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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1. Have Constructions and the Double Object Construction

The aim of this thesis is to examine tlave constructions in English and the
corresponding uses of the double object construction im@li'sed version of Conceptual
Semantics (Jackendoff (1983, 1990, 2002, 2007), Culicover and daitk205), Culicover
(2009)).

Thus far, many differetitaveconstructions have been examined by various researchers
in various theoretical frameworks (e.Benveniste (1966), Bach (1967), Costa (1974),
Brugman (1988), Cowper (1989), Brunson and Cowper (1992), Belvin (1993), Langacker
(1993, 1995, 2003), DZchaine et al. (1995), Harley (1995, 1997, 1998), Belvin and den
Dikken (1997), Partee (1997, 1999), &itand Rosen (1997), Nakau (1998), Tham (2005,
2006, 2009)). The present thesis examindés\a construction exempled in (1a) and

anotheihaveconstruction exempliled in (1b):

1) a Mike has a wife.

b. Mike; has a hole in hishoe.

Have sentences like (1a) are instances of posseksive(PH), and those like (1b) are
instances of existentibhve(EH).

Not only verbal, pronouncedavebut also unpronouncdthvehas been extensively
studied (e.g. McCawley (1974), Ross (1976), Pinker (1989), Larson et al. (1997), Harley
(2003, 2004), Maruli" and #aucer (2006), Schwarz (2006), Harves (2008), Harni€ayarel

(2012)). For example, intentional transitive verbsiiikedandwantare assumed to contain



unpronouncedhaves in their represeations (e.g. McCawley (1974), Ross (1976), Harves
(2008), Harves and Kayne (2012)).

The double object constian (DOC), as exempled in (2), is another ostruction
that is assumed to contaihavelike element in its representation, whether it be semantic or

syntactic’

2 Mike gave Mary a book.

One reason for this claim is that the indirect and direct objects of thesB&Cto exhibit a
havelike relation. Taking (2) for example, the giving event initiated by Mike resulted in
Mary having a book. Observations of this kind have led several researchers to assume a
havelike element in the representation of the DOC @mgen (1974)Ross (1976)Pinker
(1989), Harley (2003)).

One comment on a theory of concealeis in order. There are roughly two
approaches to the issue of concealed, unpronourasexl One is that the verblbveis
embedded in other consttions. For example, McCawley (1974) and Ross (1976) assume
that verbs likevantcontain the verbal, unpronoundaalvein their syntactic representations
For example[want NP] selects for a covertof haveNP] complement clause in the syntax.
The unponouncedhavein this case functions exactly in the same way as the prondused
in haveconstructions.

A second approach hypothesizes that seemingly different constructions are both

1 We brie"y deal with verbs likeeedandwantin the concluding chapter, chapter 6.

2 The DOC has also been examined by various researchers in various theoretical frameworks (Green (1974),
Oehrle (1976), Baker (1988), Larson (1988, 1990), Pinker (1989), dafké&990), Goldberg (1992, 1995),

Krifka (1999, 2004), Croft (2003), Harley (2003), Beck and Johnson (2004), PylkkSnen (2008), Rappaport
Hovav and Levin (2008), Bresnan and Nikitina (2010), Bruening (2010a, b), Ormazabal and Romero (2010,
2012), to nama few).



manifestations of one and the same element. This approakbnsfor example, by Pinker
(1989) and Harley (2003). Pinker (1989) assumes one and the same element in the semanti
representations of bothave constructions and the DOC. He assumes that the semantic
representation of Englidaveconstructions like3a) contains only one function, namely the

function HAVE, as presented in (3b):

3 a Bob has a car.
b.  [sueHAVE ([BOB], [CAR])])]

(Pinker (1989: 190))

The function HAVEtakes two arguments. Thest and the second arguments are realized
as the surface subject and object, respectively. He also assumes the same function in the
semantic representation of the DOC. In (4a) and (4b) are given an example of the DOC and

its semantic representation,pestively:

@4) a Bob gave Sue a ring.
b. [EventACT ([BOB]’ [SUE], [StateHAVE ([SUE]’ [RING])])]

(Pinker (1989: 211))

The example in (4a) denotes a situation where the surface subject argument acts on the
indirect object argument, resulting imetindirect object argument having the direct object
argument. This is represented in the representation in (4b).

