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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 General Objective\\\

Argument structure is an interface involving syntax and semantics and plays
an important role in modern theories of language. In some very intuitive sense,
verbs describe events in the world and verbal arguments name individuals that
stand in some relevant relations to these events. As Van Valin and LaPolla (1997)
observe, languages must have the means to depict or denote the participants
involved in these events and their relationships.

Despite a lack of agreement on the details of representation, most theories of
lexical semantics try to capture this basic intuition in some way. Since the lexical
semantic representations are all different from the syntactic structures in which
verbal arguments appear and the lexical entries of verbs are semantically complex
in a way that differs from the complexity encountered at the sentential level, these
theories must be accompanied by such theories that state exactly how the
predicates and arguments in the lexical semantic representations map onto
syntactic positions, i. e., linking theories or rules. In contrast to these theories
where lexical complexity is considered to be of a different sort from syntactic
complexity, a large body of research has converged on the idea that systematic
relations between meaning and syntactic behavior of verbs and arguments are the
product of event structure, that is, argument structure is built on the basis of
event types or the predicates that verbs express. According to this view, it is not
the lexical semantic properties of a verb that determine its syntax. Rather, the
syntactic representation determines the event roles and the event interpretation of
the sentence (Baker, 1988; Hale and Keyser, 1993; Marantz, 1997; Harley,
1995; Miyagawa, 1998; Borer, 1994, 1998; Travis, 2000; Lin, 2004; Kan,
2006; etc.). To them, lexical semantic representations are syntactic
representations and, consequently, no mapping problem arises. This eliminates
the need for linking rules, which, in any case, are seldom more than
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generalizations over observed correspondences between argument positions and
their interpretations. This latter approach is often termed as constructional
approach. '

In line with the latter approach, the present book aims to work out a theory of
verbal argument structure that attempts to account for how arguments, core
arguments and non-core arguments as well are licensed semantically and
syntaétically, that is, how arguments are projected into a syntactic structure and
how they get the meanings they have, and meanwhile the process by which verb
meanings are compositionally derived from some conceptual primitives. The
primary goal of it is to understand verbal argument structure in general in terms of
syntactically-encoded primitives and in terms of independently-motivated syntactic
principles.

To be more specific, the present book must minimally address the following
issues:

(1) a. define the nature of the primitive building blocks that enter into

linguistic computation,

b. characterize the manner in which the basic units combine into complex
representations and

c. identify the ways in which languages may differ with respect to their
inventory of possible representations.

(Pylkkinen, 2002 9)

The first two issues, in Cuervo’s (2003) words, are “to provide explicit
theories of what the relevant parts are and what mechanisms they combine into
structures.” This book will meet these requirements in the domain of verbal
argument structure, focusing on the question of how arguments of the verb, core
as well as non-core or extra arguments get introduced into argument structures.

1.2 Structure of the Book\\

This book, which consists of seven parts, is structured as follows:

Chapter 1 is an overview of the approaches to the study of verbal argument
structure, in which lexicalist approach, lexical-semantic or aspectually-based
approach and syntactic approach are reviewed. It is pointed out that the syntactic-
based approach is more advisable in that it dramatically simplifies the theory of
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argument structure, since it eliminates the need for both an independent lexical
semantic representation and a linking theory. This also shapes the argument
structure theory of the present book.

Chapter 2 lays out the theoretical framework and builds an isomorphic theory
of argument structure, in which argument structure, event structure and
semantics are compositionally “built-up” from some ontological set of primitives.
This theory owes its formation to several recently-developed theories, like
Distributed Morphology, Voice Hypothesis, Lexical Relational Structure, theories
regarding causation and some semantic rules.

Chapter 3 is devoted to the study of Mandarin event types, which provides
basic support for our theory of verbal argument structure. The study of the
Mandarin event types reveals that monomorphemic verbs are either activity or
stative verbs (with a few exceptions) and they cannot encode accomplishments and
achievements. Achievements and accomplishments are complex events and are
derived from stative roots in Mandarin Chinese, which provides evidence that
event composition is syntactic in nature.

Chapter 4 is an extension of Chapter 3 and examines Mandarin resultative verb
compounds (RVCs) in detail. Since resultative constructions involve complex
composition of events, they serve as a good test for any theory of argument
structure. We give a working definition and define the boundary of RVCs, and
demonstrate the complexity in their argument realization patterns. It is shown that
our syntactic framework can nicely captures all the necessary requirements,
naturally accounting for semantic ambiguities and the ungrammaticality of certain
forms. Particularly, control theory is employed to account for the sharing of
arguments.

