
APreliminaryNoteontheCause〟A馳cteeAmbiguity*

TomokazuTakehisa

McGillUniversity/UniversltyOfTokyo

ttakeh@po-box.mcgill.ca

』∂∫かαCf

乃血J)岬げ`J血･肌ヾt一･=Jh一･ヾビ〃J川山/.Ⅷ妬,し心//JくJ/し･(JJJムビわ〟ピり)J･しイ机/再J/Jげ止ヾ('`J肌ツ･(ノJ･止†

櫛cJeeα〃dα′官〟おノ抄Jゐeαねお〝Ceげ∠αわαJcα〟∫αかeverあぶ班αJc力ecたαCC〟∫αJ加Cα∫e

W油0〟Jα∫∫な乃∫〃gα〝α肋■〝αJ血ぬ-rOJe.月古刀Ce,斤pre∫e〝缶 α CゐαJJe乃ge わ助rzgo与

g鍋肌混血知り仇〝わ〃朋動.肋eover,ff∫聯血,妙α〃αわ幻′わdかecJcα〟∫αfわ〃,JゐαJ才力e

′川抽J√†/､`/如し･/`押し血カJビm.V/〟川/くJJ･叫血J･し･//Jビ.Ⅷ真/山イ′＼'J,Jり)/州州ナノJビ′巧/tノし･Jヘア/JJ〟紀
4伊cJee油♂preJα〟㈹.J卸α〝e∫e(ねねαre椚αf〝か成一c〟∫∫edw油カeす〟e〝け或re〝Ceわ助〆由力.

77血l…･鬼才･ヾム`ハビ`J川‖/～t′裾′叫血ト`J仇トJ,肌〝肘/げ.ヾサ〟J〃n…J･た/(ソ…IJ坤･/J99Jノノ

物′Wαゐ∵β〟㍑わkGe〃αα肋αJわ〃,乃e Cα〟∫e7櫛cJee』椚み吻軌タ0∫ぶe∫∫わ〝,朋cJe血e∫∫,
Cα〟∫αJわ〃

1.Introdnction

TheCauser/AfftcteeambiguitywasdiscussedbyInoue(1974,1976)inrelationto

thecontextwhere=Experiencers=canappear,andsincethenhasbeenglVenattemPtStO

account fbritin the studies onJapanese syntax and semantics(Amano(1995),
Hirakawa(1998),Kageyama(1996),Suzuki(1997),amOngmanyOthers).Examples

OftheCauser/Affecteeambigultyareillustratedbelow:1,2

1~IwouldliketothankthefbllowlngPeOPlefbrsharingtheirnativeintuitionswithme:Alan

Bale,JungWonJanetChoy,JulianIngris,(Engi1sh),HironobuKasai,TakaomiKato,Masakazu
Kuno,TatsuyaIsono,MikinariMatsuoka,JunkoMurai,KayonoShiobara,ShogoSuzuki,Akiko

Terunuma(Japanese)･IamalsoindebtedtoJonathanBobatiikandLisaTravisfbrcomments

andcriticismsonanearlierversionofthiswork･ThisworkformSPartOfworkinprogress･

Needlesstosay,IamsolelyresponsiblefbranyshortcomlngSOrmisinterpretationofthedata

COntainedherein･TYlisworkisinpartsupportedbySSHRCC410-99-0902andFCAROO-NC-

2043,Whichareherebygratefu11yacknowledged.

1TheA能cteereadingoftheambiguityisknownasadversativecausativesintheliterature･

However,thoughitisthemostsalientreading,theadversativereadinglSnOttheonlyreading

available:the non-CauSative,nOn-adversative readinglS also available.Moreover,the term

SeemStOfailtocapturethefactthat,WhentheA脆cteeinterpretationisavailable,theCauser

エ∫〝g〟′∫毎月e∫e8rC/‡J6(Jタタタノβ5-J∂2
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(1) a.Johnbrokehisarm.

b.John-ga ude-0 0t-ta(<Or-ta)

John-Nom proarm-Acc break(Tr)-Past

In(1a),Johncanbeinterpretedeitherasthepersonwhocausedhisownarmtobreak

(Causer)orasthepersonwhosearmSOmeOneelsebroke(Afftctee).3Interestingly,

exactlythesameambiguitycanbeobservedintheJapanesecounterpartin(1b).The

twolanguagesareinparal1elexceptfbrthefactthatthepossessivepronounneednotbe

usedtoindicatetherelationofinalienablepossessionbetweenJohnandaTm.

TheaimofthispaperistodiscusstheCauser/AfftcteeambigultyinJapaneseand

Englishandclarifyfundamentalissuesunderlyingthisphenomenon.Specifica11y,We

Willseethat,Whenthe subjectisinterpretedasAffbctee,theverbchecks accusative

CasewithoutasslgnlnganeXternaltheta-rOle.Theunaccusativestatusoftheverbwill

beshownbyi11ustratlngtWOargumentS:theAfftcteesubjectfailstocontrolintothe

PurPOSeClauseandnopassivecounterpartisfbrmedfromtheAfftcteeinterpretation.

