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Conditions on the Passivization of Cognate Object Constructions”
Tetsuya Kogusuri

1. Introduction

In this article, I will investigate Cognate Object Constructions (henceforth,
COCs) such as those exemplified in (1).!  While researchers vary in regard to how
they actually treat Cognate Objects (COs) syntactically, at least two types of CO
have been identified: the passivizable CO and the unpassivizable one. Consider the
contrast in grammaticality shown in (2):

(1) a. Bill sighed a weary sigh. (Jones (1988:89))
b. Bernadette danced the Irish jig. (Massam (1990:163))
(2) a.* Aweary sigh was sighed by Bill. (Jones (1988:91))

b. The Irish jig was danced by Bernadette Dooley. (Massam (1990:163))

If there are two distinct types of CO, a question that naturally follows is how to
identify what kind of CO can be passivized.

The purpose of this article is to establish conditions under which COs can be
passivized. This requires a close scrutiny of syntactic and semantic properties of
COs, particularly in terms of the argumenthood. In what follows, I will make the
following claims, one of which is adopted from Kitahara (2006, 2007, 2010):

(3) a. COs are syntactic arguments which divide into two types: constructional
arguments and verbal arguments.
b. Passivization of a CO is possible if either of the following conditions is
satisfied:

(1) the CO receives a type reading (if necessary, from context).
(Kitahara (2006, 2007, 2010))

(i) the COC functions as a presentational sentence in discourse, which

focuses on the occurrence of an entity.

' This article is indebted to many discussions with Ken-ichi Kitahara (Reitaku University).
Without these discussions, this article could not have been written. I would like to express my
deepest gratitude to him. Thanks are also due to Michael Wonch, Jannet Depiazzi, and Kyle
Bergman for kindly acting as informants. [’m also grateful to anonymous TES reviewers for their
helpful comments. Needless to say, any remaining errors are on my own. This work was
supported by JSPS Research Fellowship for Young Scientists (JSPS Research Fellow DC2) and by
Grand-in Aid for JSPS Fellows.

' Some researchers exclude “non-cognate” objects like the Irish jig in (1b), a subtype of CO;
however, 1 will define the category of COs more broadly to include such a subtype.
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The organization of this article is as follows. Section 2 briefly reviews a
previous approach to COCs and points out its problem. Section 3 lays out an
overarching analysis by Kitahara (2006, 2007, 2010). His analysis not only
resolves the problem of the previous approach but presents a comprehensive account
of the behavior of COCs including passivization. However, it still leaves some
problems unsolved. In section 4, I propose an alternative analysis that explains
broader data of COCs. Based on this analysis, section 5 provides another licensing
condition of passivized COCs stated in (3bii). Section 6 presents the conclusion.

2. Two Types of CO: Adjunct and Argument

To account for the two contrastive patterns illustrated in (2), a possible
approach is to treat the two COs as syntactically distinct elements, i.e. adjunct and
argument COs: a weary sigh is an adverbial modifier of the verb, while the Irish
Jig is the direct object of the verb sigh. In fact, the CO in (la) is said to be
semantically equivalent to the corresponding manner adverbial adjunct, as in (4a).
On the other hand, the Irish jig in (1b) cannot receive such a manner reading. The
paraphrase with the manner adverbial in (4b) alters the original meaning:

(4) a. Bill sighed a weary sigh. (=(1a))
= Bill sighed wearily. (Jones (1988:93))
b. Bernadette danced the Irish jig. (=(1b))

# Bernadette danced in the Irish-jig-like manner.

In general, adjuncts cannot undergo passivization but arguments can.  The syntactic
distinction of adjunct and argument COs will thus explain the difference between the
two COs in (2) straightforwardly.

In addition to passivizability, there are two more diagnostic phenomena taken
up in the literature which validate the argument-adjunct distinction of COs. First,
some COs cannot occur with strong determiners such as this and every, but others

can do:

(5) a.* John screamed {this scream / every scream} we heard today.
(Moltmann (1989:301))

b. Tom sneezed every sneeze that we heard that day.  (Massam (1990:169))

Second, the difference in it-pronominalization also confirms the two-way distinction
of COs. Consider the following examples cited in Kuno and Takami (2004:132):



(6) a. He was horrified, but he smiled a happy smile. *He smiled it (= the
happy smile) in order to disarm the intruder.
b.  John sang a beautiful song. He sang it (= the beautiful song) to cheer her
up.

The contrastive syntactic patterns as in (5) and (6) again support the view that COs
divide into two syntactically distinct categories.

Bearing in mind the dichotomy of adjunct and argument COs, one might think
that the syntactic status of COs is correlated to the transitivity of the verbs: the
adjunct type of CO serves as a modifier of an intransitive verb, while the argument
type is taken by a transitive verb. In this view, whether COs can be passivized is
attributed to the difference in transitivity of the verbs. Representative researchers
taking such an approach are Jones (1988), Kuno and Takami (2004), among others
(cf. Yasui (1983)). They argue that the genuine COC is a combination of an
intransitive verb and its CO, whereas the apparent COC is a transitive sentence, i.e.
a transitive verb with its direct object. Thus, sigh, scream, and smile are
intransitive verbs and their COs are adjuncts, while dance, sneeze, and sing are
transitive verbs that take COs as their direct objects. In short, according to these
researchers, the syntactic behavior of COs is determined by the transitivity of the
verbs. Let us refer to this approach as the verb-specific approach.

As Kitahara (2007, 2010) explicitly points out, however, such a verb-specific
approach confronts an unavoidable empirical problem: the syntactic status of a CO
cannot be identified by the verb alone. In fact, even a single verb may exhibit two
conflicting patterns in terms of three grammatical phenomena. Compare the
following pairs, each of which has a common verb (italics are mine):

(7) Passivization
a.* A weary sigh was sighed by Bill. (Jones (1988:91))
b. A weary sigh was sighed by the overworked field worker at the end of a
long day. (Macfarland (1994), cited in Felser and Wanner (2001:108))
(8) Co-occurrence with a Strong Determiner
a.* A death occurred today in this clinic. It was John who died that death.
(Moltmann (1989:301))
b. “...He died thar death which is the death of all.”
(Robert P. Lightner, The Death Christ Died)
(9) Pronominalization
a. He was horrified, but he smiled a happy smile. *He smiled it (= the
happy smile) in order to disarm the intruder. (= (6a))
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b. Mary smiled Marilyn Monroe’s smile. Nancy smiled it, too.
(Kitahara (2006:54))

As these examples demonstrate, COs of the same verb may allow for two contrastive
syntactic patterns. In this respect, the verb-specific approach cannot explain the
contradictory behavior of COs, let alone the condition for their passivizability.