Chapter 5 is an intensive study of extra-argumentality in Mandarin Chinese,
with the focus on the non-canonical double object constructions (DOC) and
transitive unaccusative constructions. Extra arguments in these constructions are
licensed by a high applicative head, which defines the relation between an
individual and an event. And they are the arguments affected by an activity event
and change of state event respectively.

Chapter 6 focuses on cross-linguistic differences between Mandarin Chinese
and English. It is shown that different languages employ different devices to
generate legitimate structures and distinguish between different structures.
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Though incomplete, it will provide us with a new perspective to view the cross-

linguistic variations.
Chapter 7 concludes this book. Main ideas of this book are summarized, and

some remaining problems are mentioned.

1.3 Argument Structure: An Overview \

Before we embark on the details of our program, it is conventionally
necessary to have a fair and thorough review of previous approaches towards
argument structure in the literature. “The term ‘argument structure’ refers to
the specification of and relation between a word’s semantic and syntactic
arguments. Differentiating the three verbs devour, eat, and swallow is in part a
matter of assigning them different argument structures” (Jackendoff, 2002:134).
The participants involved in states of affairs are called the semantic arguments.
The roles that the participants play in the states of affairs are often called the
participants’ thematic roles or theta roles (6-role, for short).

1.3.1 Lexicalist Approach

Ever since Chomsky (1965, 1970), it has been standard to postulate a
component called the lexicon. In most current generative syntactic theories, the
lexical entries include certain information which is projected into the syntax usually
as an irreducible and syntactically atomic unit. It is generally accepted that the
semantic features of the lexical elements determine the information that is encoded
in the entry.

It is no doubt that there is a strong correlation between syntactic position of
an argument and its semantic properties. There is overwhelming cross-linguistic
evidence: the subjects of unergatives and transitives have an agentive role, while
subjects of unaccusatives as well as objects of transitives behave as patient or
theme. This distinction clearly correlates with the distinction between external
and internal argument positions in syntax whereby the external arguments are
agents and the internal arguments are themes. The debate surrounding argument
realization centers on the method in which this mapping or correlation of meaning
and structure actually takes place.

In lexicalist approaches to verb or predicate formation, the correlation .
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between the lexical representation of verbal entries and the syntactic structure is
obtained by a linking mechanism. Verbs are compositionally formed in the lexicon
and then the arguments are linked or projected to specific positions within syntax.
Thus the lexical entries are fully annotated containing information needed for
mapping or projection of the arguments into syntactic structure. Argument
structure is a mediator between the lexical information and the clausal realization
of the verb’s arguments. Although the various approaches differ as to the type and
amount of information contained in a lexical entry, they share a certain notion of
argument structure which predetermines the projection of verb and its arguments
conditioned by the underlying semantic factors. This type of information that is
often contained in the lexical entry of the verb includes acidity or the number and
the type of arguments a verb projects.

1.3.1.1 Subcategorization Frames and Thematic Roles

With the information included in the lexical item, the participants implied by
the word and the relationship among them play a central role. Such participants are
termed arguments of the word, and such information is considered to be part of its
lexical entry. Chomsky (1965) proposes that each predicate contains as part of its
lexical entry the number of arguments that it requires or selects, characterized
according to their syntactic category. Such information forms the subcategorization
frame of the predicate. Some examples are given here:

(1) a. run, V;: NP [_]

b. kiss, V: NP [_ NP]

The verb run implies the existence of one participant (the subject) and the
verb kiss the participation of two elements (the one who performs the action and
the one who undergoes it—even in the case when the two arguments refer to the
same person, as in the reflexive John kissed himself).

Generative grammar traditionally assumes the realization of a verb’s
arguments to be determined by information registered in a structured lexical entry
for that verb. In early versions of generative grammar, the syntactic expression of
a verb’s arguments is directly encoded in its lexical entry in the form of a
subcategorization frame. However, there is not general consensus on the grain size
of the frame, that is, on what elements, syntactic and semantic elements as well
should be represented and how they are represented in the frame. For instance,
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Williams (1980) holds the subject is represented in the frame by being given an
underlying notation, while others (Marantz 1982, Kratzer 1988) eliminate subject
“from the subcategorization frame of the predicate altogether; whether the single
argument of intransitive verbs- should be located inside or outside the
subcategorization frame in order to differentiate the unaccusatives and unergatives
(Burzio 1981; Levin and Rappaport Hovav, 1995) has not been agreed upon; some
authors propose to represent arguments with variables, instead of syntactic
categories, which are ordered among each other in a structural way (e. g.,
Zubizarreta, 1987) or get their interpretation in relation to some functional
categories in the syntax (Borer, 1996; Ritter and Rosen, 1998); some claim that
some meaning specifications should be represented in the frame, not merely the
syntactic category imposed on the arguments by the predicate. Bresnan (1970)
argues convincingly that categorical information alone is not enough to correctly
predict the distribution of arguments. For example, based on grammatical
sentences such as (2a) and the like, the verb reside can be assigned to the
subcategorization frame in (2b).