Given this,itwillbe argued thatBurzio's generalization cannot be maintained and

hence mustbe rqectedoratleastrelaxed.Moreover,itwi11be suggested thatthe

requlrementthattheAffecteesu切ectshouldpossesstheobjectisnotasourceof,but

ratheraconsequenceoftheAfftcteeinterpretation.ThisisanargumentagalnStany

approachthattriestoderivetheAfftcteeinterpretationintermSOfcoreferencebetween

thesu切ectNPandthepossessorargumentinsidethepossessedNP.Theevidence

COmeSfromthefactthattheAffecteeinterpretationisavailableevenwhenapossessor

argumentdi$jointfromthesubjectisovertlyrealizedinsidethepossessedNP.
The paperis organized as fbllows:SeCtion2examines the possessive relation

betweenthesubjectando切ectNPsintheAfftcteeinterpretation.Section3fbcuses

Ontheconditionontheverbsinthea血biguity.Section4argueSthattheverbsinthe

Afftcteeinterpretationaretransitiveintermsoffeaturecheckingbutunaccusativein

termsofthematicmarking,andthattheconditiononthepossessiverelationbetweenthe

readingisalwaysavailable,butnottheotherwayaround(exceptfbrtheidioms).Hence,the
Causer/AfFbcteeambigulty.

2

0r-`bI℃ak(Tr.),in(1b)canbeanalyzedas√BREAKandaphonologicalrealizationof
Voice(Tr,in his term),Whichisnu11in thiscase,attaChed toit(Nishiyama(1998)).(The

notationoftherootisborrowedfromPesetsky(1995).)ThedifFbrenceisnotcruCialhere･
3

NotethatAfftcteedoesnotnecessari1yimplyadversity.Moreover,amethodo)0gicalnote

isinorder:IusethetermAfftcteeinsteadofExperiencertoreftrtothesu句ectNPwiththe

non-Causerinterpretation,despitethefactthatitisratherpervasivetocallitExperiencerinthe

PreViousliterature.Althoughitmay be eventually possible to丘nd alinguistically relevant

PrOPertySharedbythesetwoclasses,nOStudieshaveexplicitlyshownthissofar,tOthebestof

my knowledge･Hence,itis methodologically plausible to regard them as distinct at the

CurrentStageOfinvestlgation.
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Su句ectando句ectNPsisderivedintermsofdirectafftctedness,Whichisdevelopedby

analogy todirectcausation･Section5is a summary･Thediscussion fbcuses on

JapanesewithfrequentreftrencetoEnglish･

2･ThePossessiveRelationintheA馳tteeInterpretatio

Aswesawin(1),therearesentencesinwhichthesubjectcanbeinterpretedeither

as Causer or as Afftctee.However,the distribution of Affecteeis much more

COnStrainedthanthatofCauser,anditisnotalwayspossibletoobtaintheambigulty.

Oneoftheconditionsproposedintheliteratureisthepossessiverelationbetweenthe

Subiectandtheo句ect.Morespeci丘cally,the subjectmustbeinpossessionofthe

Object･Thus,in(1),Johnisthepossessoroftheo句ect(aTm).Thisconditioncanbe

Observedin the fbllowlng eXamPles as well.The judgmentsare glVen On the

assumptionthateachsentencein(2)isutteredcontext-initially.

(2)a.Taroo-ga ude-0 0t-ta

Taroo-Nom proarm-Acc break(Tr)-Past

`Tar00brokehisarm'(`Lit.Tar00brokearm')

b.Taroo-ga kare-nO ude-0 0t-ta

Taroo-Nom he-Gen arm-Acc break(Tr)-Past

`Taroobrokehisarm,

C･Taroo-ga Zibun-nO ude-0 0t-ta

Taroo-Nom self-Gen arm-Acc break(Tr)-Past

`Tar00brokehisarm'('Lit.TaroobrokeselPsarm')

d.Taroo-ga Ziroo-nO ude-0 0t-ta

Taroo-Nom Ziroo-Gen arm-Acc break(Tr)-Past

(*Afftcteereading)

`TaroobrokeZiroo'sarm'

e.Taroo-ga OtOOtO-nO ude-0 0t-ta

Taroo-Nom probrother-Gen arm-Acc break(Tr)-Past

(*Afftcteereading)

`Tar00brokehisbrother'sarm'(`Lit.Tar00brokebrother'sarm')

f･Taroo-ga mlglte-nO koyubi-nO hone-0 0t-ta

Taroo-Nomrighthand-Genlittlefinger-Gen bone-Acc break(Tr)-Past

`Taroobroketheboneofhisrighthand'slittlefinger'

(`Lit.Tar00brokehisrighthand'slittlefinger'sbone')

In(2),theheadnounsintheobiectNParebody-PartnOunS,Whichdenoteinalienable
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POSSeSSion.In(2a-C),PTV,athird-PerSOnSingularmasculinepronoun,andasu句ect-
Orientedlong-distancereflexiveanaphoroccupythespeci丘erpositionoftheinalienably

POSSeSSed NP.When they are coreftrentialwith the su句ect NP,the possessive

relationisestablishedandtheAfftcteeinterpretationisavailable.Ontheotherhand,

exceptfbr(2c),Whentheyaredi毎ointinreftrencefromthe su切ect,thepossessive

relationcannotbeestablishedbetweenthesu句ectandtheobiectandonlytheCauser
interpretationisavailable.In(2d)and(2e),anr-eXPreSSionandakinshiptermoccupy

the speciner position ofthe possessed NP,reSPeCtively.Since theyare di再01ntin

reftrencefromthesubject,thepossessiverelationdoesnotholdbetweenthesu叫ectand

the o句ect NPs and the subject can only beinterpreted as Causer.In fact,(2e)is

interesting when we compareitwith(2f).BothcasesinvoIverelationalnouns,but

Only(2f)canhavetheCauser/Afftcteeambiguity.Thisisbecausetherelationalnoun
in(2e),OtOOtO`brother'denotesanindividualandoccupiesthespeci丘erpositionofthe

POSSeSSedNP,therebyblockingthepossessiverelationbetweenthesu句ectNPandthe

POSSeSSedNP.On the otherhand,in(2f),multiplepossessivephrases are allowed

insidethepossessedNP.ThenounsappeannglnSidethepossessedNP,migite`right

hand',koyubi`1ittlefinger',andhone`bone'areallbody-PartnOunS,andtheyforma

Part-Wholerelationbetweenoneanother.Specifically,aboneisapartOfalittlefinger,

andalittlefingerisapartOfarighthand,WhichisultimatelyTaroo's.Giventhatthe

Part-Wholerelationistransitive,they allbelongtoTar00.Therefore,thepossessive

relationholdsbetweenthesu切ectandthepossessedNPinthiscase.

