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1．Introductio爪

1．1．Grammaticalaspect andlexicalaspect

Itis well－known that there are two kinds of aspects，i．e．，grammatical

aspect andlexicalaspect（fordetails，See Smith（1994）and OIsen（1997））．

In English，grammaticalaspectisinstantiated typlCally by the simple and

progressive form of the verb，Whereaslexicalaspectis generally associated

With verbs and otherlexicalitems anddoes not usually have specialgram－

maticalforms representlnglt．

1．2．Grammaticalaspect and object
deletion

It has often been pointed out thatgrammaticalaspect has someinflu－

ence on the so－Called object deletion．1The simple or perfective aspect peト

mits a certain class of transitive verbs to go without the direct object as

Shownin the followlng eXamples，With theimplied objectsindicatedin the

brackets．

（1）a．Horowitz practices daily．［the piano］（Rice（1988））

●Iwouldlike to express specialthanks to Proressor Hidekazu Suzukiror

valuable comments．

This workis supported by the Grant for SpecialResearch ProJeCt for the
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Westrrom the University orTsukuba and the1999－2000GrantofUniverslty Of

Tsukuba Research Pro】eCtS．

1we use the term“object deletion”to rerer
to cases where anintransitive

Verb with a corresponding transitive verbimplies the existence or a certain

Object．As
a matter offact，Object

deletion can be dividedinto two subtypes，

definite
object

deletion andinderinite object deletion（see section5for
de－

tails），and thelatteris the main theme or our discussion．Accordingly，nOte

that when we refer to objectdeletion，We uSually meanindefinite objectdele－
tion．
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b．Billalwaysinterrupts．［people，SOmeOne］（よわid．）

c．John always nibbles before dinner．［food］（よ占よd．）

d．John steals for aliving．［things］（よわよd．）

e．Cecilmurders［people］；Max steals（sells，etC．）［things］．（Fraser

and Ross（1970））2

Usually，thesentencewith thesimple present form ofa verbis cited asan

example，making the present tense seem to be necessary，but even the past

Simple form allows object deletion．In either case，the verb has a generic

interpretation，eXpreSSlng thepresent orpast habitualproperty of thesub－

ject．According to Dixon（1991：288），the progressive orimperfective as－

pect as wellhas some effect on object
deletion，aS

Shownin（2）and（3）．

（2）a．Sheis knitting．

b．事She knitted．

（3）a．He has been sawing allmorning．

b．◆He has sawn．

Here，We
aCCept Dixon’s claim asitis，although these examples may not

be convinclng，because bothゐ花よとand sα∽have anindependentintransitive

use according to severalEnglish dictionaries．3Probably there are dialectal

variations．This aspect of theinfluences of aspect on object deletion we

Only mention and we
have
nointention of dealing withit here，though

there appear to beinterestlng prOblems yet to be solved．

1．3．Lexicalaspect and object deletion

2In thisexample，anOtherfactormay also be responsibleforobjectdeletion，
namely，a SyntaCtic parallelstructure．

3The rollowlng eXamples
are foundin CoJJよ朋COβこ〃エ刀助gJよsんエα花g比αge

βよc£わ几αr）′：

（i）The oldlady satin her doorway and knitted．

（並）We’11have to saw through the tree．
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Recently，Claims have been made thatlexicalaspect of the verb plays

animportant rolein object deletion．We can find such claimsin Brisson

（1994）and Hovav and Levin（1998）．In essence，their claims are similar

and the polntis that arguments of transitive activlty Verbs need not be

expressed syntactically under a certain condition．These arguments are

called content arguments by Grimshaw（1993）and constant participants

byHovav andLevin（1998）．BrissonandHovavandLevin claim thatthese

arguments can be omitted because they have no rolein terms of aspect or

event structure．Itis this facet of the aspectuale汀ects on object
deletion

that we are golng tO addressin this paper．Wearegolng tO focus ourdis－

CuSSion on Brisson’s analysIS and show thatitis confronted with some

problems．We believe that what willbe saidis applicable to Hovav and

Levin’s analysisaswell．We willalsoconsiderOIsen’s（1997）view oflexi－

Calaspect andits connection with Brisson’s analysIS．

2．0verview or Brisson’s analysIS

Brisson deals with the relation between object deletion（“unexpressed

objects”in
her terms）and two groups of verbs which show different

aspectualproperties．The two groups are called the乙〃r加verbs and the

S∽e甲Verbs，reSpeCtively．The two groups of verbs Brisson deals with are

the followlng：

（4）∽rねeverbs：Write，knit，bake，draw，paint，SeW，drink，type，dig，

eat

（5）sMe甲Verbs：SWeep，plow，paCk，dust，VaCuum，Clean，mOW，rake，

（study，read）4

Her polntis that only those verbs having a directinternalargument with

a certain aspectualproperty，namely s∽e甲Verbs，Can undergo object dele－

According to Brisson，thelast two
verbsin parentheses dirrer rrom other

S∽e印＼rerbsin that they can’t take alocation argument．
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tionif they satisfy a certain contextualcondition．5