Working in the generative paradigm, Harley (2003) assumes that the hearbahd
the DOC share the same element. She assumesstrectapreposition HAVE, namely

Pave and hypothesizes that it is incorporated into the BE verb and produces théaegbal



(cf. Benveniste (1966), Freeze (1992), Kayne (1993), GuZron (1995)). She also assumes the
same preposition R e in the syntacticepresentation of the DOC. The indirect and direct
objects of the DOC appear in spexi position and the complement of this preposition,
respectively.

| do follow Pinker and Harley in that certdaaveconstructions and the DOC share the
same element. Our approach differs from PinkerOs in that we do not assume that just one
function is responsible for the relation between the subject and objjestepfnd the relation
between the indirect and direct objects of the DOC. Aside from advocating different
theoretical apparatus, our approach also differs from HarleyOs in that we adsunce
prepositional elements such ag\g.

The present thesis deals with the following types of the BOC:

b)) a Providence gave Mary a child.

b. %This gave himseveral more people atdsposal. (The Money Ryn

The DOC in (5a) anthat in (5b) can be regarded as the DOC counterpart of PH and as the
DOC counterpart of EH, respectively. In what follows, | call therd®MC and EHDOC
for convenience. This thesis argues that PH an®®©B share one and the saseenantic
representatigrand that EH and EBOC share one and the saseenantic representation.

This thesis argues that PH, EH, -BC, and EFDOC semantically encode the

referential dependency of one element on another. Observe, for example, the sentences ir

(6):

® Some English native speakers Ind acceptable examples-8f@&Eilike (5b), while others do not. The
in front of the sentence in (5b) re"ects this variabilitjuidgements.



6) a. He has a wife.
b. Providence gave him a wife.
(7) a. He has a wife of hjown.

b. Providence gave hira wife of hisown.

Sentences (6a) and (6b) are interpreted as denoting situations described by sentences (7a) ar
(7b), respectively. In the case of (6a), the object is referentially dependent on the subject
referent; in the case of (6b), the direct object is referentially dependent on the indirect object
referent. These relations are more clearly observed in the sentences inré8}hereecare

universal quanti'ers in the subject and indirect object positions:

8 a. Everyone has a wife.

b. Providence gave everyone a wife.

Each member of the sets denoted by the quantilers in the sentences in (8) has a wife different

from any other memberOs in the same set.  This relation can be represented as in (9):

(9) a. x,hasxOs wife and,xas %Os wife and E and.has xOs wife.
b. X, had/got xOs wife and,xad/got xOs wife and E and,tad/got xOs wife.

(X1, %, E , x} = a set of individuals)

The value of the direct object in (8a) covaries with the value of the subject; the value of the
direct object in (8b) covaries with the value of the indirect object.
This referential dependency of one entity upon andgh&nding relations in the sense

of Culicover and Jackendoff (2005). Culicover and Jackendoff (2005) (C & J (2005)) argue



that binding is a semantic relation, stating that O(flundamentally, binding is a semantic relation,
Ixing one phraseOs referencésms of anotherOs,O (C & J (2005: 217)) and arguing that this
relation is represented over semantic structure.

Their framework takes it that semantic structure represents both prototypical binding
relations such as those exhibited by pronounseiiedives, as exempliled in (10), and those
relations demonstrated by constructions such dsateonstructions and the two uses of the

DOC.

(10) a. Everyone loves his mother.

b. Everyone loves himself.