ConsidertheEnglishcounterpartsof(2),illustratedbelow.Englishsometimes

ParallelswithJapaneseandsometimesdoesnot.

(2) a'.*Taroobrokearm

b'.Taroobrokehisarm

C'.*Taroobrokeself'sarm

d'.TaroobrokeZiroo'sarm

e'.Taroobrokehisbrother'sarm

(*Affecteereading)

(*Afftcteereading)

f'.*Taroobrokehisrighthand'slittl色白nger'sbone

f".Taroobrokehisrighthandlittlefingerbone.

(2a'),(2c')and(2f')areruledoutasEnglishsentences.Itshouldbepointedoutthat

the ungrammaticalityoftheseexamplesisrootedinadifftrenceindependentofthe

availabilityoftheCauser/Affecteeambigulty･Specifically,Englishdoesnothavepro

Or a Su句ect-Orientedlong-distance reflexive anaphorinitslexicon･Moreover,it
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exploitstherootcompoundratherthanthestackingofpossessiveD(-'s)phrases.4

Therefore,itissafttoassumethatJapaneseandEnglishareparallelwithrespecttothe

availabilityoftheCause上/Afftcteeambigulty.

Then,COnSider(3),WherealienablypossessednounsareinvoIvedintheo句ect

POSition.

(3)a･Hanako-ga SOde-O yabui-ta

Hanako-Nom sleeve-Acc rip(Tr)-Past
`HanakorlPPedhersleeve'

b.Taroo-ga kaze-de boosi-O tOb-aSi-ta

Taroo-Nom wind-in prohat-Acc fly(Intr)-Cause-Past

`Taroohadhiscapflowninthewind'

(`Lit.Tar00flewhiscapinthewind')

C.Taroo-ga reizooko-nO yaSai-O kusar-aSe-ta

Taroo-Nom fridge-Gen vegetables-Acc rot(Intr)-Cause-Past
`ThevegetablesinthefridgerottedonTaroo'

(`Lit.Taroorottedhisvegetables')

d.Yamada-kyozyu-ga kazi-de kenkyuusitu-nO hon-O

Prof.Yamada-Nom thefire-in office-Gen books-Acc

moy-aSi-ta

√burn(Intr)-Cause-Past

`Prof.Yamadahadhisbooksintheofnceburnedinthefire'

(`Lit.ProfYamadaburnedhisbooksintheofnceinthenre')

(3a)and(3b)invoIve(PartOf)thegoodsthepersonwears.Inthesecases,thereisa

COnditionontheAffecteereading:thepersonwhowillbeinterpretedasAfftcteeshould

Wearthegoods･Thus,ifHanakorlPPed asleeveofashirtinthecloset,Onlythe

CauserreadinglSaVailable.Whatwecansayinfaceoftheseexamplesisthatnouns

denotlngClothescanbehaveinthesamewayasbody-PartnOunSunderthecondition

thattheyareworn,andthatnoslgnificantdistinctionisfbundbetweenalienableand

inalienablepossession.Thelatterpointisillustratedmoreclear1yin(3c)and(3d)both

OfwhichinvoIvealienablypossessednounsandnoconditioncanbestated,unlikethe

CaSeOfcloths.Inthesecases,thereisnoreasonablewaytocharaCterizeanyfurther,

beyondthepossessiverelation･NotethatthereisadifferencebetweenJapaneseand

4JonathanBobatjik(personalcommunication)pointedouttomethatitmaybethecasethat

the stacking ofpossessiveD phrasesis prohibited onlyln CaSeS Where
body-Part nOunS are

invoIved,aSitispossibletosayphraseslike"John,smother'sbrother'sson･"
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English.Thus,(3a)isallowed,but(3b)isnotinEnglish,aStheglossesshow･

Moreover,(3c)and(3d)areru1ed out as well.Therefore,English has a stricter

conditiononthepossessiverelationintheAfftcteeinterpretation･Atpresent,itisnot

clearwhetherthisrepresentsalinguistica11y slgnificantdiffbrencebetweenthetwo

languages,andhenceIwil11eavethisissueopen･

Reca11thatthejudgmentsin(2)aregivenasifthesentenceswereutteredcontext-

initia11y･TheAffbcteereadinglSaVailableeventhoughthepossessorisovertlyspelled

outinsomecases.Suchcasesrequireaveryrichcontext(e･g･,thetransplantationof

armS,etC.)andthejudgments
are hard to come by･See(4)below,Where the

judgmentsareglVenfortheAffecteereading･5･6,7

(4)a.?Hanako-ga Yosiko-nO(Syatu-nO)sode-O yabui-ta

Hanako-Nom Yosiko-Gen(Shirt-Gen)sleeve-Acc rip(Tr)-Past

`HanakorlPPedasleeveofYosiko,sshirt'

b･?Taroo-ga kaze-de titioya-nO boosi-O tOb-aSi-ta

Tar00-Nom wind-inprofather-Gen cap-Accfly(Intr)-Cause-Past

`Tar00flewhisfather,shatinthewind, (Inoue(1976))

c･*Tar00-ga reizooko-nO Ziroo-Gen yasai-O

Tar00-Nom fridge-Gen Ziroo-Gen vegetables-Acc

kusar-aSe-ta

rot(Intr)-Cause-Past

`Ziroo,svegetablesinthefridgerottedonTar00'

