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p=1%

vERT B
1. XC®IC

()& QIR EFBRE OB T 5, (3)EAE R H BYHi(infinitival purpose clause) DB Td %, (4)ILBIFRET D
BITHDLNR, ONEEHLHITH END, QIFFEREIZERGITIELHICTH LMD &) RITEAREROHEWICH W
T—2DHRA > M D,

(1) The fork [with which to eat the dessert __] is in the cupboard. (B4&Hi)
(2) The fork [to eat the dessert with __] is in the cupboard. (B4&Hi)

(3) I bought it [to eat the dessert with __]. (H FJ£)

(4) I bought a/the fork [with which to eat the dessert __]. (B4&Hi)

(5) I bought a/the fork [to eat the dessert with __]. (B4R Hi/H AU#EN)

e 7 B AOER 3R & Sa B i (infinitival rationale clause) TS WM Z D Z E N TE B, (6)IFAE 7 B & o 1]
Thd, NEMMBEILERZEMT DMEITITBNRNT), 2O EOAREFHHE b B2 BT
HALEIITEN 2N EEZEZ OGNS, PRI, IFHME TIEZeV Jones (1985: 20)& 2 HR),

AN TE ] BIER H A4 Rl (F6 K OVRIE W 72 D 44 ) & JeAT RIS L 2RV D T((8) + (9)). B)IEBAMRET TidZewy,

HAE X BIR A 2 B ERICH N TR T Z L IETEX RV T10). OIXHMEI TRV,

GIZOWTIE, SEATFD althe fork 3 [RITEH & T LiL B HIHI(“in order to eat the dessert with it”), % 9 T/
VF AUIE B4R E (“which T intended to eat the dessert with”) & 72 %,

(6) I bought the fork [(in order) to eat the dessert with it]. (F FH i)
(7) *The fork [(in order) to eat the dessert with it] is in the cupboard.
(8) a. The man to talk to is here. (Jones (1985: 20)) b. *He to talk to is here. (ibid.)
(9) (My friend recommended a fork; to me.)
a. *The fork; [with which to eat the dessert __] is in the cupboard.
b. *The fork; [to eat the dessert with __] is in the cupboard.
(10) *I bought it [with which to eat the dessert __].

AFER TIIAE T BAMRE & A EF HIENC I T 2 ZZFTOMOIAL ORI T 2R AR+ 5, FITLL
TOXDOEFE)EMEICOWTR S, (AD-(16)IEBRE IOV T, (A7D-QDIZBEMEIZSWTTH S, (19) & (20)
WZOWTIE, DRDENETIHD1E, ZRIEEES2WETLHDOET, 7+ —~ 2 hOFWIZHE
NhH -7z,

MIEE & 72 B 22FTid. (11)-(14) K OAT7)-(20) TR E D = £ —(Chomsky (2008) D E K T). (15)-(16) % }21)T
IX PRO TH D ERET H(ZN 5 Z(Db)T/RT), PRODBBENT 2 MNENIAREEOZERE LA LRV,
(BELRE)

(11) a. I bought a cot [on which to sleep __].

b. I bought a cot [on which to sleep en whieh].
(12) a. *I bought a cot [on which to arrange [that Mary should sleep __]].

b. *I bought a cot [on which to arrange [that Mary should sleep en whiech]].
(13) a. *I bought a cot [on which to arrange [for Mary to sleep __]].

b. *I bought a cot [on which to arrange [for Mary to sleep on which]].
(14) a. 771 bought a cot [on which to convince Mary [to sleep __]].

b. 7?71 bought a cot [on which to convince Mary [to sleep en whieh]].
(15) a. ?7?A man [to __ fix the sink] is at the front door.

b. 7?7A man, [to PRO; fix the sink] is at the front door.
(16) a. The fork [to be sterilized __] is in the tray.

b. The fork; [to be sterilized PRO;] is in the tray.
(CGEPED)
(17) a. I bought it [to sleep on __].

b. I bought it [which to sleep on whieh].
(18) a. *I bought it [to arrange [that Mary should sleep on __]].

b. *I bought it [whieh to arrange [that Mary should sleep on whieh]].
(19) a. *~?1 bought it [to arrange [for Mary to sleep on __]].

b. *~71 bought it [whieh to arrange [for Mary to sleep on whieh]].
(20) a. 7?7~ bought it [to convince Mary [to sleep on __].

b. 72~71 bought it [whieh to convince Mary [to sleep on whieh]].




(21) a. We brought him along [to __ show us the way].
b. We brought him; along [to PRO; show us the way].
(E D (DWW TIEARFER TG L7220,
(i) a. I bought a fork with which to eat the dessert. b. I bought a fork to eat the dessert with.
c. *I bought a fork which to eat the dessert with.

2. BERHoOF
2. 1. BIFRE
Ross (1986: 231)D SCIEHINC X 5 &, REFBMGEHICB W T, ZFnloiAEN = EREHOFIZH D LR
REN TR D, KREROA 7 +—~ 2 MiAETH ZHIUIHER T X 72((23a) * (24a) + (252) 1L E TE R D 51),
72721 Ross (X2 Ol 2 TRUTZH, ABEORERME L LTT* 252720,
(22) a. Here’s a knife for you to cut up the onions with. (Ross (1986: 230))
b. ?Here’s a knife for you to say that you cut up the onions with. (ibid.: 231)
(23) a. Here is a knife [with which you would say [that you could easily cut up the onions __]].
b. *Here is a knife [to say [that you could easily cut up the onions with __]].
c. *Here is a knife [with which to say [that you could easily cut up the onions __]].
(24) a. That is the work [which you should claim [that you can’t do __]].
b. *That is the work (for you) [to claim [that you can’t do __]].
(25) a. I bought a cot [on which I could arrange [that Mary should sleep __]].
b. *I bought a cot [on which to arrange [that Mary should sleep __]].
2.2. HAYE
AFEEOPWEIZLD L, NEFHOE G ZHNERH ORIZH D L /B IR,
(26) *I bought it [to arrange [that Mary should sleep on __]].
3. for REFHi D H
3.1. BEFREI
FIE(1985: 73)%, REFBMRENIC DWW T, BREFENEAET 25 A 1320 &2 A 7z for REFEI O H
ICELS 2 EEFINZ2OR, BE LAAWEAIEFIND Lk RTWD,
(27) a. I found a cot [to arrange [for Mary to sleep on]]. (fi J& 1985: 73)
b. *I found a cot [on which to arrange [for Mary to sleep]]. (ibid.)
c. I found a cot [on which I could arrange [for Mary to sleep]]. (ibid.)
L7» LQ7a) D SCEHINE, Q)DEIR & A U BEI OFRICES W TV Lo TiEwinre Bbh s, 2E7R
LQIVPERINBRONDLTH D, HLEH TR L SIZ, 29D & 5 22 UFBIRE DR L0720, (29) &
BO)DITAZIT 2V, WZIZ, REFRMBEICHW T, BRFANEAE L TOE D DV EWNZEF % for RE
FFOHPIZES ZEIXTERWEEM TE 5, ZOBGUE L CRMRFOBATE & FEBALE DX SLITAFIE LRV,
(28) I found a cot [in order to arrange [for Mary to sleep on it]]. (B FH i)
(29) *The cot [to arrange [for Mary to sleep on __]] is over there. (B4R i)
(30) *The cot [on which to arrange [for Mary to sleep __]] is over there. (B£# )
3.2. HAYH
AFFROPRETIL, GO X I e RERHBIEHOFNZOWTIX, BREIOLA LRI T HWEN ST 5]
Wront, BIRE LD IZRWET2HIET, 41> 74—~ FOHEICIER D - 7=,
(31) *~7T bought it [to arrange [for Mary to sleep on __]].

4. BWERIEBFEOREFMCOF
4.1. FAfRE
B3HEIT, NEFBMREICIH VTR Z for NEFMEAOPICES Z LT TERNVEN D) Z Lz R,
convince ® X 9 72 B BOFEHIEI BN 5 (object-control verb) D A E M L O HIZ b A2 B < Z L IXTE 20,
(32) a. 7?The cot [on which to convince Mary to sleep __] is over there.
b. ??The cot [to convince Mary to sleep on __] is over there.
c. 7M1 found/bought a cot [on which to convince Mary to sleep __].
4.2. HHAYH
ARFEROFE TIE, (33)D &L 5 22 AE HHE OFIZ OV TI(GBD) & FERID), BREOLE LR LT bW
HNETDHWNS, BREH LV IZRVETOHTET, 17—~ FOHIIICIER - T,
(33) 72~71 bought it [to convince Mary [to sleep on __].



5. BITANAEFADNDERLDOEFETHL5E

Chomsky and Lasnik (1977)(%. JeATRAN R ER O EM LD EFETH 2 RERBBREIZ OV T, (B4a)D XL 91T,
ZORATHNEH O EFHETH L ERBENTNY, G4b)D X HIZ, BHFBETHNIEERIND LikTWn5,
(M@@ii&%@@ﬁ&@ﬁéiﬁ%%@ﬁﬁf%%wfétoGmm@mmummi@%) */?2 R EDR
WEZRTREEZMAT TORVN, ABROFEFRLL LEINE 52720
(34) a. A man [to fix the sink] is at the front door. (Chomsky and Lasnik 1977: 464)

(k/2 7 EORRBE ZRTRLF IS STV
b. I found a man [to do the job]. (ibid.)

Chomsky and Lasnik I%, (34a) & (34b)DXINEDN 6 FEATREINEM LD ZFETH 2 BREHIC DWW T, EiEL H
(IFEDRNLNFET 2 & ERL TS, L2y LE@4b)DSCEHIBNL, BIRECIx7z <. GO LR T HP
B DOIERIZIE SN TW D ATREMEDR B D, (36)TFEA TN AR E & O E M LD FFE T d 5 A& s B i (EEEZE T
H I Hfi(subject-gap purpose clause)) DHI T 5, EFEZERTH HENITIERIZERAHETH 5,
(35) I found a man [in order for him to do the job].
(36) a. I found/employed him [to do the job].

b. We brought him along [to show us the way]. (Jones 1985: 23)

Chomsky and Lasnik ™ (34b)?D SCyE WS HOEIOERICIES DO Th o7z &3, NERFBFREICHE W
T, BATHEADPEHOTFETHA D LA H &, BATHEANPAEFADOER EOTFETH D EFBEN TN D LG
MCED, ZOBRICELTEFRL AWGEORLIIFE LRV EZ XV, ZAUC—2DRIE B2 5720
12, % 6 fiC Berman (1974232 L 72l DWW TELT 5,
(JE 2){a)D & 5 2 BlE— XA (ib)D in order NEWE SN BEHE & A S D, ZHUCKE L Cia)ld, (ib)D
in order DM & 723 Z LIZTE 220,
(i) a. I brought my wife along [to introduce her to my co-workers]. (& M D F 58T D)L Ei)

b. I brought my wife along [in order to introduce her to my co-workers]. ((a)=(b))(¥ FH &)
(i) a. I brought my wife along [to introduce me to my co-workers.] (Z % _F @ E5E L my wife)( B FIHE)

b. *I brought my wife along [in order to introduce me to my co-workers]. ((a)#(b))

c. I brought my wife along [in order for her to introduce me to my co-workers]. ((a)=(c))(EE i i)
(E3)OD & 5 R BIEEHR EOEFFEOHI T/ <, with DEIEE L B b, AREOWETIE, EMTED
ATERIE, AEFRRE - BOEICET S EH ] &0 2 BBRO with 721572572,

(i) Have you got a key [to open this door]?
(i) Have you got a key [to open this door (with)]?
(iii) a. The fork [to eat the dissert (with)] is in the cupboard.
b. I bought it [to eat the dissert (with)].
c. The friend [to play games *(with)] is coming soon.
d. The bed [to sleep *(on)] is in the room next to.
e. The fork [(that/which) you can eat the dessert *(with)] is on the table.
f. I don’t know [which fork to eat the dessert *(with)].
g. The fork is easy [to eat the dessert *(with)].
(EHRD K 5 BN DN TIEAFER TlTam LR,
(i) a. He’s the oldest athlete ever to win an Olympic gold medal.

b. Who was the first person to climb Everest without oxygen?

c. She’s the only scientist to have won three Nobel prizes. ( [ 4> 7 A 7 # — R FEFFRIGEHEEEH] (p. 427))

FATRNANEFADOER EDOFEFETH 2 NEFEHICHOWVWTAFEELTER LIZVWDIX, G1HEB8)TH D,
@GNTRT & DI, EFRZEFTBAVENT “EFEZEBIRET LiE-> TREEIIARIETHD, Ll %
FIRAMRET S . 38b) TRT R HIT, REFNZITHIZR > TOIVUERR SN D,

(37) a. 7?A man [to fix the sink] is at the front door. (=(34a))(B9t% &)
b. We brought him along [to show us the way]. (=(36b))( H FJ#ii)
(38) a. 7?A man [to fix the sink] is at the front door. (=(34a))(B8#% &)
b. The fork [to be sterilized] is in the tray. (B4R H)
(39) The sentences [to be discussed below] reflect the facts for a particular dialect only. (B8} 1979: 150)
6 . Berman (1974)

%5 5 i Chomsky and Lasnik (1977)D 40)IXBIHRE T3 < BRMEI TlI 20tk 7=, Z I —2 DRl

5 2 572912, Berman (1974)DA DI DWW TELET 5, Berman X, @a)XFRTERWVWEEFEL TS,



(41a) CIZEHIBFIZ lose BHN BN TN D,
(40) I found a man [to do the job]. (=(34b))(Chomsky and Lasnik 1977: 464)
(41) a. *John lost a book for Mary to read. (Berman 1974: 38)

b. John bought a book for Mary to read. (ibid.: 37)
L LAREOMRETIX, @2)TrRT LI \Eiﬂ%ﬁwékﬁﬁéhkoTﬁiﬂ%%wt 7B H43)
FEITELS RV LTS e, (43)1F@h) ETE L B E OB D WEK A FFO HIHE T@éomy@ﬁw
HIORRBEDR S IL, @2)0EHWD BE ORIZE S b DO TIERWNWZ L 2R L TWD, (42)i3 B A

TR < BREITH D & & 272\, Berman O (41a)DHIHriX(43) & [F U HME OERIZE SN TW =D TIEAR
Wk llbh b,

RE. (42) & (@5 D EEBFIT lose Z T2 BILRHET((45a) I FBHERC BIERET OB TdH 5)ITIB W T, RER
FEANVD ERERBEN TR LONIEDLE ZARATH D, SHOBEE LI,

(42) John lost the/??a book (for Mary) to read.