For examplehisin (10a) anchimselfin (1(b) function as bound anaphoraiis in sentence

(10a) andhimselfin (10b) are bound by the quantilers in the subjecitipos. Sentence

(10a) denotes a situation where there is a different mother per person; sentence (10b) refers tc
a situation where ea member of the set denoted by the gleriikes himself very much.

Thus, he references of bound anaphora are determineeerttantially; bound anaphora is
referentially dependent on its antecedent, which appears within the same sentence. Binding
relations in the sense of Culicover and Jackendoff (2005) encompass the relations exhibited by
sentences like those in (10) and those demonstrated by the sentences in (8). In prototypical
cases such as those in (10), binding relations are representbdtb\@mtactic and semantic
structures. In less standard cases, the relations can only be represented over semanti
structure. Thehave constructions in question and the two uses of the DOC encode the
referential dependency of one element on anothdrthet dependency is represented only
over semantic structure.

This thesis investigates PH, EH, DC, and EFDOC in the framework of a



simpliled version of Conceptual Semantics (Jackendoff (1983, 1990, 2002, 2007), Culicover
and Jackendoff (2005§ulicover (2@9)). This theory caappropriatelyrepresent binding
relations between one element and anothieshow that these constructions contain elements
that exhibit bound variablike behaviors like pronouns and re"exives, and claim that the
senantic representations of the constructions encode and give rise to these behaviors. This
thesis argues that these constructions cannot be fully understood unless one assumes bindin
relations between one entity and another, and that these relationstaepiasented over
semantic structurk.

It should be noted here that not all sentences demonstrate the referential dependence o

one element upon another. Observe the sentence in (11), with theoxerb

(11) Everyone knows a {house / wife}.

The sentence in (11) does not refer to situations where each member of the set denoted by th

* It has been observed that there are many different anaphoric elementsantpnouns and re"exives;

more specilcally, there are many different elements that have both Odescriptive content andiil@onoun
contextdependence in their meaningsO (Partee (1989: 344)). They are not pronouns or re"exives but can be
guantiled. Exanples arehome(Jackendoff et al. (1993)cal (Partee (1989)s0meone elsgCulicover and
Jackendoff 1995,2005)),samedifferent(Carlson (1987)), and Oall nouns that include relational senseO (Barker
(1995)).

One characteristic of these Oanaphdss that they do not correspond with their antecedents formally;
nevertheless, they can exhibit bound varitikée behaviors. For example, Jackendoff et al. (1993: 174)
observe thatiomecan function as a bound variable in cases like (ia); Partee (£889jtchell (1986)) observes
that a noun modiled bipcal can be quantiled in cases like (ib):

0] a. Everybody here wants to go home in time for dinner. (Jackendoff et al. (1993: 174))
b. Every sports fan in the country was at a local bar waj¢haplayoffs. (cf. Mitchell (1986))

The value othomein (ia) covaries with the universal quantiler in subject position, that is, different home per
person. The same holds true for the noun modi'etbtsl in (ib). Sentence (ib) refers to a situatishere
each member of the set denoted by the quantiler was at his or her local bar and watched the playoffs.

Thus, these OanaphorsO can be OboundO by quantilers just as overt anaphors such as pronouns and re"exi
Homeandlocal in these casedo nd depend on an element external to the sentences in which they appear with
respect to their identi!cation; the references of these elements are determirsehirndially.



guanti'er knows a house or wife of his or her own. In fact, English native speakers Ind it

diflcult to understand sentence (11). These facts indicate thiawleeonstructions and the

two uses of the DOC encode binding relations between one entity and another.
Furthermore, thaveconstructions and the two uses of the DOC are subject to locality.

Consider, for example, (12):

(12) a. The gir|Os ter has {*hey/ his} (own) group of friends.

b.  Providence gave MikeOs sister a child.