3. Form-Meaning Correspondences of COCs

Given the problem with the verb-specific approach, Kitahara (2006, 2007,
2010) claims that the syntactic status of COs is dependent on their semantic
interpretations; that is, how they can be construed is crucial for their syntactic
behavior.  This section lays out his analysis based on form-meaning corre-
spondences in COCs.

3.1. Two Types of Form-Meaning Correspondence of COCs

Under a lexical-constructional approach (Iwata (2008)), Kitahara (2006, 2007,
2010) proposes that COCs have two distinct syntactic structures corresponding to
different sentential meanings. In conformity with the basic tenet of Construction
Grammar (e.g. Goldberg (1995)), he assumes that all linguistic expressions
constitute form-meaning pairings, so-called “constructions.”  From this per-
spective, COCs are assumed to form a complex category which consists of
syntactically and semantically distinct constructions. On the syntactic side, COCs
have two clausal structures: (i) the intransitive construction with the adjunct CO and
(i1) the transitive construction with the argument CO, as represented below (Kitahara
(2010:118)) (the subscript ¢ indicates the cognateness between the verb and its
object; the M is an abbreviation for the modifier):

(10)a. [SBJ INTRVERB, (M) OBJPPUNCT]
b. [SBJTRVERB, (M) OBy oM

On the semantic side, these distinct syntactic structures are associated with
three possible readings of COs, as is observed by Matsumoto (1996). According to
Matsumoto’s observation, COCs can potentially be interpreted in the following ways

(a similar observation is also made in Hoche (2009)):

(1) Mary danced a beautiful dance.
Reading A: the activity of dancing is beautiful.
Reading B: the result of activity of dancing is beautiful.



55

Reading C: a certain type of dance, e.g. a tango, is famous for its beauty.
(Matsumoto (1996:214))

The sentence Mary danced a beautiful dance in (11) receives one of the three
readings from A to C: (i) the activity reading (e.g. Mary danced in a beautiful
manner), (ii) the result reading (e.g. even though she stepped wrongly and fell to the
floor, Mary’s dancing was beautiful on the whole), or (iii) the type reading (e.g.
Mary performed an existing beautiful type of dance).

On the basis of Matsumoto’s observation, Kitahara (2007, 2010) suggests that
the activity and result readings are linked with the intransitive structure with the
adjunct CO in (10a), while the type reading is unique to the transitive structure
including the argument CO in (10b). In the activity/result reading, the CO
describes how an event denoted by the verb proceeds. For example, a beautiful
dance in (11) denotes how Mary danced or how her dance was eventually done. In
this case, the CO can be conceived of as modifying the event of the verb. In
Kitahara’s analysis, the activity/result reading of a CO, which describes a manner of
an activity, is associated with its adjunct status.

By contrast, the CO with a type reading denotes an entity which instantiates a
particular existing type. The existence of the denoted entity is independent of the
event denoted by the verb (cf. Langacker (1991:363)). For example, the type
reading of a beautiful dance in (11) refers to an instance of a type of dance that can
be replicated by the agent, like waltz, tango, and polka. Thus, in this reading, Mary
“recreated” or performed a dance that was already established prior to her activity
(Kitahara (2007:76, 2010:141-142); cf. Rice (1987) and Langacker (1991)). The
independent existence is a prototypical semantic feature of direct object (Hopper and
Thompson (1980)); for example, in John ate an apple, the eaten apple must be
existent before John’s eating, whether he actually ate it or not.  Since the CO with a
type reading denotes an independently existent entity, it takes on the syntactic status
of the direct object appearing in a transitive sentence.

The different semantic functions of COs are evidenced by what type of
question they can be answers to (Horita (1996:238-239)):

(12) How did Catherine smile?
a. She smiled a sudden smile.
b.* She smiled a thin-lipped smile.
(13) What sort of smile did Catherine smile?
a * She smiled a sudden smile.
b. She smiled a thin-lipped smile.
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The CO a sudden smile obtains an activity reading, i.e. her smiling happened
suddenly. A thin-lipped smile, on the other hand, describes a particular type of
smile; hence this CO receiving a type reading.”> As in (12), only the former can be
a reply to the question using how. By contrast, as in (13), only the latter is
felicitous as an answer to the question with what sort of (Horita (1996)). Thus, the
the two COs are different in type of wh-question to which they can be adequate
answers. This fact verifies distinct semantic functions of the COs.

According to Kitahara (2010:120), these different semantic functions of COs
reflect their different relationships in meaning with the verbs. The CO with the
activity/result reading denotes an abstract event the existence of which is dependent
upon the event of the verb: for instance, the sudden smile is identifiable as the
event of the verb smile in (12a). The CO with the type reading a thin-lipped smile
in (13b), on the other hand, encodes an entity which exists independently of the
verbal event. With the verb-CO relationships in mind, Kitahara (2010) term the
former type of CO the event-dependent CO, and the latter type the
event-independent CO. Hereafter, I will follow his terminology for the two-way
classification, i.e. the event-dependent/event-independent COs or COCs.

To sum up, in Kitahara’s analysis, the event-dependent CO is an adverbial
adjunct associated with the activity/result reading, while the event-independent CO
is the direct object of a transitive verb and receives a type reading. These
form-meaning correspondences are assumed to constitute distinct constructions as

summarized below:’

(14) a. Event-dependent COC
Syn: [SBJ INTRVERB, (M) OB PN
Sem: [‘X Vs, (as a direct result of and concurrently with which the state of
being M obtained)’]
b. Event-independent COC
Syn: [SBJ TRVERB, (M) OBy RIUMENT]

? There are many cases where | find difficulty to identify the CO as denoting a single entity
(i.e. a token) or an instance of a type. Given the fact shown in (12-13), hereafter, I will use two
types of adjectival modifier as a basic diagnostic for identifying the event-dependent CO, which is
the main focus in the later discussion: temporal adjectives (e.g. sudden, slow, quick) and property
adjectives (e.g. happy, beautiful, small, merry). According to Iwasaki (2007:10, fn. 16, 20) and
Hache (2009:83), the former adjectives trigger an activity reading, while the latter facilitate a result
reading.

* Following the observation by Hoche (2009), Kitahara (2010) identifies a further subtype of
event-independent COC in which the CO is an NP denoting a created product as the result of the
event denoted by the verb (e.g. Real plants should be planted with warmed water in the tank (BNC;
cited in Hoche (2009:84)). For the purpose of the discussion, 1 will set aside this type of COCs,
but see for detail Hoche (2009:84-86) and Kitahara (2010:139-140).
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Sem: [*X acts on a thing or type (evoked by the verb) whose existence is
independent of any single instantiation of the action’]
(Kitahara (2010:137, 147))

Under this analysis, if a verb occurs in the event-dependent COC, the construction
determines the category of the verb as intransitive and its CO as an adverbial adjunct.
Conversely, if occurring in the event-independent COC, the verb assumes a status of
a transitive verb and its CO is the direct object.