(43) *I lost it (for Mary) to read. ( H Ff)

(44) *John lost a book in order (for Mary) to read it.

(45) a. I lost the/??a fork [with which to eat the dessert]. (BG4 &)
b. I bought the/a fork [with which to eat the dessert]. (B4R H)

FEIBEF D lose ThH > THAREHBRE XX 50, & EE L, Z 2T, Chomsky and Lasnik (1977)D F
& ARVGEOM L Z W L TE LW, BTN RNEFBREOBEW®K EOFFETH D & &, ZOLITHNH
ODEE%TK?) L ERBENTRLIN, BRFETOIEFR SN AD, LW bDiEotz, RFEROFRQDE
Chomsky and Lasnik @ EIRADAN & HIZIE LIFIUX, @70)1X@6b) ERI L L D ICRBEINDILTT TH D08, A%
ROREIZE D L @TO)DOFBEIL, @Ta)(F L VE6a) & [H U< VMR- T2,

A% FTIL Chomsky and Lasnik O EIRADIFIEY THDH EE 2V, Thbb, WMOLIHIIZEZD : RE
BREICSEATR DAL E I DWW T OEFE L BGEDORIFAEE T, BAITANHOTFETH A b H &,
FATFANAREFAOER LOTFFETHDL ERBEN TN D, @IO)DRBENMENDIZZDIZDTH D, (47b)
L (A6b)DEBE DT, (46b)EEREI Tld e 2 k%rbfw . (46b)ix, FHHEI TR L DT, 48)¢&
FUEWEZROFFEZEFTEMNEI Ch D, FFEZZAT B HEIIT %fﬁ%@%”&iofmi’@ﬁT%T%
Do (492)H EFEZEFT HIEI OB TlEd 523, Z OO ERILEIb) & [FERIC B 5 OFEIZIR > TV,
(46) a. 7?A man [to fix the sink] is at the front door. (=(34))

b. I found a man [to do the job].
(47) a. 77The woman [to marry me] is at the front door.

b. 771 lost the/a woman [to marry me].
(48) I found a man [in order for him to do the job].
(49) a. *I lost her [to marry me].

b. *I lost the/a woman [in order for her to marry me].

(FE4) AE (985D X 9 23BN R 65, (@)W ERARRIZ/R > TNDN, ABROFHRAE TIEIET
BRARAThH o7z, (i) & (ib), KO (ia) & ()OI LRNIBFIET D78 6, RIEROGHIZ1T TIEF T
ERANAN
(i) a. I lost a lot of friends to talk with. (& & 1985: 73)

b. *I lost a lot of friends with whom to talk. (ibid.: 74)

c. *I lost a book for you to read. (ibid.)

7 . AN E R B AR # o> 22 B
REFBIREI O ZEFTICET A BEMR AL F L 0D, HEFBEDEICOWTITIARE TIEFm LR,
(50) ZEFT 2 ERHOHIZE S T LT TE R0,
*] bought a cot [on which to arrange [that Mary should sleep __]].
(51) 22T % for NEFEIOPITE S T LT TE 2R,
*1 bought a cot [on which to arrange [for Mary to sleep __]].
(52) ZE2f & A AOREHIAEIEY &R O N E A X O HIZE S T & IETE R0,
771 bought a cot [on which to convince Mary [to sleep __]].
(53) HATRZ REFOER LOEFEICT 2 Z LT TE W =RBEOZEFT 2 REFO EFFEOMEICE LS 2 &
XTERW), EELAREARZTHOEEERL,
a. ??A man [to __ fix the sink] is at the front door.
b. The fork [to be sterilized __] is in the tray.



AR E ] BEAREN D Z2FTIZ BE 9 5 (50)-(53) DR 2. Chomsky (2008)7 7 = A A(phase)Z FIWV T, (54D L H1Z
FH—mIcitikd %, 724 XITCP & vP ThD, ZITHD VP ILT = A XA TIER\, (54 DHEGHAINLE 1T
([ZOWTIE, EWEEA i (semantic interface) T H SN D MHRMHAITH 2 LUET D, & HIT. (55)-GT) ZRE
T 5, (54)-(SNIZFEDNT, (58)-(67)D@)DEFE)LEMEEZ ZNE b)) THERWICEE T 5, <>T7=A X%
R, X &y BERDDYSSOFIZHIVEEMTH Y (< s xy* >) RITNIFHELTHHEF< +x < -y
> e >, (BE L 22D 25T%. (58)-(65) TIEBHE D 22 E'—(Chomsky (2008) D& % T). (66)-(67)Tl& PRO T
D EMET D, PRODBENT 2 ENIARROFE ML LA LRV, )

(54) AIE A BILRE O Sk
DPCOIZ A EFEI (YY)D E I TWT, 220, Y O E#FA(y) =R EFN D EIEAER SN2 T =4 ZITX D
HHH O tail(x) A HIUE, YIXIXORREI ThH D, FEHTHIZ, x &yl IR L7 = A ATHEEERSND)
(55) a. BEfREA & 2 O dATRNTES A A3, BIMREI O SEATENIL, BIMREI D B AE AL S LT TR AR S 4
To & g,
b.PRO & = hr—F [ THEHA R E 272 &b RERFBRE TIR).,
(56) PRO % T3E L T 2 AREHI CP 1L 7 =4 A TIL7Z2\, (Kanno (2008) % &)
(57) ANER O EFRIIBIFRFIL TE 220y, * xaman [ywhe to < whe fix the sink >0 & 9 22 BAREIIEL 2,
(58) a. I bought a cot [on which to sleep __].
b. I bought ya cot [y on which to < sleep en which > ].
(59) a. *I bought a cot [on which to arrange [that Mary should sleep __]].
b. *I bought ya cot [y on which to < arrange < [that Mary should <sleep en which>]> >1].
(60) a. *Here is a knife [with which to say [that you could easily cut up the onions __]].
b. *Here is ya knife [y with which to < say <[that you could easily < cut up the onions with which>]> >1].
(61) a. *That is the work (for you) [to claim [that you can’t do __]].
b. *That is ythe work (for you) [y whieh to < claim <[thatyou can’t <do whieh>]>>].
(62) a. Here is a coin [with which to demonstrate __ [that gravity is in effect in this room]].
b. Here is ya coin [ywith which to < demonstrate with ,whieh [that gravity is in effect in this room]>].
(63) a. Here is a book [from which to learn __ [that life is beautiful]].
b. Here is ya book [y from which to < learn frem ,which [that life is beautiful] >1].
(64) a. *I bought a cot [on which to arrange [for Mary to sleep __]].
b. *I bought ya cot [y on which to < arrange <[for Mary to <sleep en swhich>]> >1].
(65) a. 771 bought a cot [on which to convince Mary [to sleep __]].
b. 77 bought ya cot [y on which to < convince Mary [to <sleep en which>]>1].
(66) & (67) TIL.PRO & JefTiil(== > b v — 7)) )38 H A iR S 22V ((55b)), Zef T IZBEARET O HIT tail ZFF723,
ZTORERX L x DRBINZRL 2D, ODITBWTZITHED vPILT = A X TiE/RW,
(66) a. 7?A man [to __ fix the sink] is at the front door.
b. 7?7<[ x.,Aman, [y to <PRO;,fix the sink >]] > is at the front door.
(67) a. The fork [to be sterilized __] is in the tray.
b. <[ xThe fork; [y to ,be sterilized PRO;]] >is in the tray.
(H 5) try @ X 9 7 FFEHI4EEhFH (subject-control verb)IZ DWW CIEA %R OFRE & T 5,
(i) a. I bought the shelf [in which to set all of my books __].
b. I bought the shelf [in which to try to set all of my books __].
c. 771 bought the shelf [in which to convince you to set all of your books__].

8. AEF HHE D2
NEF B OZEFCEAT OBE/ R L E L 0D, P, Efx for NEFMEIOH, BRO, HARYEEHIE
BE O R EFM L OFITENTZG S, BEREOHG LR U b WEWE T 54 Wh 6, BRET L VITRWE
THHWET, A1 74—~ FOHBIZER 572, (69) & (70)TlE, KT D > & i3 5,
(68) (BafREHT & 7 U <)ZEFT &2 ETEHi O HICE < Z LIETE R,

*1 bought it [to arrange [that Mary should sleep on __]].
(69) a. (BIFRET & F72 0 )ZEFT % for NEFH O FITE T D,

1 bought it [to arrange [for Mary to sleep on __]].

b. (BAFRET & A U <)ZEHT % for REFHIOHIZE S Z LIXTE U,

*1 bought it [to arrange [for Mary to sleep on __]].
(70) a. (BAGRE & Fare )220 2 B 005 S B 3 O A EF A Lo I E LT D,




1 bought it [to convince Mary [to sleep on __].
b. (BfREN & [ U <)ZERr 2 B RGESIEIBI G O AN EFHH SCO FIZE < Z LI TE 20,
7?71 bought it [to convince Mary [to sleep on __].
(71) (BAFRET & $72 V) ATENIARERT O BEIR L O FFEIZ /2 5 (= RIE O 220 2 AR E G O EiE O 2 E#E

%), We brought him along [to __ show us the way].

Tfﬁiﬁ HEOETOZEFTIT BT D MR & LT, (68) » (THITHIA T, £9(69) + (M0a)2MDEEEEXD, ZOD
LA, (12D X DIZFHIRTE B, (IDITESWT, (73)-(T) D@ DEE) EM = (b)) TET, EEHIZ{}
N A
(72) RiEw BB OKIEA) « BMRED il, BELO, fTalE 2 br—7 &2 PRO X, A& HAYH

O E#EA & [F Uk O ERHI CREAR I LD,
(73) a. I bought it [to sleep on __].
b. {I bought it [whieh to sleep on which]}.
(74) a. *I bought it [to arrange [that Mary should sleep on __]].

b. *{I bought it [which to arrange {[that Mary should sleep on whieh]} }.
(75) a. M bought it [to arrange [for Mary to sleep on __]].

b. {1 bought it [whieh to arrange [for Mary to sleep on whieh]]}.

(76) a. M bought it [to convince Mary [to sleep on __].
b. {1 bought it [whiech to convince Mary [to sleep on which]]}.
(77) a. We brought him along [to __ show us the way].

b. {We brought him; along [PRO; to show us the way]}.

RIZ, (69a) * (70a) TIE7R <, (69b) « (TOD)Z DG EEE XD, ZOHE. NERETIUL. 78D XD
IZRLIR T & B, (78) & (THITHEDWT, (80)-(8)DEFE)LIEMEERBLT D, x &y BI/DDO)<>DFizhbiid
HEHTHY . RITITIELTH D, FERBEDZEIZHOWTEGE Uy,

(78) REFHMIEH OLEME®B) : VP@IZAREFAHI VNI TWT, 2v2, Y O EEF(y)(=REF) DS K

ERRENTZT7 24 X2, ZIZEEND DPX)DEHD taill(x) 3 HvE, YIZZoRWE THd, (E TS

W, x EyIRRIU 7 =4 ACTREIEAEKRIND)

(79) K& HHHEiOSE, PRO & oy o —Z (3EH & T, ANEFBIRET OGS IEMH A R S 220,
(80) *<I bought yit [y which to < arrange <[that Mary should <sleep on shich>]>>].

(81) *<I bought yit [y which to < arrange <[for Mary to <sleep on which>]> >].

(82) 771 bought yit [y which to < convince Mary [to <sleep on which>]>].

(83) We brought yhim along [y to <,PRO; show us the way > ].