As illustrated in (12a), a pronoun in the object NP, when it appears, has tpberiarto a
local subject; sentence (12b) describes not a situation ain Whke got a child of his own,
but a situation where MikeOs sister got a child of her own. Not all sentences are sensitive ta

this condition. Observe (13):

(13) The girlOs fathgkicked {her/ his / your} house.

One can do the act of kickirggjually to his or her own house and to someone elseOs house;
thus, sentence (13) can contain any pronoun in object position. In our framework, the
locality conditions demonstrated by th@veconstructions and the two uses of the DOC also

follow from thesemantic speci'cations of the constructions.

1.2. Organization
This thesis is organized as follows. Chapter 2 outlines our theoreticalvfseinon
which the present argument is based. It outlines basis ®h€bnceptual Semantics and

introduces theoretical apparatus which will be employed for the explanation of PH, EH,



PHDOC, and EFDOC. Two basic tenets of Conceptual Semantics are (i) that it is a
mentalistic theory, and (ii) that it assumes that megarmndecompositional; the semantic
representation of a given sentence consists of functions and arguments that they take.
Arguments bear semantic roles. This chapter structurdllgedethe Experiencer role, a
semantic role that is taken by the subject ohtineeconstructions and the indirect object of
the DOC. This chapter also de!nes binding in conceptual semantics terms and proposes
conceptual structures shared by PH aneD@ on the one hand, and EH and-B@C on
the other.

Chapter 3 Irst overviews two oftemade claims pertaining to tih@veconstructions:
one is that the subject arguments of PH and EH are (human) locations; in terms of semantic
roles, they bear onlyé Location role and do not take any other semantic role. The other is
that Englisthavehas no semantics at @hd that the interpretation of a givegvesentence is
completely determined by the values of the argumeiave@ Bearing these pointa mind,
| move on to hypothesize the conceptual structures for PH and EH.

At the end of this chapter, we overview another aftade claim that the construction
that we call here PH can be divided into two subclasses, regardingctilliegdoelatioality of
a noun in object position. The PH taking acatted norrelational noun as the surface
object is said to denote alienable possession, while the PH takiogliedaelational noun as
the surface object is said to denote inalienable possesdibis claim entails that the two
PHs differ in the volitionality of the subject arguments: the subject of the PH denoting
alienable possession refers to a volitional entity, while that of the PH denoting inalienable
possession refers to a paolitional entity. The claim also seems to entail that the subject
arguments of the two PHs bear two different semantic roles. Contrary to several previous
studies, | demonstrate that there is only one PH, and that the subject argument of PH does no

exhibit any vdtion, regardless of the relationality of a noun in the object NP. The semantic



role taken by the subject argument of PH does not vary in accordance with the relationality of
a noun in the object NP.

Chapter 4 examines PH and EH. This chaptevensshe questions raised in chapter
3: the question of whether or not the subject arguments of PH and EH bear only the Location
role, and the question of whether or not the vdnbgklexicalizes certain meanings. This
thesis argues that the subjecuangnts of PH and EH bear not only the Location role but also
the Experiencer role, and that PH and EH do encode a certain meaning. We examine case:
that can be accounted for by assuming that the subject arguments are locations; we alsc
investigate casekdt can bexplained by assuming that the subject arguments are not merely
locations. The subject arguments of PH and EH bear the Experiencer role by binding
another argument. Both PH and EH encode binding relations between one element and
another, andhese relations are constructional meanings of PH and EH. | also demonstrate
that the current theory is more adequate than alternative theories.

Chapter 5 investigates HPOC and EHDOC. | demonstrate that theoposed
theoretical framework can explamany different phenomena exhibited by-BBC and
EH-DOC. Our framework alsoelucidateswhy the verbsenvy and forgive whose
occurrence in the DOC has been claimed to be exceptioral mnmsyncratic,occur in the
DOC,; their occurrence in it is metited. | then concentrate on the frequently examined
guestion of whether or not the DOC and the corresponding prepositional phrase construction
(e.g.1 gave a book to Majyencode the same or distinct meanings; | argue that they differ in
their meaning. This claim entails that they have different semantic representations.