(`Lit.Tar00rOttedZiroo'svegetables')

5
Alan Bale(personalcommunication)pointed out to me that the fb1lowing exampleis

ftlicitouswiththeAffbcteeinterpretationifBi11,sarmistransplantedintoJohn･

(i)JohnbrokeBill'sarm.
6

Acautionisinorder:if-teSimaw`endup,isattachedtotheveib,alltheexamplesin(4)will
beperfbctlyfblicitous,butinadif托rentreading･
7

Whentherelativeclause,Whichservestoprovidethecontext,isattachedtotheobject,the

examplesin(4)soundlessdeviant･Forinstance,See(i)below:
(i)Taroo-ga kaze-de sonotoki

kabutteitatltlOya-nO boosi-O tOb-aSi-ta

Taroo-Nomwind-in atthattime prowore father-Gen cap-Acc ny(Intr)-Cause-Past

TaroohadFather,shatheworeatthattimeflowninthewind'

(`Lit.TarooflewFather'shatheworeatthattimeinthewind')

However,(4c)and(4d)stillsounddevianteveniftherelativeclauseisattached･
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d･*Yamada-kyozyu-ga kazi-de

Prof.Y.一Nom thefire-in

kenkyuusitu-nO Tanaka-SenSei-nO

O圧ice-Gen Prof.T.-Gen

hon-O mOy-aSi-ta

books-Acc √burn_Cause_Past

`Prof.YamadahadProf.Tanaka,sbooksintheofficeburnedinthe丘re,

(`Lit.ProfY.burnedProf.T.'sbooksintheofficeinthefire')

(Inoue(1976))

e･?Taroo-ga Ziroo-nO ude-0 0t-ta

Taroo-Nom Ziroo-Gen arm-Acc break(Tr)-Past

`Tar00brokeZiroo,sarm,

AninterestlngPOlnttOnOtehereisthatexampleswithalienablypossessednounssuch

asyasaiandhoncannotbesavedbythepragmaticcontext･

Inthisconnection,itisworthpolntlngOutthatthecaseswhereVP-deletionis

invoIvedcanbetakentobetheevidencethatthepossessiverelationbetweenthesu切ect

andtheobjectiscruCialinobtainingtheAfftcteeinterpretation.8,9 see(5)below,

Wherecoreftrenceisindicatedbycoindexing:

(5)Johnbrokehisarm,andBilldid@,tOO【0=breakhisarm]

a･Johnlbrokehis3arm,andBill2did¢,tOO【¢=breakhis3arm]

(*Afftcteereading)

b･John.brokehislarm,andBil12did@,tOO【¢=breakhis.arm]

(*A鮎cteereading)

C･John.brokehis.arm,andBil12didO,tOO[¢=breakhis2arm]

(5)isfour-Wayambiguous:in(5a),hisreferstothepersonotherthanJohnandBill,and

JohnandBillcanonlybeinterpretedasCauser.(5b)isacaseofstrictidentity,andhis

intheelidedVPreftrstoJohn･Inthiscase,thefirstcoruunctsatisfiestheconditions

Onthe Afftcteeinterpretation,While the seconddoes not･Due to the parallelism

requirementonVP-deletion,OnlytheCauserinterpretationisavailable.In(5c),hisin
the elided VP refers to Bill(Sloppyidentity),and both the cortiunctssatisfythe
COnditions on the Affecteeinterpretation,thereby yielding the Causer/Afftctee

ambigulty･Note that,due to the parallelism requlrement,thereis no such

interpretationthatthesubiectsinthetwocoI叩nCtSareinterpreteddifftrently.They

8

ForVP-deletion,SeeFiengoandMay(1994),May(1985),Sag(1976),Tancredi(1992),

Williams(1977),amOngmanyOthers.
9

unfbrtunately,nOCOmParableexampleisavailableinJapanese･
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Cahonlybeinterpreteduniformly:eitherasCauserorasAfftctee･

Summarizlng SO far,the possessive relation required br the Afftctee

interpretationcanbealienableandinalienable･Moreover,undertherichcontext,itis

possible to obtain the Affbcteeinterpretation evenin cases where the possessor

argumentdi毎01ntfromthesu句ectisovertlyrealizedinsidethepossessedNP,aSlong
as the possessed N belongs to the class ofnouns denotlnglnalienable possession･

Furthermore,EnglishhasastricterrestrictiononthepossessiverelationintheAfftctee

interpretationthanJapanese･Nevertheless,Englishalsoa1lowsthepossessiverelation

betweenthesubjectandthepossessedNPwhosepossessorisdi句Ointfromthesu句ect

undertherichcontext.

