT
into a subject.

® |[ReL ‘show-signs-of <AGENT, SUBEVENT >’
AGENT  [REL ‘John’]

REL ‘want <EXPERIENCER, SUBEVENT >’
EXPERIENCER

SUBEVENT REL ‘read <AGENT, PATIENT>’
SUBEVENT | AGENT

PATIENT [REL ‘book’ ]

— -

In this regard, Sugioka (1984) notes that sentence (9a) cannot be
passivized, as shown in (9b).

(9) a. Tarowa Hanakoo sasoi-ta-gatte iru.
Taro Top Hanako Acc ask.out-want-Vbz Asp

‘Taro wants to ask Hanako out (e.g. for a date).’

b. *Hanakowa Taroni sasoi-ta-ga-rarete iru.
Hanako Top Taro by ask.out-want-Vbz-Pass Asp

Here the question arises of how to tell whether (9b) is the passive of a
verbalized accusative-marking desiderative predicate or a verbalized
nominative-marking desiderative predicate (cf. the second of the two
problems posed at the beginning of this section). The solution to this
question lies in the difference in the kinds of verbs that can be used in the
two types of desiderative predicates.

There is a certain semantic constraint on the kind of verb that can be
used in a nominative-marking desiderative predicate. Consider the sentences
in (10).
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(10)a. Bokuwa sono hon {ga/o} {yomi-tai / kai-tai / mi-tai}.
I Top the book Nom/Acc read-want/buy-want/look-want

‘I want to {read / buy / look at} the book.’

b. Boku wa kanojo {??ga/o}  {sasoi-tai/ tasuke-tai / nagusame-tai}.
ITop  she Nom/Acc ask.out-want/help-want/console-want

‘I want to {ask out/ help / console} her.’

c. Bokuwa kare {*ga/fo} = machi-tai.
I Top he Nom/Acc  wait-want

‘I want to wait for him.’

d. Bokuwa Biruni purezento {?ga/o} {watashi-tai / age-tai}.
ITop  Bill Dat present Nom/Acc hand-want/ give-want

‘I want to give a present to Bill.’

While all of these desiderative predicates can take an accusative object, only
some can take a nominative object. It appears that those verbs whose
meaning allows the object of the base verb to be the target of the desire to
obtain something (e.g., wanting to buy a book means wanting the book
itself) sound better with a nominative object than do other verbs (cf. (10a)
versus (10b), (10c), (10d)). The reason for the unnaturalness of nominative
object marking with ditransitive verbs (cf. (10d); see Abe 1981) can also be
attributed to this factor.

Nominative-marking desiderative predicates differ from accusative-
marking desiderative predicates in that they allow passivization of their
verbalized form. Consider the following sentences (11), in which the
verbalized forms of the predicates in (10) above are passivized.!

(11)a. Sono honwa minnani {yomi/kai/mi}-ta-gar-arete iru.
the  book Top all by read / buy / look-want-Vbz-Pass Asp
“The book is in such a state that everyone wants to {read/buy/look
at} it.’

b. ??Kanojowa minna ni {sasoi/ tasuke / nagusame }-ta-gar-arete iru.
she Top all by ask.out/ help / console-want-Vbz-Pass Asp

IThe acceptability of sentences like (11a) has been independently noted by
Nishigauchi (1993). He states that his account predicts that such passivization is
possible whenever the passive subject is a non-human noun. However, note the
unacceptability of (11d).



108 / Complex Predicates in Japanese

c. *Kare wa minna ni machi-ta-gar-arete iru.
he Top all by wait-want-Vbz-Pass Asp

d.??Sono honwa  minnani Biruni {age/ watashi}-ta-gar-arete iru.
the book Top allby  Bill Dat give/hand-want-Vbz-Pass Asp

As these sentences suggest, passivization of the whole verbalized
desiderative predicate is possible only when the non-passivized plain
desiderative can take a nominative object. (Note that the ungrammaticality
of (9b) is consistent with this, given (10b).) In other words, nominative-
marking desiderative predicates but not accusative-marking desiderative
predicates are passivizable. This observation supports the above analysis,
whereby the accusative-marking desiderative morpheme subcategorizes for an
EVENT, creating a biclausal f-structure, while the nominative-marking
desiderative morpheme subcategorizes for a SUBEVENT, creating a
monoclausal f-structure.

It should also be noted that the base verb to which -ta(-i) is suffixed can
itself be a passive verb, as in (12).

(12) Boku wa chichi ni sono toki sokode omoikiri
ITop  fatherDat that time there  with.all.might

nagur-are-takat-ta.

beat-Pass-want-Past

‘I wanted to be beaten by my father with all his might there at that
time.’

This sentence can be identified as a functionally biclausal desiderative
sentence (like an accusative-marking desiderative sentence), given that a full
range of adverbs can modify the base verb alone, as in (12); this is the
pattern with accusative-marking desiderative predicates, as we will see in the
next section.

5.2.2 Adjunct Interpretation

The differing pattern of adjunct modification in the two types of desiderative
predicates provides further support for the analysis in which the two types
differ in their functional complexity. With an accusative-marking
desiderative predicate it is possible to use a full range of adjuncts to modify
the base verb or -za(-i); with a nominative-marking desiderative predicate it
is not. For example, note the difference between (13a) and (13b) (cf.
Sugioka 1984, Sells 1990).
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(13) a. {Hontoo ni / Ashita kara / Tonari no heyade}
truly tomorrow from next Gen room Loc

eigo o hanashi-tai.
English Acc speak-want

‘I want to speak English {truly / from tomorrow / in the next
room}.’

b. {Hontoo ni/ ??Ashita kara / ??Tonari no heyade }
truly tomorrow from  next Gen room Loc

eigo ga hanashi-tai.
English Nom speak-want

‘I want to speak English {truly / *from tomorrow / *in the next
room}.’

Of the three adverbs, hontoo ni ‘truly’ modifies -ta(-i), while the others are
intended to modify hanashi ‘speak’. The contrast between (13a) and (13b)
suggests that adverbs modifying the base verb alone are restricted in the case
of nominative-marking desideratives, but not in the case of accusative-
marking desideratives. In the present account, this restriction can be
attributed to the functional monoclausality of nominative-marking
desideratives, which do not involve a full syntactic complement structure.

The same point can be made using adverbial clauses. Nominative-
marking desiderative predicates do not allow a full range of adverbial clauses
to modify the base verb. For example, (14a) and (14b) are not fully
acceptable with nominative marking of the object, though there is no
problem with accusative marking.

(14) a. Bokuwa [Jon ga kite kara]  koohii {?ga/o} nomi-tai.
I Top John Nom come after coffee Nom/Acc drink-want
‘I want to drink coffee after John comes.’

b. Bokuwa [Mariiga ki-tara] koohii {?ga/o} nomi-tai.
I Top Mary Nom come-when coffee Nom/Acc drink-want
‘I want to drink coffee (together) when Mary comes.’

The restriction on adverbial modification of the base verb is also
reflected in the lack of the ambiguity of adverb interpretation in nominative-
marking desiderative sentences. (15a), for example, is ambiguously
interpreted, with zutto ‘for a long time’ modifying either the action of
embracing a child or the desire to do so. On the other hand, the
corresponding nominative-marking desiderative sentence (15b) does not
allow such ambiguity; the time adverb can only be interpreted as indicating
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the duration of the desire to embrace the child.

(15) a. Bokuwa zutto sono ko o dakishime-takat-ta.
I Top for.a.long.time the child Acc embrace-want-Past

‘I wanted to embrace the child for a long time.’ (ambiguous)

b. Bokuwa zutto sono ko ga dakishime-takat-ta.

I Top for.a.long.time the child Nom embrace-want-Past
‘For a long time, I wanted to embrace the child.” (unambiguous)

5.2.3 Verbal Anaphora
Further evidence for the present analysis comes from the variable patterning
of verbal anaphora. Consider the following sentence pair.

(16) a. Bokuwa sono hono kai-takat-ta.
I Top the book Acc buy-want-Past

Marii mo soo shi-takat-ta  rashii.
Mary too so do-want-Past seem

‘I wanted to buy that book, and Mary seems to have wanted to do

s0, t00.’
b. Bokuwa sono honga kai-takat-ta.
I Top the book Nom buy-want-Past

?Marii mo soo shi-takat-ta  rashii.
Mary too so do-want-Past seem

‘I wanted to buy that book, and Mary seems to have wanted to do
so, too.’

Desiderative predicates with an accusative object freely allow the
replacement of a complement predicate and its arguments by soo suru, but
this is not fully possible with those when there is a nominative object.2

2Note the reverse anaphoric possibility with soo datta ‘be so’, as in (i) below.

(i) Bokuwa sono hon {ga/o} kai-takat-ta.
I Top that book Nom/Acc buy-want-Past
OK/?Marii mo soo dat-ta rashii.

Mary too so Cop-Past seem
‘I wanted to buy that book. So did Mary, it seems.’

The second sentence is acceptable with ga in the first sentence, but somewhat
unacceptable with o. The anaphoric expression soo datta appears to replace one
functional predicate and its (non-subject) arguments and adjuncts.
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This pattern of limited acceptability is what is observed generally in the
predicates having a monoclausal functional structure and a biclausal
argument structure (sec. 2.2.4).

5.2.4 Summary

The above observations lend support to the view that accusative-marking
desiderative predicates have biclausal functional and argument structures,
while nominative-marking desiderative predicates have a biclausal argument
structure but a monoclausal functional structure.

The semantic motivation for assigning the status of SUBEVENT to the
complement of nominative-marking desiderative predicates is the fact that
here the object of the embedded verb represents the direct target of the
subject’s desire to obtain something, as I pointed out above. In this sense,
SUBEVENT and the predicate ‘want’ are more intimately related in
nominative-marking desiderative predicates than are EVENT and ‘want’ in
accusative-marking desiderative predicates.

The functional difference between the two types of desiderative
predicates has an important implication for the status of nominative object
marking in Japanese. In nominative-marking desiderative sentences, the
object is governed by the whole desiderative predicate in f-structure (e.g.,
yomi-ta(-i)), while in accusative-marking desiderative sentences, it is
governed by the non-stative embedded predicate (e.g., yomi), which is the
head of the XCOMP of -ta(-i) (see the f-structures in (2b) vs. (3b) above).
Thus, the nominative/accusative case marking of an object in desiderative
sentences is determined by the stativity of the predicate that governs this
object in f-structure. The generality of this statement will be discussed in
Section 5.5 below.

5.3 Constituent Structure of Desiderative Sentences

The above analysis suggests that desiderative sentences have a constituent
structure characterized in the following way.

First, consider the accusative-marking desiderative predicates.
Morphologically, an accusative-marking desiderative predicate has a
sublexical XCOMP position to the left side of the head -ta(-i). One
morphological word thus corresponds to two functional words.

The phrase structure of XCOMP constructions, discussed in the
previous two chapters, allows the arguments and adjuncts of the XCOMP to
occur directly under the top S. One example of such a c-structure is given in
(17) (cf. (18a) below).
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(17) S

(TsuBn={ (TAD)) =l (TXCOMPOBI=! T=|

NP PP NP A
Boku wa mae kara koohii o (TXCoMP)=| 1=]
‘T ‘since before’ ‘coffee’ v A
nomi takatta

‘drink’ ‘wanted’

As predicted, the object NP under the top S can scramble freely with the
arguments and adjuncts of the main predicate, as suggested by the sentences
in (18).

(18) a. Boku wa mae kara koohii 0 nomi-takat-ta.
ITop  beforesince coffee Acc drink-want-Past
‘I have long wanted to drink coffee.’

b. Bokuwa koohii 0  mae kara nomi-takat-ta.
ITop  coffee Acc before since drink-want-Past

c. Koohii o  boku wa mae kara nomi-takat-ta.
coffee Acc 1 Top before since drink-want-Past

When the XCOMP of -ta(-i) itself takes an XCOMP, then the head of
the embedded XCOMP must occur adjacent to the desiderative predicate, as
shown in (19).

(19)a. Bokuwa kinoo made (wa) [PRO tsuyoku] nari-takat-ta.
ITop  yesterday till strong become-want-Past
“Till yesterday, I wanted to be strong.’
b. 7?Bokuwa [PRO tsuyoku] kinoo made (wa) nari-takat-ta.
I Top strong yesterday till become-want-Past
‘Till yesterday, I wanted to be strong.’

This too is as predicted, given one of the Precedence Rules discussed in the
preceding two chapters concerning predicative arguments and non-predicative
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arguments (see (35) in Chapter 3 and (47) in Chapter 4). The c-structure for
(19a) is given in (20).

(20) S
(TsuBn=4 (TaDn=! (T xCcomp 1=l
NP PP XCOMP) = A
A A | /\
Boku wa kinoo made l (TXcomp)=l T=|
‘Is Cer N T=~L
till yesterday A \% A
tsuyoku nari takatta

‘strong’ ‘become’  ‘wanted’

(Instead of XCOMP XCOMP S in (20), our phrase structure rules may
alternatively place an XCOMP S, which is expanded further to another
XCOMP S.)