2．1．Dyadicl〟r如verbs andβ∽e甲Verbs

Transitive乙〃rZとe verbs and s∽e甲Verbs share a property of behaving

as an activity as wellas an accomplishment．However，∽rねe verbs differ

from s∽e甲Verbsin that some restrictions are put on the activlty reading

Of the former．Observe the followlng：

（6）乱John wrote aletterin an hour．

b．John wroteletters for an hour．

c．IJohn wrote theletter for an
hour．

In order to get an activity reading，∽rわe verbs must take anindefinite

pluralobject．6Brisson calls this restriction the object effect．Furthermore，

according to Brisson，∽r如verbs can only have aniterativeinterpretation

On their activity readir唱．（6b）means thatJohn’s writing aletter took

place severaltimes during an hour．These restrictions are characteristic of

accomplishment verbs．

The paradigmatic set of examples of s∽e甲Verbsis givenin（7）．

（7）a．Jack swept a floorin an hour．

b．Jack swept floors for an hour．

C．Jack swept the floor for an hour．

Unlike乙〟r托everbs，S∽e印Verbs do not show either the object effect or
the

iterativity effect．There are further differences．For example，∽r如verbs

5For Brisson，Object deletion takes a form orsuppressing syntactic realiza一

tion or the directinternalargument or a verb．

6日risson herselr states that the object must
be

deriniteness requirement alone cannot rule out

ん0比r，Whichis usually judged unacceptable．To

rality requirement．To be more precise，thisis

also get an activlty reading when the objectis
inと〃rJよepoe£rγOr dr∠几ゐゐeer．

inderinite．However，thein－

Joん几∽rO£eαJe㍑erノbrα几
do so，We muSt add the plu－

not surricient either，rOr We

aninderinite
mass noun，aS
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entaila resultant state，Whereasぶ∽e申Verbs do not，aS Shownin the fol－

10Wlng COntraSt．

（8）John swept the floorin ten minutes and then took off．But there’s

stilldirt alloverit！

（9）？？Mary wrote theletterin ten minutes，butit didn’t get written！

In（9）the result whichislexically entailedis disclaimed by the clausein－

troduced by the conJunCtion占山，and as a consequence the sentenceis bad．

In
contrast，in（8）the resultis“a pragmatically

favored
result”（Brisson

1994：94）and thereforeit can be cancelled．Based on such differences，

Brisson takes s∽e甲Verbs as activity verbs．As for the accomplishment－

1ike behavior shown by（7a），Brisson attributesit to“a kind of‘jobis

done’reading”（よゐよd∴95）．Thatis，When someonesweepssomewhere，mOSt

likely a floor，they can finish after a certain amount of sweeplng．

According to Brisson，thisis not an accomplishment reading，but a

COmpletive reading without a grammatically specified result state．Thus，

for Brisson，S抄e甲Verbs are activlty Verbs，their apparent accomplishment

reading being the result of pragmaticinference．

2．2Monadic以）〟fe verbs andβぴe甲Verbs

Both乙〟r如verbs and s∽e印Verbs can appear asintransitive verbs，aS

shownin（10）and（11）：

（10）a．John wrote for an hour．

b．◆John wrotein an hour．

（川 a．Jack swept for an hour．

b．Jack sweptin an hour．

According to Brisson，intransitive乙〟r加verbs allow activity reading with

noiteration，but do not allow accomplishment reading as shownin（10）．

Intransitive s∽e甲 Verbs，in contrast，allow both activlty reading and

accomplishment－1ike reading as shownin（川．Brisson treats（11b）in the
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same way as（7a）．

2．3．Brisson’s analysis or the objects or比汀如verbs andβぴe甲Verbs

Brisson focuses on the differencein aspectualproperty between the ob－

］eCtS Of the two’groups of verbs．The object of∽r如verbs，1ike that of

Other accomplishments，functions as anidentifier of one of the subevents

of the event structure of the accomplishment verbs（see
Grimshaw and

Vikner（1993）fordetails）．Thus，in terms of aspectitplays animportant

role．In contrast，the object of s乙〃e印Verbsis not needed
for theidentifi－

Cation of the event structure of verbs．In this way the object argument of

∽rたe verbs and that of s∽e印Verbs are different．Brisson goes on to re－

1ate this difference to the differeれCe Of argumenthood pointed out by

Grimshaw（1993）．

According to Brisson’s explanation，Grimshaw divides arguments of

verbsinto two classes．One classis called the content argument and the

Other the structure argument．The content argumentis notlinked to the

Semantic structure of the verb，butis only a part of the verb’s semantic

COntent Which serves to distinguish verbs with the same semantic structure

from each other．The contrast between the semaIltic structure and the se－

mantic contentisillustrated by using two verbs，meJと and／reeze．The

meanlng they shareis the semantic structure whichis represented as“Ⅹ

CauSeS y tO Change state．”The meanlng Which serves to distlnguish these

Verbs constitutes the semantic content．Therespective semantic contents of

these verbs，namely，‘‘turn from solid toliquid’’and‘‘turn fromliquid to

SOlid”differentiate their meanlngS．Although these transitive verbs do not

have a content argument，their arguments being allstructure arguments，

activity verbslike sと㍑dッhave one．For example，in“study English，”the

Object助喀Jよsんis a content argument．It addsinformation about the event

expressed by the verb，but thisinformationis not structurally necessary．

Based on Grismshaw’s distinction，Brisson assumes that the object of

∽rたe verbsis a structure argument and that of s∽e印Verbsis
a content

argument．The object of乙〃rねeverbsis，therefore，neCeSSary foridentifying

the event structure of the verbs，Whereas the
object of s∽e印Verbsis not．
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Itisimportant to notethat because theobject ofs∽e甲Verbsis a content