Let us brieflylook at the possessor argument･First,COnSider the fbllowlng

sentencebelow:10

(6)Tar00-ga Ziroo-ga(pro/kare-nO/zibun-nO)ude-0 0トta

T.-Nom Z.-Nom(pro/he-Gen/selflGen)arm-Acc break(Tr)-Past

to it-ta

Comp say-Past

`TaroosaidthatZiroobrokehisarm'

Assume that the sentenceis uttered context-initially so that the antecedent ofthe

pronominals,i･e･,PrOOrkare'he,,CannOtbeapersonsalientinthediscourse･We

haveonlytwopossiblealternativesfortheantecedentofthepronominals:7brooand

Ziroo.Moreover,Since zibun`self'is a su切ect-Orientedlong-distance reflexive

anaphorand7brooandZ王rooarethematrixandtheembeddedsubiect,reSpeCtively,

eitherofthemcanbetheantecedentoftheanaphor･ThereR)re,PrO,kare'he',and

zibun`self'behaveinthesamewayinthechoiceoftheantecedentin(6)･
This said,1et us restrictour attention to the pronoun to keep the parallelism

betweenJapanese andEnglish,andconsiderthepossibleinterpretations of(6),aS

representedin(7),Wherecoreferenceisindicatedbycoindexing:

(7)a:Taroo-gaZirool-gakarel-nOude-00t-tatOit-ta

(Ziroo=CauserorAfftctee)

`TaroosaidthatZiroo-brokehislarm'

10Asiswellknown,thesuccessiveoccurrencesofnominativephrasedegradeacceptabilityfbr

somereason.Toavoidthis,itisusefu1toembedthesentenceunderthenominalizerkoto'the

factthat'.
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b.Tarool-gaZiroo-gakarel-nOude-00t-tatOit-ta

(Ziroo=Causer)

`TarooISaidthatZiroobrokehislarm'

In(7a),Ziroois coreferentialwith the pronouninside the possessed NP,and the

POSSeSSiverelationholdsbetweenthem･Inthiscase,WeObtaintheCauser/Afftctee

ambigulty･Ontheotherhand,WhenthepossessiverelationholdsbetweenTbnoand

the possessed NP,the ambigulty disappears and only the Causerinterpretationis

availabletoZiroo.ThesameistrueOfEnglish,aStheglossesshow･Thecontrast

between(7a)and(7b)suggeststhatthepossessiverelationshouldholdbetweenthetwo

NPsin the same clause･FurthermOre,the fbllowlng eXamPles suggest that the

POSSeSSiverelationholdsbetweenthesu句ectandtheobject,nOtbetweenanyNPs
insidethesameclause.

(8)a.Tar00-nO titioyal-ga karel-nO

Taroo-Gen father-Nom he-Gen

(T'sfather=CauserorAffectee)

`Tar00'sfatherlbrokehislarm'

b.Tarool-nO tltlOya-ga kare.-nO

Taroo-Gen father-Nom he-Gen

(T'sfather=Causer)

`Tarool'sfatherbrokehislarm'

ude-0 0t-ta

arm-Acc break(Tr)-Past

ude-0 0トta

arm-Acc break(Tr)-Past

In(8a),thesu切ect,7blW-nOtitioya'Tar00'sfather'iscoreftrentialwiththepronoun

insidethepossessedNP,andhencethepossessiverelationholdsbetweenthesubject

and the o切ect,yielding the Causer/Afftctee ambigultyln theinterpretation ofthe

subject.In(8b),WhereTbrvoiscoreftrentialwiththepronoun,Sincethepossessive

relationdoes notholdbetweenthe su句ect andthe o叫ect,the su句ectcanonlybe

interpretedasCauser･EnglishparallelswithJapaneseinthiscase,tOO･Thisshows

thatanNPcanbeinterpretedasAfftcteeinthefixedposition･

3.TheVerbClassintheA馳cteeinterpretatio

Aswesawinthelastsection,thepossessiverelationplaysaroleinobtainlngthe

Affecteeinterpretation･However,thepossessiverelationalonecannotglVerisetothe

Affecteeinterpretation･Wealsohaveaconditiononthevefbclass･Clearly,the

followlngeXamPlescannothavetheAfftcteeinterpretationeventhoughthepossessive

relationholdsbetweenthesu句ectandtheobject:
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(9)a.Tar00-ga ude-O nagut-ta(<nagur-ta)
Taroo-Nomproarm-Acc punch-Past

(*Affecteereading)

`Tar00PunChedhisarm'

b.Ziroo-ga mlglaSi-O ket-ta(<ker-ta)

Ziroo-Nom rightleg/fbot-Acc kick-Past

(*Af托cteereading)

`Zirookickedhisrightleg/fbot'

Harley(1995)reportsthatcausativesfbrmedfromunaccusativescangiverisetothe

Causer/Afftctee ambigulty･To distinguishunaccusatives伽)munergatives,Har1ey

usesNumeralQuantifierFloat(Miyagawa(1989a,b))asadiagnosticfbrunaccusativity･
MiyagawaobservedthatanumeralquantifiermustbeassociatedwiththeNPthatit

modi丘esorthetracelef[bythatNPunderthemutualc-COmmandrelation･Thus,ifa

numeralquantifierisinsidetheVP,WeeXPeCtthatasentenceinvoIvinganunaccusative

ispermitted,giventhattheargumentOfanunaccusative,unlikethatofanunergative,is

generatedinsidetheVP･See(10)and(11)below･Inalltheexamples,the"1eft

edge,,ofVPismarkedbyaVPadverbial,andanumeralquantifierisinsidetheVP･

(10)a.Zyookyaku-ga hikooki-Ziko-de nihyaku-nin sin-da

passenger-Nom airplane-aCCident-in200-Cl die-Past

`200passengersdiedintheairplaneaccident･'

b･mikan-ga hako-nO-naka-de go-ko kusat-tei-tall

tangerine-Nom box-Gen-inside-in5-Cl rotllEI-Past

`5tangerineshave(already)rottedinsidethebox'