The form-meaning correspondences for COCs in (14) can account for the
contradictory patterns in terms of diagnostics for transitivity. Since the
event-dependent CO serves as an adverbial adjunct, the event-dependent COC
blocks passivization, modification by a strong determiner, and it-pronominalization.
By contrast, the event-independent COC is compatible with these phenomena, for
the CO is a true argument of the verb.  The relevant examples are reproduced here:

(15) a.* A weary sigh was sighed by Bill.
b.* John screamed {this scream / every scream} we heard today.
c. He laughed a hearty laugh. *He laughed it (= the laugh) because he was
truly amused by her joke.
(16) a. The Irish jig was danced by Bernadette Dooley.
b. Tom sneezed every sneeze that we heard that day.
c. John sang a beautiful song. He sang it (= the beautiful song) to cheer her

up.

For example, a weary sigh is understood as a single entity that is made by an agent.
Generally speaking, the existence of a sigh is not presupposed. The CO in (15a) is
thus event-dependent and the passivization cannot apply. The Irish jig, on the other
hand, is a lively dance originating in Ireland. It is an entity that has already existed
prior to the agent’s dancing, i.e. event-independent, hence the acceptability in (16a).
The form-meaning correspondences in (14) also account for the following
interesting fact: if a given CO is susceptible to passivization and modification by a
strong determiner, the manner adverbial interpretation of the CO is unavailable:

17 A merry dance was danced by Sam.

# Sam danced merrily. (Jones (1988:91))
(18) Sam danced {the beautiful dance / every beautiful dance}.

# Sam danced beautifully (Kitahara (2010:193))
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As illustrated above, neither the CO in the passive subject position nor the
CO modified by the strong determiner receives a manner adverbial interpretation,
i.e. an activity or result reading. This is in sharp contrast to the case of Mary
danced a beautiful dance in (11), which receives all three possible readings. As in
(17) and (18), the CO displaying the behavior as a direct object may never obtain an
adverbial interpretation. This observation is naturally accounted for by Kitahara’s
analysis: since transitive patterns of COCs are closely associated with the type
interpretations of COs, no adverbial interpretation is available in (17) and (18).

Thus far, we have overviewed Kitahara’s (2006, 2007, 2010) analysis based
on the two types of form-meaning correspondence. The most important point is
that the syntactic status of a CO is not defined by the verb alone, but by the whole
sentence; in particular, the interpretation of the CO in the sentence is crucial: a
COC is an intransitive sentence with an adverbial adjunct if the CO is interpretable
as an event or a result of an event describing how the verbal event unfolds; on the
other hand, a COC is a transitive sentence if the CO evokes a recognizable type
which is independent of the event denoted by the verb. In this analysis, then, COs
are passivizable if they are construed as event- independent COs.

Kitahara’s analysis yields an interesting implication: contextual factors
which are relevant to the interpretation of a CO may improve the acceptability of
passivization. For example, a smile normally obtains an activity/result reading and
is not readily passivized. However, in an appropriate context, the CO obtains a

type reading, and as a result it becomes passivizable:

(19) a.* A silly smile was smiled by Sam. (Jones (1988:91))
b. Marilyn Monroe’s smile was smiled by Mary. (Kitahara (2007:70))

In (19b), as Kitahara (2007) sharply points out, the proper noun Marilyn Monroe
helps the CO evoke a type of smile which the famous actress showed repeatedly.
The type of smile was recreated by the individual other than Marilyn Monroe, i.e.
Mary. Hence, the CO in (19b) is construable as an event-independent CO. In this
case, in contrast to (19a), the passivization of a smile is felicitous.

In short, under Kitahara’s analysis, what is of crucial importance for
passivizing COs is whether they denote particular, recognizable types which exist
independently of the verbal events. After his observation, I will term this type of
passivization the type-establishing passivization. Now, Kitahara’s analysis (2006,
2007, 2010) is summarized as follows:

(20) a. COCs divide into two distinct form-meaning pairs, i.e. constructions:
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event-dependent COCs and event-independent COCs.

b. In the event-dependent COC, the verb is intransitive and the CO is an
adverbial adjunct.

c. In the event-independent COC, the verb is transitive and the CO is its
direct object.

d. COs are passivizable if they denote particular, recognizable types of entity
the existence of which is independent of the verbal events.

Kitahara’s (2006, 2007, 2010) approach successfully explains the fact that a
particular CO may change the syntactic behavior depending on its possible
interpretation, which is problematic for the verb-specific approach.

3.2, Argumenthood and Passivizability of Event-Dependent COs

As far as the data that we have seen so far are concerned, Kitahara’s (2006,
2007, 2010) analysis provides a comprehensive account of the variable syntactic
behavior of COCs, which cannot be dealt with by the verb-specific approach.
Especially, his innovative concept of event-dependency is capable of capturing the
slight but non-trivial difference in meaning between the two types of CO and is
potentially extendable to other linguistic phenomena (Kitahara (2007)). Yet, there
are two kinds of data that run counter to his analysis, particularly, to the claims
summarized in (20b) and (20d).

With respect to (20b), two observations presented in the literature challenge
the adverbial analysis of event-dependent COs. Macfarland (1995) and Mittwoch
(1998) point out that, in contrast to manner adverbs, event-dependent COs cannot be

isolated in do so substitution:

(21)a. Sue smiled sweetly and Ben did so enigmatically.
b.* Sue smiled a sweet smile and Ben did so an enigmatic one.
(Mittwoch (1998:329), with slight modifications)

As is well-known, if a phrase may be isolated for the substitution, it is proven to be
an adjunct which adjoins to the outer layer of the (lowest) V-bar level structure.
Therefore, the ungrammaticality in (21b) tells us that the event-dependent CO is
situated inside the VP, not outside the VP as in the case of the corresponding manner
adverb in (21a) (see Macfarland (1995) for further pieces of evidence for the
VP-internal status of COs).

In addition to do so substitution, there is another type of data against the
adverbial analysis: adjacency between the verb and its CO. As a generally
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acknowledged fact, direct objects must be adjacent to the main verbs, as in (22a),
while adjuncts may not, as in (22b). This adjacency condition is also attested in the
case of event-dependent COs, as shown in (23):

(22) a.* Paul opened quickly the door. (Stowell (1981:113))
b. He smiled suddenly in an enigmatic way. (Mittwoch (1998:313))
(23) a.* He sighed wearily a (heavy) sigh. (Felser and Wanner (2001:109))
b.* He smiled suddenly an enigmatic smile. (Mittwoch (1998:313))

The behavior in (23) is exactly parallel to that of the direct object in (22a). This
suggests the argumenthood of event-dependent COs.