By contrast, there is no reason to assume a complex c-structure for
nominative-marking desiderative sentences. The c-structure of such sentences
can be exemplified in (21).

(21 S
asuBn=l (ToBn=1 =
NP NP A
Boku wa koohii ga nomi-tai
‘T ‘coffee’ ‘want to drink’

5.4 Alternative Accounts

5.4.1 Restructuring and Constituent Structure
One alternative analysis of desiderative predicates is provided by Sugioka
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(1984). She claims that the morpheme -ta(-i) is suffixed to a V’ as an
instance of syntactic suffixation, thereby producing an accusative-marking
desiderative predicate. She also notes certain monoclausal properties of
nominative-marking desiderative predicates regarding adjunct interpretation
(discussed below), and proposes that the nominative case marking results
from the restructuring of a complex complement structure to a simplex
structure at surface structure. This restructuring converts a structure like
(22a) into one like (22b).

(22) a. [y [v eigoo hanashi] -tai]
b. [y eigoga [y hanashi-tai]]

This account is similar to mine in that it assumes a complex structure for
accusative-marking desideratives, and a simplex structure for nominative-
marking desideratives.

One thing that is missing in this account is a statement of the semantic
restriction noted in 5.2.1: nominative-assigning desideratives are possible
only with verbs whose object is itself the target of the desire to obtain
something. It is not clear how such a constraint could be stated in the
restructuring account. In the present account, it is attributed to a semantic
correlation involving the distinction between EVENT and SUBEVENT.

In Sugioka’s account, it is also not clear whether this restructuring
occurs with verbs that do not subcategorize for an accusative NP. In this
respect, one might observe that it is possible to passivize a verbalized
desiderative predicate with a dative object (e.g., ai-ta-gar(-u) (meet-want-
Vbz) ‘want to meet’), which suggests that the presence of an accusative NP
is not crucial. It is difficult to test whether there are cases of monoclausal
intransitive desiderative predicates, since the positive test for monoclausality
used above (i.e., passivization) cannot be applied to intransitive desiderative
predicates. (By contrast, it is possible to prove that there are functionally
biclausal intransitive desiderative predicates, using the adjunct interpretation
test, for example (a positive test for biclausality). See (12) above.)

Sugioka (1984) observes that adjuncts that modify the base verb alone
cannot be placed between a nominative NP and a desiderative predicate.
Consider the following examples taken from Sells 1990:328 (also recall

(13)).
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(23) a. Eegoo {hontoo ni / ashita kara / tonarino heyade}
English Acc  truly tomorrow from next Gen room Loc
hanashi-tai.
speak-want
‘I want to speak English {truly / from tomorrow / in the next
room}.’

b. Eegoga {hontoo ni /*ashita kara / *tonari no heyade}
English Nom truly tomorrow from next Gen room Loc

hanashi-tai.
speak-want

‘I want to speak English {truly / *from tomorrow / *in the next
room}.’

The adjuncts that cannot occur between the nominative object and the
desiderative predicate (i.e., ashita kara ‘from tomorrow’ and fonari no heya
de ‘in the next room’) are modifiers of the base verb, whereas the one that
can intervene (i.e., hontoo ni ‘truly’) is a modifier of the desiderative as a
whole.

This observation, together with other considerations, has led Sells
(1990) to propose an account in which the two kinds of desiderative
predicates may differ in the phrase-structure position of their object NP.
According to him, an accusative object NP in Japanese can appear in two
different positions: under a VP or under an S, as indicated in (24).

24) S

NP : VP

A "o v
Jon wa
‘John’ (

hon o yomi-tai
‘book’ ‘read-want’

By contrast, Sells claims that a nominative marked object can only appear
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within a VP, governed by a stative predicate.3 This analysis, he argues, can
explain the above adverb facts. He assumes that adjuncts such as ashita kara
‘from tomorrow’ and tonari no heya de ‘in the next room’ are S-level
adjuncts; the reason they cannot intervene between a nominative object and a
stative predicate is because the nominative object occurs only under a VP.
However, the contrast found in (23) cannot be attributed to such a

3This claim is partly based on the observation that (ia) below is acceptable, in
contrast to the unacceptable (ii) with ga marking on Jon (Tonoike 1980a, Kuno
1980a, Ishikawa 1985). Note also that (ib) with wa marking on Jon is
acceptable.

(i) a. Jon ga eigo ga wakaru
John Nom English Nom understand
‘John understands English.’

b. Eigo ga Jon {*ga/wa}  wakaru
English Nom John Nom/Top understand

Sells (1990) interprets the unacceptability of (ib) with ga as showing that a
nominative-marked object NP must appear inside VP. The acceptability of (ib)
with wa is attributed to the possibility of a focused NP appearing inside VP.
However, if this is the case, the same pattern should also hold with a dative-
marked subject, which this stative predicate can also have. Here, however, there
is no clear contrast like the one above. It is true that (iia) sounds better with wa,
but this is also true of the case when the subject and the object are reversed, as
shown by (iib). The strangeness of (iia) and (iib) without wa appears to be non-
syntactic in nature. In fact, (iiia) and (iiib) are perfectly acceptable to me.

(ii)) a. Eigo ga Jon {?ni/ni wa}  wakaru.
English Nom John Dat/Dat Top understand
‘John understands English.’

b. Jon (?ni/ni wa} eigo ga wakaru.
John Dat/Dat Top English Nom understand

(iii) a. Eigo ga Jon ni wakaru monka!
English Nom John Dat understand Sfp

‘How can John speak English?!’

b. Jon ni eigo ga wakaru monka!
John Dat English Nom understand Sfp

These observations suggest that there is something specific to the
nominative marking of a subject that makes (ib) with ga unacceptable. One
possible factor is the semantic/pragmatic properties of the subject nominative
marking. The subject of a stative predicate is ually marked with the topic marker
wa; nominative marking, if it appears, is interpreted only in the “exhaustive
listing” reading. This reading is typically assigned to the first nominative NP in
a sentence (e.g., Kuno 1973). However, the nominative subject NP in (ib) above
is not the first nominative NP in this sentence.
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constituent difference. First, those adjuncts that are excluded in (23b) cannot
appear even in sentences where they do not intervene between an object NP
and a stative predicate, as I pointed out in (13) above.# The exclusion of
such adjuncts in (13b) and (23b) is attributed to functional monoclausality.
Moreover, the following sentence shows that it is possible to place similar
time adverbs between a nominative object and a desiderative predicate if the
adjunct modifies the whole desiderative predicate.

(25) Bokuwa sono hon ga kyonen kara  kai-takat-ta.
I Top the book Nom last.year from buy-want-Past

‘I have wanted to buy the book since last year.’

(Note that kyonen kara ‘since last year’ in (25) modifies the whole
desiderative predicate, while ashita kara ‘since yesterday’ in (23b) modifies
the base verb only.) In my account, the nominative object NP in (25)
occupies a position directly dominated by the top S (cf. (21)), thereby
allowing an adverb to intervene between it and the desiderative predicate.

5.4.2 Incorporation Analysis

Baker (1988) proposes that complex predicates such as desideratives and
causatives are formed by the process of Verb Incorporation (head
movement). An analysis of Japanese desideratives involving Incorporation
has been proposed by Inoue (1989a, b) and Nishigauchi (1993). In Inoue’s
analysis, the two patterns of object case marking are accounted for in terms
of two different types of Incorporation processes, plus the ability of -za(-i) to
absorb the Case-marking ability of the verb that it governs, and the status of
nominative as the default case that appears when an NP does not receive any
case.

Inoue (1989a, b) proposes that both types of desiderative sentences
share the same D-structure, namely (26a). The desideratives with an
accusative object are derived from this structure by moving V by Baker’s
V-to-C movement and then incorporating it at the position which is sister
to -ta(i), as in (26b). In this case, the NP koohii ‘coffee’ receives accusative
case from the verb nomi ‘drink’, and then gets Incorporated into the
desiderativizing -ta. The desiderative -ta absorbs the case-assigning ability of
the verb nomi at this stage, but since the NP koohii is not governed by -ta,
she claims, its case is not absorbed. Therefore the NP is marked in the

41t appears that there is a slight difference in the acceptability of the adjuncts in
(13b) and (23b); some adjuncts are more clearly ruled out in (23b). This can be
attributed to a surface constraint disfavoring a long distance between a
nominative object and a desiderative predicate (Shibatani 1978).



118 / Complex Predicates in Japanese

accusative. (The way this account works is not entirely clear; she seems to
make the unusual assumption that accusative case has been assigned to an
NP before incorporation.)

(26) a. D-structure of both acc- and b. S-structure of acc-marking

nom-marking desideratives desideratives
I I’
/\
4 I v I
NP voo NP Voo
Jon S’ \% Jon g \Y
/N VNN
I’ C -ta I’ ‘c Vi Vv
A\ I Vv’ 1 G{ nomi -ta

A\ A

ZNPx /V\ N
PRO NP \% PRO NP %
koohii  nomi koohii t

On the other hand, the desideratives with a nominative object are
derived by another type of derivation, in which the whole V’ is first moved
to C position (Baker’s VP-to-Comp movement), and then V alone moves to
be incorporated (the derivation from (26a) to (27)). In this case, Inoue
argues, the case-assigning ability of the verb nomi is absorbed by -ta(-i)
after V’ is raised to the C position (cf. (27)), and therefore no case is
assigned to the object NP and so it receives the default nominative.
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(27) S-structure of nom-marking desideratives
I’

\'% I
/\ |
A e V\ -l
Jon /S\ /V\
I C Vj \Y
N0 TR
/\& I V: nomi -ta

One problem with this view is the constituent structure for
desideratives with a nominative object. Baker’s Uniformity of Theta
Assignment Hypothesis requires that the two cases of desiderative sentences
share the same D-structure. This complex biclausal structure at the level of
D-structure, moreover, must be maintained throughout the syntactic
derivation due to the requirement of the Projection Principle. This is
strikingly different from the present analysis, in which the two types of
desiderative predicates differ in functional complexity: accusative-marking
desideratives are functionally biclausal, while nominative-marking
desideratives are functionally monoclausal. One false prediction resulting
from this complex constituent structure view of both kinds of desiderative
predicates is that both types of desideratives should allow the same range of
adjuncts to be modifiers of the base verb. For example, the same place and
time adverbial phrases or clauses should be able to appear under I’ or V’ in
an embedded clause in (26b) and (27) to modify the base verb in accusative-
marking and nominative-marking desideratives, respectively. However, as
pointed out in 5.2.2 above, such adjuncts are restricted in the case of
nominative-marking desiderative predicates.
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5.5 Nominative Object and Morphologically
Complex Predicates

In the above discussion, I have argued that the nominative case marking of
an object in desiderative sentences is not in free variation with accusative
marking; which pattern appears is determined by the stativity of the
predicate that governs the object in f-structure. In this section, I will argue
that in Japanese this can be generalized to the case marking of an object by
stative predicates in general. The proposed generalization for the nominative-
marking of an object in Japanese is as follows.

(28)  An object is marked in the nominative if and only if it is governed
by a stative predicate in f-structure.

(This means that there is no long-distance quirky case marking of object in
Japanese.) This generalization is certainly consistent with the obligatory
nominative case marking of the object of simple stative predicates such as
urayamashii ‘envious’.5 In what follows, I will show that it also holds
with a variety of complex predicates involving stative predicates.

5.5.1 Potential Predicates and Verbalized Stative Predicates
The above generalization holds of the nominative object marking of
potential predicates with the suffix -(ra)re(-ru) or e(-ru), such as tabe-
(ra)re(-ru) (eat-can) ‘can eat’ and yom-e(-ru) (read-can) ‘can read’. These,
like desiderative predicates, allow both nominative and accusative marking
of their object; and, like desideratives, there is evidence suggesting that
potential predicates are functionally monoclausal when the object is marked
in the nominative. For example, adjunct modification of the base verb alone
is semantically restricted with a nominative object. Consider (29).

5There are certain apparent exceptions. Some speakers accept an accusative-
marked object with predicates like suki-da ‘be fond of” (Sugioka 1984). For such
speakers these predicates are optionally biclausal. Note that suki-da consists of
two predicates, suki (the nominalized form of the verb suku) and the copula da.
Also, some predicates are ambiguously stative and non-stative. Sugioka (1984)
provides evidence suggesting that the stative verb wakaru ‘understand’ can also
be used as a non-stative verb (‘come to understand’), assigning an accusative
case to its object.
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(29) Karewa ik-kagetsumo sono hon {ga/o} yom-e-nakat-ta.
he Top one-montheven the book Nom/Acc read-Pot-Neg-Past

‘For as long as one month, he was not able to read the book.’