(11)a.*gakusei-ga tOSyOkan-defuta-riwarat-ta

students-Nomlibrary-1n 2-Cllaugh-Past

`Twostudentslaughedinthelibrary'

b･*gakusel-ga undoozyoo-de futa-rihasit-ta

students-Nom athletic丘eld-in 2-Cl run-Past

`Twostudentsranintheathleticfield'

Asthejudgmentsclear1yindicate,WeCanCOnCludethat(10)invoIveunaccusativesand

(11)unergatives.Giventhis,COnSiderthefb1lowingexamples:

llTheexampleinvoIvesthestativizer-tei-･Whichispresumablycomposedoftheconsecutive

ending ofa verb and the existentialnocative verbi(r),butitdoes
not a8bct the present

discussion.
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(12)a･Tanaka-San-ga muSuko-O Sin-aSe-ta

Mr.Tanaka-Nom son-Acc die-Cause-Past

`Mr.Tanaka'ssondieonhim,

(`Lit.Mr.Tanakacausedhissontodie')

b･Tar00-ga yaSai-O kusar-aSe-ta

Taroo-Nompro vegetables-Accrot-Cause-Past

`ThevegetablesrottedonTaroo'

(`Lit･Tar00CauSedthevegetablestorot')

(13)a.Taroo-ga muSuko-O WaraW-aSe-ta

Taroo-Nom son-Acc laugh-Cause-Past

(*Afftcteereading)

`Taroomadehissonlaugh'

b･Taroo-ga muSuko-O

Taroo-Nom son-Acc

(*Af托cteereading)

`Taroomadehissonrun.

hasir-aSe-ta

run-Cause-Past

Theverbsin(12)areunaCCuSatives,Whilethosein(13)areunergatives,aSthesame

VerbsareinvoIvedasin(10)and(11)･Moreover,theexamplesin(12)clear1ycontrast

Withthosein(13)inthattheformerCangiverisetotheCauser/Afftcteeambiguity.

FurthermOre,COnSider(14).

(14)a･Taroo-ga ude-0 0t-ta(<Or-ta)

Taroo-Nom proarm-Acc break(Tr)-Past

`Taroobrokehisarm,

a'･Taroo-nO ude-ga Or-e-ta

Taroo-Gen
arm-Nom√break_Intr_Past

`Taroo'sarmbroke,

b･Hanako-ga SOde-O yabui-ta

Hanako-Nom prosleeve-Acc rip(Tr.)-Past
`HanakorlPPedhersleeve'

b'･Hanako-nO SOde-ga yabuk-e-ta

Hanako-Gen
sleeve-Nom√rip-Intr-Past

`Hanako'ssleeverlPPed'

C･Tanaka-San-ga kazi-de ie-0 moy-aSi-ta

Mr.Tanaka-Nom thefire-in prohouse-Acc √burn-Cause-Past

`Mr.Tanakahadhishouseburnedinthenre,

(`Lit.Mr.Tanakaburnedhishouseinthefire')
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C'.Tanaka-San-nOie-ga kazi-de moy-e-ta

Mr.Tanaka_Genhouse_Nomthefire-in√burn-Intr-Past
`Mr.Tanaka,shouseburned'

In(14a-C),thesu切ectcanbeinterpretedasAffecteeaswellasCauserinadditiontothe

abovetwocases.Asisclearin(14a,-C,),theverbsin(14)havetheunaccusative

alternants,and fallunder the generalization Harley made:CauSatives fbrmedfrom

unaccusativescanglVerisetotheCauser/Affecteeambigulty･

Onemightwonderwhy(12)canbetreatedonaparWith(14)･Specifically,the

causativesin(12)invoIvenon-altemating unaccusatives and acausative morpheme

-(s)ase,and,Sincetheunaccusatives,unlikethosein(14),donotundergothecausative
alternation,they are regarded as analytic causatives･However,Har1ey assumes,

fo1lowingMiyagawa(1995),that-(s)ase-isthedefaultcausativemorphemethatis

inserted as a result of an elsewhere condition(KiparSky(1973)),and that non-

alternatlngunaCCuSativesundergothecausativealternationbycombiningthedefault

causativemorpheme.12Theimportantpointhereisthat-(s)ase-isamerephonological

realizationanddoesnotnecessarilycorrespondtoamorphemethatglVeSrisetothe

interpretationofanalyticcausative.Therefore,although-(s)ase-attaChestotheverbs

in(12),thecausativesformedarelexicalcausativesinthesensethattheydenotea

singleevent,andhencetheydonotdifftrfrom(14)･Ifweadoptthisview,thereisno

Significantdistinctionbetween(12)and(14)intherelevantaspects･

Tosumupthediscussionsofar,WeCanglVethefbllowlnggeneralizationonthe

conditionontheverbsintheCauser/Af托cteeambigulty･

(15)Unaccusativeverbsthatfbrmdirectcausativescangiverise

totheCauser/Afftcteeambigulty･
'

Notethat(15)isalneCeSSaTyCOndition.Assuch,nOtalltheverbsthatsatisfy

(15)cangiverisetotheCauser/Afftcteeambiguity,bydefinition･Ifverbsthatdonot

fallunder(15)dogiverisetotheCauser/Affecteeambiguity,theyshouldbetakento

indicateeither､that(15)stillneedsre丘ningorthatsomeotherfactorisinvoIvedinthe

Causer/Affecteeambigulty･

In relation to(15),itis worth mentioning that MarantZ(1997)proposes a

12sinceMiyagawaandHarley
assumeDistributedMorphology(HalleandMarantz(1993,

1994)),PhonologicalftaturesareprovidedaftersyntaxbyVocabularyInsertion,andatthis

polnt,ifasyntacticCAUSEheaddoesnotspecifyits､phonologlCalrealization,itcanberealized

as-(S)ase-aCCOrdingtothePaninianelsewhereprinciple･Thus,Sin(u)andkusar(u)donot

specifytheirphonologicalreaIization･Hence,Sin-aSe-(ru)andkusar-aSe-(ru)･
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SyntaCticallydefinedboundaryfbrdomainofspecialmeanlng･Specifically,hemakes

thegeneralizationthatnoidiomsinvoIveafixedAgent,aneVentive-PaSSive,anda

CauSative morpheme withlower agentive verb,and hefurther showsthat this

generalizationcanbesyntacticallycharaCterized.See(16)below.