Next, Kitahara’s argument in (20d) is challenged by some, though relatively
rare, examples of passivized COs. These COs do not seem to describe entities of
particular types. Here are some examples of the passivized COCs:*

(24) a. Pictures were taken, laughs were laughed, food was eaten.
b. Screams were screamed, cheers cheered, sighs sighed, underwear thrown.
(a, b: Kuno and Takami (2004:128))
c. A soft cough was coughed. “Come in.” Isabella said softly.
d. Many meals are eaten and /ong sleeps are slept.

It seems that these COs do not denote any types of entity but non-specific tokens.
For example, the CO in (24c¢) is understood as denoting a non-specific single cough
that Isabella made in the scene. The same goes for the other examples.5 In spite
of their non-specific token interpretations, the passivization is licensed in (24).

In fact, the passivized COs in (24) can be identified as event-dependent type
by the fact that the adjectival modifiers in (24c, d) are paraphrasable by the
adverbial counterparts:

(25) a. A cough was coughed sofily.
b. ... and sleeps are slept for a long time.

Soft in (24c¢) is equivalent in meaning to the manner adverb softly, as in (25a); the
Long in (24d) is likewise paraphrasable using for a long time, as in (25b). It is

* The examples in (24c) and (24d) are found in open web sites.

* Rice (1987:213) remarks that if an abstract event is replicated, it may approach or achieve
participant status (i.e. argument status). Citing this remark, Kitahara regards the bare plural NPs
in (24a, b) as denoting replicated “types.” However, as in (24c), singular COs are also found,
which shows that the COs under consideration do not have type interpretations.
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obvious that the passivized COs in (24) have adverbial function, hence being
event-dependent COs.  This fact is worthy of attention given that event-dependent
COs have been alleged as unpassivizable. Then the passivization in (24) is another
type of passivization distinct from the type-establishing type and must be explained
independently. As will be elucidated later, the passivization of event-dependent
COs is indeed possible under certain circumstances.

In sum, Kitahara’s analysis needs to be modified in two respects: (i)
event-dependent COs are not adverbial adjuncts and (ii) there are attested examples
of passivized event-dependent COs. The questions to be asked, then, are:

(26) a If event-dependent COs are not adverbial adjuncts, what is the exact
syntactic status of them?
b. What licenses the passivization of event-dependent COs?

In what follows, I will address these questions in turn. Section 4 is devoted
to exploring the exact syntactic and semantic nature of event-dependent COs and to
proposing an alternative analysis under the framework of Conceptual Semantics.
Section 5 in turn reveals the licensing condition of the passivized COCs in (24) from
a discourse-pragmatic perspective.

A note is in order here. I totally agree with Kitahara’s analysis of
event-independent COs as passivizable. The major concern of the discussion
below lies rather in presenting a modified analysis of event-dependent COs. To
this end, I would like to restrict the following discussion to event-dependent COs,

leaving aside event-independent COs.

4. An Alternative: Event-Dependent COs as Constructional Arguments
In this section I reconsider the complex syntactic and semantic nature of
event-dependent COs and propose a constructional argument analysis.

4.1.  Further Evidence for the Argumenthood of Event-Dependent COs

As observed in section 3.2, the syntactic diagnostics of the do so substitution
and the adjacency condition bear out the argument status of event-dependent COs.
In addition to these diagnostics, three pieces of syntactic and semantic evidence
support the argumenthood of the COs. The first evidence comes from their
restricted distribution.  Event-dependent COs cannot be ordered as freely as
adjuncts. In (27), the adjuncts carefully and yesterday occupy the preverbal
position and the sentence-initial position respectively. Event-dependent COs,
however, must be in the postverbal position, as illustrated in (28):
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(27) a.  She carefully straightened out the spikes. (BNC FNW)
b. JYesterday he was favorite again at 2-1 and won impressively. (BNC A33)
(28) a.* Mary a beautiful smile smiled yesterday.
b.* A crazy laugh John laughed at night.

The restricted distribution of event-dependent COs contrasts with the free ordering
of adjuncts, and therefore confirms their argumenthood.

The second evidence is concerned with one-pronominalization. There is a
general fact that one as well as it cannot pronominalize any adjuncts, as shown in
(29). However, compared to iz-pronominalization, one-pronominalization is much
more easily applicable to event-dependent COs (Horita (1996:238), Hoche
(2009:27); (30a) is from Horita (1996:238); (30b) is my own):

(29) John walked slowly, and Mary walked {*it/ *one}, too.
(30) a. Mary smiled a sudden smile. Rose smiled {*it/ ?one}, too.
b. John sneezed a hearty sneeze. Bill sneezed {*it/ one}, too.

Since only nouns are replaceable by one, the examples in (30) reveal that
event-dependent COs are NPs qualified as arguments rather than adverbial adjuncts.

The last evidence is that event-dependent COs can be in fact pronominalized
with it in appropriate contexts. In each of (31), it refers back to the preceding CO
in brackets:

(31) a. At a high class party, John laughed [a sudden laugh]; during the passionate
speech by the host. When it; happened, everyone was very surprised.
b. The princess smiled [a sudden smile];, When it; appeared on her face,
everyone was so surprised, because she’d never smiled all her life.

Note that these COs are the event-dependent type, as can be seen from the
occurrence of sudden, an adjective denoting a temporal property of an event. The
question then arises: what blocks the iz-pronominalization in (30)?

The answer to this question concerns the type of context in (30): the entities
denoted by the COs are construed as being recreated by different individuals
(Massam (1990:181)). For example, the pronoun if in (30a) refers to the very smile
that Mary did suddenly; therefore, the second clause means that Rose recreated the
Mary’s sudden smile. As a result, the sentence is understood as anomalous. The
same is true of (30b). Then, the unacceptability of (30) is not because of the
adjunct status of the COs but because of the type of context where the entity denoted
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by a CO is recreated by another agent.  (Note that this kind of context is compatible
with event-independent COCs. (e.g. I sang the aria then Tosca sang it. (Massam
(1990:164))) If the context does not establish such a situation, the if-
pronominalization of event-dependent COs is possible as in (31).

It has now been further proven by the additional three pieces of empirical
evidence that event-dependent COs are not so much adverbial adjuncts as syntactic
arguments. The argument analysis of the COs, however, raises issues of whether or
not they are arguments of the verbs and how their adjunct-like behavior can be
accounted for. These are the topic of the next subsection.