argument and not required for event structureidentification，it need not

beexpressed syntactically and can bedeletedifan approprlateCOnditionis

fulfilled．7Taking these differencesinto consideration，Brisson analyses the

monadic forms of乙〟rよ£everbs and sMe甲Verbs qulte differently．、Usually，

both are regarded as
object deletion verbs．But the object of乙〃r托e verbs

is syntactically obligatory becauseitis astructure argument andislinked

to the event structure of the verbs．Therefore，aCCOrding to Brisson’s the－

Ory，itcanneverbedeletedoromitted．Consequently，themonadicform of

∽rたe verbsis not regarded as the result of object deletion．On the other

hand，because the
object of s∽e印Verbsis

a content argument and not

linked to the event structure of the verbs，it can be deleted．Brisson pro－

poses the followlng tWOlicenslng COnditions on
object deletion．

（1功grammaticallicensing condition：StruCture argumentS muSt be ex－

pressed．

（13）contextuallicensingcondition：theunexpressedobjectmustbeunder－

stood．

The
object of transitive s∽e甲Verbs need not satisfy the condition（1乱so

that their objects or content arguments can be omitted，if the condition

7Hovav
and Levin（1998）makes a similar analysis ofs∽e叩Verbs．In ract，

their analysisis based on both Grimshaw’sidea
and Brisson’s．Grimshaw’s

StruCture and content argument correspond to their structure and constant

particlpant，reSpeCtively・The structure particIPantislicensed by the event

StruCture template and the constant，While the constant participant by the

COnStant alone・These two types
or particlpantS are gOVerned by the distinct

COnditions on syntactic realization．The structure participant must be real－

ized syntactically，Whereas the content participant need not．However，the

COntent Of a constant particlpant muSt be recoverable，Whether the constant

particIPantis syntactically expressed or not．It may be unexpressed when a

Certaincontextualconditionismet・With respecttos∽e叩Verbs，theirsecond

Particlpant，Which corresponds to the object particlpant，is
a constant par－

ticlpantandthereforeis notrequired ror eventstructureidentirication．So，in

prlnClple，it can be dispensed
with syntactically・
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（13）ismet．Accordingly，S∽e甲Verbs are always transitive and theirintran－

sitive formis only
a surface variant of the transitive form．On the other

hand，the object of transitive乙〟r托e verbsis
a structure argument and

thereforeit must satisfy the condition（12）．Hence，theimpossibility of ob－

JeCtdeletion．This means thatintransitive乙〟r加verbs arepureintransitive

verbs．8They are supposed to existindependentlyln thelexicon with no al－

ternation relation to their transitive counterparts．9

3．Content and structure arguments and objeet
deletion

To repeat Brisson’sidea，COntent argumentS are nOtlinked to the

event structure of the verb and thus they arein prlnCiplesusceptibleofob－

〕eCt deletion，While structuralarguments arelinked to the verb’s event

structure and accordingly they are never allowed to be deleted．

Theidea of structure arguments blocking deletionis not unlque and

can be found elsewhere．Tenny（1994）considers
the following two groups

Of verbs whose directinternalargument functions as a measurlng argu－

ment．

（14）a．わreαゐverbs：break，CraCk，Shatter，SmaSh，Split，tear，…

b．わe乃．dverbs：bend，Crumble，fold，StretCh，Wrinkle，…

Tenny states that“Verbs of change of state
are
verbs which req㍑よre

a

measuring argument，thatis，Verbs which e材orce
a delimiting change of

state，Orimpart an endstate entailment on theinterpretation．These verbs

do not have the optlOn Of being used without a measurlng argument”

（Tenny1994：46））．The verbsin（畑are allaccomplishment verbs and
so

8Brisson
claims that there

are cases
where the understood objectis not

nec－

essary forintransitive乙〟rねeverbs・Butweare notsurehow she accountsfor

the casesin which certain objects areimplied．See the discussionin section

7．

9These statements are based on Brisson’s following remarks．“Ibelieve that

？emuStCOnCludethattheunspec汀iedobjectalternation．0＝hisverb［Mriとe］
1S nOt an’alternation’at all．Rather，there are two varlantS Of the verbin