(16)

Agent

VP boundaryfbrdomainofspecialmeanlng

headprq)eCtlngAgent

(Marantz1997:208)

WhatMarantzproposesisthatthereisalocalitydomainforspecialmeanlngandthis

domaincanbede丘nedbyv,i･e･,aheadprq)eCtlngagent･HealsocitesMiyagawa

(1995)andHarley(1995)asevidenceforhisgeneralization.However,theexamples

hecitesaretrueidioms,WhichinvoIveradicalsemanticdrif[(e.g.,tOb-aS"fly-make"=

demotesomeonetoaremotepost)･Moreover,theexampleswearediscussingare

Purelycompositionalandnotfixedatall,andhencetheyshouldberegardedasdistinct

fromtheCauser/Afftcteeambigulty･

4･TheSourceoftheAfFbcteeInterpretation

In thelast two sections,We have characterized the conditions on the Afftctee

interpretation･Now,WeturntOthequestionofwhereAffecteecomes丘om.

4･ノ乃g∫fr〟Cf〟和才Po∫∠如乃げ4脾cfee

IwouldliketoconsiderthestructuralpositionofAffectee丘rst･SinceCauser

andAffecteearenOtaVailableinasentencesimultaneously,WemayaSSumethatthey

COmPeteforthesamestructuralposition･However,theevidencesuggeststhattheyare

in different positions･First,COnSider the fbllowlng SentenCeS,Citedfrom Roeper

(1987):

(17)a.Theshipsank.

b･Theshipwassunk.

(17a)and(17b)invoIveanunaccusativeandapassive,reSPeCtively.Itiswellknown
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thattheyshowthefbllowlngCOntraStthatisduetothepresence/absenceoftheexternal

訂gument･

(18)a.*TheboatsanktocollecttheinsuranCe･

b.Theboatwassunktoco11ecttheinsurance.

In(18a),Sincetheunaccusativedoesnothaveanexternalargument,nOthingcontroIs

PROintherationale,reSultinglnungrammaticality･Ontheotherhand,Sincepassives

canbefbrmedfromverbswithaneXternalargument,thepassivesentenceassuresthe

presenceofanexternalargumentin(18b),beitnullorrealizedasby-Phrase,and
hencetheexternalargumentcontroIsPROintherationaleclause･Moreover,the

di脆rence between unaccusatives and verbs with an externalargument canbe

elucidatedinthefbrmationofpassives･Thatis,aSmentionedabove,Sincepassives

canbefbrmedfromverbswithaneXternalargument,Verbswithanexternalargument

canundergopassiveformation,butunaccusativescannot･

Giventhese,COnSider(19)and(20).TheseexamplesshowthatAffbcteeisnot

anexternalargument･

(19)a.JohnbrokehisarmtOCOllecttheinsurance･(*Afftcteereading)

b.John,sarmwasbrokenbyhim. (*Affbcteereading)

(20)a.hokenkin-O mOraW-tame-niJohn-ga ude-0 0t-ta

theinsurance-Accreceive-fbr John-Nomarm-Acc break(Tr･)-Past

(*Affecteereading)

`JohnbrokehisarmtOCOllecttheinsuranCe'

b.John-nO ude-ga kare-ni(yotte)or-are-ta

John-Gen arm-Nom he-by break(Tr･)-Past

(*Affecteereading)

`John,sarmwasbrokenbyhim'

Since the A鮎cteeinterpretationis not available whenthe tests fbr the external

argumentareapplied,itissafttoconcludethatAfftcteeisnotaninterpretation

asslgnedtoaneXternalargument,buttoaninternalargument･Giventhis,theverbs

invoIvedintheAfftcteeinterpretationareunaCCuSativeintermsoftheta-markingbut

transitiveintermsoffeaturechecking･Thisclear1yraisesachallengetoBurzio's

generalization(Burzio(1986)),andanyanalysisthatassumesthetightcorrelation
betweenanexternaltheta-rOleandaccusativeCasemustbereconsidered･
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4.2上)g柁Cf櫛cfe血e∫ぶ′j

We have seen that Afftcteeis aninternaltheta-rOle.Now,We turn tO the

questionofwhereAfftcteecomesfrom.