(both 0 and ga)
‘It was not possible for him to spend as long as one month reading
the book.’ (o only)

(29) is ambiguous with an accusative object: ik-kagetsu ‘one month’ can
indicate the duration of reading or of possibility. With a nominative object,
however, it can only modify the duration of possibility.® This suggests that
there is no full complementation at f-structure when the object is
nominative-marked.’

The above generalization is also consistent with the accusative case
marking of the object of verbalized stative predicates, such as urayamashi-
gar(-u) ‘show signs of being envious’. Since -gar selects for SUBEVENT
(see 5.2.1 above), the whole verbalized stative predicate is mapped onto a
single f-structure. The object, accordingly, is governed in f-structure by the
verbalized stative predicate as a whole (which is non-stative) rather than the
stative predicate. Therefore it is marked in the accusative.

In the case of verbalized desiderative predicates, such as yomi-ta-gar(-u)
‘show signs of wanting to read’, the ambiguity of -fa(-i) creates two
possible f-structures, exemplified by (30a) and (30b). The former is the
f-structure of a verbalized nominative-marking desiderative predicate; the
latter, of a verbalized accusative-marking desiderative predicate.

6Note also a difference noted by Tada (1992), exemplified here by my example
below.

(i) Sono suriwa kyasshu-kaado dake {ga/o} nukitor-e-ru.
the  pickpocket Top cash-card only Nom/Acc pick-Pot-Prs.

“The pickpocket has a technique of picking cash cards alone (from among

many things in a wallet.”  (preferred with o)
“The cash card is the only thing that the pickpocket can pick.’ (preferred
with ga)

This semantic difference might also be explained by the presence/lack of
syntactic complementation.

7Dubinsky (1992) proposes an Incorporation analysis of potential predicates,
similar to that suggested for desiderative sentences by Inoue 1989a, b. The
adjunct patterning discussed here cannot, however, be explained in such an
account, as was the case with desideratives.
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-
(30) a. PRED ‘show-signs-of-wanting-to-read <SUBJ, OBJ>’
SUBJ [PRED ‘John’ ]
OBJ [PRED ‘book’ ]

b. PRED  ‘show-signs-of-wanting <SUBJ, XCOMP>’
SUBJ [PRED ‘John’]

PRED ‘read <SUBJ, OBJ>’
XCOMP | suBJ
OBJ]  [PRED ‘book’]

In neither case is the object NP governed by a stative predicate in f-structure,
and therefore it should be accusative-marked in both cases. This prediction is
correct, as was seen in (7) above.

5.5.2 More Complex Cases
The nominative marking of objects, however, is potentially a much more
complex issue, especially when various stative and non-stative morphemes
coexist in a single morphologically complex expression (see Kuno 1973,
Shibatani 1978, Kageyama 1982, Sugioka 1984, Miyagawa 1989b, Tada
1992). I argue that the above generalization for nominative object marking
holds in these cases, too. I will not be able to present the entire
argumentation in this section, however, since that would involve the full
analysis of several complex predicates which will be discussed in the
coming chapters. My purpose here is simply to contrast my own view with
previous proposals, in order to convey a better idea of what my account
involves.

Kuno (1973) has proposed that the case marking of the object of a
morphologically complex predicate is determined in the following way:

(31) a. If the rightmost item in the complex predicate is a bound
morpheme,
i) if it is stative, then the object is either accusative or nominative.
ii) if it is non-stative, then the object is accusative.

b. If the rightmost item is a free morpheme,
i) if the preceding item is stative, then the object is nominative.
ii) if the preceding item is non-stative, then the object is accusative.

Kuno argues that this view correctly handles the case marking of desiderative
predicates and their verbalized forms. Since -ta(-i) is a bound morpheme and
stative, the object is marked either in the nominative or accusative (his case
(a-i) above). (Here he regards accusative and nominative assignment of
-ta(-i) and -(ra)re(-ru) as optional variations.) The morpheme -gar(-u), on
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the other hand, is a bound morpheme and non-stative, and so a verbalized
stative predicate (including verbalized desideratives) has its object marked in
the accusative (the case of (a-ii) above).

Cases like these might suggest that object case marking is determined
by the stativity of the rightmost (i.e., head) item of the complex (cf.
Kageyama 1982, Sugioka 1984). However, Kuno recognizes cases in which
this is not true, thus motivating his statement in (31b). Consider the
sentences in (32).

(32) a. Taroowa sore {ga/*o}  wakaru.
Taro Top that Nom/Acc understand

‘Taro understands it.’

b. Bokuwa Taroo ni (muriyari) sore {*ga/o} wakar-ase-ta.
ITop  Taro Dat forcefully it Nom/Acc understand-Caus-Past

‘I made Taro understand it.’

c. Tarowa sono-go nihongo {ga/*o}  wakari-hajime-ta.
Taro Top that-after Japanese Nom/Acc understand-begin-Past

“Taro began to understand Japanese after that.’

The morphologically complex predicates in (32b) and (32c), wakar-ase(-ru)
‘cause to understand’ and wakari-hajime(-ru) ‘begin to understand’, both
have a non-stative morpheme as their rightmost item, though the base verb
wakaru ‘understand’ is a stative verb, as shown by the case marking of
(32a). However, these two complex predicates differ in that the former
cannot mark its object with nominative, while the latter can (and in fact
must). Kuno attributes this difference to the free/bound difference of
-(s)ase(-ru) and hajime(-ru). Because of the status of hajime(-ru) as a free
morpheme, he claims, the object’s case marking is determined by the
stativity of the preceding verb (case (b-i)). In the case of wakar-aseru, on
the other hand, the rightmost item is a bound morpheme, and so this
rightmost item is what determines the case marking of the object (case
(a-ii)).

There are problems with this view, however. First, it is not clear to me
conceptually why the free/bound difference should have anything to do with
case marking. Second, the free/bound distinction does not seem empirically
to be the right distinction, as suggested by the following data. In all three
sentences in (33), a complex predicate made up of two non-stative verbs is
suffixed by a bound stative morpheme, and therefore Kuno’s account would
predict that both accusative and nominative should be possible in all three
examples. However, this is not the case.
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(33) a. Bokuwa nakanaka sono hon {ga/o} yomi-hajime-rare-nai.
I Top easily the book Nom/Acc read-begin-Pot-Neg

‘I cannot begin to read the book easily.’

b. Bokuwa sono keeki {??ga/o} tabe-sobire-taku nakat-ta.
I Top the cake Nom/Acc eat-miss-want  Neg-Past

‘I did not want to miss eating the cake.’

c. Bokuwa sore {*ga/o} tabe-sugi-taku nakat-ta.
I Top it Nom/Acc eat-overdo-want Neg-Past

‘I did not want to eat too much of it.’

Another proposal has been made by Miyagawa (1989b:191-194). He
claims that a stativizing morpheme like -za(-i) and -(ra)re(-ru) absorbs the
case-assigning ability of the transitive verb to which it is attached, and
therefore the default nominative case is assigned to the object.8 However,
this account cannot neatly explain why ga is possible in (33a); in order to
explain the nominative marking, the accusative-assigning property of yom
would have to be absorbed in spite of the fact that yom is not the verb to
which the stativizing morpheme is suffixed. Miyagawa’s account would
require a rather ad hoc stipulation as to which morpheme can be transparent
for the purpose of absorbing the case-assigning property.®

In my account, by contrast, the differences observed among the
sentences in (32) and (33) are attributed to differences in the functional
structures of these morphologically complex predicates. As stated above, my

8Miyagawa (1989b) supports his claim concerning the adjacency of the verb
subcategorizing for an object and the stativizing morpheme with examples like
(i), in which rai is not adjacent to yom. However, the very similar example (ii) is
acceptable to me. (See chapter 6 for more on causatives.)

(i) ?7?Boku wa kono hon ga yom-ase-tai.
I Top this book Nom read-Caus-want

‘I want to make (someone) read this book.’

(ii) Bokuwa kodomo ni wa konna hon ga yom-ase-tai.
I Top child Dat Foc like.this book Nom read-Caus-want

‘I want to make my child read this kind of book.’

9Miyagawa (1989b:186, 194) claims that aspectual verbs like hajimeru are
transparent for the purpose of case absorption by the passive morpheme -rare
(see sec. 6.2.3.3), but they are not in the case absorption by stativivizers
(contrary to what (33a) shows). In Chapter 7 I will show that some
desiderativized aspectual compound verbs allow ga marking of the base object,
while others do not.



Desiderative Predicates / 125

claim is that an object is case-marked in the nominative if the predicate that
governs it in f-structure is stative. In my account, then, the object NP sore
in (32b) is governed by the whole non-stative predicate wakar-ase(-ru),
which constitutes a single predicate in f-structure at least in this case (i.e.,
this kind of coercive causative is functionally monoclausal). Therefore the
object is marked in the accusative. (Or alternatively, wakar(-u) in (32b)
might be a non-stative predicate, meaning ‘come to understand’ (Sugioka
1984).)10 On the other hand, the object NP in (32c) is functionally governed
by the stative verb wakar(-u), which is the head of the XCOMP of
hajime(-ru); here wakar(-u) and hajime(-ru) form an aspectual compound
which has a biclausal functional structure when the subject is interpreted as
non-agentive, as in this example. Therefore the object is marked in the
nominative. In Chapters 6 and 7, I will argue that these analyses of coercive
causatives and of non-agentive aspectual compounds, respectively, are
correct.

In (33a) through (33c), a stative morpheme appears in the rightmost
position, and therefore my account predicts that the object of the base verb
will be marked in the nominative only when the whole complex predicate is
a single functional predicate; otherwise it will be marked in the accusative.
In my account, the potential -(ra)re(-ru) selects either SUBEVENT or
EVENT (see above), and so does hajime(-ru) when the subject is agentive
(i.e., hajime(-ru) can create either “Type I” or “Type II” aspectual
compounds). In (33a), therefore, the whole predicate can be mapped onto a
monoclausal, biclausal, or triclausal f-structure. When it is mapped onto a
monoclausal f-structure, the object is governed by the stativized predicate as
a whole and marked in the nominative; otherwise the object will be
governed by a non-stative predicate and marked in the accusative. My
account also states that sobire(-ru) and sugi(-ru) in (33b) and (33c) will
select for a syntactic complement (XCOMP); therefore it is the embedded
non-stative verb that governs the object NP, regardless of how the stative
-ta(-i) affects the f-structure of sobire(-ru) or sugi(-ru). In Chapter 7, I will
argue that these analyses of aspectual compounds and of sobire(-ru) and
sugi(-ru) compounds are correct.

101n this view, the causative -sase, which does not usually occur with a stative

verb, would in fact force the non-stative reading of wakaru. In this analysis, the
functional complexity of causatives would have nothing to do with the case
marking of the object of this verb. The evidence for non-stative wakaru comes
from sentences like the following.

(i) Bokuni [“sore {*ga/o} wakare!”]to itte mo  muri-da.
I Dat it Nom/Acc  understand Comp say even impossible Cop

‘It is impossible, even if you say that I should understand it.’
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5.6 Conclusion

In this chapter, I made the argument that there are two types of desiderative
predicates in Japanese. In the one case, the predicate is functionally one
word; in the other, two words. An account that does not recognize such
functional complexity, such as an Incorporation approach to these
predicates, cannot explain the differences between the two types. I have also
argued for a simple and plausible generalization regarding nominative case
marking of an object.



CHAPTER 6

Morphological Causatives

In this chapter, I will discuss the syntactic and semantic nature of Japanese
morphological causative predicates, in which the morpheme -(s)ase(-ru) is
suffixed to the Renyookei form of a verb (base verb). Japanese
morphological causatives have been discussed extensively in the literature
(e.g., Kuroda 1965a, 1981, 1990, Shibatani 1973a, 1976a, 1976b, 1978,
Kuno 1973, 1983, Inoue 1976a, 1989a, b, McCawley 1976, 1978, Tonoike
1978, Farmer 1980, 1984, Miyagawa 1980, 1984, 1987b, 1989b, Teramura
1984a, Marantz 1984, Ishikawa 1985, Dubinsky 1985, 1994, Kitagawa
1986, Mihara 1987, Gunji 1987, Di Sciullo & Williams 1987, Baker
1988).

One major issue involved in the Japanese causative construction is the
biclausal properties it exhibits in spite of its morphological one-word status
of the causative predicate. The traditional analysis proposed in
Transformational Grammar treated morphological causatives as having a
biclausal Deep structure which was reduced to a monoclausal Surface
Structure. In LFG, a similar proposal was made by Ishikawa (1985) to the
effect that Japanese morphological causatives are biclausal in f-structure and
monoclausal in c-structure. In this chapter, I will provide evidence
suggesting that these causatives are not always functionally biclausal, but
are functionally monoclausal in some readings and biclausal in other
readings. I will discuss the implications of this analysis for evaluating
several recent proposals concerning causativization, including Baker’s and
Inoue’s Incorporation analysis and Alsina’s cross-linguistic parameterization
of morphological causatives.