42 4 Conceptual Semantic Approach to Event-Dependent COs: Constructional
Argument Analysis

Given that, as discussed above, event-dependent COs are true syntactic
arguments, it might be predicted that they would be semantically selected by verbs.
However, this is not the case because the verbs preceding them are intransitives. |
propose instead that event-dependent COs are syntactic arguments that fill in the
direct object position of a constructional idiom in the sense of Jackendoff (1990,
1997); that is, they are licensed constructionally.®

A constructional idiom is generally defined as a sentence pattern not strictly
predictable from properties of the head, which is uniquely associated with a
particular non-compositional meaning (Jackendoff (1990, 1997); cf. Goldberg
(1995)). For example, the way-construction, exemplified in (32), has a fixed
syntactic pattern such as [V pro’s way PP] along with the specified meaning
“traverse the path PP while/by doing V” (Goldberg (1995)):

(32) a. Bill belched his way out of the restaurant.

b. Harry moaned his way down the road.
(Jackendoff (1990:211))

As the main verbs are normally regarded as intransitive verbs, the complement
structure of this construction is unusual. Therefore, the one s way is not a syntactic
argument of the verbs but an argument licensed by the constructional idiom.
Likewise, in the case of event-dependent COCs, the V-NP pattern is unpredictable
from the subcategorization feature of the verb per se, because most of the verbs

I will use the term “constructional idiom” in accord with Jackendoff (1990, 1997) rather
than the “construction” to emphasize the idiomaticity of the construction under discussion and its
similarity with VP idioms like kick the bucker. In this respect, the term “constructional idiom” is
used here in a narrower sense than the “construction” in Construction Grammar (cf. Kitahara
(2010:214-216)).
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preceding event-dependent COs are intransitives.

In addition to the syntactic property of the verbs, there is another evidence for
the constructional argument status of event dependent COs. The event-dependent
COC is associated with a conventionalized meaning which does not dissolve into the
meanings of constituent lexical items: a creation event in which an entity is effected
through the event named by the verb. In section 3.1, we considered Matsumoto’s
(1996) observation that event-dependent COCs allow for either an activity or a
result of activity reading. According to Héche (2009:104), the activity or the result
of activity can be conceived of as a created event or a created object that comes into
existence through the event named by the verb (see also Massam (1990:172-173)).
For instance, a sudden smile in (33a) refers to the event of her smiling which comes
into existence by the agent’s smiling; in (33b) his missing-toothed smile describes an
outcome of the activity, i.e. a facial expression which comes into existence on his

face through the event of the agent’s smiling.

(33) a. She smiled a sudden smile. (Horita (1996:238))
b. Fly smiled his missing-toothed smile. (BNC CRE)

Even if verbs such as smile in themselves do not express creation, whole event-
dependent COCs describe events of creation, and event-dependent COs denote
created events or objects. The non-compositional meaning of creation can be
viewed as a conventionalized, idiomatic meaning which is tied with the
event-dependent type of COC.

If event-dependent COs are indeed constructionally licensed arguments, they
should be differentiated from arguments selected by verbs. This prediction is
empirically justified by two kinds of data. First, event-dependent COs cannot be
coordinated with the direct object selected by a verb:

(34) a.* John nodded his head and a sudden nod.
b. ... they had more money and built a gallery and a huge house in front of it.
(BNC ED9, my italics)

As in (34a), coordinating the verbal argument his head with the event-dependent CO
a sudden nod is ruled out. This is highly contrastive with the case of coordinated
subcategorized objects in (34b). Since NPs of the same role in the sentence are
conjoinable, the consequence in (34a) tells us that event-dependent COs are
qualitatively distinct from verbal arguments.

Second, another piece of evidence that event-dependent COs are not verbal



arguments but constructional arguments stems from nominalization. According to
Carrier and Randall (1992), process -ing nominalization can be used as a diagnostic
to attest whether or not a given postverbal NP is the direct object selected by the
verb. The NP introduced by of (i.e. the of-NP) is restricted to either (i) the
underlying direct object of the base verb, or (ii) an adjunct such as a time adverbial
the 1990s (italics theirs):

(35)a. For New Year’s Eve parties, the slicing of the cheese alone often takes two
hours.
b. The quick cooking of the 1990s requires a microwave.
(Carrier and Randall (1992:199))

Applying this diagnostic to event-dependent COs, it turns out that they cannot
occupy the of-NP position, as shown in (36):

(36) a.* Mary’s smiling of a beautiful smile
b.* Obama’s laughing of a hearty laugh

This demonstrates that event-dependent COs are neither direct objects selected by
verbs nor adverbial adjuncts. Intriguingly enough, in terms of -ing nominalization
they correspond to the fixed arguments of constructional idioms like blow off some

steam and drink oneself sick:

(37) a.* Your blowing off of some steam surprised us. (Fraser (1970:23))
b.* The drinking of oneself sick is commonplace in one’s freshman year.
(Carrier and Randall (1992:201))

Thus, event-dependent COs are constructional arguments, not verbal arguments.
Event-dependent COCs as constructional idioms have in common the form of [vp V
NP] and denote creation events.

Given the above analysis, I would like to formulate the correspondence
between the syntactic and semantic structures of event-dependent COCs in the
framework of Conceptual Semantics (Jackendoff (1990), among others).
Conceptual Semantics is a semantic theory which encodes linguistic meanings in
terms of the structured semantic representation called conceptual structure. Using
function-argument pairs, conceptual structure can represent semantic structures in a
compositional way and well capture a variety of form-meaning correspondences.

Recall now that event-dependent COs denote created events or objects, as
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considered in (33). Let us first consider the case in which the event-dependent CO
receives a created-event reading. In this case, the form-meaning pairing of the
event-dependent COC can be represented using the syntactic structure (SS) and
conceptual structure (CS) as follows:”

(38) Mary smiled a sudden smile.
SS: [s Mary, [vp smiled [yp a sudden smile],]]
CS: CAUSE ([gyent SMILE (MARY )], BECOME (BE ([gyent SMILE;
SUDDENY],, [properiy IN-EXISTENCE])))

The CS representation in (38) consists of two subevents: (i) Mary’s smiling and (ii)
her sudden smile coming into existence. Creation events in general are taken to
have complex event structures which consist of two subevents: the agent’s activity
and the concurrent appearance of an entity (cf. Dowty (1979)). For example, the
event of John built a house divides into the activity of John’s building and the
appearance of a house. The former subevent causes the latter subevent. The CS
in (38) is based on this generally assumed template for creation events. All in all,
ignoring the tense, the CS indicates that Mary’s smiling causes the event of her
smiling suddenly to come into existence.