(T DFHFEIEAH O L T 20, REw HHET & A& BRET DT 6 NOFFEN R A > M b &R
bid, Bz Bach (1982:36)IZ L % &, (84) TR & 512, ARYET TITEFB R OBIRUTHIRN & 5, £,
@) THRT LI, HHHIZBWTILPRO LT 2 hr—F 2F00, BFRE CIIRER2VWEELH 5,
INHDOZENREARLTHDD LIV,

(84) a. *I read it to review. (Bach 1982: 36)( H FA )
b. I read it (in order) to review it. (ibid.)(fiﬁﬂﬁﬁ)
(85) a. I bought it [to PRO eat the dessert with __]. (H FJF)
b. The fork [to PRO eat the dessert with __] is in the cupboard. (E8£%Hii)
Z ROCER
Bach, E. (1982) “Purpose Clauses and Control,” in P. Jacobson and G. K. Pullum, eds., The Nature of Syntactic
Representation. Reidel, Dordrecht.
Berman, A. (1974) “Infinitival Relative Constructions,” CLS 10, 37-46.
Chomsky, N. (2008) “On Phases,” in R. Freidin et. al., eds., Foundational Issues in Linguistic Theory: Essays in Honor
of Jean-roger Vergnaud. MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass.
Chomsky, N. and H. Lasnik (1977) “Filters and Control,” Linguistic Inquiry 8, 425-504.
£ RS (1985) “I have a topic on which to work.” [3:FEHE D 34 & 5 5 72-74.
Jones, C. (1985) Syntax and Thematics of Infinitival Adjuncts. Doctoral dissertation, University of Massachusetts,
Ambherst.
Kanno, S. (2008) “On the Phasehood and Non-Phasehood of CP.” English Linguistics 25: 21-55.
BRI (1979) THGEO A E BRI BT 5 —B %) [FE0RF] % 7 75 133-155.
Ross, J. R. (1986) Infinite Syntax! Ablex, Norwood, NJ.



C-2 KA VRBOE THBRTERICIN 57 2= F Ol

FHRE CGRER)
s.fujii0404@gmail.com

1. RA YVFEOE T BEELER
RA Y FEIZIZ =205 T BI#EE haben (=have) & O sein (=be) 2\ Vi3 1T HBIGAMFET D,

(1a. Wir sind gestern  ins Kino gegangen.
weNOM be PRS yesterday inthe. ACC theater ACC go.PP
FLATC BIIVE A MUBIR A T 72,
b. Wir haben den ganzen Tag gearbeitet.
we.NOM have.PRS the ACC allACC  dayACC work.PP
FAT= BIE— BB e,

— IR T OB EE CIIGITRERCIRAEZY LA K305 H BRI D)3 sein (=be) ZBIR L, LSO
O HEFARCFHRENE X OB haben (=have) 238 R4 5 LRI S D 2 &M, 7212BMIEE < &0 | fi
Z I D S 72\ bleiben [RIE %] Cbegegnen [HI 5] LW o7 HEIEAD sein (=be) ZEEfRT 5 Z &b,
ZDOFEMFEFN OV TS BIZE D F T 73 i i N & S b,

# 1. 55 TBBRHRROEHIE
fiBs | e A

haben haben or sein

AJEFTIT sein (=be) ZER G HEFEIOT T, HFMTIFEL telic 723 EAFHTHE (5R) (2L H Sk
M, atelic 72 FEEA FKIT DA T sein (=be) & BhEhaall R4~ 5 FHEEIC OV T U D,

2. JeATHRSE

BIBIRREIR & 0 D BB E IR RA YV EEOMIC T TV AGECA 2 U T ik, AT U H5EE v 2 A MR ESL D
ERFEL TS Z ENMLNTEY , TIVENDSEFEITRT DA, B O STEOIRD RN E g LT-
WRDFAET D,

mGrewendorf (1989)

FERMEARGR DD R A Y ERO5E T BB A5 U7oAff9E & LT Grewendorf (1989)73% %, Grewendorf (1989)/%
GB HERIAT 2 D #d CHaaDs HRJEEONIEIZ & D IERHEEIRADS sein 56 THIEENZEY . DS CIEENF
FENLE A HLD TN D FEREASEIEROfENRAS haben Z13RT 2 & T2 FiRAAT o7z, RA YV EEITR TRk & @R
13 sein Z BB TEIRT DA, FEARRSZE I T8 A2 R, mESTABRERETHWS Z &2k
BHEINTVAS,

L7)>L Kaufmann (1995 :392-405)72 E 2358 L CONDERIC, FEXTHSENRD A DD 2 UL EORHEN—E L7\ ]
DS BIEREND Z LRI E 72 %, BIZIT gehen [T< |, ausreiBen KT |, einschlafen A 72 &1%
SE TBEIEANC sein 28T 5703, FEAMSZH AR D Z L ASATHEZ B & L CTHIDAL TV D, F 7= Keller & Sorace

AWFFEL RA YV fiadhiie (DAAD) OXARES T AT 25 R4 -« 3—nm v WiFEE (Deutschland- und Europastudien in Komaba:
DESK) D¥EFea15TI i,
U RA YRR 2 FRER & 1E RRERCIIBHTHHE D) FR 45 sich ZIRD 8D Z & 2H61,
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(2003) TILZEBRIZ L > THEWENEDRAEZE LBIR Z b~ AR AR LA\ 2 L 2R LTS, 2 b It
IRAUZ K> TR 2 Z L3 L, LEOREGRD D, IR A AR BT R D BSR4 % Z &1
SRR D,

mSorace (2000)

Sorace (2000) TlIA Z U T3l 77 U AGh, AT H5E, A VEEOREEEH D DIE LTV, J55D have &
be (Y7225 58 TR &5 5 28R L7\ a gl S et 72 Bhia oS E O  (BhEhiiseE)
EHEE LT, ZHUCEIUR, telic ZaBECIRIEZ LA F DT B (D% 0 DR DRIOHS~OBE - F b
9~ come 7% & OENEARC, FEEGIRI/DIREER LA FoT die 72 E @) 23K 0 HTIAIZ be R L., T atelic 73
FhEA2 LT8G (work <° walk 72 E12247= 28hER) 23K 0 #IRUAIZ have 2388 R35 & L7=,

Sorace (2000)| THEELD EFEDOIR D BN OFLEZ FHRCBIEE LT b DO TH Y | AN BIHEHE-ROIRE 5 F o
PN F7GE LI HH3, BIERAEEROFUEZ D H DI Tii CIAFFE TR, T D%, SRR B
By & SN DEFAC OV TORMBIIEET =72V, £ 7= Sorace (2000: 875)H H2MEH L7-@ Y . A YiEIT telic T/
WBEh A FD T BRI ChH - T (B ZITHFED walk 2 swim 72 E'8) | sein 28R 5412, THIZIRDRVWE S
725 T %, Diedrichsen (2013) Tl Sorace (2000) DB FASERFERE A JEIC, R V55 A OBhBIEIEINFERE 24242
L7, Wi LEIPNIBEREAOALE TSR Th D Z L8 D 13720,

wiEH (2016)

A (2016) Tl kollidieren #2495 Rtreffen (429 L\ o7c [MHZE] 0 LEl) €T & SN OBEH
F:5h% TELICENTITY & LTSRS L5AIC, 58 Tl sein Z18IR3 28R 27T L 7=, TELICENTITY
& 13 Ackerman & Moore (1999232 LTz, #&AEROIHET HFELRITHHTH D, ZIULT 4 T2 RiER
F =TG5l TA F=TEEICNT DOV EOBIG AT 2 2 BN SBERTZAY, Ackerman & Moore
(1999:6) CLLA FORRIZERZ I T D,

) A lexical predicate P is TELIC iff for every e and ¢/, such that P(ay, ..., an, €) and P(ai, ..., an, €'), and where ¢’ is a
subevent of e, e and e' have the same boundaries (end-points).
(cf. Kritka 1998)

3 An argument a; of predicate P is a TELIC ENTITY iff P is a telic predicate and entails that a subpart of the denotation

of the entity that corresponds to a; (under any use of P), expresses the end-point of any telic event denoted by P and
its arguments.

PLEDEFITHEZIE, LU D(4a)d B HJEE water 133X 0DF DT FHEN atelic T 2 212 TELICENTITY & 725 Ty
72U, (4b) Tl telic 72 FHEZ KL L QD BIZHAYEE thewater 75 TELICENTITY & 725 CWND, ZOZERNT7
4 VT REEEEORRATEDEER] & 72 > T % & Ackerman & Moore (1999)1 3 F3E L 7=,

4)a. Kim drank water.
b. Kim drank the water.
Ackerman & Moore (1999: 7)

JEFE 016)1% 22 <o [EE) 2RO EFEIORA T hit X° kick &V o7 surface-contact verbs [ Z e
] (Fillmore 1970 X° Tsunoda 1981 Mi&ima 2 M) O HAREZIEVWEEOIA, ->% Y TELIC ENTITY & L C3EH
L9%& L, FEE2S TELIC ENTITY & U CHEET L5258 THEGENS sein 28R 5 & Fik L7, BxIX
kollidieren &35 | TiE, (Sa)DERIZEMAY) FRATHE) 23F5E L 72 DAITIEERE~D 11822 OIER E#R
SNG <., fiikE L CTELIC ENTITY & U CHELT 2212 sein 258 T BIERAICIEINT 5723, (Sb)DORRTHHESHHE
& MTH) BEFEE 25T~ [E5E) ORIERRW LT ¢ — Ry 7 BNERR S U, fERE LT
TELIC ENTITY & U CHEH L7222 & Thaben 23R4 5 & 281241772,
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(5) a. Zwei Flugzeuge {*haben /sind} in der Luft  miteinander kollidiert.

two airplanes.NOM {*have.PRS/be.PRS} in the. DAT skyDAT with.each.other collide. PP
THRORATHE S ZE TR NI EZE LT,
b. Die beiden Veranstaltungen {haben /*sind} miteinander kollidiert.

the NOM bothNOM  events. NOM {have PRS/*be.PRS}  with.each.other collide.PP
W OITEDO R 23> TLE ST,
S (2016:35)

PLEASEES: (2016)DMEEECH D73, I (2016) THE M SN TWDERIZ, B CI5E%4 TELICENTITY & LT
FHL XS ZEEIRBE) « REEE DA A T TEEN AR TR AR A B WNBIZR SN S, IRETTILZ R
TRIRDEE NI OV TR 1T 9,

3. XDEPR L BIEEhER & DA—E

A HMC3RE% TELIC ENTITY & L C3EHLEH 9 5 begegnen [HZ2 9 | Cerscheinen HiiL5 | 121 telic 7
FRRA KO T HIEDAIZ atelic Z2ZHIEBLA L THD08, ZHHOEGENT atelic 7L (Disd 2] KO b
%)) TH-oTH sein 258 I BIHGENE-INT 5,

(6) a. Ernst {*hat ist} ihr unterwegs begegnet.
EmstNOM  {*have PRS/be.PRS} herDAT halfivay meet.PP
TV A MR CE o T,

b. Ernst {*hatl ist} ihr freundlich begegnet.
EmstNOM  {*have PRS/be.PRS} herDAT friendly behave.PP
TV A M TBON RS LT,

(7)a. Rita {*hatl ist} als Zeuge vor Gericht  erschienen.
Rita.NOM {*have.PRS/be.PRS} as witness before  court appear.PP
UZITHBER L L THIELT,

b. Die Idee {*hat ist} mir gewOhnlich erschienen.

the NOM idea NOM {*have.PRS/be.PRS} me.DAT ordinarily ~appear.PP
ZDFZINIINTH Y 720 I,

ZAUTK L, HUMTIEE% TELIC ENTITY & L CHHLEEA2V S, BEFCIREEZ (L2 KD LI5S rasen [HAE
T% ] Rfolgen OV TET< |, frieren [z %) (XFBEROLOERIC A CHIEETRER L2 LT 5,

(8)a. Ernst hat wie wild gerast.
EmstNOM have.PRS like mad rage.PP
TV A MIIES RIS RN,
b. Ernst ist wie  wild gerast.
EmstNOM be.PRS like = mad rush.PP
TV A MIESTARITIRE LTz,
9)a. Rita hat den Eltern gefolgt.
Rita NOM have.PRS the.DAT parents.DAT obey.PP
U ZIIHpElU e~ T2,
b. Rita ist den Eltern gefolgt.
RitaNOM be.PRS the.DAT parents.DAT follow.PP
U Z I OW T T o 72,
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(10)a.  Hans hat gefroren.

