corresponding English sentence of (47a) requires a preposi
inese sentence simply-lac_:kg one here. There is anothes.
at has the sre made concerning pronouns, as shown in (54b).
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1 Introduction

The syntax of verb phrases has attracted the attention of linguists of various
theoretical backgrounds, and debates are still going on concerning the nature of
verb phrases, especially that of complex verb phrases. This book is mainly
concerned with how verb phrases are derived differently among languages, with
special attention to English secondary predicates and Chinese compounds verb. The
theoretical framework adopted is the Chomskyan generative grammar, which has
dominated the linguistic research ever since its birth in the fifties of the twentieth
century.

Related to the syntax of verb phrases are the discussions of the syntax-
semantics interface: argument structure, event structure, aspect structure
(Aktionsart), telicity and delimitation. In the literature of linguistics of the
Chinese language, which is typologically different from English and other familiar
European languages, there is still another focus of debating: the nature of
compound verbs. Are they formed in the lexicon or syntax? Which element of the
verb compound is the head? What theta-roles are determined by the elements of the
compoun verb? In this book, we will touch upon the above mentioned issues, and,
basing on recent theories in the generative tradition, especially minimalist syntax
(Chomsky, 1995 and thereafter), distributed morphology (Halle and Marantz,
1993, Marantz, 1997, among others), and Hale and Keyser’s theory of argument
structure (Hale and Keyser, 1993, 2002), work out a theory of our own, which
can better explain typological differences among the structures of verb phrases of
languages of different types, especially the differences between English and
Chinese. The data are mainly from English, Chinese and Catalan.

1.1 Theoretical Background \\\

This book is based on recent generative theories related to verb phrases. In
recent years, researchers in various fields, including syntax, morphology and
lexical semantics, have achieved much progress concerning the nature of verb
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phrases. Central in this domain of study is the nature of argument structure.
Closely related to this is the relation between primary and secondary predicates in
English-type languages, and the nature of verb compounds in Chinese-type languages.
Here we give a brief overview of the literature of these topics.

1.1.1 Argument Structure; An overview

1.1.1.1 Thematic Roles

Argument structure is an important part of any theory of syntax. From the
early days of generative grammar, various proposals have been put forward
concerning how NPs with different thematic roles (theta-roles or 6-roles) can be
associated with a verb. Though 6-roles play an important part in many theories,
there is no consensus among linguists about the nature and number of thematic
roles. Here we will have a brief look at such a research trend.

Fillmore’s theory of thematic relations (Fillmore, 1968) has been the
foundation of the 8-Theory in the mainstream GB literature since Chomsky (1981).
Fillmore assumes that whether an NP is a subject or an object is only a surface
phenomenon. In his theory, there is a deep structure where the arguments are
positioned in a flat manner. In the early stage of generative grammar, flat
structure analysis was wide-spread, which means that a mother node can dominate
more than two daughter nodes, all in one level; nowadays ( Chomskyan)
syntacticians usually adopt binary structures, in which a mother node dominate at
most two daughter nodes. In Filimore’s theory, thematic roles include Agentive,
Instrumental, Dative, Factitive, Locative, Objective, and Comitative (Fillmore,
1968). These names are different from the now familiar names widely used in the
generative literature. For example, instead of Agentive, the now widely used term
is Agent. The thematic structure of both the sentences John killed Bill. (A&
FET Hi/K.) and Bill was killed by John. (H/REABMAILT o) is something like
kill <John, Bill>> or kill V <{Agent, Patient™>. In this tradition, thematic roles
are primitives, which occupy distinct positions in the deep/D structure of a
sentence.

As for what argument is realized as the subject of a sentence, Fillmore (1968)
has a hierarchy stipulation:



(1) Subjectivization Hierarchy
If there is an [Agentive , it becomes the subject; otherwise, if there is
an [Instrumental], it becomes the subject; otherwise, the subject is the
[Objective ].

In Filimore’s theory, as other theories at that time, due to flat structure
analyses, stipulation like the Subjectivization Hierarchy is unavoidable. The X'-
theory of GB (Chomsky, 1981) and the binary-branching condition of Kayne
(1984) make it necessary to generate all the arguments according to a hierarchy.
Baker (1988), following the Universal Theta Alignment Hypothesis of Pulmutter
and Postal (1984) in relational grammar, introduces into the GB framework the
Universal Theta-Assignment Hypothesis (UTAH) :

(2) Universal Theta-Assignment Hypothesis
Identical thematic relationships between items are represented by
identical structural relationships between those items at the level of D-
structure.

It is generally agreed that Agent occupies the top of the hierarchy, but it is
still controversial what occupies the rest of the hierarchy, as a result of data of
different sources and different analyses. The following are three positions (Baker,
1997) .