thelexicon”（Brisson1994：98）．



LexicalAspect and Object Deletion 9

theirinternalargumentis a structure argument．However，Tenny differs

from Brissonin that she allows the process of object deletion
to affect

Otheraccomplishment verbs．Forexample，the transitive eα亡is supposed to

Changeintoitsintransitive counterpart through the process of eraslngltS

measurlng argument．Brisson would not allow such an operation．But here

we wonderif thereis anindependent motivation for prohibiting such a

process．We now turn to consider this question．

4．01sen’s view orlexicalaspeet

OIsen proposes an analysis oflexicalaspectin terms of privative se－

mantic features．According to OIsen，four main classes of▼verballexical

aspect，namely，State，aCtivlty，aCCOmplishment and achievement can be

Characterized by three prlVative features“markedin the representation of

a verb’s semantics：［＋dynamic］，［＋durative］，and［＋telic］”（01sen1994

：25）．State，forinstance，is specified only as［十durative］，the remaining

two featuresleft unspecified．This marked semantic feature［＋durative］

does not determine the verb’s aspectualinterpretation，but ratherlimits

it．Itis assumed that the plus value df the marked semantic feature never

changes．Therefore，［＋durative］is constant and stateis always durative．

Defaultinterpretation ofstAteis equlValent to the fully specified version，

［＋durative］，トdynamic］，and［－telic］in an equipollent analysis．One

advantage of a prlVative analysIS OVer an equlpOllent analysISis that the

former can explain aspectualchange more easily．Itis often polnted out

that state verbs can appearin certain constructions which force dynamic

interpretation．Observe the followlng eXamples from OIsen．

（19 a．What the garbage did was stink．

b．The recent assault forced Ted to know where Jae was at all

times．

C．Elis was deliberately silent．

In thesecases，OneOftheunspecified featuresofstate，thatis，［dynamic］，

is positively specified，reSultingin a reading associated with activlty Or
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Change．In an equlpOllent analysIS，in which every semantic featureis

SpeCified as eitherplus or minus，itis ratherhard to explain why and how

a minus value may be changedinto a plus value and a plus value may

never be changedinto a minus value．

Thus，01sen’s hypothesis prohibits aspectualchange which resultsin a

Change of value of a marked feature，because
a marked aspectualfeature

must remain constant．It serves to put a severe restriction on possible

aspectualchange，allowlng Only the addition of the plus value of an un－

marked feature．

Now we return to the question raisedin thelast part of section3．

When we see Brisson’s analysIS Of乙〃rよ£everbsinlight of OIsen’s hypothe－

sis，We realize that the result
happens to obey that hypothesis．If we tried

to relate transitive∽r加verbs andintransitive乙〃rよ£e verbs via object
de－

1etion justlike s乙〃e甲Verbs，it would bein conflict with OIsen’s
hypothe－

sis，because the marked feature［＋telic］would change to［－telic］．10

Consequently，Brisson’sidea of excluding乙〃r加verbs from object deletion

verbs may find a support from OIsen’s hypothesis．Wewillshow，however，

that Brisson hasgone too farin thatshe hasreJeCted the alternation rela－

tion between transitive uノr托e verbs andintransitive counterparts com－

pletely．

5．Two types or object
deletion

Fillmore（1986）points out that there are two types ofobject deletion．

Oneinvolvesindefinite
objects．We willcallitindefinite object deletion．11

The otherinvolves definite objects and this
we willcalldefinite object de－

1etion．In the case ofindefinite object deletion，an understood objectis ei一

ーO

Generally，aSPeCtualchange，Often called aspectualtype－Shirting，OCCurS

when a verb appears with certain other constituents orin certain pragmatic

contexts（see，Jor example，01sen（1994））．Thatis，aSpeCtualchangeis
usu－

ally associated with theaddition orconstituents to a verb．Though objectde－
letion might be somewhat peculiarin that the subtractionisinvoIved，We

treatit as a case of aspectualchange．
■t

Note that our object
deletionis only a subpart orIJillmore’s nullcomple－

ments which，aS the name suggests，COVer Wider range or deletion．
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ther very generalasin（16a）oris semantically specialized asin（16b）．

（拍 a．When my tongue was paralyzedIcouldn’t eat or drink．

b．We’ve already eaten．

In（16a）theunderstoodobjectiss叫〝andin（16b）itisαmeα′，aCCOrding

to Fillmore．12We believe that s∽e申Verbs Brisson deals with fallunderin－

definite object deletion．As regards the contextuallicenslng COndition for

S∽e印Verbs，Brisson states thatit“requlreS that an unexpressed object

must be somehow understoodin the contextin which the sentenceis ut－

tered．This condition willbe metif the class of possible objects
for the

Verbis bothlimited enough and common enough that there’s not much

chance of misunderstandingif the objectisleft out”（Brisson1994：97）．

As for s∽e（p Verbs she states that“most of the verbsin the s∽e甲grOup

are verbs of cleanlng Or agrlCulture．Verbs of this type allmeet the con－

textualcondition because the job of keeplng One’s household cleanis com－

mon to nearly everyone．So the class of objectsis
common enough．Itis

alsolimited enough，because thereis some prototyplCalobject associated

With these verbs：One SWeepS the floor，plows a field，mOWS thelawn”