(2) a. The president resides in the White House.

b. reside, V: NP[_ PP ]
] However, clearly not any preposition can be candidate to head the PP
arguments of the verb. In fact only prepositions that express a location, but not
path or coincidence can successfully head such complement:

(3) The president resides in /near /by /  across / * of/ * with the White
House.

Since arguments selection seems to be sensitive to semantic features of the
arguments, some suggest that semantic information of arguments should also be
included in the lexical entry of the predicate (Grimshaw, 1979; and Jackendoff
1983, 1990; among others). This will of course give rise to the problems of
deciding which semantic features to be included in the frames. Cases like reside
above justify features like LOCATION or PATH to be likely candidates,
configurating the entry in (4), from Emonds (2000) .

(4) reside, V + __ [SPACE, PLACE]

Including semantic notions associated with the arguments of the predicate can
also help explain some apparent idiosyncrasies of lexical items with respect to
whether or not they allow for certain phenomena. For example, Anderson (1998)
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argues that only objects that are somehow affected by the event denoted by the
verb allow for such verb to appear in English middle construction. Hence, cuz in
(5a) can appear as a middle in (5b), while watch in (6a) cannot in (6b), because
only in the former case the object is affected by the action performed by the
subject.

(5) a. The baker cuts the bread every morning.

b. Fresh bread cuts easily.
(6) a. I watch a movie every Sunday.
b. Foreign movies watch easily.

Indicating such semantic features between arguments with respect to the
meaning expressed by the predicate is further elaborated in Gruber’s (1965)
thematic grid or thematic (theta-) roles, Case Frame/Grammar (Fillmore, 1968),
Jackendoff (1972), Burzio (1986), Chomsky (1981). They formulate the
constraints on how NPs with different thematic roles (theta-roles or 6-roles) can be
associated with a verb. Fillmore’s theory of thematic relations (Fillmore, 1968)
has been the foundation of the 9-Theory in the mainstream GB literafure since
Chomsky (1981). In his theory, the propositional component of a sentence can be
represented as an array consisting of the verb and a number of noun phrases
specifically marked with thematic roles, which include such event-based roles as
Agentive, Instrumental, Dative, Locative/Goal, Objective/Patient, and
Comitative (Fillmore, 1968) and which 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 lexical entry of each predicate (verb)
specifies the constellation of thematic roles it takes, i.e., its case frame. For
instance, kick takes an agent and a patient, while frighten takes an experiencer
and a stimulus. The thematic structure of both the sentences John killed Bill and
Bill was killed by John 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.

(7) 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].
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Implicit in this hierarchy is a biuniqueness relation, stated as follows:

(8) Thematic Biuniqueness:

a. Uniqueness of thematic roles: Each argument associates with a unique
thematic role licensed by the predicate. v

b. Uniqueness of arguments: Each thematic role licensed by the predicate
associates with a unique argument.

The fundamental assumption of most lexicalist positions is that many aspects
of the syntactic structure of a sentence (and in particular how many arguments a
verbal predicate has and where they are realized) are directly dependent on the
lexical properties of the verbal entry. The lexical meaning of a verb, computed
straight from the lexical entry, determines its syntactic behavior via linking rules
in terms of thematic roles.

The projection of argument position and syntactic structure is considered by
general principles of grammar. the Projection Principle (PP), the Theta
Criterion, Universal Alignment Hypothesis (UAH) and the Uniformity of Theta
Assign Hypothesis (UTAH).

The PP (Chomsky, 1981) states that lexical information is preserved at all
levels of representation. .

(9) Universal Theta-Assignment Hypothesis

Identical thematic relationships between items are represented by identical
structural relationships between those items at the level of D-structure.

Some authors seriously doubt its validity and argue for its abandonment
altogether. Rosen (1984) presents two powerful arguments against UTAH: cross-
linguistic variability and intra linguistic variability. As UTAH governs linking of
thematic and syntactic positions and predicts that thematically equivalent
predicates should be mapped to structurally identical configurations cross-
linguistically, however, Rosen shows that some predicates, such as die, act like
an unaccusatives verb in Italian, but an unergative verb in Choctaw. Since UTAH
applies at deep structure and unaccusatives and unergative verbs project different
positions for their only argument in deep structure, these data are problematic.
More troublesome still is the case in which verbs that fall into the same semantic
class within a language, such as Italian russar, (“snore”), and arrossire,
(“blush”), both verbs of bodily process (Levin, 1993), but differ in their
projection of arguments (the first one being unergative and the second one
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