Another issue that has frequently been discussed in connection with
Japanese morphological causatives is the semantic differences between
morphological and lexical causatives (Shibatani 1973a, 19764, b; etc.). I
will discuss some of the observations made by Shibatani, which will be of
some relevance in my treatment of the semantic constraints on predicates in
Chapter 10.

127
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6.1 Causative Predicates

6.1.1 Causative Predicates and Causation Types

Japanese morphological causative expressions are illustrated in (1). (In these
examples the initial s of the causative morpheme -(s)ase has dropped out as
is generally the case when suffixed to a verb stem ending in a consonant).

(1) a. Jonwa Biruo hashir-ase-ta.
John Top Bill Acc run-Caus-Past

‘John made Bill run.’

b. Jon wa Biru ni  hashir-ase-ta.
John Top Bill Dat run-Caus-Past

‘John made Bill run.’

These sentences involve the causativization of an intransitive verb, and in
this case two different case marking patterns on the causee argument are
possible. The causee is marked with the accusative o in (1a) and with the
dative ni in (1b). I will call cases like (1a) o-causatives, while cases like (1b)
will be termed ni-causatives.

There are certain semantic differences between the two types of
causatives. The distinction has often been treated in terms of the difference
between make-causation and ler-causation (Kuroda 1965a, Kuno 1973), or
between inducing (ordinary) causation and permissive causation (cf.
Shibatani 1976a, 1978). Inducing causation is initiated by a causer, who
causes some event to happen by persuading, ordering, psychologically
pressuring, or physically manipulating a causee. Permissive causation is
initiated by a causee, whose action or change is approvingly or tacitly
permitted by a causer (permitter). Shibatani (1976a, 1978, 1990), however,
observes that both o-causatives and ni-causatives can represent inducing as
well as permissive causation, with slight differences in meaning.
O-causatives represent coercive inducing causation as well as implicit
permissive causation, while ni-causatives represent persuasive (non-coercive)
inducing causation and explicit permissive causation. Inducing causation is
persuasive when a causer appeals to the will of the causee to bring about
the caused event (i.e., the caused event is causee-controlled), while it is
coercive when a causer brings about a caused event by force, authority,
psychological pressure, or physical manipulation, without appealing to the
causee’s will or cognitive decision (i.e., the caused event is causer-
controlled). Permissive causation is explicit when a causer willingly
approves the permitted process via some sort of permission-granting act; it
is implicit when a causer unwillingly gives tacit consent to the permitted
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process, refraining from some potential interfering act. This taxonomy is
laid out below.!

) persuasive ni- causatives
inducing
coercive o-causatives
causative o
o explicit ni-causatives
permissive
implicit o-causatives

There are several ways to disambiguate a potentially ambiguous
causative sentence. Often the choice of a particular adjunct or modifier forces
a particular reading. Consider the two readings of ni-causative sentences
first. Sentence (3) can only be interpreted in the persuasive inducing
causation reading, because the modifier on the causee NP is incompatible
with a permissive causation reading.

(3) Jonwa  [shiburu Marii] nimo soko ni ik-ase-ta.
John Top hesitate Mary Dattoo there  go-Caus-Past

‘John made hesitant Mary go there.’

Explicit permissive causation is initiated by a causee’s willingness to do
something, which is contradicted by the relative clause modifier shiburu
‘(who) hesitate’. Therefore this sentence is interpretable only in the
persuasive inducing causation reading. (Some speakers find it somewhat
difficult to get this reading, unless ni is stressed or is followed by particles
like mo ‘too’ or sura ‘even’)

Sentence (4), on the other hand, is most naturally interpreted in the
explicit permissive causation reading (Shibatani 1978). The persuasive
inducing causation reading is ruled out because the quoted expression used
by the causer can be interpreted as an act of permission but not of
persuasion.

4 Jonwa [“iidaroo!” to itte] Mariini soko ni ik-ase-ta.
John Top good Comp say Mary Dat there  go-Caus-Past
‘John let Mary go there, saying “It is OK.”

I'The terms “inducing causation” and “permissive causation” are terms that
Shibatani (1990) uses; the terms “persuasive causation”, “explicit permissive
causation”, and “implicit permissive causation” are my own (cf. Ishikawa 1985).
Permissive causatives subsume what Dubinsky (1994) calls agentless causatives
(cf. Kuno 1978b).
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O-causatives can be disambiguated in a similar way. (5) can only be
interpreted in the coercive causation reading, given that the unwillingness on
the part of the causee expressed in this sentence is inconsistent with the
reading of implicit permissive causation, which is initiated by a willing
causee. The same effect can be achieved in a different way by modifying the
causative predicate with the adverb muriyari ‘forcibly’.

(5) Jonwa [shiburu Marii]Jo (muriyari) soko ni ik-ase-ta.
John Top hesitate Mary Acc forcibly there  go-Caus-Past

‘John (forcibly) made hesitant Mary go there.’

Sentence (6), on the other hand, can be interpreted only in the implicit
permissive causation reading, due to the meaning of the -fe adverbial clause
involved, which fits the implicit permissive causation reading (Shibatani
1978). The coercive causation reading is bizarre, since a -te adverbial clause
is usually interpreted in the means reading in coercive causative sentences,
and (6) would indicate John’s coercive action by pretending not to notice his
own action of coercion.

(6) Jonwa [mite mi-nu furi o shite]
John Top look look-Neg manner Acc do
Mariio  soko ni ik-ase-ta.

Mary Acc there go-Caus-Past

‘John let Mary go there, pretending not to notice it.’

Another way to force a permissive causation reading is to put the whole
causative verb in the oku construction, which is semantically compatible
only with the (explicit or implicit) permissive causation reading. An
example is given in (7).2

(7) Jonwa Marii {o/ni mo} soko ni ik-asete oita.
John Top Mary Acc/Dattoo there  go-Caus leave-Past

‘John let Mary go there.” (‘John left Mary to go there.”)

There are some intransitive verbs whose causative does not allow a
choice between the two case-marking patterns. As Kuno (1973), Shibatani
(1978), Teramura (1984a), Dubinsky (1985), and others have noted, certain
intransitive verbs cannot take ni-causatives (when interpreted as inducing

2The oku construction in sentences like (7) suggests repetitiveness of a
permitted process. Thus, (7) suggests that John let Mary make a repetitive visit
there.
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causatives). Such verbs include bakuhatsu suru ‘explode’, furu ‘fall, rain’,
shisshin suru ‘faint’, and warau ‘laugh’.3 Moreover, as Inoue (1976a) and
Dubinsky (1985) observe, causatives of other intransitive verbs such as
enzetsu suru ‘give a speech’ and denwa suru ‘make a telephone call’, do not
allow accusative marking of the causee. These restrictions are predictable
from the semantic correlates of causee case marking noted above (Dubinsky
1985).4 Those verbs whose causatives do not allow ni-marking of a causee
represent processes that a person does not (usually) initiate by his or her
own will, and therefore they are incompatible with persuasive causation.
Those verbs whose causatives do not allow o-marking of the causee, on the
other hand, represent processes that a person cannot perform without his or
her own decision to do so, and therefore they are incompatible with coercive
causation, in which the caused event is causer-controlled.

The causativization of transitive verbs presents different case-marking
patterns: in this case, it is not possible to mark the causee in the accusative.
This has been attributed to the double-o constraint (Harada 1973, Tonoike
1978, Poser 1983), as mentioned in Chapter 2 (sec. 2.2.2.2). The causative
of a transitive base verb with a dative causee can represent the meanings that
o-causatives with an intransitive base verb represent, as I will discuss in
6.2.3 below.

6.1.2 Morphology of Causative Predicates

It is clear that a causative predicate is morphologically a single word. The
causative morpheme cannot be separated from its base verb. For example,
the causative morpheme alone cannot be repeated in the repetitive
constructions, as shown in (8)

(8) *Bokuwa Jon ni pano tabe-sase-ta  kotowa  saseta.
ITop JohnDat bread Acc eat-Caus-Past thing Foc Caus-Past

‘I did make John eat the bread.’
To be sure, it is possible to say (9a), as noted by Kuroda (1981).

(9)a. Boku wa Jon ni pano tabe wa s-ase-ta ga ...
ITop  John Dat bread Acc eat Foc do-Caus-Past but

‘I did make John eat the bread, but ...’

3Kuno (1973) attributes this observation to a personal communication from
James D. McCawley.

4Dubinsky (1985) claims that unaccusative verbs can form only o-causatives
but that some unergative verbs also form o-causatives, thus suggesting that
o-causatives are not restricted to unaccusative verbs. He terms the relevant
semantic feature [tprotagonist control] (see also Dubinsky 1994).
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b. Jonwa pano tabe wa shi-ta ga ...
John Top bread Acc eat Foc do-Past but

‘John did eat the bread, but ...

(9a) might seem to be a case of a particle separating the base verb and the
causative morpheme; but it can also be regarded as the causative form of
(9b) (Kato 1985, Miyagawa 1989b).5

A causative predicate can also participate as a whole in morphological
word formation. For example, it can undergo Renyookei Nominalization
(Ishikawa 1985). Examples include shir-ase (know-Caus) ‘news’, yar-ase
(do-Caus) ‘staged action’, maniaw-ase (be.in.time-Caus) ‘makeshift’,
o-sawag-ase (Pol-make.noise-Caus) ‘sensation, fuss’. (See also Kitagawa
1986 and Miyagawa 1989b for phonological evidence for the one-word
status of morphological causatives.)

However, it must be noted that a predicate can be causativized without
itself being a single morphological word. For example, periphrastic suru
verbs, which constitute two morphological words but one functional word,
can be causativized (e.g., benkyoo s-ase(-ru) ‘cause to study’). In this case
the causative morpheme forms a single word with the item to which it is
directly suffixed (see also Kuno 1987).

-(S)ase(-ru) is not the only causative morpheme in Japanese. There are
two related and sociolinguistically competing forms. One is -(s)as(-u),
which is used only in the coercive causative reading. Recently yet another
form -(a)sase(-ru) has appeared in the speech of young speakers (e.g., yom-
asase(-ru) ‘cause to read’), apparently limited to the permissive causative
reading. These related forms appear to have the same properties as the
corresponding readings of -(s)ase(-ru), and therefore they will not be
mentioned below.

51t must be noted, however, that Kuroda (1981, 1990) presents the following
sentence as a case where the causative morpheme occurs as an independent
surface word.

(i) Y%Jon wa Biru ni hon o yom-e-naku sase-ta.
John Top Bill Dat book Acc read-Pot-Neg Caus?-Past

‘John made Bill not able to read a book.’

Some speakers do accept this sentence, though the causative verb suru ‘make’ is
preferred. If sase in (i) is in fact the surface realization of the causative
morpheme, it must be explained why it does not surface as one word in sentences
like (8).
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6.2 Functional Structure and Biclausal Analysis

6.2.1 The Issue of Biclausality

As I pointed out briefly above, a major issue concerning the Japanese
morphological causative has been its biclausal properties. Shibatani (1973a,
1976a, b, 1978) and Kuno (1973, 1983) have claimed that Japanese
morphological causatives are biclausal in Deep Structure but monoclausal in
Surface Structure (see also Marantz 1984). Their arguments are made mostly
on the basis of evidence from ni-causatives, but they assume that their
conclusions are true of all morphological causative expressions in Japanese.
The evidence for the biclausality of Japanese morphological causatives
includes reflexivization (Kuroda 1965a, Shibatani 1973a, 1976a, 1978,
Kuno 1973) and honorification (Kuno 1983), which suggest that the causee
argument has subject properties, as well as verbal anaphora and the
ambiguity of adverb interpretation (Shibatani 1973a, 1976a, 1978).
Shibatani (1973a, 1976a, 1978) carefully contrasts these morphological
causatives with lexical causatives (semantically causative verbs that do not
have a causative morpheme),6 which do not exhibit these biclausal
properties. In the Transformational Grammar in which Shibatani and Kuno
were working at the time, the biclausal structure was reduced to a
monoclausal Surface Structure by Predicate Raising and subsequent Tree
Pruning of an S with no predicate.

A central task confronting later analyses of Japanese causatives has been
how to represent this kind of dual status of causative predicates in various
frameworks. Ishikawa (1985), for example, has proposed an LFG analysis of
this construction, and suggested that Japanese morphological causatives are
biclausal in f-structure (involving an XCOMP) and monoclausal in
c-structure. Working within Government and Binding Theory, Kitagawa
(1986) treats morphological causatives as monoclausal in D- and
S-Structure, but complex in LF. Dubinsky (1985, 1994) has proposed a
Relational Grammar account involving Clause Union or Predicate Union.

The dual status of causatives has also been treated in terms of a GB
analysis in which two different phrase structures are available to a sentence
at the same time (e.g., Zubizaretta 1987). Such proposals about Japanese
causatives have been made by Di Sciullo & Williams (1987) and by
Miyagawa (1987b). In this approach, Japanese morphological causatives
have a simplex structure in one structure (Di Sciullo & Williams’
morphological structure) and a complex structure in the other (Di Sciullo &

6There has been some confusion about the use of this term in the literature.
Givén (1976), for example, uses the term lexical causative to refer to
morphological (affixal) causatives.
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Williams’ syntactic structure). This approach is similar to Ishikawa’s LFG
analysis in the sense that two distinct structures are co-descriptions of the
same sentence and are simultaneously available.