(3) Thematic Hierarchies

a. Agent > Benefactive/Goal >>Theme > Location
Kiparsky (1987)—(English idioms)
Bresnan and colleagues—various Bantu facts, indirectly
Machobane (1989)—various Bantu facts

b. Agent > Goal/Experiencer/Location > Theme
Jackendoff (1972)—binding of English reflexives
Grimshaw (1990)—Light verbs in Japanese, psych verbs
Li (1990)—Chinese compounds
Foley and Van Valin (1984)—(various)

c. Agent > Theme > Goal/Benefactive/Location
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Carrier-Duncan (1985)—Tagalog Morphosyntax
Larson (1988)—(English idioms)
Baker (1989)—Serial verbs in Kwa, Creoles

It can be seen from (3) that linguists differ sharply from each other about both
the number and the nature of thematic roles. In view of this, some linguists claim
that argument structure theories based on thematic roles are problematic. We will
present some of the problems concerning these theories.

Psych verbs present a difficult case for §-role analyses. These verbs, when
used in sentences, usually take two 6-roles: Experiencer and Theme. However,
both of them can function as the subject of a sentence: '

(4) a. John’s future worried Mary. (AEMETREHINIEL,)
b. Mary worried about John’s future. (EZ{H F S BIRTEHC L)

This case apparently violates the UTAH or similar constraints. In solving this
problem, Belletti and Rizzi (1988) give the same underlying structure for both
sentences. But Pesetsky (1995) argues against this claim, leaving the hierarchical
f-role analysis of argument structure vulnerable.

An even more serious problem with 0-role analyses of argument structure is
the number and the nature of 6-roles, as mentioned above. Though it is general
consensus that Agent is the most prominent role of a sentence, the nature and
position of other roles are a subject of debate among scholars of §-role. Various
names are used for the roles by different linguists, and the number of roles differs
among different theories. It seems that some linguists use the terms Agent,
Theme, Goal, Eperiencer, etc. , but no one has given a complete list of thematic
roles. Obviously, naming all the roles is a difficult task to fulfill. What are the
criteria that should be used to define and distinguish between 6-roles? Should every
distinction be marked by role names? It seems that up to now linguists have only
concertrated on the study of familiar roles; no one has tried to give a complete list
of B-roles. The following are some examples, in which arguments cannot easily be

assigned thematic roles familiar to us:

(5) a. Bill resembles his father. (H/REHMIZED
4



b. The child wanted a candy. (B FREEHER.)
c. John promised Mary to return the next day.
€5 - INELTE e N 1P )
d. Mary persuaded John to give up smoking.
(AR ULAR T A8 A EHRI.)
e. John makes a good husband. (A8 EAF LRMEK.)
f. Mary is a good wife. (LR MNFEF.)
g. I have a dream. (RE —1PEH.)

Each of these sentences contain at least two arguments, and at least one of
these two arguments cannot easily be given a role name. If all these arguments
must have a role name, no one knows how long the list of role names will be. Even
if we do have such a complete list, we still have a question that must be answered:
How does a child learning his/her native language, making decisions about how a
predicate (a verb, for example) choose among so many thematic role grids? For
language acquisition to work, this list of roles cannot be unlimitedly long. But the
situation researchers of thematic roles face is that no matter how many roles they
propose, there always seem to be new roles in need of names.

Unlike Fillmore, some linguists do not regard thematic roles as linguistic
primitives, however. Dowty (1991) is an extreme example of this idea. This
author distinguishes between two proto-roles: Proto-Agent and Proto-Patient, each
having a list of properties. Most arguments have some properties of both Proto-
Agent and Proto-Patient roles. The argument that has the most properties of
Proto-Agent role occupies the subject position, and the argument that has the most
properties of Proto-Patient role occupies the object position. The rest arguments
are realized as PPs. Dowty’s (1991) entailments of Proto-Agent role and Proto-

Patient Role are list as follows®.

(6) Proto-Agent
a. volitional involvement in the event or state

b. sentience (and/or perception)

@ Dowty is not committal as to whether (6e) and (7e) should be included among the properties of Proto-
Agent and Proto-Patient roles, so curled brackets are used.
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c. causing an event or change of state in another event
d. movement (relative to the position of the event named by the verb)
(e. exists independently of the event named by the verb)
(7) Proto-Patient
a. undergoes change of state
b. incremental theme
¢. causally affected by another participant
d. stationary relative to movement of another participant
(e. does not exist independently of the event, or not at all)

Given this list, an argument can function as the subject or object of a sentence
according to how many Proto-Agent and Proto-Patient properties they have. All the
properties are equal in position; all that is important is the number of each of the
properties an argument have. In this system, there are only two proto-roles, each
having at most five properties.