Hans.NOM have.PRS freeze PP
INVATEE) T,

b. Hans ist gefroren.
Hans.NOM be.PRS freeze PP

NG AT Z T

(8b)°(Ob)DRRI ZE R S B 2 BT D5, 58 THIENE & L Cid sein 21T 503, (8a)2(92) DRI BRI S E)
ZFHL L2V E 1T haben 28T 5, [FIRRIZ, AW 2 U)o 7AREEDYERL Al Z(10b) DERIT sein A 3892
D3, EORREEDR MEAIZIX(102) DERIZ haben 28R T~ 5, L CEEAIRIM TR 585G, F5E% TELIC ENTITY
& L TEBT 20 ENCTEEORIE L BIEEGEIN & OR—BDNE Z DGR S &0 ) ERIMFETH 2 &
MDD BTz,

UL L7 2 LT, SR S AiE s o el A © AT, Bisalh & 135887 DIRD F s R s,
B G54 TELIC ENTITY (238 S WA B BiE s o N  Eail a1 5 Srer. Sak DL D3R4 TELIC
ENTITY & U CHEHLEE 585513 sein BRI 2573, Yi%DLDAFE% TELICENTITY & U CEBIERVGE
(213 haben Z3R3-2 CLOFEMR & BIBFTHEROA—EMEE 220y,

(I1)a.  Die Géste {haben/ *sind} m Saal getanzt.
the NOM guests.NOM {have PRS/ *be.PRS} in.the. DAT hallL.DAT dance.PP
C YN EVNLING iyl
b. Die Géste {*haben/ sind} in den Saal getanzt.

the NOM guests.NOM {*have PRS/be.PRS} in the ACC hallACC dance.PP
FNETIR Y 7273 IR A -T2,

(12)a.  Der Ofen {hat/*ist} die ganze  Nacht durchgebrannt.
the NOM stove NOM  {have.PRS/*be.PRS} the NOM  allACC night ACC through burn.PP
R R A e 72,

b. Die Sicherung  {*hat/ ist} durchgebrannt.
the NOM fuse NOM {*have.PRS/be.PRS} through burn.PP
b o =AM,

AEAANS M2 L, TREBEIO AN O TELIC ENTITY & 725 (11b) Tlidss TBIEIEC sein Z288R9°5%
23, RERT 2207 (11a) TILEFEIBEIO (R L LCH TELICENTITY & L THEFHFITHERE LT
haben Z RT3 5, [FRICAZ LG durch [~ZE\C) 29 durchbrennen [BESUIND | 1 TTFEANIRREZ LD
FAKONTELIC ENTITY & L CHEEIT 5(12b) CTld sein 238925723, % 9 72 572\ (12a) Tld haben %3875,
F AR mit [F£2] 25T miteinander [HVNT) Z£E ) BE THIRREOIR S EE O IVBIZZ SN D,

(13) a. Zwei Flugzeuge {*haben /sind} in der Luft  miteinander kollidiert.
two airplanes.NOM {*have.PRS/be.PRS} in the.DAT sky.DAT with.each.other collide.PP
THEOTRA TS ZE TR N LT,

b. Die beiden Veranstaltungen {haben /*sind} miteinander kollidiert.

the NOM both.NOM  events. NOM {have.PRS/*be. PRS}  with.each.other collide.PP
W OATHED HELY A>T LE o7,

L EOBIZEN D | BEAEh T355% TELICENTITY & U CER S B L8E DN ERL O Lo E vk b BhhEe
WOR—BAEXE T 90T, RETTIZZ OE7IE D A HEEBLS ) ST 5,
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4. Aspectual head

AFEFRTIL, 3 HICRIEE L7 CoEE L 58 THIBELEIRO A —EUX, BF0T AT VAR Z521T HA0EIC
EXRTHHEDTHD EE XD, BIlh, Asp(aspectual head)iZ L > TT AT N OZEENE Z SHDRITOERENE T
BHENERRSER D FHE| 272 > TN D 412, BICI:3E% TELIC ENTITY & U CHEBL S 2 BiF IR S LD
BhEhGA & SCOBROBEENEFN D D EBEZ D, Asp OFGENEIZOWCIEakimi 553 (Fukuda 2012 5425
HR) | A8 TlE Voice & T ORFICAFET 5 L& 2., VoiceP 2358 TBIENFEEHROEAEL 7p > CND EE X 5, UITF
T VP W CHIERNFAZA N K- THEZ T A R OFRHIANEL = ZIU TN D6 & DA TV VR H B
LD D,

Asp (aspectual head) & |FHEFEEIED—D>TH Y . BFDOT AT N ERET DL FF> T\ 5, HlziE
begegnen | JFEART A7 R2TCIE THIE S| &) telic RFREZ RO, Zhve XG5 W9 atelic 72
ETHOWAEETE Asp IZE - THRT AR SHEHIESZ T, T AT M atelic 72 b DIZEL S L MED B
Do

(14) begegnen D7 AT KODAH : a9 [Telic] — xPid 2 [-Telic]
(15) 6b TT AT NOZEEHFLZ DAEIE  [agp[ve ..begegnet] .. Asp]

ZAUTKF L, RIEGIAIZFED 2 & TEREIDOT AT M EbT D581 382 DGRBS COT AT NOZEH
ERETHZ LT/ 5, BlziL tanzen T8FD | IZHITIX atelic 72 5FHE (Activity) &R T03, HIn&EFDOTRIE
Fah) (10 ClXin den Saal) Z£E 9 L AITITRMERVANZ K > TT AT Fddtelic 725D (Accomplishment) (2255
SND, ZIUFER VP NTEZDBILTH Y, AspP WTIEZ 57 AT MO L THEEIINED R D H D
Thbd,

(16) 11b TT AT NOEHEIE Z D [vp ...[v*[pREPP ...in den Saal] [v getanzt]]]

FFRRCAZ GG Z D 558 AspP & ITER DHGENE CT AT NOEENEZ D, NELEE LD B
FADORHEIZ OV T bk 5708 (Zeller 2001 22 . VP WTHIEAD T A7 b HFEGANE LFGHEINCE &
BT B2 EIZBLTIED Y 372y (brennen A Z 5 OIART A7 K Progressive 7273, 12b Tl
Achievement (22X LT %),

(17) 12b TT7 A7 N OIEEHL Z DT [vp ...durchgebrannt]

rasen [EAET 5] < folgen [HDOWNTITL | R EDHFNZHDOWTIL, BEIOAEISUZ L > TR D), T AT
MIEBEHLTHEDY 72\, DFE D rasen 1T [Fi1D ] ORIETH WRET D) OHIETE Activity “C“Z?)@\ folgen
T €S 1 ORRETE IOV T ) OFIETY Progressive ThD, Lo T, ZAHOEGECRIEIZZ2 5 DIkt

FRINIR T Ay ORI, BEFCIRIEE L OFETH 5, T OITEHEER IS cShD s
57% SCCOEM & 5T T BIEEHER & OR—BUI# Z V157220,

PLEOFGRZ IS D L Asp ICE > TT AT NOERENHEZ 3D DI begegnen 239 | X° erscheinen
Hins) Luvofz, BIRTIEE4 TELIC ENTITY & U CHRBLS R8N atelic 7 A THWS5ET2T T
BV TIUIXOEMR L 5E TG E OR—E N Z 2B L ER D, W OOREEHRIAMFET D
LIGET D &L FETHEELEIROEED Asp LV HFEITEE SN TND Z & T, begegnen 29| 72 & TIdE
HEEZ DHIOT AT MREHEL 705 Z & T OFRE 58 TBIEEIR E OB 25 B2 5 2 LA H

2 Croft (2012: 842 KU, FEFNIT AT N EFREOUTHNT BT A7 N EOBIRICBET 27 7 e—FL LR, EZ=Z20H0
BRTDHZENHERD ESNTND, —ORITEEEDSZFIECE D HD (polysemy) . D EIIARKENRHTHFART A7 | &
ZOEFEIZLDHO (derivation) ., =D HIZOWTIL, FEHEAIT AT MIFIMITH Y . BRI L > THIDTT A~ FsikE D
LT BHD (vagueness) T D, UITARENATD LOLUNDT 7 u—F 28T 5854, &< R0 R Uit
BRI, ZAUTOWTIARRER Clasam L7av
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KD LNTIZZE OME AT,

(18) SCOEM L5 T BIEhEIEER & OR—ENE = DA O ER G
TP

Asp{\

T
[-Telic]

the Target= VOiCeP/\

AS
[ + Telic] P

T

VP Voice

2 S,

VI EDOgm & v, XOFN%E ¢ TR E OR—8dd, 7 AT hOEED Z DHEERHINLEDTE T BhE)
FAEROIENE L 72 DAME L0 SWEEITE 25 2 L AVRS IV,

822
ACC %I# DAT 545 NOM =% PPiZ/)%d PREP mijEa PRS BIfE VEE T FHabil

BE IR
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Unaccusativity and Possessor Raising in Chinese

Linyan QIU and Satoshi OKU

qiuly30@yahoo.cojp
1. Introduction
) Purpose of this talk

satoshio@imec.hokudai.ac.jp

a. tomake clear the property of the surface object position of unaccusative verbs in Chinese

b. toaddress an interesting issue: the relation of Partitive Case and “part of the whole”

- Surface Unaccusativity (Sybesma1999, Xu 2001, etc.)

2 Unaccusative verbs
a. Yigeren si le.
aman dieASP ‘A man died’
b. Lianggeren lai le.
two men come-ASP
‘Two men came.’
3 Unergative verbs
a. Yigeren xiao le.
aman laugh-ASP
‘Aman laughed.

b. Lianggeren jiehun le.
two men marry-ASP

‘Two men married.’

a. Si le yigeren.
die'ASP aman  (There) died a man’
b. Lai le liang geren.

come-ASP two men

(There) came two men.’

a.* Xiao le yi geren.
laugh-ASP  aman
* {(There) laughed a man.’
b.* Jiechun le liang geren.
marry-ASP  two men

* (There) married two men.

- Why do unaccusative verbs in Chinese allow the single argument to stay in the surface object position?

- What Case is assigned to the surface object?

2. CoreData

2.1 Surface Unaccusativity and the so called Definiteness Effect

- Noncontextualised' Surface Unaccusativity

@ a. Zhangsan si le.
Zhangsan die-ASP
“Zhangsan died.

b. Zhangsan de suoyou de qginren (dou) si le.

Zhangsan’s all of family (even) die-ASP
‘All of Zhangsan’s family died.’
- Contextualised Surface Unaccusativity
(5) Q: Nachangjiaotongshigu si le naxieren?
the traffic accident die-ASP who
Al: Si le Zhangsan.
die-ASP Zhangsan.
A2: Si le Zhangsan de suoyou de ginren.

a.*Si le
die-ASP Zhangsan
“*(There) died Zhangsan.’

b.* Si le Zhangsan de suoyou de ginren.
die-ASP Zhangsan’s all of family
* (There) died all of Zhangsan’s family’

Zhangsan.

‘Who died in the traffic accident?

(There) died Zhangsan.’

1 ‘Noncontextualised’ and ‘Contextualised’ are terminology from Abbott (1993).
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die'ASP Zhangsans all  of family (There) died all of Zhangsan’s family’
A3*Si le suoyou de ginren.
dieASP all of family * (There) died all family’
- What makes (5A1) and (5A2) a lot better than (4a) and (4b’)?
- Why is (5A3) bad without Zhangsande Zhangsan’s’, which is contrary to (5A2)?

2.2 Unaccusative Transitives
(6) a. Zhangsan si le fuqin.
Zhangsan  die-ASP father
(intended meaning: ‘Zhangsan experienced an event that his father died.)
b. Zhangsan si le suoyoude ginren.
Zhangsan  die-ASP all of family
(intended meaning: ‘Zhangsan experienced an event that all of his family died.)
- Why is an NP with a strong determiner (e.g. suoyou ‘all’) admitted in the surface object position in (6b), while
not in (5A3)?
(7 a.* Zhangsan si le Lisi
Zhangsan die-ASP Lisi
(intended meaning: Zhangsan experienced an event that Lisi died.)
b. Zhangsan si le zhushou Lisi
Zhangsan die-ASP assistant Lisi
(intended meaning: Zhangsan experienced an event that (his) assistant Lisi died.’)
One might assume some semantic relation between surface subject and surface object (e.g.
possessor-possessee relation) licenses the sentence in (6a-b) and (7b) (Pan & Han 2008, etc.).
- However,
® a. Zhangsan si le yuefu.
Zhangsan  die-ASP fatherin-law
(intended meaning: ‘Zhangsan experienced an event that his father-in-law died.’)
b.* Zhangsan si le qizidefuqin.
Zhangsan  die"ASP wife’s father
(intended meaning: Zhangsan experienced an event that his wife’s father died.)

- We will propose a syntactic account for the contrast in (8) in Section 3.2 below.

3. The property of the surface object position of unaccusative verbs

© Descriptive Generalization (A)
The argument staying in the complement position of unaccusative verbs receives an interpretation
as a part of the whole. (the whole O a part)

3.1  Surface Unaccusativity
(10) Indefinite NPs (e.g. yzgeren ‘a man’) express the existence of an individual by definition (Ix,x a
man ....), which presupposes a set of individuals (e.g. men) as the relevant whole.
Definite NPs (e.g. Zhangsan ‘JohrY) denote a specific individual not as a part of some set, unless there

1s an appropriate context to denote ‘the whole'.

— 107 —



NPs with a strong determiner (e.g. suoyou ‘all) denote ‘the whole not a part of some set by itself,
unless there is an appropriate context to denote ‘a bigger whole'.

(11 Si le yigeren.

die-ASP a man ‘(There) died a man.
(120  *Si le Zhangsan.
die-ASP Zhangsan *(There) died Zhangsan.’

(13) *Si le Zhangsan de suoyou de ginren.
die-ASP Zhangsan’s all of family * (There) died all of Zhangsan’s family.
(14) Q: Nachangjiaotongshigu si le naxieren?

the trafficaccident die-ASP who Who died in the traffic accident?

Al: Si le Zhangsan. (people who died in the accident © Zhangsan)
die-ASP Zhangsan. ‘(There) died Zhangsan.’

A2: S1 le Zhangsan de suoyou de ginren. (people who died in the accident O all of
die'ASP Zhangsan’s all of family Zhangsan’s family)

‘(There) died all of Zhangsan’s family.

A3*Si le suoyoude ginren. (people who died in the accident P all family)?

dierASP all of family * {(There) died all family’

3.2 Unaccusative Transitives

(15) Descriptive Generalization (B)
A sentence “NP; V(unaccusative) le NPy” is good to the extent that a noun phrase [NP; de
NP2J(‘NPy’s NPy) is good.

(16) a. Zhangsan si le fuqin. (Zhangsan de fugin _‘Zhangsan’s father’)

Zhangsan  die-ASP father (people related to Zhangsan O Zhangsan’s father)

(intended meaning: Zhangsan experienced an event that his father died.)

b. Zhangsan si le suoyou de qinren. (Zhangsan de suoyou de ginren ‘all of Zhangsan’s family)
Zhangsan die'ASPall of family (peoplerelated toZhangsan O all of Zhangsan’s family)
(intended meaning: Zhangsan experienced an event that all of his family died.)