（よ占∠d．）．13Weunderstand this characterization to be essentially equivalent

to that of theindefinite and specific object deletion discussedin Lehrer

（1970）and Fillmore（1986）．

In thecase of definite deletion，deleted object“must beretrieved from

Ⅰ2Fillmore uses the word sれJ〝inplace of some紙よ花g．According
to Lehrer

（1970），“eatSOmething”and“drink something”may not be equivalent
to

“eat”and“drink，”the rormer being able toimply p九γSよcαg OむJecとSand如一

比城respectively，Which correspond to the selectionalrestriction orthe verbs．

Thesimpleeαとand drよ几ゐimply morespecific objects，nチmely，ルodorα
meαJandゐeuerαge，reSpeCtively．Though they are generalln meaning，they

are nonetheless speciric．Here，We are gOing to adhere to Lehrer’s analysIS

and assume the deleted■objectsof eα£and drよ花たto be speciric．
13Itis

notclear whether thislicensing conditionis powerruland restrictive

enough
to be able to do without anylexicalspecirication or the

deletable ob－

】eCtS and recoverthe deleted
object correctly．We willshowin section6that

there are examples which thelicensing condition appears to failto handle．
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somethinggiue花in the context”（Fillmore1986：96））．Observe the follow－

ing example from Lehrer（1970）．

（17）Itried t？1earn to play the piano butIcan’t play wellyet．

In（17Lthe understood objectis”the piano”whichis presentin the preced－

1ng COOrdinated clause．

6．Two types or objeet deletion and aspectualchange

Among the two types of object deletion，definite object deletion，aS

exemplifiedin（17），doesnot affect the verb’slexicalaspect．（18）is
a further

example of this type．

（咽John didn’t want to continue the bridgegame，but Henry wanted to

continue．（Lehrer（1970））

Here，CO几£よ花比eisinterpreted asequlValent to co几とi花㍑e亡んeわrよ（なegαmeand

SO thereis no changein aspectualproperty．In contrast，in the case ofin－

definite deletion，intransitive forms can be accompanied by a change of

the marked feature of thelexicalaspect of the corresponding transitive

forms．As for s∽e甲Verbs，We Can Show that Brisson’s analysISis con－

formlng tO OIsen’s hypothesis．Transitive s∽e申Verbs with both atelic and

telic readingsbecomeintransitive with the samerange ofreadings through

Brisson’s version of object
deletion．So thereis no aspectualchange（for

the verb eα亡See the discussionin section8）．Furthermore，With respect to

the alternation of atelic and telic readings，Brisson assumes the atelic

reading ofぶ∽e甲Verbsis basic and the telic readinglS Obtained by prag－

maticinference，SO the relevant aspectualchangeis from atelic to telic

andisin accord with OIsen’s hypothesis．On the other hand，With乙〟rたe

verbs，tranSitive forms are telic andintransitive forms atelic．Therefore，

as we have already pointed outin section4，if we applied to these verbs

the particular formulation of object
deletion proposed by Brisson for

S∽e申Verbs，it would beincompatible with OIsen’s hypothesis，because
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0bject
deletion would cause aspectualchange from telic to atelic．Thus，

Brisson’s move to bar乙〟r加verbs from undergolng Object
deletion happens

to bein harmony with OIsen’s hypothesis，althoughin fact her moveis

problematical，aS Willbe shownin the followlng SeCtion．

7．Problems with Brisson’s analysis

There are severalproblems with Brisson’s analysIS．We willtake them

up one by one．

The first problem to be presented might not be a realproblem for

Brisson．We have transitive activlty Verbs which do not allow their object

to be deleted，for example，ル払戊sん0比Jdcomわ◆（んよsんαよr）．14Itmay be a

COuntereXample to Brisson’s analysIS，because the auxiliary condition asso－

Ciated with Brisson’s contextuallicenslng COndition，thatis，the deletable

Object must
be both common enough andlimited enough，Can’t seem to

dealwithit successfully．The objectん∠sゐαよrseems
to be common andlim－

ited enoughin relation to the verb com占，yetit can’t be deleted．However，

it
would be easy forBrisson to amend

her
condition so thatit willbe able

to explain such cases．

The second problem concerns the possibility of definite object
deletion

With some accomplishment verbs．The followlng eXamples of definite ob－

ject deletion are given by Fillmore（1986）which contain accomplishment

verbs．

（19）a．They accepted my offer．

b．They accepted．

位α a．They closed the shop early．

b．They closed early．

（Zl）a．She opened the shop early．

b．She opened early．

We can add∂比よJd and乙〃αSんas further examples of accomplishment verbs

11This
exampleis cited rrom Rice（1988）
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Which allow definite object deletion（see Lehrer（1970））．It might not be