Next, let us turn to the case of the CO as a created object. The syntactic and

conceptual structures can be represented as follows:

(39) Fly smiled his missing-toothed smile.
SS: s Fly; [vp smiled [yp his missing-toothed smile],}]
CS: CAUSE ([gyens SMILE (FLY")], BECOME (BE ([thing SMILE;
MISSING-TOOTHED; al, [propery IN-EXISTENCE])))

The Greek letter o in the CS is used to mark the conceptual binding relation, which
indicates an identification between one conceptual constituent and another: here
the causer FLY, the binder, is identified as the possessor of the created smile (i.e. the
referent of kis), the bindee. Note here that, in contrast to (38), what is created in
the lower subevent is a physical object of a smile, which is marked by the
ontological category of Thing. This representation describes the meaning of the

7 The notation which I use here for the CS is a simplified version of the notation developed
by Jackendoff (1990) (see also Levin and Rappaport (1995)).

8 In (38), Evenr and Property in the brackets are ontological categories of concepts. The
subscripts 1 and 2 are used to express the correspondence relations between the syntactic and
conceptual constituents. The semicolon in [gwen SMILE; SUDDEN] indicates a modification
relation: [A; B] means that B is a modifier of A. :
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COC as “Fly’s smiling causes his missing-toothed smile to come into existence.”

The representations in (38) and (39) capture the constructional semantics of
event-dependent COCs but still remain unclear about the semantic relationship
between the verb and its CO.  According to Kitahara (2007, 2010), an
event-dependent CO further specifies the notion that is implied by the meaning of
the verb. This means that the denotation of a CO is (partly) identical to the verbal
event. In other words, the event-dependent CO denotes a created event or object
which is identifiable as the verbal event. - The relationship between the verb and the
CO is presumably essential for the concept of event-dependency. This relationship
can be incorporated into the CS representations in (38) and (39) as in:

(40) a. CAUSE ([SMILE (MARY)]", BECOME (BE ([gyen 0: SUDDEN],

[IN-EXISTENCE])))

For illustration purpose, the semantics of the verbs (and their agent arguments) is
underlined, while the meanings of the COs are marked by dotted lines. Using the
notation of conceptual binding, these representations capture the relations between
the verbal meanings and the referents of the event-dependent COs.

Based on (40), the SS/CS representation of event-dependent COCs is now
generalized as follows:’

41 Event-Dependent COC (the first approximation)
SS: [vp Ve [ne Det Adj Nelz]
CS: i. CAUSE ([MOVE (X)]*, BECOME (BE ([gven @2,
[IN-EXISTENCE})))
ii. CAUSE ([MOVE (X)]*, BECOME (BE ([tying OUTCOME-OF al],,
[IN-EXISTENCE])))

(41) says that the event-dependent CO has the structure of an NP in the SS and its
paired CS, [gvent @] OF [thing OUTCOME-OF a]. In the created-event reading, the
CS of the CO is identical to that of the verb. In the created-object reading, the CS
corresponds to one which embeds the verbal meaning in the argument position of

? In the SS representation, adopting the notation used in Kitahara (2010), I use the index ¢ to
express the cognateness between the verb and the noun. In the CS, the MOVE-function is a
representation for verbs denoting activities or processes (Jackendoff (1990:89)) and takes the agent
as a single argument X, which is linked to the underspecified subject NP in the SS.
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OUTCOME-OF.""  The identification between the semantic structures of the verb
and of its CO is a reflection of the event-dependency couched by Kitahara (2010).
In sum, the representation in (41) for the event-dependent type of COC captures two
crucial features of the constructional semantics: (i) the COC denotes a creation
event and (ii) the semantics of the CO is (partly) identical to the verbal semantics.
The constructional argument analysis developed here can give a natural
explanation for the apparent adjuncthood of event-dependent COs, especially for the
incompatibility with strong determiners and the adverbial interpretation of the
adjectival modifier. First of all, the incompatibility with strong determiners can be
accounted for by the constructional meaning of creation. In general, strong
determiners presuppose that the referent of the quantified NP must already exist or is
supposed to exist contextually (Moltmann (2006), among others). For example,
John might publish every book presupposes a set of books in the preceding context
(Moltmann (2006:180)). However, event-dependent COs denote entities that are
newly created, so they inherently contradict with such presuppositions triggered by

strong determiners.
(42) * John screamed {this scream / every scream} we heard today. (= (15b))

Screams are unlikely to be recognized as presupposed types, therefore being
incompatible with strong determiners.

Next, the adverbial function of event-dependent COs can be drawn from their
status as constructional arguments: the adjective modifying a fixed argument of an
idiom can potentially be interpreted as an adverbial. According to Jackendoff
(1990), adjectives in the idiom take advantage of and the way-construction, which
modify the fixed arguments, can be interpreted adverbially. Consider (43), which
can be paraphrased as (44) (my italics):

(43) a. Officials doubt that many customers took wunfair advantage of the
situation... (New York Times, March 20, 1993)

b. Bill belched his miserable way out of the restaurant.
(Jackendoftf (1990:217))

(44) a. Officials doubt that many customers wunfairly took advantage of the
situation...
b. Bill went miserably out of the restaurant, belching.(Jackendoff (1990:217))

' The two CS representations for event-dependent COs are related to each other in a
metonymic relationship (cf. Hoche (2009)). See Hoche (2009) and Kitahara (2010) for the
relation between the different types of CO.
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Since event-dependent COs are also constructional arguments, it follows from the
present analysis that the adjectival modifier in (4a), reproduced as (45), can be
interpreted as an adverbial modifying the whole event.

(45) Bill sighed a weary sigh.
= Bill sighed wearily.

Thus, the constructional argument analysis of event-dependent COs explains
the apparently adverbial-like behavior, the incompatibility with strong determiners,
on the one hand, and the adverbial interpretation of the adjectival modifier, on the
other. ~What remains unsolved is the problem of unpassivizability of event-
dependent COs.  As has often been observed, passivized event-dependent COs are
in most cases unacceptable as in (46). However, my analysis cannot yet account
for the unacceptability; in fact, it is possible to passivize the constructional argument
in the resultative construction and the object NP denoting a created entity, as in (47):

(46) a.* Asilly smile was smiled by Sam. (= (19a))
b.* A gruesome death was died by John. (Jones (1988:91))
(47) a.  We were talked into a stupor by Tara. (Jackendoff (1997:544))

b. The house was built by Thomas Underwood of Dunsfold... (BNC AB4)

If, as proposed above, event-dependent COs are true syntactic arguments and
licensed constructionally, they should be subject to passivization as with (47).
Hence, the ungrammaticality in (46) must be explained by another property of
event-dependent COs that we have not observed yet.