Chapter 6 offers concluding remarks.

10



Chapter 2

Theoretical Background

2.1. Introduction

Chapter 2 ailines our theoretical framework, on which the present argument is based.
It outlines basic tenets of Conceptual Semantics and introduces theoretical apparatus which
will be employed for the explanation of PH, EH,-BPEC, and EFDOC. Two basic tenets
of Conceptual Semantics are (i) that it is a mentalistic theory, and (ii) that it assumes that
meaning is decompositional; the semantic aggtation of a given sentence consists of
functions and arguments that they take. Arguments bear semantic rolesept@an
Semantics is a theory of semantics in which the theory called the Parallel Architecture is
grounded. The Parallel Architare is a linguistic theory developed by Jackendoff (2002,
2007) and Culicover and Jackendoff (2005). This chdptr overviews the Parallel
Architecture brie"y. This chapter also structurally de!nes the Experiencer role, a semantic
role that is taken by the subject of ti@/econstructions and the indirect object of the DOC.
After that, we brie"y take a look até¢ Causer and Agent roles. The subject argument of the
DOC takes the Causer role. This chapter also delnes binding in terms of conceptual
semantics and proposes semantic structures shared by PH-Bx@dPbh the one hand, and
EH and EHDOC on the other. In the framework of Conceptual Semantics, binding

relations are represented over semantic structure.

2.2. Conceptual Semantics
The Parallel Architecture is a linguistic theory developed by Jackeraaf2,(2007)
and Culicover and Jackendoff (2005). The Parallel Architecture assumes that phonological,

syntactic, and semantic structures comprise autonomous generative components, and tha

11



there are distinctive primitives and principles of combinatioeach component. What
mediates the relation between two levels of structure is a set of interface components. There
are interface rules that deal with worphrase and sentenesized structures. These points

can be summarized as in (1):

1) (Corstraintbased generation) The structures of each component are licensed
by simultaneously applied omponeninternal constraints. The
relationships among structures in different components ieeaseéd by

interface constraints. (Jackendoff (2009: 650))

There is no concept of sequenced derivation or logical sequence in the Parallel Architecture.
The Parallel Architecture is grounded in a theory of semantics called Conceptual
SemanticgJackendoff (1983, 1987, 1990, 2002, 2007, among others)). darbewo basic
tenets of Conceptual Semantics: (i) that it is a mentalistic theory, and (i) that it assumes that
meaning is decompositional; the semantic representation of a given sentence consists of
functions and arguments that they take, and argumesais demantic roles. Semantic
representation in the theory of Conceptual Semantics is called conceptual structure.
Conceptual structure (CS) is a level of mental structure which represents human
conceptualization of the world. Functions are contbioebuild conceptual strtures. In
addition, the position that an argument occupies in a given conceptual structure determines the
argumentOs semantic role; that is, a semantic role iscratreoncept in Conceptual
Semantics. Furthermore, semantales that arguments bear in conceptual structures
determine the surface realization of the arguments. The basic idea is that the relation
between semantic roles and syntactic positions is not random. We thus assume a thematic

hierarchy, a syntactic lierchy, and the default correspondence rules. This section also

12



explains s(emantieggelection, the semantic sdemation of the features of arguments in

conceptual structure.  We will turn to each of these one by one.

2.2.1. Mentalistic Theory

Conceptual Semantics is a mentalistic theory, in that it is a theibiy ioformation that
a language user has in his/her mind; a language user employs this information in order to
understand utterances.