17) a.* Zhangsan si le Lisi. (* Zhangsan de Lisi *Zhangsan’s Lisi)

Zhangsan die-ASP Lisi
(intended meaning: Zhangsan experienced an event that Lisi died.)

b. Zhangsan si le zhushou Lisi. (Zhangsan de zhushou Lisi ‘“Zhangsan’s assistant Lisi )
Zhangsan  die-ASP assistant Lisi (people related to Zhangsan O Zhangsan’s assistant Lisi)
(intended meaning: ‘Zhangsan experienced an event that (his) assistant Lisi died.)

- Argument for syntactic possessor raising analysis

(18 a. Zhangsan si le yuefu. (Zhangsan de yuefu’ ‘Zhangsan’s father-in-law’)
Zhangsan die-ASP father-in-law (people related to Zhangsan © Zhangsan’s father-in-law)

(intended meaning: Zhangsan experienced an event that his father-in-law died.)

2 suoyou de ginren ‘all family’ is not semantically complete unless ‘whose family is specified by Zhangsan’s’ or
in context. This is supported by the fact that even suoyou de ginren ‘all family appearing in the surface subject
position such as Souyou de ginren (dou) si le‘All family died’is still unnatural unless explained as the speaker’s
family meaning ‘All of my family died’.
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b.* Zhangsan si le qizidefuqin. (Zhangsan de qizide fugin ‘“Zhangsan’s wife’s father’)
Zhangsan  die"ASP wife’s father (people related to Zhangsan O Zhangsan's wife’s father)
(intended meaning: ‘Zhangsan experienced an event that his wife’s father died.)
(19 a. Base-generated topic (Pan & Han 2008, etc.)
b.  Subject-topic copy (Ma 2013)
c.  Possessor Raising (Xu 2001, 2008)

(192) (19b)
CAP /CK
DIP1 TP D|P 1 ’
Zhangsan /\ Zhangsan

DP; (topic) C TP

TP
PN flgin 1 PN
DIP T  father D|P1 /"\
ta /\ Zhangsan

T VP (subject) T

AN AN

DP vp

| X i

to /\ Si'le+(]) /\
\|7 ]?P die-ASP ]?P1 /K

si-le te EPP Zhangsan

die-ASP EF (experiencer) V DPs
(Pan & Han 2008) sil-le quin
(Ma 2013) die-ASP  father
(19¢) S
NP/\VP
t /\
\Y NP
Sil'le /\
die-ASP NP N
Zhangsan flllqin
l father
(Xu 2008)

- Do the possessor and the possessee make an underlying single constituent or not? If the possessor and the
possessee do not make an underlying single constituent such as (19a, b), how can we account for the
grammatical difference between (18a) and (18b)? Whereas the possessor raising analysis as shown in (19¢) can
make a plausible explanation based on Subjacency Condition.

(20) Subjacency Condition (Chomsky 1981, 1986)

o B
*® o, B:boundingnode  Cf. NP is universally a bounding node.

(21) Possessor Raising and Subjacency Condition (Xu 2008)
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(18a) S

NP VP
T /\
A\ NP<——— one bounding node
si-le
dierASP NP N
Zhangsan  yuefu
fatherin-law
(18b) S
NP VP
‘r /\
\Y NP two bounding nodes
si-le
die-ASP NP
NP N I\lT
Zhlmgsan qizi fugin
wife father

4. Partitive Case and “part of the whole”

-Why (9)?  The argument staying in the complement position of unaccusative verbs receives an
interpretation as a part of the whole. (the whole O a part)
-Proposal:  Partitive Case is responsible for (9)

A unified account for
There-construction in English

Possessive-construction in Japanese

- Partitive Case and Definiteness Effect (Belletti 1988)

(22) a. There are { many/some } books on the table.
b.* There are { most /all/ the } books on the table.
c¢. There was most of a large birthday cake sitting on the buffet.
(alarge birthday cake O most of a large birthday cake)
(23) a. Va AU { £ EADBAD ) RS 0D,
to John {many/three}  brother-NoM exist
‘There exist { many / three } brothers to John.”
b.* Va AT { 1FEAED,/TRTD/ DD ) EH Vo,
to John {most/ all/ those } brother-nom  exist
* There exist { most / all/ those } brothers to John.
-Contextualization
(24) Q: Whois at the party?

Al: Well, there's Mary, Suzan, and John.
A2:* There’s most people.
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A3: There are most of the people who I talked about to you yesterday.
(people at the party O most of the people who I talked about to you yesterday)

(25) Q: Isthere anybody we can get to help clean up?
A:  Well, there’s everyone in the room.

(people who we can get to help clean up O _everyone in the room) (Abbott 1993: 47)

5. Conclusion
(26) Being assigned Partitive Case, the argument staying in the complement position of unaccusative
verbs receives an interpretation as a part of the whole.
@7 NP: in “NP; V(unaccusative) le NPy’ is compatible with the “part of the whole” interpretation to the
extent that [NP; de NPo] (‘NPy’s NPy) is semantically feasible.
(28) The (syntactic) “possessor raising” analysis is empirically more plausible than base-generation
analysis and Subject-topic copy analysis.
Further thoughts
(29 Q: Nachang jiaotongshigu si le cheshang de naxieren?
the trafficaccident die-ASP bus of who
‘Which people in the bus died in the traffic accident?
A: Si le suoyouderen/daduoshu de ren.
die-ASP all people / most people ‘There died all the people / most of the people (in the bus).
(30) a. Zhangsandetui duan le.
Zhangsan’sleg  break -ASP ‘Zhangsan’s leg(s) broke.
b. Zhangsandetui duan le yitiao.
Zhangsan’s leg break -ASP  one ‘One of Zhangsan’s legs broke .
c.?* Zhangsandetui duan le liangtiao
Zhangsan’s leg break -ASP  two ‘Two of Zhangsan’s legs broke .’
d. Zhangsandetui meiduan liangtiao
Zhangsan’sleg  not-break two ‘Tt is not two legs that Zhangsan had broken .’
References: Abbott, B. (1993) A pragmatic account of the definiteness effect in existential sentences. Journal of
Pragmatics 19. pp. 39-55. /I Belletti, A. (1988) The case of unccusatives. Linguistic Inquiry 19, pp. 1-34. I/
Chomsky, N. (1981) Lectures on Government and Binding. Foris. /I Chomsky, N. (1986) Knowledge of
Language:’ Its Nature, Origin, and Use. MIT Press. I/ Kishimoto, H. (2005) Tbugokouzou to bunpoukankei
(Syntactic  structure and Grammatical relation). Kuroshio Press. // Ma, Z. (2013)
Juyufeiduichenchengfentongzhi, yiweixingtezheng he hanyubaoliubinyujiegou de zaifenxi (Local Asymmetric
C-command, Movement Features and the Reanalysis of the Constructions with Stranded Objects in Chinese).
Bejjing di erwaiguoyuxueyuan xuebao 2 (Journal Beijing International Studies University 2). pp. 1-9.
/INishiyama, Y. (2013) Meisiku no sekai (The world of Noun Phrase), Hituji Syobou. // Pan, H. & Han, J. (2008)
Hanyu baoliubinyujiegoudejufashengchengjizhi (The syntactic mechanism of Retained Object Constructions in
Chinese). Zhongguoyuwen 6 (Studies of the Chinese language 6). pp. 511-521. // Sybesma, R. (1999) The
Mandarin VP, Kluwer. /I Xu, Jie. (2001) Pubianyufayuanzeyuhanyuyufaxianxiang (Universal Principles and
Grammatical Phenomena in Chinese). Beijingdaxuechubanshe (Peking University Press). // Xu, J. (2008)
Lingyoumingci de tishengyiwei yu duoxiangmingcixingjiegou de giefenfangxiang (Possessor raising and the IC

analysis of Complex NPs). Dangdaiyuyanxue 10 (Contemporary Linguistics 10). pp. 193-199.
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C-4
Language Acquisition of Parametric Variation in Clausal Comparatives based on Subset Principle
Ryosuke Hattori

University of Connecticut

1. Introduction: Variation in than Complement
* English
- Phrasal Comparatives
(1) a. Sam ate more apples than [pp oranges] (Quantity)
b. This umbrella is longer than [pp that one] (Degree)

- Clausal Comparatives

(2) a. John bought more books than [cp Mary sold magazines] (Quantity)
b. This table is longer than [cp that door is wide] (Degree)
* Japanese

- Phrasal Comparatives
(3) a. Taro —wa [pp orenji] yori takusan ringo —o  tabeta (Quantity)
-Top orange than many apple —Acc ate
‘Taro ate more apples than [pp oranges]’
b. Kono kasa —wa [pp ano kasa] yori nagai (Degree)
this umbrella—Top that umbrella than long
“This umbrella is longer than [pp that one]’
- Clausal Comparatives (Ishii 1991)
v Quantity Clausal Comparatives (QCC)
(4) Taro —wa [cp Hanako —ga  zassi —0  utta] yori takusan
-Top -Nom magazine —Acc sold than many
hon —o katta
book -Acc bought

‘Taro bought more books than [cp Hanako sold magazines]’
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X Degree Clausal Comparatives (DCC)
(5) a. *Kono teeburu-wa [cp ano doa —ga hiroi] yori nagai
This table-Top that door -Nom wide than long
‘(Intended) This table is longer than [cp that door is wide]’
b. Kono teeburu —no nagasa —wa [pp ano doa —no hirosa] yori nagai
this table —Gen length —Top that door —Gen width than long

‘The length of this table is longer than the width of that door’

* Cross-linguistic Variation

Lg. \ Cons. Phrasal QcCc DCC
English yes yes yes
German yes yes yes
Bulgarian yes yes yes
Japanese yes yes no
Russian? yes yes no
Hungarian? yes yes no
Chinese yes no no
Hindi yes no no
Samoan yes no no

* Parameter: [£DCC] (a language allows or disallows a DCC)
— [+DCC] languages: English, German, Bulgarian, etc.

— [-DCC] languages: Japanese, Russian, Hungarian, etc.

2. The Subset Principle and Prediction

* Subset Principle (Wexler and Manzini 1987)

_ i L =language

LpG)

i p = parameter

i = less marked value

i j = more marked value

! Following Berezovskaya (2013)
2 Following Snyder (1995)
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- A language learner select the value 7 first and then stay with the choice / switch to j if s/he
encounters a positive evidence that is outside of L(p(i)) °.
— Prediction (with p = [+DCC], i = [-DCC], j = [+DCC]):
A learner of English (which allows DCCs) should select the [-DCC] and switch to [+DCC]
after getting positive evidence of L(p(j))

— English-learning children’s comprehension: QCC > DCC

3. Previous Study and Problem

Production

* Not so much data of QCC/DCC in the first place (Hattori 2015)
* Only 9 clausal comparatives (in 786 transcripts of CHILDES)

* Hohous et al. (2014)

- looked at DCC using attributive/adverbial comparatives as evidence, but no QCC

(6) a. Pooh built a taller tower than Piglet. (Attributive comparatives)
b. Pooh jumps higher than Piglet. (Adverbial comparatives)
Comprehension

* Snyder et al. (1995)

- Truth Value Judgment Task (TVJT; Crain and McKee 1985)

- 8children (4;1-5;1, mean age 4;7)

- checked differences between noun (quantity) versus adjective (degree) comparison
- Correct percentage: 54% vs. 67% (not significant)

- Problem: tested only with full comparative deletion

(7) a. The troll has more soap than Homer 4as.

b. The troll is bigger than Homer #s.

— children could comprehend the sentences as phrasal comparatives with correct truth value

— cannot confirm if children can comprehend DCC

3 The subset relation here is crucial to overcome the learnability dilemma that there is no way (given only positive data
and no negative data) to correct the overgeneralization if the child ever picks a parameter setting which gives too large a
language which is a superset of the correct target language s/he is learning. (Wexler and Hamburger 1973, Baker 1979)

— 114 —



4. The Current Study

* TVIJT with power point animation for the story; puppet (Cookie Monster; CM) say the test
sentences after each story

* 1 practice and 7 test stories with 3-4 test sentences
* 15 monolingual English-learning children (3;3-5;10, mean age 4;5) + 10 adult control
* To avoid the problem (of Snyder et al. 1995)

- Used unambiguously clausal comparatives (both QCC and DCC)

i.e. “subdeletion” (Bresnan 1975)

Sample items

(8) Quantity subdeletion item (for QCC):
Context: Frog found 3 bugs and 2 rocks, Smurf found 1 bug and 4 rocks
CM: Oh, I know. The frog found more bugs than Smurf found rocks. (0)

(9) Degree subdeletion item (for DCC):
Context: Girl built 5 bricks high * 3 bricks wide wall;
Boy built 2 bricks tall * 4 bricks wide wall
CM: So, the boy's wall is wider than the girl's wall is tall? (0)
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» If the subject child doesn’t have the adult grammar for QCC/DCC, s/he would disregard the
second clause in the test sentences and interpret them as phrasal comparatives, thus answer with

13 2

yes.