4.3.  Unpassivizability of Event-Dependent COs

To explain the unpassivizability of event-dependent COs, an observation by
Massam (1990) is worth considering. She points out that the possessor pronoun
modifying an event-dependent CO must be coreferential with the agent NP:

(48) a. Gabriel sneezed {a/ his / *her} hefty sneeze. (Massam (1990:173))
b. She slept {her/ *his} sound sleep. (Horita (1996:234))

Massam accounts for this obligatory coreference by assuming that the CO is a
“copy” of the verbal event derived by a lexical rule. By virtue of the copy
operation, the variable within the copied event, i.e. the possessor, must be
coreferential with the agent of the entire event (Massam (1990:174)).
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On the basis of this observation, Massam (1990) posits in the syntactic
structure an (implicit) bound pronoun which must refer back to the antecedent NP in
the same clause. Under Massam’s analysis, the unpassivizability of
event-dependent COs is due to this (implicit) bound pronoun. In general, no
possessive NP in the passive subject position is allowed to establish coreference
with the antecedent NP in the by-phrase, as in (49).

(49) a. * His; mother is loved by John;. (cf. John; loves his; mother.)
b.* His; role was played by John;. (cf. John; played his; role.)
(Zubizarreta (1985:255-256), with slight modifications)

In other words, the bound pronoun fails to be coreferential with the antecedent if it
appears in the passive subject position. This results in the violation of the
obligatory coreference shown in (48). Following this analysis, the syntactic
structure of example (46a) will be analyzed as follows:

(50) * Asilly smile was smiled by Sam.
[s [np (pro;) A silly smile] [vp was smiled by Sam;]]

Massam’s (1990) idea of positing a bound pronoun is worth pursuing and can
be incorporated into the present analysis. Following her idea, I will modify the
representation in (41) to include a bound pronoun, which blocks passivization like:

(51) Event-Dependent COC (the final version)
SS: [ve V [np (pros) Det Adj N]]
CS:i. CAUSE ([MOVE (X"})]*, BECOME (BE ([gyem [0: MOVE (B3)]5,
[IN-EXISTENCE})))
ii. CAUSE ([MOVE (X")]%, BECOME (BE ([ping OUTCOME-OF
[a: MOVE (B5)]]2, [IN-EXISTENCEY])))

Even though Massam assumes the bound pronoun as the product of a lexical rule
being applied to the COC, 1 assume here that it is derived from the constructionally
specified meaning, i.e. the event-dependency between the verbal event and the
referent of the CO. The important point captured by the representation in (51) is
that the possessor f; in the CS corresponds to the bound pronoun prosin the SS.
This correspondence relation reflects the idea that the occurrence of the bound
pronoun is deeply associated with the constructional meaning of the event-
dependent COC.
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To summarize, the passivization of event-dependent COs is ruled out due to
the occurrence of a bound pronoun, which is associated with the constructional
meaning of the event-dependent COC. Now, the answer to the question raised in
(26a) can be given as follows:

(52) If event-dependent COs are not adverbial adjuncts, what is the exact
syntactic status of them?
The event-dependent CO is a syntactic argument licensed as a part of a
constructional idiom; it contains a bound pronoun which blocks its
passivization.,

It will be shown in the next section that the analysis presented here will play a
significant role in explaining the passivization of event-dependent COs.

5. Passivized Event-Dependent COCs and the Discourse Function

In this section, I will turn to the question in (26b): what licenses the
passivization of event-dependent COs?  First of all, reconsider the relevant
examples of passivized event-dependent COCs:

(53) a. Pictures were taken, laughs were laughed, food was eaten.

b. And the crowd responded with such outpourings of enthusiasm as I have
never before witnessed. Screams were screamed, cheers cheered, sighs
sighed, underwear thrown.

c. [ started running towards the hospital. Once I was in front of Isabella’s

 room I knocked softly. A soft cough was coughed. *“Come in.”
Isabella said softly.

d. Crew is recruited, sails are set and sounds are crossed. Harbors are

entered and pools are swum. Many meals are eaten and long sleeps are

slept.

As a matter of fact, these examples are rare in number on the corpora (cf. Hoche
(2009:178)). In addition, the relevant passive sentences are less acceptable if they
are out of the contexts, according to my informants. In these respects, it may
safely be said that these passives of event-dependent COCs are exceptionally
licensed cases.

What deserves particular notice in (53) is that the examples lack the agentive
by-phrase. Interestingly, if it is overtly realized on the surface, the acceptability of
the sentences is quite degraded (Kuno and Takami (2004:128), italics mine):
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(54) a.7?Laughs were laughed by (the) people.
b.??Screams were screamed by the crowd.

Kuno and Takami (2004) attribute this restriction on the by-phrase to the information
structure in (54): “the referents of the by-phrases are already understood as the
people or crowd in question, and therefore their overt expressions will lead to
unnatural passive sentences” (ibid.:128). However, the issue is not so simple.
The restriction on the by-phrase stems from the absence of the agent in the semantic
structure. Besides the by-phrase, agentive adverbs such as deliberately also cannot
occur with the passivized event-dependent COCs:

(55) * Screams were screamed, cheers cheered, sighs sighed deliberately.

Then, each of the passivized COCs in (53) should be viewed as a sentence in which
the agent participant is absent from the described situation, i.e. the agent is
suppressed from the semantic structure.

If the agent is semantically suppressed, the fact that the event-dependent
COCs are passivizable in (53) can readily be accounted for by my analysis in (51):
since the agent no longer occupies the CS position because of the suppression, the
corresponding bound pronoun is also absent in the SS, hence no element blocking
passivization. In this analysis, the relevant representation of the passivized COCs
can be given as (56). Notice the absence of the pro in the SS and the suppressed
agent in the CS:

(56) SS: [s [np Laughs], [vp were laughed]]
CS: i. CAUSE ([LAUGH (¢")]®, BECOME (BE ([a: LAUGH (B)]s,
[IN-EXISTENCE})))
ii. CAUSE ([LAUGH (¢")]%, BECOME (BE ([OUTCOME-OF
[o: LAUGH (B)]]2, [IN-EXISTENCE])))

The suppressed agent is notated here as ¢. In (56), the agent participant no longer
exists in the CS and neither does the corresponding pro in the SS. By virtue of the
absence of the pro in the SS, the passivization is acceptable. Thus, the agent
suppression can give an account of the passivized event-dependent COs. However,
a question that immediately arises is why it is possible to suppress the agent
participant in the contexts in (53).

To explain the agent suppression in (53), we have to take into account the
discourse function of the COCs. It is worth noting here that, in each example in
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(53), the passage as a whole describes a series of events that happened or happens in
the described situation. The passivized COC conveys one of the events. In
addition, in (53a), (53b), and (53d), the neighboring sentences are also passivized
with the agentive by-phrase unexpressed and stand in contrast with each other. In a
word, this passage reports the occurrence of a sequence of events in the scene; the
relevant COC describes one of the events, which constitutes a part of the scene
description.