Although Dowty’s approach solves the second problem posed by Fillmorean
analyses, i.e. greatly reduced the number of (proto-)roles to two, it still cannot
solve the psych-verb problem in a satisfactory way. Besides, there are more
challenging question about this theory that need answering: Why are these
properties chosen instead of others? What are the criteria of property classification?

We thus seem to have come to the conclusion that, if arguments are projected
into positions of sentences according to their semantics, thematic roles are not the
relevant primitives of argument structure theory. Other approaches have to be
tried.

1.1.1.2 Aspect and Event Structure

Having seen the drawbacks of using thematic roles as the basis for argument
structure, we now have a brief look at another trend of investigation into the
syntax-semantics-lexicon interface. Aspectual ( Aktionsart) properties® of the
event-denoted by predicates (or verbs) are proposed as playing a central part in
determining the behavior of predicates (verbs) in the sentence (Jackendoff, 1990,
Grimshaw, 1990, Tenny, 1994, Levin and Rappaport Hovav, 1995, Pustejovsky,

@® “Aspect” here refers to lexical aspect (Aktionsart), as opposed to viewpoint (sentential) aspect.
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1995, van Hout, 1996, Rappaport Hovav and Levin, 1998, 2001, Ritter and
Rosen, 1998, McKoon and McFarland 2000, among others). This approach is
known as “lexical semantics”, which classifies verbs into different types according
to their semantics (cf. Levin, 1993). Verbs of the same kind share the same
aspectual type (cf. Vendler, 1957). Other semantic components shared by the
same class of verbs, such as movement, emission, existence or appearance, are
regarded as primitives. Such semantic features of the verb are said to be relevant
for the behavior of the verb as the predicate, defining the event template of the
verb (predicate). Thus, each predicate is associated with a kind of event
template, and the behavior of a predicate can be said to be determined by its event
template. For predicates to project semantics to syntax, Levin and Rappaport
Hovav develop a linking theory composed of linking rules and well-formedness
conditions. The following are linking rules given in Levin and Rappaport Hovav
(1995) ;

(8) a. Immediate Cause Linking Rule

The argument of a verb that denotes the immediate cause of the
eventuality described by that verb is its external argument.

b. Directed Change Linking Rule
The argument of a verb that corresponds to the entity undergoing the
directed change described by that verb is its internal argument.

c. Existence Linking Rule
The argument of a verb whose existence is asserted or denied is its
direct internal argument.

d. Default Linking Rule
An argument of a verb that does not fall under the scope of any of the
other linking rules is its direct internal argument

In this approach, arguments are determined by the semantics and the
aspectual type of the predicate. Verbs of varying behaviors are considered to be
polysemous, and verbs that have multiple options of argument expressions are
thought to have multiple lexical semantics. As a concrete example, let us see
Rappaport Hovav and Levin’s (1998) theory of event templates:



9 a. [ ACT<punnmr> ] (activity)
b. [® <<STATE>] (state)
c. [BECOME [« <<STATE>]] (achievement)
d. [x CAUSE [BECOME [y <<STATE>]]] (accomplishment)
e. [[% ACT<mawmm> ] CAUSE [BECOME [y <STATE >>]]] (accomplishment)

A verb’s meaning is composed of a constant and an event template from the
above inventory. Semantically, constants are open-class items drawn from a fixed
ontology (manner, instrument, state, etc.) and are marked with angle brackets in
the event template. Phonologically, each constant is associated with a name
(phonological string). Rappaport Hovav and Levin proposes a process called
“Template Augmentation” that allows basic event templates to be freely augmented
to any other event template (Rappaport Hovav and Levin, 1998, 2001) :

(10) Template Augmentation
Event structure templates may be freely augmented up to other possible
templates in the basic inventory of event structure templates.

This process accounts for the resultative form of surface contact verbs such as
sweep. In this case, the augmentation of the basic template of an activity like the
manner verb sweep by adding to it the template of an achievement by means of the
linking head CAUSE results in an accomplishment through the addition of another
subevent, i.e., the floor becoming clean:

(11) a. Phil swept the floor. (FE/RIT T H#1.)
[ Phil ACT < swm~ floor]
b. Phil swept the floor clean. (GE/RIE#IATHET )
[[Phil ACT <swmz> floor] CAUSE [ BECOME [ floor <<CLEAN>17]]

Though this approach to argument structure is attractive, it is not without
problems. The most serious problem is that Vendler’s classification does not apply
to verbs in isolation: other elements, such as direct objects, must be taken into
consideration as they influence the aspectual type of the sentence. These factors
are not reflected in the system presented above. For example, the plurality of the
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