fairtoBrissontousetheseexamplesasposlngaprOblem forheranalysIS，

because，aS We have shown above，She seems to be dealing withindefinite

Object deletion only．15Nonetheless，Since Brisson claims that the object of

accomplishment verbs must be syntactically expressed，a Violation will

OCCur Of the grammaticallicenslng COnditionif the objectis unexpressed，

unless definite object deletionis taken as overruling the effect of the

grammaticallicenslng COndition．These examples therefore may offer a

problem to Brisson．Itis obvious that we cannot resort to the split hy－

pothesis which Brisson uses for乙〟rたeverbs，Where theintransitive formis

treated as completelyindependent of and distinct from the transitive

form，because these are cases of definite deletion andin a sense examples

Of a true object deletion，anintransitive form directly related to a transi－

tive form．

The third problem to be notedis related to the similarity of behavior

between monadic s∽e印Verbs and乙〃r加verbs，Specifically，the contextual

COndition would be equally applicable to比′rよとeverbsif we supposed them

to uれdergo object
deletion contra Brissorl．Each of乙〃r加verbs canimply

SpeCific objects，justlike古∽e印Verbs．In fact，aCCOrding to Lehrer’s classi－

fication，SeVen Of the uノrよ己everbs，namelyわαねdm叫drよ花ゐ，pαよ略 とツpe，

eα亡，∽rたeand three of the s∽e甲Verbs，pわ叫reαd，andpαCゐbelong to ei－

ther typeIor typeII，both types being basically similar because under－

StOOd objects areindefinite and specific．Brisson speculates that 乙〟rたe

Verbs，though usually considered to be object
deletion verbs，may nOt al－

WayS requlre the object
to be presentin their representation．Brisson says

that“Itis possible to writein the sand，for example，Or Write on the

15InHovavandLevin’s
accountof∽由eand化b，Which they regard asmem－

bers ofぶ∽eep Verbs，it appears that the distinction betweenindefinite dele－

tion and definite deletionis blurI，ed when they state that because these verbs

are not associated with
a
particular surrace unlike s∽e印，“anintransitive

useis possible onlyif thereis su汀icient context available that the relevant

surface can be determined”（Hovav and Levin（1998：115））．Though

judgementis hard to make only rrom this statement，itseems that比ノわeand

r比わarelikely to be cases of derinite deletion．
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blackboard，in whichcaseonedoesn’twrite‘something’”（Brisson1994：

99）．But as Lehrer points out，theintransitive verb比Jr加usuallyimplies

specific objects，namely，WOrds，1etters，Or SentenCeS．16Thus，Brisson ap－

pears to failto take note of this common property exhibited by thesetwo

groups of verbs when she goes so far as to dispense with object deletion

analysIS Ofintransitive比′rたe verbs．Brisson must explain whyintransitive

∽rたeverbsandintransitives∽e印Verbsaresimilarin that they canimply

Semantically specialized objects．One possible explanation
for this problem

willbe glVen by positinglntranSitive counterparts of bothgroups of tran－

Sitive verbsin thelexicon with deletable objects specified
for each of

them，followlngLehrer’sanalysis．Theeffect ofobjectdeletionisreflected
in the specification of deletable objectsin thelexicalentry ofintransitive

forms．But we are faced with one dilemma，Whichis that by treatlng

intrasitive乙Urねe verbs as related to their transitive counterparts through

Object
deletion，We have difficultiesin avoiding the aspectualchange from

telic to atelic．一Applying object
deletion analysis to乙〟r加verbs means that

transitive forms are basic，and consequently thelexicalaspect of transi－

tive formsis naturally taken as basid．It willleave us with two alterna－

tive moves to make．Oneis to stick to OIsen’s hypothesis，but this would

require us to expelobject deletion from the realm of aspectualchange．17It

is notclearwhetheritis possible to do so under ourassumptionabout ob－

ject deletion．The secondis to decide that OIsen’s hypothesisisin the

WrOng，takingtheaspectualchangeassociated with thealternation of乙〟rたe

Verbs
as a counterexample．Unfortunately，We are nOtin a position to

Choose from these two alternatives，SO We muStleave the problem open．18

160ther
members or the比ノr∠£e verbs behave similarly according to Lehrer．

t70ne mightdo this bylimitlng aSpeCtualchange to the casein which
a
sin－

glelexicalitemisinvoIved，aSSuming that separatelexicalitemsin thelexi－

COn areirrelevant to aspectualchange．On this assumptlOn，the verb r上J几∠花

Joん花rα几and thatinJoん几rαれと0£んeぶぬと∠0れ are the same slngle verb，

Whereas the transitive rorm and theinransitive
rorm

or 比′rよとeand s∽e印

Verbs are not，because they arelisted separatelyln thelexicon．But，We Will

need
to havesomeindependentprinciple

which willguide usin makingsuch

a distinction．

柑Wearegolng tOgiveone morecase which mightdisfavorOIsen’s hypothe－
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The fourth problemis thatitis not clear how乙〃r加verbs canimply