One major point at which the present work diverge from these previous
works is that it does not treat all morphological causatives uniformly as
regards their biclausal properties. I will argue that coercive causatives are
functionally monoclausal, while permissive causatives and persuasive
causatives are functionally biclausal (although the data concerning
persuasive causatives are somewhat murky). In other words, sentence (1a) in
its coercive causative reading has a monoclausal f-structure with both John
and Bill governed by the predicate ‘cause to go’ (cf. (11a) in Chapter 2). By
contrast, sentence (1a) in its implicit permissive reading and sentence (1b) in
both persuasive and explicit permissive readings involve a biclausal
f-structure in which the base verb heads the XCOMP of the causative
morpheme (cf. (10a) Chapter 2).

6.2.2 Causativization of Intransitive Verbs

In support of this analysis, let us first consider evidence from the
causativization of an intransitive base verb. The first three pieces of evidence
concern the grammatical subject properties of a causee argument: subject
honorification, reflexivization, and control. The fourth and the fifth involve
adjunct interpretation and verbal anaphora.

6.2.2.1 Subject Honorification

First, consider subject honorification in the 0-V ni naru form (2.2.1.2). The
relevant question is whether the causative predicate as a whole or just the
base verb gets the honorific marking—i.e., whether we have o-V-(s)ase ni
naru or 0-V ni nar-aseru. If the base verb alone can get honorific marking,
such marking suggests that the logical subject of the base verb (causee) is
functionally a grammatical subject.

In the case of permissive causation, as Kuno (1983) has pointed out, it
is possible to place honorific marking on the base verb alone, whether the
causee is marked in the accusative or the dative; the causative morpheme
will then appear on naru and not on the base verb. In (10a) and (10b) below
honorific marking is placed on the base verb of yasum-ase(-ru) ‘cause to
have a rest’. These sentences are both acceptable to me, showing that both
dative- and accusative-marked causees can be the target of respect with regard
to subject honorification, and hence that they are functionally subjects.
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(10) a. Sensei ni wa [manzoku ga iku made] o-yasumi ni
teacher Dat Top satisfaction Nom go till H-rest Cop

nar-asete oku no ga ii deshoo.
become-Caus leave Nmz Nom good Cop

‘It would be good to leave the teacher to have a rest till he/she is

satisfied.’

b. Senseio  [manzoku ga ikumade] o-yasumi ni
teacher Acc satisfaction Nom go till H-rest Cop
nar-asete oku no ga ii deshoo.

become-Caus leave Nmz Nom good Cop

‘It would be good to leave the teacher to have a rest till he/she is
satisfied.’

In the case of inducing causation, it has generally been regarded as
impossible to place honorific marking on the base verb (see Shibatani 1978,
Kuno 1983). For example, (11) below, which is intended to represent
persuasive inducing causation, is unacceptable.

(11) *Karerawa [shiburu] sensei ni mo soko made
they Top hesitate teacher Dat too there as.far.as

o-hashiri ni nar-ase-ta.
H-run Cop become-Caus-Past

‘They made the hesitant teacher run there.’ (intended)

A large part of the problem with this honorific marking, however, appears
to be the pragmatic infelicity of a non-honorable person making an
honorable person do something. Much of this strangeness is removed when
honorific marking is also placed on the causative morpheme, so that the
causer as well as the causee is honored. An example is (12a). The
corresponding coercive o-causative in (12b) is much less acceptable.

(12) a. ?Kantokuwa kinori shi-nai Tanaka-sensei ni mo
manager Top unwilling Tanaka-teacher Dat too

sokomade  o-hashirini nar-ase-rare-mashi-ta.
there as.faras H-run Cop become-Caus-Hon-Pol-Past

‘The manager made the unwilling teacher Tanaka run there, too.’
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b. *Kantokuwa muriyari  Tanaka-sensei o
manager Top forcibly Tanaka-teacher Acc

sokomade  o-hashiri ni nar-ase-rare-mashi-ta.
there as.far.as H-run Cop become-Caus-Hon-Pol-Past

‘The manager forcibly made the teacher Tanaka run there, too.’
(intended)

The placing of honorific marking on the causativized verb as a whole
presents the reverse situation. Consider the sentences below, in which the
whole entire causative verbreceives o-V ni naru honorific marking.

(13)a. Senseiwa Jono muriyari o-hashir-ase ni  nat-ta.

teacher Top John Acc forcibly ~H-run-Caus Cop become-Past
“The teacher forcibly made John run.’

b. ??Sensei wa shiburu Jon ni mo o-hashir-ase ni  natta.
teacher Top hesitate John Dat too H-run-Caus Cop become-Past
‘The teacher made hesitant John run, too.’

c. 7?Sensei wa  [“iidaroo!” to itte] Jon ni mo
teacher Top good Comp say John Dat too

o-hashir-ase ni  nat-ta.
H-run-Caus Cop become-Past

‘The teacher made John run, too, saying “It is OK.””

d. ??[PRO mite mi-nu furi o shite] sensei wa
look look-Neg manner Acc do teacher Top
Jon o o-hashir-ase ni nat-ta.

John Acc H-run-Caus Cop become-Past
‘Pretending not to see it, the teacher let John run.’

The coercive o-causative sentence (13a) is acceptable; the persuasive
ni-causative sentence (13b) is unacceptable, as are both the explicit
permissive causative sentence (13c) and the implicit permissive causative
(13d). This is consistent with the present analysis (whereby coercive
causatives are functionally monoclausal but the other types are biclausal) if
subject honorific marking cannot be placed on a unit that corresponds to two
or more PREDs at f-structure (i.e., a unit having two or more SUBJs).”

7Cf. Dubinsky’s (1994:73) Subject Honorification Condition: in order to
trigger subject honorification, an NP must be a final 1 [=surface subject] in the
P-sector [=initial division] of the predicate on which the morphology is realized.
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Whatever the reason, however, such differences in the pattern of honorific
marking can be used to disambiguate causative sentences (see below).

6.2.2.2 Reflexivization

The next piece of evidence comes from reflexivization. First, both implicit
and explicit permissive causatives clearly allow the jibun = causee reading,
as shown in (14).

(14) Jonj wa  Mariij {ni/o} jibunj;no iede hatarak-asete oita.
John Top Mary Dat/Acc self Gen ~ house Loc work-Caus left
‘John let Mary work in his/her house.’

The same appears to be true of persuasive inducing causatives, but not
of coercive inducing causatives. Consider the sentences in (15).

(15) a. Jonj wa [PRO murio itte ] Mariij ni mo
John Top difficulty Acc say =~ Mary Dat too
jibunj j no iede hatarak-ase-ta.

self Gen  house Loc work-Caus-Past
‘John made Mary work in his/her house by asking a big favor.’

b. Jonjwa muriyari Mariijo jibunj9jno iede
John Top forcibly Mary Acc self Gen house Loc

hatarak-ase-ta.
work-Caus-Past

‘John forcibly made Mary work in his/?her house.’

c. Jon-senseijwa  Marii-senseijo  go-jibunj 99j no iede
John-teacher Top Mary-teacher Acc H-self Gen house Loc

o-hatarak-ase ni nari-mashi-ta.
H-work-Caus Cop become-Pol-Past

‘The teacher John had the teacher Mary work in his/*her house.’

(15a), an example of persuasive causation, shows that the reflexive jibun
can have a causee as well as a causer as its antecedent when the causee is
marked in the dative. (15b), on the other hand, shows that the accusative-
marked causee cannot naturally function as antecedent of jibun when the
sentence is interpreted as coercive causation. The contrast is especially clear
when the causativized verb as a whole receives honorific marking as in
(15c¢), which reinforces the coercive causation reading.

Thus, just as with subject honorification, reflexivization patterns show
that the causee of the coercive causative is not a grammatical subject and
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hence that the coercive causative is functionally monoclausal; the causee of
the other causative types is a grammatical subject, and hence they are
functionally biclausal.

6.2.2.3 Control

The third type of evidence involves control. First, both implicit and explicit
permissive causatives readily allow the subject of an adverbial clause to be
controlled by a causee as well as a causer. This is true in (16), in which the
subject of a -nagara clause is controlled.

(16)  [PRO oogoe o dashi-nagara]  sensei wa
loud.voice Acc utter-while teacher Top

sono seito-tachi {ni/o} hashir-asete oita.
the student-Pl Dat/Acc run-Caus left

“The teacher made the students run, shouting in a loud voice.’

The same is also true (though somewhat less clearly) of persuasive inducing
causatives but it is not true of coercive causatives. This is shown in (17a)
and (17b).

(17) a. [PRO oogoe o dashi-nagara]  sensei wa
loud.voice Acc utter-while teacher Top
shiburu seito-tachi ni mo hashir-ase-ta.
hesitate student-Pl Dat too  run-Caus-Past

‘The teacher made hesitant students run, shouting in a loud voice.’

b. [PRO oogoe o dashi-nagara] sensei wa
loud.voice Acc utter-while  teacher Top

(muriyari) shiburu seito-tachio  hashir-ase-ta.
forcibly hesitate student-Pl Acc run-Caus-Past

‘Shouting in a loud voice, the teacher forcibly made hesitant
students run.’

In my judgment sentence (17a) allows the controller of the subject of the
embedded clause to be either a causer or a causee, consistent with the
biclausal analysis of this construction. (The controller = causee reading is
more clearly available when the adverbial clause is stressed.) (17b), on the
other hand, is not ambiguous: the embedded subject can only be interpreted
as controlled by the causer. Again, coercive causatives stand apart from the
other types; the control data support a biclausal analysis of all types except
coercive causatives.

It should be noted that the control of the subject of -nagara clause by
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the causee in the coercive reading is relatively more acceptable when the
adjunct clause is adjacent to the main predicate, as in the following sentence.

(18) Senseiwa muriyari [shiburu seito-tachi] o
teacher Top forcibly hesitate student-Pl Acc

[PRO oogoe o dashi-nagara] hashir-ase-ta.
loud.voice Acc utter-while  run-Caus-Past

‘The teacher forcibly made the hesitant students run, shouting in a
loud voice.’

This observation, however, is not inconsistent with the functional
monoclausality of this sentence. As pointed out in Chapter 2 (sec. 2.2.1.3),
the subject of a -nagara clause can be controlled by the logical subject when
the -nagara clause is adjacent to the predicate. The control pattern seen in
(18) is available because of the logical subject status of the causee
argument.

6.2.2.4 Adjunct Interpretation

We turn next to adjunct interpretation. Adverbial modification of the base
verb or the causative morpheme alone is restricted in coercive causatives,
while the other causatives (especially permissive causatives) readily allow
adverbials to modify either verb. First, consider manner adverbials.
Permissive causatives allow a manner adverbial to modify the base verb
alone, as shown in (19).

(19) Jonwa  yukkuri sono uma {o/ni mo} hashir-asete oita.
John Top slowly the horse Acc/Dattoo run-Caus left
‘John let the horse run slowly.’

The adverbial yukkuri in (19) can readily be interpreted as modifying the
base verb alone (especially when the adverb is stressed). The same pattern is
observed in persuasive inducing causatives, but not in coercive inducing
causatives. Consider the causatives in (20). (20a) is interpreted in the
persuasive causation reading, and (20b), the coercive causation reading.

(20)a. Jon wa yukkuri [shiburu] Biru ni (mo) hashir-ase-ta.
John Top slowly hesitate Bill Dat too run-Caus-Past
‘John made hesitant Bill run slowly.’

b. ?2Jonwa  yukkuri muriyari Biruo hashir-ase-ta.
John Top slowly forcibly Bill Acc run-Caus-Past
‘John forcibly made Bill run slowly.’

The adverbial yukkuri in (20a) can be interpreted as modifying Bill’s
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running. In (20b), on the other hand, the same adverbial can be only
marginally interpreted as modifying the caused process. (The modification of
the causation event is semantically strange.)

It is not true, however, that manner adverbials can never modify the
base verb alone in coercive causatives. Such modification is possible when
the adverbial is placed in certain positions (cf. Miyagawa 1980, Ishikawa
1985). An example is (21), in which the manner adverbial occurs adjacent to
the causative verb .

(21) Jonwa  muriyari kodomoo yukkuri aruk-ase-ta.
John Top forcibly child Acc slowly  walk-Caus-Past

‘John forcibly made the child walk slowly.’

This reading is possible because such a manner adverbial is interpreted with
respect to the logical subject of the base verb, just as in the -nagara clause
above.