Traditional philosophy of language stresses the objectivity of language, whereas
Conceptual Semantics is meantttadyg not Oultimate reality,O but human concepts. In (2a)
and (2b) are given traditional philosophical formulation of reference and truth, and mentalistic

formulation of them, respectively:

(2) a. Traditional formulation:
I. A phrase P refers to antity E in the world (or in a possible world).
ii. A sentence S is true if it meets conditionske, C ,in the world.
b. Mentalistic formulation:
I. A language user LU understands a phrase P to refer to an entity E in the world
as LU conceptuiles it.
ii. LU judges a sentence S true if S meets conditign& CC,, in the world as
LU conceptualizes it.

(Jackendoff (2009: 655))

! Jackendoff (1990, 2007) proposes two distinct levels of tier in a conceptglre: one is called the
OthematicO tier, which represents the location or movement of a theme; the other is called the OactionO ¢
OmacroroleO tier, which encodes the guggient relations in an event. It is basically the action tier that
determires the surface realization of arguments.

This thesis does not assume two distinct levels of tier in a conceptual structure. But this does not entail that
this thesis assumes its invalidity.

13



Conceptual Semantics treats the apparent objectivity of language in the following way:
language users conceptualibe world more or less similarly; as a consequence, language
appears to re'ect the external, objective world. In Conceptual Semantics, human
conceptualization of the world is represented in a level of mental structure called conceptual
structure (CS). Itconsists of functions and arguments that they take, and represents
meanings of words, phrases, and sentences. Since Conceptual Semantics, in which
conceptual structure is assumed, is a mentalistic theory, ptasicstructure Oencodes the
world as humarbeings conceptualize itO (Jackendoff (2007: 92)) and does' mot tiee
external world directly, either. As mentioned in the previous section, it is independent from

syntactic and phonological structures.

2.2.2. Decompositional Nature of Meaning: Functions and Semantic Roles

Conceptual Semantics takes it that meaning is decompositional. Meanings of verbs,
phrases, and constructions are decomposed into functions and arguments that they take
Functions are combined ahdild conceptual structures. Here are some of the functions that

have been investigated within Conceptual Semantics:

# Functions that encode spatial location, motion, and orientation. They all take two
arguments: a Theme (the object being located oration) and a Place or Path: BE
(Theme, Place), GO (Theme, Path), etc.

# Functions that encode Locations and Paths relative to a reference object: AT(X),
IN(X), ON(X), TO(X), FROM(X), TOWARD(X), NEAR(X), etc.

# Causative functions that encode a CagseCauser or an Agent) being causally
connected to an Effect (another Event): CAUSE (Causer/Agent, Effect), LET

(Causer, Effect), HELP (Causer, Effect), ENABLE (Causkedd, and others.
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(Jackendoff (2009: 660), with mddiations)

Let us present two conceptual structures for intransitive verbs. For example, sentence

(3a) has a conceptual structure like the one represented in (3b):

3 a Max is in Africa.
b. [StateBE ([Thing MAX]’ [PIaceIN ([Thing AFRICA])])]

(Jackendoff (1983: 17172), with modi'cations)

The verhis corresponds to the Stdtanction BE. The subject of the sentence corresponds to
the !rst argument of BE, and the PP corresponds to the second argument. The second
argument comprises theakéfunction IN and its compiment, which is realized as the
complement of the preposition. The complement of IN bears the Location role, and it
functions as a reference object relative to which the !rst argument of BE is located.

Another examplesigiven in (4). Sentence (4a) has a conceptual structure like the one

represented in (4b):

(4) a.  Johnraninto the room.

b- [EventGO ([Thing JOHN]’ ﬁ’athTO ([PlaceIN ([Thing ROOM])])])]

(Jackendoff (1990: 45), with modilcations)

The verbran corresponds to the Evelninction GO, entailing that this is a sentence
expressing motion. The subject of the sentence corresponds to the !rst argument of GO, and
the PP corresponds to the second argument. The second argument itself decomposes into tF

Path-function TO and its argument, namely Place; the Place argument is in turn composite: the
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Placefunction IN takes a Thing as its argument, which is realized as the complement of the
preposition.