Objects at allwhen they
have no structuralnor content arguments，if the

implication of an object
depends solely on the presence of such an argu－

ment at somelevelof representation，Whichis the case with s∽e甲Verbs．

Maybe Brisson has some way to recover deleted objectsin her mind，but

that maylead to anotherproblem．It concerns the necessity forBrisson to

use content arguments to explain the understood objects of s∽e甲Verbs．If

the understood objects ofintransitive乙〃r加verbs，Whose propertylS Very

Similar to that ofintransitive s∽e甲 Verbs，Can be recovered somehow

Withoutpostulatlnglmplicit arguments，it may wellbe questionedwhether

COntent argumentS are neCeSSary forintransitive s∽e甲Verbs at all．

8．Treatment or theintransitive eαと－a prOpOSal

Brisson finds the aspectualproperty of theintransitive eαとtrouble－

SOme tO her analysIS．She notes that eα亡，a member ofintransitive比Jr加

Verbs，permits both activity and accomplishment readings and moreover，

intransitive eα亡StrOnglylmplies a telic or accomplishment readingln the

unmarkedcase．Rice（1988）also notes that the defaultreadingofthesen－

tenceJo／∽αとeisJo／∽αとeαmeαg，Which suggests that the default reading

Of theintransitive eα己is an accomplishment reading．19In order to deal

With this exceptlOnalbehavior of eα亡，Brisson proposes to consider these

two uses of eαとSeparately．If welgnOre the unmarkedness of an accom－

plishment reading for the moment and see the ambigulty Or VagueneSS Of

theintransitive eαとinlight of OIsen’s theory，We find that thisis the re－

Sult of an expected aspectualchangein so far as we can assume that the

verbis an activity verblike other乙〃rたe verbs．On this assumption，itis

just thatunmarked feature［telic］ofthe verb becomes prominent，Which

sisin section9．

∫90ntheotherhand，Tenny（1994）claims thattheintralisitiveeα£isan activ－

ity verb，While atthesame time she states thattheimplied objectorthe verb
isαmeαg．Iftheimplied objectisαmeαJ，then

we expectan accomplishment

reading，butTenny reJeCtS the sentence創JJαとeよ几ノO m∠几比とes as unaccept－

able．Itis not clear why such anincompatibilitylS pOSSible．Anyway，there

seem to be dialectalvariations as to which orthe two readingsis
ravored．
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is also the case with s∽e甲Verbs which are basically activity verbs，but

allow an accomplishment－1ike or telic reading as well．劫If we suppose the

intransitive eα£to be an activlty Verb and treat an accomplishment read－

1ng aS a reSult of aspectualchange，We muSt eXplain why an accomplish－

ment readingis dominant．We can do this bylettlng pragmaticinferepce

decide theinterpretation．Among the two kinds of deletable objects（see

Lehrer（1970）and Onozuka（1997）），incaseadelimiting object，αmeαg，is

inferred，We get an aCCOmplishment reading，Whichis dominant，atleast

for Brisson and Rice．210therwise，When anon－delimiting object，／00（ゴisin－

ferred，it glVeS an aCtivity reading．Then，prObably，itis not necessary to

Set up tWO distinct eα己’s．

9．The validity or OIsen’s hypothesis

OIsen hypothesizes that the marked feature willnever changeits plus

Value．Although this holds truein general，there are aspectualchanges

Which seem to contradict her hypothesis．One such case has already been

discussedin section7with respect to the alternation of乙〟r加verbs．Here

wegiveonemorecase．Accordingto Smith（1997：115），When anaspectual

Clash occursin a sentence between an accomplishment verb and a durative

adverbial，the resultis an atelicinterpretation whichis compatible with

the adverbial．

（ZZ）a．Jerrywrote a report for two hours．

b．Jerry did2hours of report－Writlng．

（22a）is an example of such a clash and（22b）represents the atelicinter－

pretation of（22a）．This means that the feature［＋telic］can changeinto

20Note that with respect to s∽eep Verbs，the aspectualchangeis actually a

Change from an atelic situation to a telic situation，nOt One rrOm aCtivlty tO

accomplishment，aCCOrding
to Brisson’s distinction．

21Here we rollow Lehrer’s analysIS and assume that the deletable objects or

the verb eα£are speciriedin thelexicon．This assumptlOn might be unneces－

Saryir Brisson’s contextuallicensing condition could recover the deleted ob－

JeCt prOperly．
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トtelic］．Wearenot certain how naturalexamples such as（22a）are，but