This kind of discourse function, the function of reporting an event that newly
happens, is the very characteristic of so-called presentational sentences (Bolinger
(1977), among others). Presentational sentences can be defined as follows (cf.
Lambrecht (1994:144)):

(57) The Presentational Sentence:
The sentence which introduces an event or an entity into the discourse
without linking it either to an already established topic or to some
presupposed proposition

Whether a given sentence is presentational or not is diagnosed by the following
question-answer test adapted from Lambrecht (1994:223):

(58) A: What happened?
B: My CAR broke down.

The question what happened? does not presuppose anything in the preceding context,
except the information that something happened. The answer in (58) presents the
breakdown of the speaker’s car as a striking event enough to report. In this case,
the answer functions as a presentational sentence, and its overall meaning is in focus
in the discourse (e.g. Lambrecht (1994)). Applying this to the COCs in (53), the
results confirming their presentational status are available as follows:

(59)a. A: What happened?
B: Laughs were laughed.
b. A: What happened?
B: Screams were screamed, cheers cheered, sighs sighed.

Thus, the passivized event-dependent COCs function as presentational sentences.
In light of this observation, the non-agentivity of passivized event-dependent
COCs can be drawn from the interaction between the presentational function and the
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constructional semantics of event-dependent COCs.  First, as noted above,
presentational sentences introduce a new referent into discourse context. In
conformity with this function, presentational sentences are cross-linguistically
compatible with verbs of appearance or existence, such as be, live, arrive, and have
(e.g. Lambrecht (1994:180), Bresnan (1994:83), Levin and Rappaport (1995)). In
other words, the core meaning of presentational sentences is appearance or existence
of a newly introduced referent, and the very meaning is discourse-functionally
focused on.

Next, as in (51), I have analyzed event-dependent COs as denoting created
events or objects and event-dependent COCs as inherently conveying events of
creation. The events of creation, as mentioned above, can be viewed as complex
events consisting of two subevents: the agent’s activity and the appearance of an
entity. The second subevent is related to the referents of event-dependent COs.

Then, if the presentational function focuses on the appearance (or existence)
of an event or entity, the second subevent, the referent of the CO’s coming into
existence, will be the most prominent, focused part in the sentential meaning. For
instance, in the case of laughs were laughed in (53a), what is focused on is that the
event of laughing or the sounds of laughter come into existence. Based on the CS
in (51), the interaction between the semantic structure of event-dependent COCs and
the discourse function of presentational sentences can be informally stated as below:

(60) Laughs were laughed.
CAUSE (JLAUGH (¢*)] BECOME (BE [LAUGH (B)], IN-EXISTENCE))
<Focus by the Presentational Function>

In (60), the BECOME-function and its argument, denoting the appearance of
laughs, are focused on by the presentational function. Concomitantly, the agent of
the event is out of the focused domain, as indicated here by the shaded part. Hence
it is discourse-functionally backgrounded in the relevant event, whereby it is
suppressed from the representation at the discourse level. The passivization of the
event-dependent COCs in (53) is thus licensed by the interaction between the
constructional semantics and the presentational function.

This interaction between semantics and discourse function is independently
evidenced by the Locative Inversion Construction (i.e. LIC) with a passive verb:

(61) a. Among the guests of honor was seated my mother.

b. In this rainforest can be found the reclusive lyrebird.
(Bresnan (1994:78))
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LICs also have a presentational function: they introduce or reintroduce the logical
subject in the sentence-final position as a new entity into the discourse (see Bresnan
(1994) and the references cited therein). For example, LICs are inconsistent with
sentence negation by nature, as in (62). This is because the appearance or
existence of an entity is negated and thereby the negation comes into conflict with
the presentational function. The same holds for event-dependent COCs, as in (63):

(62) a.7* Among the guests of honor was {not / never} seated my mother.
b.7*Into the room {did not run / never ran} a mouse.
(63) ?7Strangely, the crowd sat in silence today. Screams were never screamed,
cheers never cheered, sighs never sighed, underwear never thrown.

From these examples, it is clear that LICs have a presentational function as with
passivized event-dependent COCs.

Interestingly enough, the agent suppression also holds true with passive LICs:
neither the agentive by-phrase nor agentive adverbs can co-occur with them:

(64) a.7? Among the guests of honor was seated my mother by my friend Rose.
b.??In this rainforest can be found the reclusive lyrebird by a lucky hiker.
(Bresnan (1994:78-79))
(65) a.* Out of the room walked a man with long hair deliberately.

b.* Into the room walked a man slowly.
(Nishihara (1999:395))

The ungrammaticality shown in (64, 65) is quite parallel to the case of the COCs:

(66) a.7?Laughs were laughed by (the) people. (= (54a))
b.* Screams were screamed, cheers cheered, sighs sighed deliberately.(= (55))

The fact that the agent suppression holds for LICs indicates the close association
between the presentational function and the non-agentivity, which independently
bears out my analysis of event-dependent COCs.

It is by now clear how the passivized event-dependent COs are licensed: the
presentational function focuses on the appearance of a created event/object in the CS,
while the agent, which is out of focus, is suppressed at the discourse-functional
level. Then, here is my answer to the question in (26b):

67) What licenses the passivization of event-dependent COs?
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The interaction between the constructional semantics of event-dependent

COCs and the presentational function

This discourse-functionally licensed passivization, or presentational passivi-
zation, is distinct from the type-establishing passivization, which was elucidated in
Kitahara (2006, 2007, 2010). COs with type readings, i.e. event-independent COs,
are direct objects of the main verbs. Therefore, their passivization does not require
a presentational function and its agent-suppressing effect. Notice that the
following passives of event-independent COs are compatible with the by-phrase in
(68a), the agentive adverb deliberately in (68b), and the negative adverb never in
(68c) (italics are mine):

(68) a. Marilyn Monroe’s smile was smiled by Mary. (= (19b))
b. Their songs, although the words may be conventionalized, are deliberately
sung to reveal tense personal emotions.
(Gloria G. Raheja, Ann G. Gold, Listen to the Heroin'’s Words)
c. “... Wilde’s dance was never danced with the head in her hands.”
(Frank Kermode, Romantic Image)

Since the events described by the COs are independent from those of the verbs,
event-independent COs do not contain any bound pronoun. Therefore, the
passivization is acceptable without any presentational context.

6. Conclusion

This article has investigated the complex syntactic and semantic properties of
event-dependent COs and elucidated one of the two types of passivization of COCs.
The conclusion of the discussion can be summarized as follows:

(69) a. COs are syntactic arguments which divide into two types: constructional
arguments (i.e. event-dependent COs) and arguments of the verbs (i.e.
event-independent COs).

b. Passivization of a CO is possible if either of the following conditions is
satisfied:
(1) Type-Establishing Passivizaiton
the CO receives a type reading (if necessary, from context).
(Kitahara (2006, 2007, 2010))
(i1) Presentational Passivizaiton
the COC functions as a presentational sentence in discourse, which
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focuses on the occurrence of an entity.
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