A somewhat different pattern of adverbial modification obtains with
time and place adverbials. Shibatani (1976a) claims that, in morphological
causatives in general, time and place adverbials are interpreted as modifying
the caused event if the causing and the caused events take place at two
different times or locations, or as modifying both causing and caused events
if they both take place at the same time or location. This means that such
adverbials cannot be interpreted as indicating the time or location of the
causing event only. This observation is consistent with the unacceptability
of (22a) and (22b) below as coercive causative sentences. The
unacceptability is not simply due to semantic factors, since it is possible to
say (23a) and (23b), in which the time or location of the causing event is
expressed within an adverbial clause, not as an adjunct of the causative
predicate.

(22) a. MJonwa  muriyari sono heyade
John Top forcibly the room Loc

urusai sono ko o tonarino heyade  asob-ase-ta.
noisy the child Acc nextGen room Loc play-Caus-Past

‘In the room John forcibly made the noisy child play in the
next room.’
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b. 2?7?00 wa kinyoobi ni muriyari
King Top Friday Loc forcibly
doyoobi ni meshitsukai o ie ni kaer-ase-ta.
Saturday Time servant Acc house Goal return-Caus-Past

‘On Friday, the King forcibly made the servant go back home
on Saturday.’

(23) a. Jonwa [sono heyade  kitsuku shikaritsukete]
John Top the room Loc severely scold

urusai sono ko o tonari no heyade  asob-ase-ta.
noisy the child Acc next Gen room Loc play-Caus-Past

‘Scolding him/her severely in the room, John made the noisy
child play in the next room.’

b. Oowa [kinyoobi ni meireio dashite] muriyari
King Top Friday Loc order Acc issue forcibly

doyoobi ni meshitsukai o ie ni kaer-ase-ta.
Saturday Time servant Acc house Goal return-Caus-Past

‘Issuing an order on Friday, the King forcibly made the servant
go back home on Saturday.’

This restriction on the adverbial modification of the causative morpheme
only is consistent with the functional monoclausal analysis of coercive
causatives.

However, the restriction does not hold for all types of causatives.
Permissive causatives appear to allow time and place adverbials to modify
either the causing or the caused event, as long as such a reading is
pragmatically plausible. For example (24a) and (24b) below are possible in
the permissive causative reading. This suggests that such causatives have
biclausal f-structure.

(24)a. Sono heyade Jonwa  kodomo o
the room Loc John Top child Acc

omouzonbun tonarino heyade  asob-asete i-ta.
satisfactorily next Gen room Loc play-Caus Asp-Past

‘In the room, John allowed the child to play in the next room as
much as he/she likes.’
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b. ?Sono toki, Jonwa Marii ni mo
the time John Top Mary Dattoo

tsugoo no ii  toki ni kaer-ase-ta.
convenient time Time return-Caus-Past

‘At that time, John let Mary go home whenever was convenient to
her.’

6.2.2.5 Verbal Anaphora

Finally, consider verbal anaphora. Shibatani (1976a:249) claims that
anaphoric soo suru ‘do so’ can replace the complement of the causative
morpheme. In my judgment, this replaceability subtly depends on the type
of causatives, in a way predicted by the present analysis. With permissive
causatives, soo suru replacement is completely possible regardless of the
case marking of the causee.

(25) Jonwa  Marii {o/ni}  hashir-asete oi-ta.
John Top Mary Acc/Dat run-Caus leave-Past

Biru {mo/ni mo} soo s-asete  oi-ta.
Bill too/Dat too so do-Caus leave-Past

‘John let Mary run. He let Bill do so, too.’

Persuasive causatives are similar to permissive causatives in this respect;
but coercive causatives are somewhat different. Consider (26a) and (26b).

(26) a. Jonwa  shiburu Marii ni mo  sokomade hashir-ase-ta.
John Top hesitate Mary Dat even there as.far.as run-Caus-Past

Biru ni mo soo s-ase-ta.
Bill Dat too so do-Caus-Past

‘John made hesitant Mary run there. He made Bill do so, too.’

b. onwa  muriyari Mariio hashir-ase-ta.
John Top forcibly Mary Acc run-Caus-Past

Biru mo soo s-ase-ta.
Bill too so do-Caus-Past

‘John forcibly made Mary run. He made Bill do so, too.’
What (26) shows is that a ni-causative involving persuasive causation

allows the replacement of a complement by soo suru, while this is not
possible with a coercive o-causative without some loss of acceptability.

8The following sentence is acceptable, though stylistically awkward.
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In sum, the arguments presented in 6.2.2.1 through 6.2.2.5 above all
support the functional monoclausality of coercive causatives and biclausality
of the other types.

6.2.3 Causativization of Transitive Verbs

As has been mentioned, accusative case marking of a causee is not possible
with causatives formed from a transitive base verb. This does not mean,
however, that there are no cases of coercive causatives (or implicit
permissive causatives) with a transitive base verb; rather, coercive causation
is expressed with ni marking on the causee. That is, the semantic contrast
between o-causatives and ni-causatives is neutralized when the base verb is
transitive (Kuroda 1965a).

This is most clearly seen in the ni marking of an inanimate causee. In
the case of causatives with an intransitive base verb, a non-sentient entity
cannot be a ni-marked causee, as it does not possess any will of its own to
which a causer might appeals in persuasive (and explicit permissive)
causatives. However, ni marking of an inanimate causee is possible with a
coercive causative formed from a transitive base verb, as in (27).9

27) Jonwa sono kikai ni gasu o funshutsu s-ase-ta.
John Top the machine Dat gas Acc spout-Caus-Past

‘John made the machine spout out the gas.’

Some transitive-based causatives with a human causee can also be regarded

(i) Jon wa soko ni itta. Nani ga kare o0 soo s-ase-ta no ka.
John Top there Goal went what Nom he Acc so do-Caus-Past Q

‘John went there. What made him do so?’

Presumably this sentence is not a case of coercive causation but of persuasive
causation.

91t is not entirely clear whether the semantic distinction between ni-causatives
and o-causatives is completely neutralized in causatives with a transitive base
verb. Ishikawa (1985) cites the unacceptability of (i) below to suggest that
causatives with a transitive base verb must have a sentient causee, unlike
o-causatives with an intransitive base verb.

(i) *Jon wa sono hiitaa ni  heya o atatame-sase-ta.
John Top the heater Dat room Acc warm-Caus-Past

‘John made the heater warm the room.’ (intended)
However, this is not convincing, given that (ii) is awkward to begin with.

(ii) ?Sono hiitaa ga heya o atatame-ta.
the heater Nom room Acc warm-Past

‘The heater warmed the room.” (intended)
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as coercive. In coercive causation, the caused event is causer-controlled
(6.1.1 above). The sentences in (28) are coercive causatives by this
definition.

(28)a. Senseiwa seitoni  kyookasho o yom-ase-ta.
teacher Top pupil Dat textbook Acc read-Caus-Past

‘The teacher made the pupils read the textbook.’

b. Hahaoyawa akanbooni zubono hak-ase-ta.
mother Top baby Dat  pants Acc put.on-Caus-Past

“The mother made the baby put on the pants (dressed the baby in
the pants).’

In (28a), the teacher exercises his/her authority as a teacher to bring about
the caused event, so that the caused event does not depend on the will of the
causees. In (28b), the mother acts on the pants as well as the baby to bring
about the caused event, so that the caused event can be accomplished
without appealing to the will (decision) of the causee. A reading similar to
(28Db) is possible with causative predicates such as tabe-sase(-ru) (eat-Caus)
‘make ... eat, feed’, nom-ase(-ru) (drink-Caus) ‘make ... drink, feed’, shir-
ase(-ru) (know-Caus) ‘let ... know, inform’, and kik-ase(-ru) (hear-Caus)
‘let ... hear’. In all of these cases, the causee is in some sense the recipient
of the whole action. (Certain ditransitive lexical causatives like kise(-ru)
‘put ... on (someone’s body), dress’, mise(-ru) ‘show’, and oshie(-ru)
‘teach’ have similar meanings.) I will call this subtype of coercive
causatives the hak-aseru type.

In what follows, I will present evidence showing that coercive inducing
causatives formed from a transitive base verb are functionally monoclausal,
while persuasive inducing causatives and permissive causatives are
functionally biclausal—just as was the case with causatives formed from an
intransitive base verb.

6.2.3.1 Subject Honorification

The first type of evidence comes from honorific marking with o-V ni
nar(-u). Honorific marking can be placed on the transitive base verb to
which the causative morpheme is suffixed, i.e., 0-V ni nar-ase(-ru) (Kuno
1983). In this case, the causative is interpreted as a permissive causative, or
(though not totally naturally) as a persuasive inducing causative. (29a) is a
case of permissive causation and (29b) is a case of persuasive inducing
causation. However, coercive inducing causation reading is not available
with honorific marking on the base verb, as shown in (29c¢).
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(29) a. Sensei ni wa [manzoku no iku made] sono hon o
teacher Dat Top satisfaction Gen go till the book Acc
o-yomi ni  nar-asete oki-mash-oo.

H-read Cop become-Caus leave-Pol-Hor
‘Let’s let the teacher read the book till he/she is satisfied.’

b. ?Daijin wa [PRO shikiri ni susumete] oosama ni mo
minister Top  eagerly  recommend King Dat too
sono hon o o-yomi ni nar-ase-rare-mashi-ta.
the book Acc H-read Cop become-Caus-Hon-Pol-Past
‘Recommending it eagerly, the minister made the King read the
book.’

c. *Sono senseiwa  Yamadasenseini sono hon o
the  teacher Top Yamadateacher Dat the book Acc
muriyari o-yomi ni nar-ase-rare-mashi-ta.
forcibly H-read Cop become-Caus-Hon-Pol-Past
‘The teacher forcibly made the teacher Yamada read the book.’

The mirror-image difference is observed when honorific marking is
placed on the causativized verb as a whole, i.e., 0-V-(s)ase ni nar(-u). Such
forms must assume the coercive causation reading. One example is (30).

(30) Senseiwa Jon ni sono hon o 0-yom-ase ni natta.
teacher Top John Dat the book Acc H-read-Caus Cop became

‘The teacher made John read the book.’

This sentence can be interpreted only as a coercive causative; it goes
naturally with an adverbial like muriyari ‘forcibly’, but it cannot take
adjuncts that are compatible only with persuasive inducing causation or
permissive causation, as shown in (31).

(31)a. ?Sensei wa [PRO shikiri ni susumete] nantoka kare ni mo
teacher Top eagerly  recommend somehow he Dat too

sono hon o o-yom-ase ni nari-mashi-ta.
the book Acc H-read-Caus Cop become-Pol-Past

‘Recommending it eagerly, the teacher managed to make him read
the book, too.’ (persuasive causation)
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b. ??Senseiwa [PRO “iidaroo!’ to itte] Jon ni mo
teacher Top OK Comp say John Dat too
sono hon o 0-yom-ase ni nari-mashi-ta.
the book Acc H-read-Caus Cop become-Pol-Past

‘Saying, “It is OK”, the teacher let John read that book.’
(explicit permission)

c. *Senseiwa [PRO mite mi-nu furi o shite] Jon ni
teacher Top look look-Neg manner Acc do]  John Dat
sono hon o o-yom-ase ni nari-mashi-ta.

the book Acc H-read-Caus Cop become-Pol-Past

‘Pretending not to notice it, the teacher let John read that book.’
(implicit permission)

This pattern of subject honorification is identical with that observed in
causatives formed from intransitive base verbs.

6.2.3.2 Adjunct Interpretation, Reflexivization, and Control
The functional monoclausality of coercive causatives with a transitive base
verb is also evidenced by the facts of adjunct interpretation. Consider (32).

(32)a. Senseiwa Jon ni odayakana hyoojoo de
teacher Top John Dat mild expression Inst

sono hon o yom-ase-ta.
the bookAcc read-Caus-Past

‘The teacher had John read the book with a mild expression.’
(ambiguous)

b. Senseiwa Jon ni odayakana hyoojoo de
teacher Top John Dat mild expression Inst

sono hon o o-yom-ase ni natta.
the book Acc H-read-Caus Cop become-Past

‘With a mild expression, the teacher made John read the book.’

Sentence (32b) is a coercive causative, given the honorific marking on the
whole causativized verb, while (32a) need not. In (32a) the adverbial phrase
odayakana hyoojoo de ‘with a mild expression’ is interpreted as
ambiguous. In (32b), however, the adverbial phrase is readily interpreted
with respect to the causative morpheme, but not naturally with respect to
the caused event. This suggests that, as observed in 6.2.2.4, when a
causative sentence is interpretable only in the coercive reading, the
interpretation of adjunct modification is restricted—a sign of functional
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monoclausality.

The evidence of reflexivization is also consistent with the monoclausal
analysis of coercive causatives. While both a causer and a causee can be an
antecedent of jibun in (33a), only the causer is fully natural as an antecedent
when honorific marking is placed on the causative predicate as a whole, as
in (33b).