if such aninterpretationis possible at all，it might be said that OIsen’s

hypothesisis too strong．Thus wemust draw a conclusion thatits validity

is yet to be pr？Ved・

10．Conclusion

Although the proposalitselfis veryintrlgulng，We‘have to conclude

that we cannot findin Brisson’s argument any truly convinclng reaSOn for

reJeCting object deletion analysis for乙〟rわe verbs．Given the similarity of

the property of the deletable objects
between乙〃r托e verbs and s∽e甲Verbs，

Brisson’s differentiation of these two groups of verbs based on the con－

trast between content arguments and structure arguments has been shown

to be problematicalin severalrespects．We believe Rice（1988）is quite

rightin saylng that“Omitted objects
are stillobjects，Whichis to say

that they are stillpresent at somelevelof organization，perhaps not at a

lexicalor syntacticlevel，but certainly at a conceptualone．Mostimpor－

tantly，the object does not go away whenitisomitted’’（Rice1988：203）．

Rice also polntS Out that the possibility of object
deletionis affected by

Various factors and discusses severalgeneralizations which are not bound

to particular verbs．22As for what Brisson has revealed about s∽e甲Verbs，

it might constitute an additionalgeneralization aboutindefinite object de－

22For example，thereis a generalization that verbs with a basic meaning or

a neutralmeaning tends to allow object
deletion as shownin（i）and（止）．

（i）a．Celia ate．

b．●Celia nibbled／chewed／devoured／gobbled．
（止）a．Hemingway drank．

b，◆Hemingway sipped／guzzled．

We believeitis safe to say that the cases Rice
discusses are examples ofin－

definite
object

deletion．

By the way，itisinteresting to note thatit seems to be possible
to restate

this observation by RiceinBrisson’sterms：namely，Verbs with theleastse－

mantic content among those verbs containing the same semantic structure

tends to allow object
deletion，although Brisson herself would not accept

such a statement because eα£ and dri几ゐ are accomplishment verbs and

Should not allow object
deletion．
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1etion based on a verb’s aspectualproperty．The generalizationis that

transitive verbs expresslngaCtivitytendtoallowindefiniteobjectdeletion．お
Therefore，puttlng aSide her formulation of object deletion，We agree With

Brisson that the aspectualproperty of s∽e申Verbs，namely their status as

activity verbs，has some relevance to object deletion，but we disagree with

heridea of excluding乙〟rたe verbs from the domain of object deletion．

Referenees

Brisson，C．1994．Thelicensing of unexpressed objectsin English verbs．

Beals，K．et al．（eds．），軸ers〝oJ乃£んe3伽ん月喀わ花αJ〟ee£よ喝〆£んe

仇icαgOエよJ喀㍑よぶとよc50Cよe抄，Volumel：TheMain Session．Chicago：The

Chicago Linguistic Society，90－102．

Dixon，R．M．W．1991．A〃e乙〟A卯rOαCん£0軸JよぶんGrαmmαr，0几5emα乃£∠c

PrZ几Cな）ねs．0Ⅹford：ClarendonPress．

Fellbaum，C．1987．On nominals with preposed themes．B．Need et al．

（eds．），軸ers／roJ乃とんe23rdA花花比α′月曙わ花αJ肋e£∠れg〆とんe仇わαgO

エまJ昭弘乙S£ic50Cie£ツ．Pαrと0花e．・me GeJlerαJ5essわ几．Chicago：Chicago

LingulStic Society，79－92．

Fillmore，C．J．1986．Pragmatically controlled zero anaphora．V．

Nikiforidou et al．（eds．），ProceedZ喝唱〆とたer∽e的んA花几比α∠ルねe£よ乃g

q／βerゐeねッ エよ〃g㍑よs£よcs50C∠eり′．Berkeley，California：Berkeley

LingulStics Society，95－107．

Fraser，B．andJ．R．Ross1970．Idioms and unspecified NP deletion．

エi昭弘乙S£ic血．q㍑乙rツ1，264－265．

Grimshaw，J．1993．Semanticstructureand semanticcontentinlexicalrep－

resentation．ms．，Rutgers Universlty．

Grimshaw，J．andS．Vikner1993．Obligatoryadjuncts and thestructure of

events．Reuland，E．andW．Abraham（eds．），肋0乙〟ge（なeα几dエα乃gαdge，

23we are notcertainifwecan also say thattransitiveverbs expressing ac－

COmplishment tend to disallow object
deletion，partly due to the existence of

∽rわe verbs and partly due to Tennys observation on certain accomplish－
I

ment verbs（see section3）．



20 HiromiOnozuka

Vol．ⅠⅠ．The Netherlands：Kluwer，143－156．

Hovav，M．R．and B．Levin．1998．Building verb meanings．Butt，M．and

W．Geuder（eds．），乃ePrqノecとわ花〆A曙比m飢とS．Stanford，California：

CSLIPublications，97－134．

Lehrer，A．1970．Verbs and deletable objects．エよ乃g比α25，227－253．

01sen，M．B．1997．A 5e〝7α乃よ∠cα花d軸mαわc〟odeg q／ムeェ∠cα∠α乃d

Grαmmα乙よcαg月中eCと．New York：Garland Publishing，Inc．

Onozuka，H．1997．Intransitive eαと：itsimplied objects and aspectualprop－

erties．5と㍑diesよ几エαJ喀比αge α几d C乙J加res 44．Tsukuba：Institute of

Modern Languages and Cultures，Universlty Of Tsukuba，27－36．

Rice，S．1988．Unlikelylexicalentries．S．Axmaker et al．（eds．），

Procee（Zよ喝S q／£んeタb比rとeeJl£んA花几㍑αJルねe£よ乃gq／βer加ゎッエiれg㍑よsとょcs

Socよe亡ツ．Chicago：The Chicago Linguistic Society，202－212．

Smith，C．1997．了Ⅵe Pαmme£er
q／A甲eCと．（Second Edition）Dordrecht：

Kluwer Academic Publishers．

Tenny，C．L、1994．A甲eCと比αg月0ねs∽d£んe耳y花とαズー5emα花£ics九とeタカce．

Dordrecht：Kluwer Academic Publishers．

Dictionary

CoJ′わs COβU比∂助ggよsんエαJ唱㍑αgeかよcとわ花αり．London：Collins．