(8) The frog found more bugs than [pp Smurf] feundroeks. (1)
(9°) The boy's wall is wider than [pp the girl's wall] is+tatl. (1)

5. The Result and Conclusion

Percentage of Correct Response

0,
120.0% B QCC mDCC

100.0%
80.0%
60.0%
40.0%
20.0% I I
0.0%
3;3 3;8 3;8 4;1 4;2 4;7 4;7 4;8 4;8 4;9 51 5;4

3,11 41 5;10

- Ordering effect, i.e. QCC > DCC
(ns/r= 11, W =154, Z = 2.38, two-tailed p =.0173** by Wilcoxon signed-rank test)

- Cf. Adult data

Qcc 100%
DCC 98%

— supporting the parametric view based on the Subset Principle:

Children switch the value from [-DCC] to [+DCC] after getting positive evidence

— 116 —



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to express my deepest gratitude to William Snyder for continuous help and
encouragement throughout the process of preparing/conducting the study, analyzing the data. My
gratitude also goes to Diane Lillo-Martin and Stefan Kaufman for extensive comments and discussion
on the project. I also thank Polina Berezovskaya, Ksenia Bogomolets, Eva Dékany, Yoshiki Fujiwara,
Martin Hackl, Renato Lacerda, Tom Roeper, Koji Sugisaki, Kristen Syrett for invaluable comments
and discussion; Emma Nguyen, Laura Snider and research assistants William Keating, Kaelyn Lamp,
Yijia Liu, Sidney Mao for assistance in running the experiments. I want to further extend appreciation
towards UConn K.I.D.S and all of the daycares, parents, and children for participating in this project.
The responsibility of any errors is of course my own. This research is partially supported by the
Fulbright program for graduate study (IIE Grant ID#: 15131807).

REFERENCES

Arii, T., Syrett, K., & Goro, T. 2014. Setting the standard in the acquisition of Japanese and English
comparatives. Proceedings of the 50th Chicago Linguistic Society.

Baker, C. L. 1979. Syntactic theory and the projection problem. Linguistic Inquiry 10: 533-581

Beck, S., T. Oda, & K. Sugisaki 2004. Parametric variation in the semantics of comparison: Japanese
vs. English. Journal of East Asian Linguistics 13: 289-344.

Berezovskaya, P. 2013. The semantics of Russian degree constructions and their acquisition: A
corpus-based analysis. Eberhard-Karls Universitéit Tlibingen master’s thesis.

Bresnan, J. 1975. Comparative Deletion and Constraints on Transformations. Linguistic Analysis 1.
25-74.

Hattori, R. 2015. Subset Principle and Cross-linguistic Variation in Comparatives. Poster presented
at Generative Approach to Language Acquisition North America (GALANA) 6. University
of Maryland, College Park, USA.

Heim, 1. 2001. Degree operators and scope. In Caroline Féry & Wolfgang Sternefeld (eds.) Audiatur
vox sapientiae: A Festschrift for Arnim von Stechow, 214-239. Berlin: Akademie-Verlag.

Hohaus V., S. Tiemann and S. Beck. 2014. Acquisition of comparison constructions. Language
Acquisition 21:3, 215-249.

Ishii, Y. 1991. Operators and Empty Categories in Japanese. Ph.D. Dissertation, University of
Connecticut.

MacWhinney, B. 2000. The CHILDES project: Tools for analyzing talk. Third Edition. Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Snyder, W., K. Wexler, and D. Das. 1995. The syntactic representation of degree and quantity:
Perspectives from Japanese and child English." In R. Aranovich et al. (eds.) Proceedings of the
West Coast Conference on Formal Linguistics XIII. Stanford, CA: CSLI. 581-596.

Wexler, K. and R. Manzini. 1987. Parameters and learnability in binding theory. In T. Roeper and E.
Williams (ed.), Parameter Setting. 41-76. Dordrecht: Reidel.

Wexler, K. and Hamburger 1973. On the insufficiency of surface data for the learning of
transformational languages. In Jaakko Hintikka (ed.), Approaches to Natural Language. D. Reidel
Publishing, 167-179.

— 117 —



C-5 Counterfactuality of deontic should have in English®
HIROAKI SAITO
University of Connecticut

(hiroaki.saito@uconn.edu)

® In this talk, I will:
— show that counterfactuality triggered by deontic modals behaves differently from that
triggered by epistemic modals
— claim that in deontic should have statements, (a) the accessibility relation is evaluated with

respect to a time-insensitive modal base and (b) the modal base undergoes revision

1. Introduction; counterfactuality and modal flavor
® [n English, constructions which involve a modal and perfect aspect often yield a counterfactual

inference
(1) He might have won the game. ~» He didn’t win the game.

® The counterfactual inference triggered by epistemic modals is cancellable. Consequently, it has
been analyzed as an instance of (conversational) implicature (e.g. Condoravdi 2002, see also
Iatridou 2000).

(2) If Jones had taken arsenic, he would have shown just exactly those symptoms which he does in
fact show. [So, it is likely that he took arsenic.] (Anderson 1951, von Fintel 1998)

® However, counterfactual inference triggered by deontic modality is stronger; it is not cancellable.

(3) # (According to the library regulations,) you should have returned the book yesterday. And return
it you did. (Congratulations!)

® Roadmap:
Section 2: Literature review; status of counterfactuality and the hindsight effect
Section 3: Proposal; revision of time-insensitive modal base

Section 4: Consequences and conclusion

2. Status of counterfactuality and the hindsight effect

® In the previous literature, one of the representative theories of English deontic should (have) is

* I would like to thank the following people for their helpful comments, discussion, and/or judgments; Lily Kwok, Emma
Nguyen, lan Roberts, Laura Snider, William Snyder, Brendan Sugrue, Chantale Yunt, and especially Magdalena
Kaufmann.
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4

©)

Arregui’s (2010) analysis.

Arregui (2010) assumes a standard Kratzer-style analysis of modality (Kratzer 1991, 2012);
modals quantify over possible worlds.

According to Arregui, aspect plays a crucial role for counterfactuality. Based on Arregui (2007),

she defines perfective and perfect aspect heads as in (4).!

a. should statements: [should [@perfective [p]]]
[@pertective]l € (P) = At. As: Iw. wE c&s<w. Je. [P(e)(s)=1 & 1(e) Ct]

b. should have statements: [should [haveperfeet [p]]]
[haveperfeet] (P) = At.As. Je. [P(e)(s)=1 & 1(€) <precedes t & tC1(s) ]
where P is a property of events, and the restriction on the output function indicates that the

function is defined only for situations that are parts of worlds in the context set (c)

(4a) “carries the presupposition that the event is found in a world in the context set” (Arregui
2010: 268); the perfective aspect conveys the information that quantification is taking place over
worlds in the context set.

As in (4b), should have statements do not impose any restriction on the quantificational domain
of should; “with perfect aspect, we are free to look for best [world] outside the context set”?
Hence, Arregui’s account allows counterfactuality of should have statements. However, crucially,
her analysis cannot enforce it, even though counterfactuality of should have is not cancellable,

as shown in (3).

An alternative analysis is to evaluate a (time-sensitive) modal base (e.g. circumstantial modal
base) in the past (e.g. Condoravdi 2002, Ippolito 2013).

However, as pointed out by Arregui (2010), this approach cannot explain why the speaker can
take hindsight for granted (i.e. what happens later than the time at which the accessibility relation

is evaluated).

Context: There is a military parade in front of the governor’s house, and it is being shown on TV.
A coin is tossed, and one of the soldiers, Joe, is randomly chosen to be shown in a close-up on
TV. Looking at him, someone could utter:

John should have shaved. (Arregui 2010: 251)

In (5), the worlds in which John shaves were not the best ones at any past point (he was randomly

! Couched in Kratzer’s (2007) situation semantics framework.
2 This is slightly simplified from Arregui’s (2010) original proposal for the current purposes.
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chosen to be on TV). Still, the should have statement is felicitous in this context. That is, the

speaker takes hindsight for granted.’

» What we want to capture:
(a) Infelicity of should have p when the speaker knows that p happened
(b) The hindsight effect

3. Proposal: revision of (time-insensitive) modal base
» Claim: Deontic should have statements involve revision of a time-insensitive modal base

® Assumptions:

— Kratzerian semantics of modality: modals quantify over possible worlds and the domain of
quantification is determined by a modal base f'and an ordering source g (Kratzer 1991, 2012)

—  When the modalized statement modal[p] is uttered, it is presupposed that both p and —p are
possible (Diversity Condition in Condoravdi 2002, see also Mun 2016 for Diversity
Condition in deontic modals)

— The modal base f and the ordering source g are evaluated in the past (Condoravdi 2002,
Ippolito 2013)

(6) a. should have [p]
b. [PRES [PEREF [should p]]
c. [should have p] ¢=1
iff Jt'<now& Vw'EBEST(we, t', f, g):[ Te: p(wW)(e) & t(e)=[t, )]
(cf. Condoravdi 2002)

® [ suggest that in deontic should have, f'is a function from a world to a common ground (CG) in
the context of evaluation (see M. Kaufmann 2012)

— f'is time-insensitive; for any w’ and t', f(<w’ ,t' >) = {p/|p'ECGc}

3 One might wonder if we really need to access hindsight to utter (5) felicitously. For example, one could argue that
shaving is better than not shaving in general even in the past. However, examples like (i) suggest that our hindsight affects
felicity of should have in English and PIs in Japanese.

(i) Context: A friend of mine gives me a blue scarf for my birthday. I exclaim:
I should have bought blue shoes last week (instead of yellow ones)! (Arregui 2010: 262)

Arregui (2010) observes that the sentence (i) seems true even though the speaker did not have anything to wear with blue
shoes, nor any idea that he would get a blue scarf (Arregui 2010). In other words, (i) would be infelicitous without the

current knowledge.

4 [t,) refers to an interval with t as an initial subinterval and extending to the end of time (Condoravdi 2002). For the
current purposes, I focus on cases where p involves an eventive predicate. cf. the AT relation in Condoravdi (2002).
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® [ assume that Diversity Condition is evaluated with respect to this modal base.

® Felicitous use of x should have p statements.
~  When we know x did not p, x should have p is felicitous’
— Recall that our modal base is time-insensitive. No p-worlds are accessible even at t'in (6¢)
(=past)
— Diversity Condition is violated!

» Revision of the modal base
— I suggest that the modal base f is undergoes revision with the proposition [~ [x
chose —p]]

(7) Revision of modal base /by ¢ (S. Kaufmann 2013)°
Add the proposition ¢ to the modal base f, and exclude any proposition r inconsistent with ¢ and
any proposition causally dependent on 7.

® Assuming that p and —p are causally dependent on x’s choice of p and —p, respectively:

(8) a. If p=f(we,t), ~[x chose —p] is incompatible with the original modal base.
Revision: =p&{[— [x chose —p]](Wwe, t')
The revised modal base is compatible with p and —p. (The revision opens up both p and —p.)

— Diversity Condition is satisfied

b. If p&f(we, t'), the proposition —[x chose —p] is already compatible with the modal base f.
— The revision is vacuous; p & f[[x chose —p]](we, t'). i.€., —p is incompatible with f
— Diversity Condition is not satisfied.
» If we know that p is the case, should have p always yields infelicity because of the
presupposition failure
— The infelicity of (3).

® Prediction: If the truth of the prejacent is uncertain, should have statements should be felicitous.
— Both p and —p are compatible with the original modal base, so the proposed revision is
vacuous. Still, Diversity Condition is met.

—  This prediction is borne out.

5 See also (9), where the truth of p is uncertain.
¢ The revised modal base with q is written as f[q].
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(9) Context: According to the library regulations, you should return books on time. The speaker is

not sure if the addressee returned the book or not.

You should have returned the library book on time. Did you?

The hindsight effect
—  Our modal base assigns CG in the context of evaluation; time-insensitive
— The speaker should be able to evaluate the prejacent considering what happens later than
the time at which the accessibility relation is evaluated (e.g. t" in (6¢))
— The felicity of (5).
(Note that the information that the TV-camera zooms in Joe remains unaffected after the
revision of the modal base; this information is not causally dependent on the proposition
we revise with (it is not the case that John chose not to shave).)

—  The speaker evaluates the prejacent from the past and the current perspective

The temporal location of p does not have to be in the past; counterfactual should have about the
future

(10) John: I’ve had a great idea. We should include a breakfast application in the new iPhone!

Jane: Haven’t you heard? We’ll be laid off at the end of the month and the whole project will be
cancelled!!
John: Oh no! That is dreadful!! ... But isn’t it a great idea? We should have included a breakfast
application in the new iPhone!
(Arregui 2010: 271)

4. Consequences and conclusion

To capture the strong counterfactuality of deontic should have statements, I have proposed

revision of the time-insensitive modal base

Since the relevant modal base is time-insensitive, the speaker can access hindsight even though
the modal base is evaluated in the past

In contrast with should have statements, should statements do not yield counterfactuality; p has

not been settled. Diversity Condition is satisfied without revision.

Why is counterfactuality in deontic modality different?
— I suggest that this is because of the “choosing” component, which is absent in epistemic
modals according to Mun (2016)

— The proposed revision is not available in epistemic modals.
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C'6 Agentivity in the unaccusative structure”
Kaori Miura
Key words: Japanese, Syntax, Agentivity, PRO, Unaccusative Structure

1 Introduction

(1) The Unaccusative Hypothesis claims that unaccusative verbs do not select the external argument
(Perlmutter 1978, Burzio 1986, a.0.). By the hypothesis, we expect that a kind of Subject-oriented Adverbs
(therefore, SoAs) such as wazato, koini ‘intentionally,” and kanasigeni ‘sadly’ (Nakau 1980) should not be
licensed in the unaccusative structure. Contrary to this expectation, such adverbs are actually allowed in
a class of unaccusative clauses that represent the action (e.g., taoreru ‘fall.down’). The nominative subject
in this construction reveals the dual nature of both the external and the internal argument; it can control
like an agent and it can be a target of the quantitative adverb ippai ‘a lot of’ (Kishimoto 2005) like a direct
object. The present study attempts to account for how these adverbs are licensed in the given
unaccusative construction.