(33)a. Jonjwa Mariijni hono jibunj j no  heyade
John Top Mary Dat book Acc self Gen room Loc

yom-ase-ta.
read-Caus-Past

‘John made Mary read a book in his/her room’

b.  Koochoo-senseij wa ~ Mariko-senseijni  hon o

president Top Mariko-teacher Dat book Acc
go-jibunj 99j no heyade  o-yom-ase ni natta.
H-self Gen room Loc H-read-Caus Cop became

“The president made the teacher Mariko read a book in his/??her
room.’

The same pattern holds true of control. The causee can be a controller
naturally in (34a) but not in the coercive causative (34b).

(34)a.  Senseijwa Jonjni [PRO;j; terebio mi-nagara)
teacher Top John Dat television Acc watch-while
hon o yom-ase-ta.

book Acc read-Caus-Past
“The teacher made John read a book while watching TV.’
(ambiguous)
b. Senseijwa Jonjni [PROj99j terebio mi-nagara ]
teacher Top John Dat television Acc watch-while

hon o o-yom-ase ni natta.
book Acc  H-read-Caus Cop became

‘Watching TV, the teacher made John read a book.’
(unambiguous)

6.2.3.3 Desiderativization and Passivization

Further evidence for the present proposal comes from desiderativization and
passivization of causative predicates. In Chapter 5 (sec. 5.5) I argued that
nominative case marking of an object is permitted only when the predicate
that governs it in functional structure is stative. This means that if the
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placement of the stativizing desiderative -tai on the causative morpheme
permits the nominative marking of an object NP, then the causative
predicate must be functionally monoclausal. The object case marking of
desiderativized causative predicates is in fact consistent with the present
analysis of causatives as well as desideratives. Here nominative marking of
the object is allowed only in the case of coercive causation, as shown in
(35a) and (35b).

(35)a. Bokuwa kodomo ni konna hon {ga/o} yom-ase-takat-ta.
I Top child Dat like.this book Nom/Acc read-Caus-want-Past

‘I wanted to make my child read this kind of book’
(‘I wanted to buy (borrow) this kind of book for my child to read.’)

b. Bokuwa Jon ni wa manzoku ga iku made
ITop  JohnDatFoc satisfaction Nom go till

sono hon {*ga/o} yom-ase-takat-ta.
the book Nom/Acc read-Caus-want-Past

‘I wanted to let John read the book till he got satisfied.’

Sentence (35a), which can be interpreted as a coercive causative, allows the
nominative case marking of the object. Given the meaning of (35b), on the
other hand, this sentence cannot be interpreted as coercive, and nominative
marking is excluded.

Nominative-marking desiderativized coercive causatives exhibit other
properties of functionally monoclausal predicate. For example, the jibun =
causee reading is not acceptable in nominative-marking desiderativized
causatives such as (36). This reading is acceptable if nominative marking on
the object NP is replaced by accusative marking.

(36) Bokuj wa musumejni jibun;j jno hon ga yom-ase-takat-ta.
I Top daughter Dat self Gen book Nom read-Caus-want-Past

‘I wanted my daughter to read his/*her book.’

Finally, consider the passivizability of the causative of a transitive verb.
Since Harada (1973), it has often been claimed that the object of the base
verb cannot be the subject of the passivized causative verb, though the
causee can. Consider sentences (37b) and (37c), which are passive
counterparts of (37a). The difference between (37b) and (37c¢) is that the
passive subject is the causee in (37b), while it is the base patient in (37c).
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(37) a. Jonwa Biruni sono hono yom-ase-ta.
John Top Bill Dat the book Acc read-Caus-Past

‘John made Bill read the book.’

b. Biruwa Jonni sono hono yom-ase-rare-ta.
Bill Top Johnby the  book Acc read-Caus-Pass-Past

‘Bill was made to read the book by John.’

c. *Sono honwa Jon ni Biru ni  yom-ase-rare-ta.
the book Top John by Bill Dat read-Caus-Pass-Past

‘The book was made by John to be read by Bill.’ (intended)

As shown, (37b) is acceptable, but (37c) is not. The unacceptability of
sentences like (37c) has been related to the biclausality of morphological
causatives (e.g., Inoue 1976a, Marantz 1984). However, Ishikawa (1985)
has observed that some speakers do accept certain passivized causative
sentences with the patient of a base verb as passive subject. (38a) is
Ishikawa’s example; (38b), my own example, sounds more acceptable than
(38a).

(38) a. ?[PRO Fukei o kanshin s-aseru tame] totemo muzukashii
parents Acc admire-Caus Pur  particularly difficult

jiga (sensei ni yotte) kodomo-tachi ni kak-ase-rare-ta.
letter Nom teacher by child-PI Dat write-Caus-Pass-Past

‘In order to impress the parents, particularly difficult (Chinese)
characters were made (by the teacher) to be written by the children.’

b. Sono gohanwa mada dare ni mo tabe-sase-rarete i-nai.
the  food Top yet anyoneDattoo eat-Caus-Pass Asp-Neg

‘The food has not yet been made to be eaten by anyone.’

For our purpose, the point of interest here is that sentences like these are
acceptable only in coercive causation reading. ((38a) represents authority-
based causation, while (38b) is the hak-aseru type of coercive causative
(sec. 6.3.2), in which the causee is the recipient of the whole event). This
observation is consistent with the proposed monoclausal analysis of the
coercive causative, and biclausal analysis of the other three causatives.

The acceptability of sentences like those in (38) constitutes
counterevidence to Miyagawa’s (1989b) account of passivization in
Japanese. He claims that passive morpheme -rare absorbs the case-
assigning ability of the verb to which it is directly suffixed, although certain
“transparent” morphemes can intervene. (He characterizes a transparent
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morpheme as one that “does not alter the fundamental lexical properties of
its base (i.e., lexical category, case, and thematic role)” (p. 186). Miyagawa
claims that the causative morpheme -(s)ase cannot be regarded as
transparent; therefore, he claims, -rare cannot absorb the case-assigning
ability of the base verb, and hence the base patient cannot be a passive
subject. The existence of sentences in (38), however, suggests that this
account cannot be maintained. The functional complexity determined by
each morpheme in a complex predicate must be taken into account.

6.2.3.4 The Case Marking of the Causee and the Double-o Constraint
One problematic issues involved in Japanese morphological causatives is
how to rule out the accusative marking of a causee in the causativization of
a transitive verb. As mentioned in 2.2.2.2, this prohibition has been
explained in terms of the double-o constraint, which in this case is the
“deep” prohibition against two direct object NPs being governed by a single
predicate rather than the “surface” prohibition against two cooccurring
o-marked NPs (Kuroda 1978, Poser 1983). This double-o constraint,
however, is difficult to accommodate in a functional biclausal analysis of
causatives in Japanese (see Ishikawa 1985, Miyagawa 1987b). If Japanese
morphological causatives are functionally biclausal, then the two object
NPs (i.e., the patient of causation (i.e., causee) and the patient of the base
verb) will appear in two different clauses in f-structure, and so the deep
double-o constraint (which checks the number of direct objects in a single
clause) does rule out such a case. To handle this situation, Ishikawa
(1985:100) had to resort to a rather ad hoc operation of Object Function
Sharing, by which the OBJ of an XCOMP (headed by the base verb) is
shared by the upper causative verb (s)ase.

In the present analysis this problem is solved in the following way.
Causatives in which a causee is marked in the accusative are coercive
inducing causatives and implicit permissive causatives. In the case of
coercive causation, I have argued that causative predicates are functionally
monoclausal. Therefore at the level of f-structure the two would-be direct
object (the causee and the patient of the base verb) would both be in the
same clause, and accordingly such a sentence would be ruled out by the deep
double-o constraint. Instead, the causee is realized as an indirect object, and
marked with ni.

The deep double-o constraint as formulated herein does not rule out the
two accusative NPs appearing in an implicit permissive causative, given
that such causatives are functionally biclausal. In fact, this appears to be
consistent with the facts: implicit permissive causatives do not rule out the
occurrence of two accusative NPs, at least not as clearly as do coercive
causatives. For example, (39a) sounds somewhat better than (39b).
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(39) a. ??2Jon wa Biruo sono-mama hon o yom-asete oita.
John Top Bill Acc as.it.is book Acc read-Caus leave-Past
‘John let Mary continue to read a book.’

b. *Jonwa  Mariio muriyari sono hon o yom-ase-ta.
John Top Mary Acc forcibly the book Acc read-Caus-Past
‘John forcibly made Mary read the book.” (intended)

Furthermore, some speakers find that the replacement of o by mo
significantly improves double-o permissive causative sentences, indicating
that what is involved here is the “surface” double-o constraint, while this is
not the case with coercive causatives, as shown in (40).

(40) a. (DJonwa  Marii mo sono-mama hon o yom-asete oita.
John Top Mary too as.it.is book Acc read-Caus left
‘John left Mary to continue to read a book, too.’
b. *Jonwa  Marii mo muriyari sono hon o yom-ase-ta.
John Top Mary too forcibly the book Acc read-Caus-Past
‘John forcibly made Mary read the book.” (intended)
These observations suggest that permissive causatives are in fact not subject

to the deep double-o constraint. This is consistent with the current analysis,
in which permissive causatives are functionally biclausal.!0

10The present account of causativization in Japanese is also consistent with the

patterns evidenced by multiple causativization. Examples (i) and (ii), first of all,
suggest that coercive inducing causatives allow double but not triple
causativization of an intransitive verb (Farmer 1984; cf. Miyagawa 1980,
Shibatani 1976a).

(i) Tarowa  (muriyari) Jiro ni Hanako o ik-ase-sase-ta.
Taro Top forcibly  Jiro Dat Hanako Acc go-Caus-Caus-Past

“Taro (forcibly) made Jiro make Hanako go.’

(ii) ?77Taro wa (muriyari) Jiro ni Hanako ni Mari o ik-ase-sase-sase-ta.
Taro Top forcibly Jiro Dat Hanako Dat Mari Acc go-Caus-Caus-Past
“Taro (forcibly) made Jiro make Hanako make Mari go.’

By contrast, permissive causatives much more readily accept double and even
triple causativization, as suggested by the following sentences.

(iii) Sensei wa okusan ni kodomo o asob-ase-sasete oita.
teacher Top wife Dat  child Acc play-Caus-Caus left

“The teacher let his wife let the child play.’
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6.3 Argument Structure of Japanese Causatives

In the previous sections, I have argued that Japanese morphological
causatives are functionally biclausal or monoclausal, depending on the type
of causation they represent. The question I now turn to is their argument
structure. It has been proposed that various readings of Japanese causatives
are to be distinguished by differences in their argument structure or some
analogous structure. For example, Kuroda (1965a), Kuno (1973), Shibatani
(1973), Harada (1973), and Inoue (1986a) have claimed that ni-causatives
(which they assume to be only permissive or let-causatives) are raising
predicates, and the causative morpheme in this case has a causer and a caused
event as its thematic arguments. The o-causatives (which they assume to be
only coercive or make causatives), on the other hand, are claimed to be
control (equi) predicates, and the causative morpheme in this case takes a
causer, a causee, and a caused event as its thematic arguments (cf. Alsina
1992; see Nakau 1973 and Tonoike 1978 for a different view). Shibatani
(1978) argues that the four types of causatives (my persuasive, coercive,
explicit permissive, and implicit permissive) have different thematic role
assignment patterns, as represented in (41).

(41) a. persuasive Cause <agent, event <agent, ... >>
b. coercive Cause <agent, patient, event <agent, ... >>
c. explicit permissive Cause <agent, event <agent, ... >>
d. implicit permissive Cause <experiencer, event <theme, ... >>

In this account, persuasive causatives and explicit permissive causatives
(i.e., ni-causatives) do not differ in the thematic roles of their arguments.

In my view, the argument structures of the four types of causatives can
be characterized as follows. First, consider the persuasive and coercive

(iv) Mihari wa sono otoko ni mo okusan ni kodomo o
guard Top the  man Dat wife Dat  child Acc

asob-ase-sase-sasete  oita.
play-Caus-Caus-Caus left

“The guard let the man let his wife let the child play.’

Given the independent, XCOMP status of complementation in permissive
causatives, this kind of productive multiple causativization is not surprising.

The reduced acceptability of (ii) above might be attributed to the cooccurrence
of two indirect objects in one f-structure. This view is consistent with Farmer’s
(1984) observation (based on coercive inducing causative sentences) that a
transitive verb yields reduced acceptability when doubly causativized, and a
ditransitive verb, even when singly causativized.
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causatives. The causative morpheme (s)ase takes causer, causee, and event
as its arguments in both readings. This view differs sharply from
Shibatani’s view of persuasive causatives, in which the causative morpheme
does not subcategorize for a causee. The evidence for the presence of a causee
argument in persuasive causatives is that the causative morpheme in this
reading clearly places a semantic restriction on what can be a causee
(Tonoike 1978): it must be a volitional entity, which can exercise its
control over the caused event.