Twoalternativesimmediatelycomeup.Oneistoassumethatsomeindependent

headasslgnSAfftcteetoaninternalargument,i･e･,belowthecomplementofv･The

OtheristoassumethatAfftcteeisderivedintermsofthepossessiverelation,OrmOre

PreCisely,the coreftrence relation betweenthe subject and the possessorinside the

POSSeSSedNP.Clearly,thelatterapproachisunftasiblebecausewesawinsection2

thattherearecasesinwhichthepossessorargumentdi毎Olntfromthesubjectisovertly

realized.Insuchcases,COreferenceissimplyimpossible.Moreover,COreftrenceis

notasyntacticnotion,andthepossessorargumentsarerealizedaspronouns.Given

the standard assumptlOn,What syntaxsays aboutpronounsis thatthey must notbe

interpretedascoreferentialwithanNPinitslocaldomain.Inotherwords,SyntaXdoes

notdeterminewhichNPis coreferentialwithapronoun,unlikereflexives･14Then,

COnSiderthefirstalternative.SincewearetrylngtOfigureoutwhatwehavenever

Seen,itishelpfultoproceedbyanalogy.Letusconsiderdirectcausation.Asiswell

known,directcausationdenotesaslngleeventandthesubjectdirectlyactsontheobject･

Thus,a SentenCelikeJohn brokea cLq,1S aPPrOPnate fbrasituationinwhichJohn

droppedacupanditbroke,butnotfbrasituationinwhichJohnpushedabottomwhich

WaSCOnneCtedtosomedevicespeciallydesignedtobreakcups,andthedevicebrokea

CuP･Hence,WhatiscrucialinthiscaseisthatJohnmustbeapartlCIPantintheevent

Ofbreakingacup.Byanalogy,letusassumethesamesortofnotionandcallitdirect

affectedness.Then,aSindirectcausation,1etusfurtherassumethatAffbcteemustbea

PartlCIPantintheeventdenotedbyVP.IfwehavethisassumptlOn,WeCaneXPlain

WhyapeculiarCOnditionmustbesatis丘edincaseswherealienablypossessednounsare

invoIvedaswellasincaseswherethepossessorargumentisoverlyrealizedinsidethe

inalienablypossessedNP.Sincewecannatural1yexplainthecaseswherethesubject

isnotcoreftrentialwiththepossessor,itismoreplausibletoassumedirectafftctedness

thantoinvokecoreftrencebetweenthesubjectandthepossessor,inordertoaccount

fbrtheCauser/Afftcteeambigulty.

Moreover,Sincewehavedirectandindirectcausation,itisnaturaltosupposethat

We haveindirect a脆ctedness as wellas direct afftctedness.Obviously,indirect

13ThematerialinthissubsectiongrowsoutofthediscussionwithJonathanBobaりik.Iam

gratefu1to him fbr suggesting me to consider the first alternativein the text and a notion

COrreSPOndingtodirectcausation･

14Thesame holdsinthecase
ofsu句ect-0rientedlong-distance renexiveanaphors as welI,

SincetheycantakeanNPoutsidetheir)ocaldomainasanantecedent.
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PaSSivescaninstantiatesuchanotion･Byanalogytotherelationbetweendirectand

indirectcausation,WeeXPeCtthattheconditionsimposedonindirectafftctednessare

muchlaxerthanthoseimposedondirectafftctedness,andthisisthecase.

(21)a･Mary.-ga John-ni[pro.otooto】一O hihans-are-ta

Mary-NomJohn-by brother-Acc criticize-Pass-Past

`MaryhadherbrothercriticizedbyJohn,

(`Lit･Marywascriticized(her)brotherbyJohn,)

b･Maryl-ga John-ni[[pro10tOOtO-nO】taido]-O hihans-are-ta

Mary-NomJohn-わ brother-Genattitude-Acc criticize-Pass-Past

`Maryhadherbrother,sattitudecriticizedbyJohn,

(`Lit･Marywascriticized(her)brother'sattitudebyJohn,)

C･Mary.-ga John-ni[[[prolOtOOtO-nO】taido-nO】henka]-O

Mary-NomJohn-by brother-Genattitude-Genchange-Acc

hihans-are-ta

Criticize-Pass-Past

`Maryhadthechangeofherbrother,sattittldecriticizedbyJohn,

(`Lit･Marywascriticizedthechangeof(her)brother'sattitudeby

John')

(Toyoshima(n･d･):(58)-(60)withminormodi丘cations)

Itiswellknownthatindirectpassivesdonotnecessari1yrequlrethesuqecttobe

COreftrentialwithanelementinthesameclause(SeeKubo(1990)).Theparallel

betweentheCauser/Affecteeambigultyandindirectpassivesarguesfbrtheapproach

advocatedhere.

Inthis subsection,Wehave comparedtwo approaches totheCauser/Affectee

ambigulty,and concluded that direct affectedness andis more plausible than the

approachinvoking coreftrence between the subject and the possessor.Moreover,

Sinceindirectpassivescanbetaketoinstantiateindirectafftctedness･Thisparallel

Canalsoarguefbrdirectafftctedness･Althoughamorecloseexaminationisnecessary,

Ihope to have shown theinitialplausibility to the approachin terms of direct

afftctedness.

5.Conclusion

Inthispaper,Wehaveseenthat,tOaCCOuntfortheCauser/Afftcteeambigulty,lt

isplausibletoassumeanindependentheadthatasslgnSAfftcteetoaninternalargument･

Moreover,SincetheverbsintheAffecteeinterpretationareunaccusativeintermsof
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thematicinterpretation but transitivein terms of ftature checking,they present a

ChallengetoBurzio'sgeneralization.Furthermore,tWOCOnditionsareimposedonthe

Afftcteeinterpretation:Oneisthatthepossessiverelationbetweenthesubjectandthe

O切ect;theotheristhataverbmustbeanunaccusativethatundergoesthecausativ

alternation･WehaveshownthatthefbrmerCOnditioncanbenaturallyexplainedin

termsofdirectafftctedness,Whichisdevelopedbyanalogytodirectcausation,andthat

anyapproachinvokingcoreferencebetweenthe subiectandthepossessorinsidethe

ObjectNPfailstoaccountforthecaseswherethepossessordi衰01ntfromthesubiectis

OVertlyspelledout.Thesecondconditionremainstobeexplained.
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