2. Issues
2.1 Distribution
(2) [+Agent] and SoAs
a. Taro-ga  wazato mado garasu-o watta (koto)
-Nom on.purpose window.glass-Acc broke (the fact)
‘(The fact that) Taro intentionally broke the window glass.’

b. Taro-ga wazato oogoe-de utatta (koto)
-Nom on.purpose loud.voice sang (the fact)
‘(The fact that) Taro sang in a loud voice.’

(3) [-Agent] and SoAs
*Kouen-no ki-ga wazato taoreta (koto)
park-Gen tree-Nom on.purpose fell.over (the fact)
‘(The fact that) Trees in the park intentionally fell over.’

(4) [-Agent] and SoAs
Taro-ga wazato Hanako-no maede {taoreta/koronda} (koto)
-Nom on.purpose -Gen in.front.of {fell.over/tumbled} (the fact)
‘(The fact that) Taro intentionally {fell over/tumbled} in front of Hanako.’

2.2 The nature of nominative animate subjects
(5) The nominative animate subject in (6) shows some properties of the external argument.

" This study has been developed from several talks that | gave at various occasions. | would like to express my gratitude
to the audience at the 24" Japanese and Korean Linguistics conference and an annual meeting of Fukuoka Linguistics
Circles in 2016. | am particularly grateful for Hideki Kishimoto and Masaya Yoshida for their insightful comments and
substantive discussions on this project. Special thanks also go to Caroline Heycock, Tomohiro Fujii, Miwa Isobe, Yasuhito
Kido, Takaya Yamaguchi, and Akitoshi Maeda for their comments and supports on this project. Needless to say, all the

errors are solely mine.
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(6) a.Taro-ga Hanako;-ni [PRO; wazato Jiro-no maede taorete] hosii toitta

-Nom -Dat on.purpose -Gen in.front.of fall.down want C said
‘Taro asked Hanako to fall down on purpose in front of Jiro.’
b. Taro-ga  wazato zibuni-no heya-de koronda (koto)
-Nom on.purpose -Gen room-Loc tumbled (the fact)

‘(The fact that) Taro intentionally tumbled down in his room’

(7) The nominative animate subject in (8)-(10) shows the property of the internal argument.

(8) a. Gakusei-ga ohiru gohan-o  ippai tabeta (koto)

student-Nom lunch-Acc a.lot.of ate (the fact)
‘(The fact that) Many students ate their lunch a lot.’ (*Quantitative R.)
‘(The fact that) Students ate their lunch a lot.’ (Repetitive R.)

b. Gakusei-ga kesa-no koogi-de wazato ippai  taoreta (koto)

student-Nom this.morning-Gen lecture-At on.purpose a.lot.of fell.over (the fact)
‘(The fact that) Many students fell over on purpose at the lecture in this morning.” (Quantitative R.)
‘(The fact that) A student intentionally fell over many times at the lecture in this morning.’ (Repetitive R.)

(9) a. Zemi-no gakusei-ga kinou-no konpa-de nomi-sugi-ta (koto)
seminar-Gen student-Nom last.night-Gen party-Loc drink-too.much-Pres. (the fact)
‘(The fact that) many of my seminar students drunk too much last night.’ (*Quantitative R.)
‘(The fact that) my seminar students drunk too much at the party last night.’ (Repetitive R.)
b. Sakuya-no taifuu-de ekimae-no doozoo-ga  taore-sugi-ta (koto)
last.night-Gen typhoon-CAUSE in.station.square-Gen statue-Nom fall.over-excess-Past (the fact)

‘(The fact that) Too many statues in the station square fell over by the typhoon last night.” (Quantitative R.)
‘(The fact that)A statue in the station square fell over many times last night.’ (Repetitive R.)

(10) Gakusei-ga kesa-no koogi-de wazato taore-sugi-ta (koto)
student-Nom this.morning-Gen lecture-At on.purpose fell.over-excess-Past the fact
‘(the fact that)Too many students fell over on purpose at the lecture in this morning.’(Quantitative R.)
‘(the fact that)A student intentionally fell over too many times at the lecture in this morning.” (Repetitive R.)

(11) Interim summary

Transitive verbs Unergative verbs Unaccusative verbs
[-agent] (inanimate subject)
SoA-licensing | [+agent] [+agent] *
OK OK

[-agent] (animate subject)
OK

2.3 More on agentivity of the animate subject unaccusative construction
(12) Volitional and non-volitional use of English /et
a. Amy let Bill to go to the movies.
b. The window let the light come in. (Jackendoff 1990: 134)

(13) The test frame for the volitionality
a. What Harry did for Sam was let him come in.
b. *What the window did to the light was let it come in. (Jackendoff 1990: 134, (26))
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(14) a. Taro-ga Chomsky-no hon-o yon-da (koto)

-Nom -Gen book-Acc read-Past  (the fact)
‘(The fact that) Taro read a book by Chomsky.’
b. Taro-ga sita no-wa Chomsky-no hon-o yomu-koto da
-Nom did Gen-Top -Gen book-Acc read-thing Cop

‘What Taro did is read a book by Chomsky.’

(15) Kishimoto (2016) argues that this kind of cleft involves a control structure where the focus vP is
controlled by the subject of the main verb in the presupposition, being based on Hasegawa’s (1990)
analysis for VP-preposing.

(16) a. [p Kare-ga [,p hon-o yon] da]
he-Nom book-Acc read Past
‘He read a book.’
b. [+p Kare;-ga [,p [, PRO; hon-o yomu] koto-o si ] ta]

he-Nom book-Acc read thing-Acc do Past
‘He; did a thing that PRO; read a book.’
C. [cp OP;j [p Karej-ga [ tj si]ta] no-wa] [, PRO; hon-o yomu]; koto da
he-Nom do Past Gen-Top book-Acc read thing Dec
‘What he; did is a thing that PRO; read a book.’ (Kishimoto 2016: 133, (61))

(17) a. [yp Amei-ga [,p tifut]tal
rain-Nom fall-Past
‘It rained.’
b. *[Ame-ga si-ta] no-wa [furu] koto da
rain-Nom do-Past Gen-Top fall thing Dec

“*What rain; did is a thing that it; falls.’ (Kishimoto 2016: 133, (62))
c. *[tp Amej-ga [,p [vp t; furu] koto-o si]ta
rain-Nom fall thing-Acc do Past

‘*Rain; did a thing that it; falls.’

(18) Other subject-oriented adjuncts such as Secondary Depictives (therefore, SDs) pattern different from
the SoA with respect to appearing in this type of cleft construction.

(19) a. Taro-ga sita-no-wa  wazato Hanako-no maede taoreru koto da  (SoA)
-Nom did-Gen-Top on.purpose -Gen in.front.of fell.overC  Cop
‘What Taro did is fell over on purpose in front of Hanako.’
b. ¥*/??Taro-ga  sita-no-wa deisuijyoutaide Hanako-no maede taoreru kotoda (SD)
-Nom did-Gen-Top drunk -Gen in.front.of fell.over C  Cop
‘What Taro did is fell over drunk in front of Hanako.’

(20) Jackendoff (1990) argues that the sentence in (21a) is ambiguous with respect to the volitionality of the
subject. The wh-cleft test frame in (21b) picks up the agentivity of Bill in (21a), whereas the ‘what
happened to X’ construction in (21c) picks up the nonvolitionality of Bill in (21a).

(21) a. Bill rolled down the hill. (Jackendoff 1990: 128, (14))
b. What Bill did was roll down the hill.
c. What happened to Bill was he rolled down the hill. (Jackendoff 1990: 127, (11))

(22) a. *Taro-ni  okotta koto-wa  wazato Hanako-no maede taoreta koto da

-Dat happened C-Top on.purpose -Gen in.front.of fell.over C Cop
“*What happened to Taro was he fell over on purpose in front of Hanako.’
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b. Taro-ni  okotta koto-wa  deisuijyoutaide Hanako-no maede taoreta koto da

-Dat happened C-Top drunk -Gen in.front.of fell.overC  Cop
‘What happened to Taro was he fell ver drunk in front of Hanako.’

(23) The animate subject construction with the SoA has the agentive reading.

3. Proposals

(24) How can we capture this fact? One might argue that the sentence in (4) is actually the unergative
structure. This explains the facts that the nominative animate subject shows the agenthood, but it fails
to capture the facts that it has the internal argument hood simultaneously. Furthermore, the given
unaccusative sentence cannot take the cognate object which is the hallmark of the unergative
construction (Hale and Keyser 2002). Examine the contrast in (25).

(25) a. Taro-ga hadena dannsu-o odotta (koto)

-Nom showily dance-Acc danced (the fact)
‘(The fact that) Taro danced a showily dance.’
b. *Taro-ga hadena taore-o taoreta (koto)

-Nom big fall-Acc fell.over (the fact)
‘(The fact that) Taro had a big fall.’

(26) Proposal I: the animate nominative subject of the unaccusative structure is the complement of V,
although it has the agentive reading.

3.1 The adjunction site of SoAs

(27) Where does the SoA adjoin to the unaccusative structure? Suppose that it adjoins to a higher VP layer
with a functional head v, we obtain a structure like (28) for the construction. Since the verb does not
select for the external argument, the functional head should be v but no v* (Chomsky 1995) or Voice
(Kratzer 1996).

(28) vP
/\
SoA vP
wazato T~
VP \
/\ re-
DP \
Taro tao-

(29) There is an advantage of this hypothesis. According to Kishimoto (2016), what constitutes the focus of
the wh-cleft construction is the upmost v*P. If the SoA adjoins to vP in the unaccusative structure, it is
expected that it should appear in the focus of the quasi-cleft construction. This is indeed the case as we
have already seen in (19a).

(30) Proposal ll: The SoA in the unaccusative animate subject adjoins to vP.
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3.2 The internal structure of SoAs

(31) In the case of the transitive and the unergative verbs, since they select for the agent, the agent and the SoA
are able to be semantically associated with each other in the v*P. If the SoA in the unaccusative construction
is licensed at the vP, it hardly accounts for the fact that the SoA is semantically associated with the thematic
subject. How can the SoA be related to the thematic subject in the unaccusative structure?

(32) Now we look into the internal structure of the SoA itself. As is well-known, a number of literature support the
PRO analysis in explaining the syntax of the SDs (Williams 1980, Bowers 1993; 1997; 2001; 2004).

(33) John; left the room [sp PRO; angry]

(34) (33) is the structure for the subject-oriented SD. In (33) the SP clause is licensed via the binding of PRO by the
agent NP John. This PRO-binding provides the predication relation between John and angry.

(35) Let us assume that the SoA has the small clause structure whose subject is PRO (Bowers 1993) as in (36), like
the one for the SD in (33).

(36) Proposal lll: The internal structure of SoA is a small clause whose subject is PRO: [sc PRO wazato ].

(37) The given PRO will be bound by the derived subject. In this way, the SoA constitutes a predication relation
with the nominative subject, which results in the agentive reading on the nominative animate subject. This
binding relation is represented via co-indexing j in the proposed structure (38).

(38) Taro-ga wazato taoreru (PRO is bound)

TP
/\
DP; T
Taro — T
vP T
/\
[sc PRO; wazato] vP
/\
VP v
T re-
DP; Vv
Taro tao-
(39) *Dozo-ga wazato taoreru (PRO is unbound)
* TP
/\
DP; T
Dozo T~
vP T
/\
[sc PRO wazato] vP
/\
VP v
o~ re-
DP; \Y
Dozo tao-
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4 Conclusion & Implications

(40) The current study offers a new perspective on how the SoA-licensing in Japanese is determined in cases
where there is no external argument in the structure. On the basis of the PRO theory for the SD, | have
proposed that the SoA has PRO in its subject and adjoins to vP of the unaccusative structure. When the
PRO is bound by the derived thematic subject, a kind of predication relation is established between the
subject and the SoA. In this way, the SoA is licensed in the unaccusative structure without recourse to
the functional head v* or its analogues such as Voice (Kratzer 1996, a.o0.) or Pr (Bowers 1993; 2002). |
have not provided an account for the licensing of the subject-oriented SD under the current theory.
Apparently, this is highly relevant to the current issue. This will remain for the future work.
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C-7 Introducing Quote in Japanese and Its Crosslinguistic Relevance
Koji Shimamura
Ritsumeikan University/University of Connecticut
1. Introduction
I will investigate a certain set of adverbs in Japanese regarding their syntax and semantics, and con-
siders the empirical and theoretical consequences of the proposed analysis. The adverbs that are to
be dealt with are those derived from onomatopoeias and mimetic expressions as in (1).

(1) a. Isi-ga dosun-to oti-ta.
stone-NOM  ONOM(ATOPOEIA)-REP fall-PAST
‘A stone fell with a thud.’
b. Taroo-wa pyonQ-to ton-da.!
Taro-Top  MIM(ETIC)-REP jump-PAST
“Taro jumped in the manner of pyonQ.’

In what follows, I call these adverbs iconic adverbs, following the spirit of Fujita (2000) (cf. Tamori
and Schourup 1998). Then, I will argue that iconic adverbs must involve the quote semantics in the
sense of Potts (2007), which is, as I will propose, triggered by the report marker (henceforth, Rep),
and this in turn motivates the (covert or overt) presence of SAY. I will also claim that Rep is not a
complementizer but an adjunct clitic in the sense of Aoyagi (1998), and this leads us to challenge
the traditional perspective to Rep as a complementizer (Kuno 1973, Saito 2010 i.a). Then, extend-
ing the proposed semantics and syntax of Rep in (1) to clausal embedding, I will contend that what
introduces the quote to the structure is not Rep per se but a covert or overt verb, SAY, which puts
Japanese in the cross-linguistic setting with respect to the quote syntax (Baker 2011 Giildemann
2008, Lord 1993, Klamer 2000 i.a).