Shibatani’s analysis, in which the causative morpheme does not assign
a thematic role to a causee in the persuasive causative, is motivated by his
treatment of the ni case marking of the causee: he proposes to treat it in the
same way as a demoted agent in a passive sentence, which is also ni-marked.
However, the ni-marking of a causee is clearly different from the ni-marking
of a demoted subject in passive sentences. For example, ni-marking of a
causee is replaced by e no or ni taisuru when the causative predicate is
nominalized, as in (42). This is the pattern that dative/goal ni exhibits. The
ni-marking on a passive agent appears, by contrast, as ni yoru in nominals.

(42) Marii no Jon {e no/ni taisuru} honno  yom-ase-kata
Mary Gen John Goal Gen/against book Gen read-Caus-way

‘Mary’s way of making John read a book’

In my view, one central difference between the argument structures of
coercive and persuasive inducing causatives is that the former selects for a
SUBEVENT, while the latter selects for an EVENT. This difference is a
reflection of the fact that the embedded event in coercive causatives is causer-
controlled, and in this sense the caused event is not independent of the
causing event but is closely interwoven with it. This can be most clearly
seen in the hak-aseru type of coercive causative, in which the causer acts on
the patient of the base verb as well as on the causee. The difference between
SUBEVENT and EVENT results in a difference in the complexity of the
f-structures onto which these two causatives are mapped.

Another difference is that the causee in persuasive causatives is purely
Recipient, while the causee in coercive causatives has characteristics of
Patient as well. The evidence for this comes from the following Patient test
(cf. Jackendoff 1972): a coercive causative sentence (43b) can be an answer
to the Patient-frame question (43a), but a persuasive causative sentence (43c)
cannot.

(43) a. Johnwa Biruni nanio shi-mashita-ka
John Top Bill Dat what Acc do-Pol-Past Q

‘What did John do to Bill?’
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b. Kareo soko ni ik-ase-mashi-ta.
he Acc there  go-Caus-Pol-Past

‘He made him go there.” (coercive causative)

c. Kareni soko ni ik-ase-mashi-ta.
he Dat there go-Caus-Pol-Past

‘He made him go there.” (persuasive causative)

The argument structure of (1b) above when interpreted as a persuasive
causative sentence can be represented as (44a), which would be mapped onto
the functional structure (44b). The argument structure of (1a) as a coercive
causative sentence is represented as (45a), which would be mapped onto the
functional structure (45b). (Following Ishikawa (1985) who treats the
ni-marked causee as OBJ2, I will treat it as OBJrecip).!!

(44) persuasive causative

a. REL ‘cause <AGENT, RECIPIENT, EVENT>’
AGENT [REL ‘John’]
RECIPIENT [REL ‘Bill’]
EVENT REL ‘run <AGENT>’
AGENT
b. PRED ‘cause <SUBJ, OBlrecip, XCOMP>’
SUBJ [PRED ‘John’]
OBJrecip [PRED ‘Bill’]
PRED ‘run <SUBJ>’
XCOMP SUBJ

(45) coercive causative

a. REL ‘cause <AGENT, PATIENT, SUBEVENT>’
AGENT [REL ‘John’]
PATIENT [REL ‘Bill’]

REL  ‘run<AGENT>’
BEVENT
SU [AGENI‘ ————J——"

11Recipiem objects in Japanese can be marked either in the dative (e.g., the

objects of kisu suru ‘kiss’, kamitsuku ‘bite at’, hantai suru ‘oppose’, etc.) or in
the accusative (e.g., the object of nagusameru ‘console’); either kind of
recipient object can become a passive subject.
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b. PRED ‘cause-to-run <SUBJ, OBJ>’
SUBIJ [PRED ‘John’ ]
OBJ [PRED ‘Bill’ ]

In the case of functionally biclausal (i.e., persuasive) causatives, the subject
of the embedded clause is functionally controlled by the object of the upper
clause. In the case of functionally monoclausal (i.e., coercive) causatives,
the logical subject of the embedded clause is linked to the patient of the
upper clause by argument “fusion” in a-structure (Alsina & Joshi 1991,
Alsina 1992, 1993).

In the present analysis, the case-marking difference between persuasive
and coercive causatives with an intransitive base verb is a reflection of the
above difference between Recipient and Recipient-Patient causee. The pure
Recipient is marked with ni. With an intransitive base verb the Recipient-
Patient realizes as a direct object with o marking; with a transitive base
verb, it realizes as an indirect object with ni marking in the presence of a
more prototypical patient (base patient).!2

12 exical mapping with coercive causatives in Japanese is essentially the same

as with Kichaga causatives, or in fact with any ditransitive predicate in an
“object-symmetrical” language (Alsina 1992). In the Lexical Mapping Theory of
Alsina (1992) and Bresnan & Zaenen (1990), this mapping would be as follows.
(Here I will assume, with Alsina, that the “indirect” object in ditransitive verbs
is OBJ, and the “direct” object is OBJpt.) The Recipient-Patient of the causative
is intrinsically classified as [-r], whereas the Patient of the base verb is
classified as [-r] or [+0] (see 2.1.3.2). This would make (i) a valid mapping,
while (ii) is ruled out because of the violation of the Function-argument
Biuniqueness Condition.

i I |

@ Cause <Agent, Recipient-Patient, <Agent, Patient>>

Intrinsic [-o] [-r] [+0]

Mapping Principles [-1] [+0] [+1]
SUBJ OBJ OBJpt

ii I

(i Cause <Agent, Recipient-Patient, <Agent, Patient>>

Intrinsic [-o] [-r] [-r]

Mapping Principles [-r] [+o] [+o]

* SUBJ OBJ OBJ

On the other hand, when passivization applies and the Agent is suppressed,
either role with [-r] may become the subject, as in (iii).



156 / Complex Predicates in Japanese

The two types of permissive causatives also have different argument
structures. Explicit permissive causatives place a restriction on the causee
and thus subcategorize for a causee argument, while implicit causatives do
not. For example, (46a) is acceptable, while (46b) is not.

(46)a. Jonwa sono yasaio kusar-asete  oita.
John Top the vegetable Acc go.bad-Caus leave-Past

‘John let the vegetables go bad.” (implicit permissive)

b. ??2Jon wa  sono Yyasai ni kusar-asete  oita.
John Top the vegetable Dat go.bad-Caus leave-Past

‘John let the vegetables go bad.” (intended; explicit permissive)

This analysis is consistent with the meanings of these two causative types.
As I pointed out in 6.1.1, explicit permissives involve some action of
granting permission to a person, while implicit permissives do not. The
causee in explicit permissives receives permission, and the ni marking of
the causee reflects this Recipient-like nature. Thus, explicit permissive
causatives thematically subcategorize for a causer (permitter), a causee
(recipient of permission), and an EVENT argument, while implicit
causatives thematically subcategorize only for a causer (permitter) and an
EVENT argument.

As I argued above, both of these causatives have a biclausal f-structure.
The functional difference between them is that explicit permissives
constitute a control (equi) structure, while implicit permissives constitute a
raising structure. The a-structure and f-structure of (la) and (1b) when
interpreted as explicit and implicit causatives are described in (47) and (48).

(47) explicit permissive causative
a. REL ‘permit <AGENT, RECIPIENT, EVENT>’

AGENT [REL ‘John’]

RECIPIENT [REL ‘Bill’]

EVENT REL ‘run <AGENT>’

AGENT

(iii) L . | .

Cause <Agent, Recipient-Patient, <Agent, Patient>>
Intrinsic [0/] [-1] [-1]
Mapping Principles [-o] or [+0] [+0] or [-0]

SUBIJ/OBJ OBJ/SUBJ

In this account, accusative marking is assigned to OBJpt, or when OBIJpt is
absent, to OBJ. OBJ is marked with dative in the presence of OBJpt.
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b. PRED ‘permit <SUBJ, OBJrecip, XCOMP>’
SUBJ [PRED ‘John’]
OBlJrecip [PRED ‘Bill’ ]

XCOMP {PRED ‘tun <SUBJ>’

SUBJ

(48) implicit permissive causative!3

& [REL  ‘permit<EXPERIENCER, EVENT >’
EXPERIENCER [REL ‘John’]

REL  ‘run<AGENT>’ }

\Y
EVENT [AGENT [REL ‘Bill’]

b. PRED ‘permit <SUBJ, XCOMP> OBJ’
SUBJ [ PRED ‘John’ ]

OBJ [ PRED ‘Bill’
PRED ‘run <SUBJ>’
SUBJ

—

XCOMP [

Note that this analysis is consistent with the Fused Argument
Condition on SUBEVENT introduced in Chapter 2 (sec. 2.1.3.2): the
causative morpheme in implicit permissive causatives does not have any
argument fused with an argument of the base predicate, and therefore the
base predicate heads EVENT, not SUBEVENT.

6.4 Constituent Structure of Causatives

Functional Uncertainty in the phrase structure of Japanese, introduced in
Chapter 3 (sec. 3.3.3) and elaborated in Chapter 4 (sec. 4.3.2), allows all the
arguments and adjuncts of an XCOMP to appear at the matrix S level. This
suggests that the constituent structure of a functionally biclausal causative
sentence should look like (49) below. (There is an alternative possibility,
with the OBLgo PP dominated by an XCOMP S dominated by the matrix S
in (49))

131t is not entirely clear whether EXPERIENCER is an appropriate label for the
permitter argument of implicit permissive causatives. I will use this term for lack
of a better one.
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49) S

(MsuBl)=, (TOBN)=l (TXCOMPOBLgo)=) 1=l

AN AN

Jon ga Marii o Tookyooni  (1XCOMP)=l T=|
‘John’ ‘Mary’ ‘to Tokyo’ Vv v
ik- ase-ta
‘go’ Caus-Past

This analysis is supported by the fact that the PP in (49) (an argument of
the base verb) can scramble freely with the two NPs (the arguments of the
causative morpheme).

This constituent structure is an improvement over Ishikawa’s (1985).
His c-structure for the above causative sentence is (50); the same type of
c-structure, he claims, holds for all causatives.

(50) N

(1SUBN={ (TOB))=! (TXCOMP)=|] 1=l

AN T A

Jon ga Mariio  (TOBLgo)=l (TXCOMP)=| 1=l
‘John’ ‘Mary’ PP \Y% \Y
Tookyoo ni ik- ase-ta
‘to Tokyo’ ‘go’ Caus-Past

In Ishikawa’s analysis, all the arguments and adjuncts of the base verb
appear under the XCOMP XP node. This node was necessary in his analysis
in order to associate the embedded PP with OBLgo of XCOMP in
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f-structure, given the absence of the device of functional uncertainty.

Ishikawa (1985) claims that this XP node is independently motivated by
certain alleged restrictions on the position of adjuncts of the embedded
XCOMP. He argues that an adjunct modifying the base verb must appear in
such a position that no arguments or adjuncts of the causative morpheme
may intervene between it and the causative predicate. For example, Ishikawa
(1985:194) judges (51) as an ungrammatical sentence—though the adjunct
clause in (51) could occur naturally in a position adjacent to the causative
predicate.

(51) ?Gakkoo wa [junbitaisoo o shi-naide] seito o oyog-ase-ta.
school Top warm-up Acc do-Neg  student Acc swim-Caus-Past
“The school caused the students to swim without doing any warm-

up.’
This would be accounted for by a phrase structure like (50) on the
assumption that a precedence rule forcing the XCOMP XP (dominating the
adjunct clause) to be adjacent to the causative predicate, and that only one
XP node is permitted—as Ishikawa claims.

This analysis poses several problems. First, it cannot explain why the
goal PP in (49) can scramble freely with the arguments of the causative.
Second, permissive causatives, which are true examples of functionally
biclausal causatives, exhibit no such restriction on the distribution of base
adjuncts. The following sentence, almost the same as (51) but
unambiguously an implicit permissive causative, is acceptable in the
reading in which the embedded clause is an adjunct of the base verb.

(52) Gakkoo wa [junbitaisoo o shi-naide] seito o oyog-asete oita.
school Top warm-up Acc do-Neg  student Acc swim-Caus left

‘The school let the students swim without doing any warm-up.’

By contrast, (51) above is a coercive causative in its primary reading, which
is monoclausal. Ishikawa’s observation above reflects the pattern of the
adverbial modification of the base verb in monoclausal causatives discussed
in 6.2.2.4.

Thus, in a truly functionally biclausal causative, the arguments and
adjuncts of a base verb can occur at the top S level, and can be scrambled
with arguments and adjuncts of the causative morpheme, with this matrix-
clause position licensed by the functional uncertainty of a phrase
immediately dominated by an S.
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6.5 Alternative Analyses

6.5.1 Incorporation Analysis

Causative verbs are one type of predicate that has been analyzed in terms of
Baker’s (1988) theory of Incorporation. In this approach morphological
causatives are derived from a structure similar to a periphrastic causative by
the Head-Movement (or Incorporation) of a base verb to a sublexical
position which is sister to the causative morpheme (cf. an Incorporation
analysis of desideratives discussed in 5.4.2). An Incorporation analys