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 will discuss the ingredients of Potts’s (2007) quote
semantics needed to render the analysis here implementable, and I will propose an analysis of (1),
and see its syntactic and semantic payoffs. Turing to clausal embedding, in Section 3, I will show
that Rep is best analyzed as an adjunct clitic and the embedded clauses are merged with the matrix
attitude predicates via complex predicate formation (Baker 2003, 2011). Specifically, I will propose,
following Wurmbrand (2001), that the mode of this is restructuring. Section 4 concludes the paper.

2. The Quote Semantics and SAY

One of the questions toward a better understanding of the nature of iconic adverbs is how to merge
(or adjoin) such adverbs to verbs. In this connection, Fujita (2000) argues that they are void of sui
generis syntactic categories, so that they will syntactically function in accordance with the envi-
ronment where they appear. Under this view, iconic adverbs are adverbs since they reside in the
canonical position of adverbs. However, I will instead propose that iconic adverbs suffixed by Rep
are introduced via SAY. This SAY, sometimes overtly expressed in iw ‘say’, is grammaticalized in
the sense its literal meaning is now bleached, so it does not have to take linguistic utterances as
shown in (2a). Note that there is a constraint on overt SAY: to wit, sound orientation, hence (2b).

(2) a. Isi-ga dosun-to it-te oti-ta.
stone-NOM  ONOM(ATOPOEIA)-REP say-ADV fall-PAST
‘A stone fell with a thud.’

! Q stands for the geminated/double consonant, whose morphological/phonological manifestation is contin-
gent on the following consonant. Therefore, insofar as the quoted adverbs are concerned, Q will be spelled
out as ¢, for they are always followed by Rep (70).
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b. * Taroo-wa pyonQ-to it-te ton-da.
Taro-TOP MIM(ETIC)-REP say-ADV jump-PAST
Intended *Taro jumped in the manner of pyonQ.’

Although (2b) is incompatible with overt SAY, I will argue that even for (2b), we have covert SAY
for the reasons to be discussed below. Then, the way to combine an iconic advert and a verb is a
predicate modification under the set of events (cf. Heim and Kratzer 1998, Tanaka 2014). To
achieve this result, I will next discuss the ingredients of Potts’s (2007) semantics.

2.1 Introducing Semantics of Subclausal Quote: Potts (2007)

Potts (2007), in analyzing the subclausal quote like (3), proposes that “...” in English denotes a
quote shifter function as in (4), which is designed to take an utterance of type u and the quote source
individual, yielding a (cartesian) product type. The product type is the combination of two items
from different domains, hence D and D,. The former is the domain of the semantic representation
of the utterance, and the latter is the domain of the utterance proposition, signifying “some individ-
ual utters the utterance quoted.” Crucially, this utterance proposition is a conventional implicature
(CI) (see Potts 2005 and references therein for the details of CI).

3) When in Amherst, Peter orders “[a]pricots” at the local market. [Potts 2007: 405, (1b)]
(4) quote-shift : <u,<e,6 X t>>

Given (4), the input to (4) is the quoted expression of type u, whose semantic representation is a tri-
partite tuple of phonological, syntactic and semantic representations as in (5).

() [ ( [prekots] ; NP ; apricots : e )| ([ [e]pricots | for shorthand)

In (5), [ ...| stands for the quotation mark. Then, (4) takes (5) as its first argument, and then the ut-
terance source individual, which is Peter, as its second argument, giving the output in (6).

the X such that say([ X ] = [[SEM ([[|_[ae]pricotsﬂ])”)([[peter]])
(6) [[f[ae]pricotsﬂ] = ,
[utter ([ TzIpricots ]])([ peter ])

Now, (6) is the semantic representation of the product type, an ordered pair, and the upper line is an
at-issue semantics, whereas the lower line corresponds to the pertinent CI utterance proposition.
SEM is the functor that accesses the semantic representation of the utterance, so that the X is apri-
cots for [ [@]pricots | in (5), which is an individual that feeds into the object argument of the verb
orders in (3). In this sense, the subclausally quoted object is a usual entity type just like the quote-
less apricots, but at the same time, since it is subclausally quoted, it contributes to the utterance
proposition that is a CI. Therefore, “[@]pricots” is of type eXxt. The mode of merging the object
with the verb involves the functor project, which virtually passes the CI up along the semantic
parsetree, given the CI being a non-at-issue meaning (Grice 1973, Potts 2005 among others). The
project is defined as in (7) from Potts (2007: 422, (38)).

(7) a.  project: (o,(txt,pxt)
b. [project](@)B+p)={[a(B®].[p]) or ([B@)].[p]) whichever is well-formed

The function of project is such that it takes an expression a as its first argument and the product
type f+p as its second argument, and applies the first argument to the first member of the product
type, or the reverse, contingent on whether « or f is the functor. See Potts (2007) for more details.
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2.2 Iconic Adverbs
Now, I propose that Rep is also a quoter-shifter in Potts’s (2007) sense (cf. Maier 2014), so we have
(8), where it takes any utterance, yielding a product type.

(8) Rep : <u,<e,0' ><t>>

Given (8), iconic expressions, mimetic or onomatopoeic, feed into Rep as the first argument, and
some utterance source is plugged into the utterance source. Assuming for the simplicity’s sake that
iconic adverbs are of type (s,), where s is the event type the resulting object, is(s,7)x . Note that
the utterance source individual is isi ‘stone’ in (1a) and Taro in (1b). Although they do not literally
say anything, but I assume that the relevant utterance relation does not have to be linguistic, but,
insofar as (1a) is concerned, a broader sense of ‘utter’ for SAY that includes sound emission by
inanimates (“make an X sound”), and, to relax real world knowledge such that the sound of a stone
hitting another object can be attributed to the stone. Furthermore, (1b) has covert SAY just as ex-
pressing the manner of the mimetic adverb, so it is not sound-oriented.

Given that iconic adverbs with Rep denotes the product type, they cannot simply be predicate-
modified under the set of events. Since dosun-to ‘with a thud’ for example is(s,t) X, but the VP is
(s,t). Then, I propose that SAY has the following semantics in (9), so that it can introduce the
product type into the structure. Also, since it does not utilize project, it changes the utterance CI
into an at-issue meaning. The first member of the product type can be any semantic representation
of the quote that is accessed by SEM above. Then, the structure of (1a) is (10), where the VP headed
by SAY and the VP headed by the lexical verb are combined via eventive predicate modification.

9) SAY : (o x1.,(s.,1))
(10) VP (s,1)
VP (s,

VP {s.t)
Adv (s,0)xt V {{s,0)xt{s,0)) |

PN | fall
Onom Rep SAY

thud to

Although SAY is covert in (1a), it can be overt as in (2a), to the extent that the adverb has sound
orientation. Notwithstanding (2b), SAY is needed for mimetic adverbs, as I adumbrated above. This
is supported given (11). Unlike metalinguistic negation, it can be negated by the propositional nega-
tion like that’s not true (McCready 2007).

(11) A: Taroo-wa kubi-o guruQ-to  kugokasi-ta.
Taro-TOP neck-AcC MIM-REP move-PAST
‘Taro moved his head round.’
B: Iya, sore-wa hontoo-de-wa-nai. GuruguruQ-to-da.
No  that-ToP truth-COP-TOP-NEG.NONPAST MIM.MIM-REP-REP-COP.NONPAST
‘No, that’s not true. It is that the manner was guruguruQ (round and round).’

One may wonder at this point whether we really need the CI component in the Japanese quote.

This is because the two-dimensional semantics is triggered only when Rep is inserted, but it always
works together with SAY, so the CI utterance proposition is always converted to an at-issue mean-
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ing. However, to the extent that direct/subclausal quote is concerned with what is uttered, and that
this is a property of direct/subclausal quote in general, it should be that Rep in Japanese should also
behave in this way. Also, equally notable is that other CI items can contribute to an at-issue mean-
ing when embedded by attitude predicates in Japanese (Sawada 2016). Here, SAY functions like a
attitude predicate, albeit it is grammaticalized and has no attitude holder but a utterance source.
Therefore, I conjecture that Rep invokes the CI utterance relation, but this is always turned into an
at-issue meaning due to SAY. Notice also that the “utter” part is semantically encoded on Rep (just
like the quote-sifter in (4)), but its morphological expression is SAY. Therefore, I surmise that Rep
and SAY are stored, as the set of features, together in the lexicon, but the pertinent features are in-
serted to the structure in a split way (Agbayani and Ochi 2014). Specifically, the semantic feature of
SAY is on Rep, but the syntactic and morphological features are embodied as SAY independently of
Rep. In principle, Rep, being an adjunct clitic (Aoyagi 1998), can adjoin to various categories, inso-
far as other grammatical considerations are observed (see Shimamura in progress). As is discussed
in Shimamura (in progress), Rep moves to unite with SAY from where it is originally inserted.

3. Clausal Complementation and SAY

Given that Rep is an adjunct clitic, the embedded clause does not have to be CP. I then argue that
Kuno’s (1989) blended/quasi direct discourse is analyzed to be a case of subclausal quote. Relevant
cases are embedded imperatives as in (12), where the embedded clause cannot be entirely a direct
quote since the pronoun refers to the matrix subject.

(12) Tarooi-wa Ziroo-ni [ kare;-no ie-ni {ik/ko }-{e/i }-to] it-ta.
Taro-TOP  Jiro-DAT  his-GEN house-to  go/come-IMP-REP  say-PAST
Lit. “Taro said to Jiro that come to his house [imperative].

Although embedded imperatives are not too rare (Kaufmann 2014), Japanese is different from e.g.
English in that the latter is not compatible with embedded imperatives (but see Crni¢ and Trinh
2009). Kuno (1989) thus argues that the sentence-final position, when embedded with Rep, behaves
like a direct quote in Japanese. Although Kuno’s idea is considered to be based on the consensus
that imperatives cannot be embedded, which I disagree with, I do concur with Kuno for the impera-
tive is directly quoted. More precisely, I propose that what is directly quoted by Rep is only the im-
perative head, which I assume to be 1. Thus, I is subclausally quoted, hence (13a). Since I is in the
quote domain (boldface in (13)), its perspective is shifted to the matrix subject, whence the embed-
ded imperative is possible. Note that the contrast between ik- ‘go’ and ko- ‘come’ is also sensitive to
the speaker’s perspective. Therefore, if ko-, the action toward to the speaker, is selected, it must also
be in the quote domain. The minimal projection that contains both I and the verb is IP, hence (13b).

vP I
A N
pro v’ T Rrp

A ; t
VP y mp 0
N
DP A%
| |
his .. g0
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Note that in (13b), the pronoun is still third-person, so it is in the actual speaker’s perspective. I thus
argue that it is extracted from the quote domain. One may wonder why such extraction is possible,
given that the quote domain in general is opaque to the syntactic operation. However, I suggest that
Rep can be late-inserted. This should be possible if late-insertion is an option for other adjunct cli-
tics in Japanese (Shibata 2015). Thus, after extraction, Rep kicks into the structure, activating the
quote semantics and syntactic opacity. This has an interesting consequence for what Kamada (2000)
terms 5| @) £:E{R L (the hypothesis of quotation as creation by the reporting speaker), accord-
ing to which quotation in Japanese is contingent on how much faithfully to the original form the
reporter would like or try to report a given message in his/her context. Thus, all the wording is of
the actual speaker’s origin, but it will end up being understood as someone else’s utterance. Under
my analysis, this follows from the late-insertion of Rep.

Now, even cases like (12) have SAY, for Rep invokes the product type, which is only selected by
SAY. Thus, in addition to the lexical iw- ‘say’ as the matrix predicate, we have SAY. Specifically, I
propose that the matrix verb and SAY are combined via complex predicate (Baker 2003, 2011).
More precisely, I propose that it is restructuring (Wurmbrand 2001). Therefore, we have (14).

(14) .. [ve[ve[ ... Rep ] SAY ] -iw] ...

In this context, SAY will never be overt since SAY and -iw are both V, and they are too close for
linearization (Richards 2010).> Given this, Japanese patterns with various languages like e.g. Sakha
in (15) in that embedded clause is introduced by SAY; dien is originally ‘say’ (Baker 2011).

(15) Sardaana  biigliin Aisen kel-er dien ihit-te.
Sardaana today Aisen come-AOR.3SS that hear-PAST.3sS
‘Sardaana heard that Aisen is coming today.’ [Baker 2011: 1169, (7a)]

2 Here, I suggest that no movement strategy is available to save the illicit PF configuration for linearization
(see Shimamura in progress).
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An evidence that supports (14) in Japanese is the fact that the pro-form of the embedded clause with
Rep is adverbial as in (16). I argue that soo refers back to the set of events given by SAY’s VP .

(16) Hanako-mo { soo/*sore-o } it-ta.
Hanako-also  so/that-ACC  say-PAST
‘Hanako said so.’

4. Conclusion

In this paper, I proposed a new way to understand Rep in Japanese both syntactically and semanti-
cally. Syntactically, it is an adjunct clitic, which can be late-inserted, whereas semantically, it trig-
gers two-dimensional quote semantics. Then, the element quoted by Rep must be selected by SAY,
which is also validated both syntactically and semantically.
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