Some conceptual structures for transitive verbspasma function and a locatioor
motiondenoting structure embedded under it. For example, the sentence in (5a) has the

conceptual structure represented in (5b):

5) a Harry buttered the bread.
b. [EventCAUSE (El'hing HARRY]’ [EventGO ([Thing BUTTER], [Path TO ([PIaceON

([rning BREAD]D]D]

(Jackendoff (1990: 54), with modilcations)

In this case, a motietdenoting structure is embedded under the function CAUSE. The
subject of the sentence corresponds to the Irst argument of CAUSHyeaditect object
corresponds to the complement of the function ON. In this case, the verb l!lles in the !rst
argument of GO with information; that is to say, the Irst argument of GO is not connected to
either the subject or the object of the verb.

The arguments of functions betilematic rolesor semantic roleswhich is meant to
capture the compositionality of meaning by treating a situation in terms of the roles played by
characters appearing in the situation. In Conceptual Semantics, a senwaistia stductural
concept, entailing that an argumentOs semantic role is determined by the position that it
occupies in a given conceptual structure. For example, Theme ligsthargument of
functions like BE and GO, that is, functions that encode spatial location, motion, and
orientation. Place is the second argument of function BE, and it in turn has as its internal
structure a locatiedenoting function and the complemdniakes. The complement of a

locatiorrdenoting function bears the Location role. Path is the second argument of function
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GO, and it in turn has as its internal structure the function TO and the complement it takes.
The complement of TO bears the Gadegr

Semantic roles that we are mainly concerned with here are Theme, Location,
Experiencer, Causer, and Agent. Theme is Othe character whose location, motion, or chang
is being asserted;O Location is the place at which Theme exists. ThHerEgpele is
given different de!nitions by different researchers; in the next section, we delne it. We then
move on to a brief discussion on the Causer and Agent roles. We differentiate these two
roles: Causer is a character that brings about an evestraotchecessarily volitional.  Agent,
on the other hand, is typically a volitional entity and hence a human being who volitionally

brings about an event.

2.2.2.1. Experiencer

An Experiencer is an entity thist involved in a situation regardless of the referentOs
volitionality (cf. Nakau (1991: 34841, 1994: 322, 1998: 97)). This thesis proposes that the
Experiencer role is taken by thest argument of the function EXP(ERIENCE), which is
realized as the subjectliveand the indirect object of the DGC.Following Nakau (1994),
| propose the conceptual structure in (6), where the function EXP(ERIENCE) embeds a

locatiorrdenoting structie:

(6) [stateEXP ([Xi], [staeBE ([Y], [paceAT ([&])])])] (cf. Nakau (1994 321))

This structure will be explained in detail later in this section. | assume that the Experiencer

role is locative, to which we now turn.

2 Nakau (1994: 323) hints at both the subjettasfeand te indirect object of the DOC bear the same semantic
role.
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The inherently lodave nature of experiencers has been pointed out by many researchers
(Verma and Mohanan ed. (1990), Arad (1998), Landau (2010), etc.). Landau (2010), for
example, observes examples across languages showing it.  For instance, he observes that t

experiener can be expressed as the container where the mental state resides, as exempliled ir

(7):

(7) There is in me a great admiration for painters.  (after Arad (1998: 228))

Here, the experiencateis marked by a locatiedenoting particle. This optiaa extremely
common and productive crefasguistically. Landau (2010) presents examples from

Hebrew ((8)) and Navajo ((9)):

8 a. ye$ beGil eyva gdola klapey soxney bituax.
thereis in-Gil rancor great toward agentsof insurance
OGil has a great rancor toward insurance agents.O (Landau (2010: 11))
b. vye$ betox Rina t$uka amitit le-omanut.
thereis inside Rina passionreal to-art
Olnside Rina there is a real passion for art.O (Landau (2010: 11))
(9) a. shil h—yZZ.
with-me, became fear
Ol am terriled.O
b.  shil y+O1tO Z7h.
withme, it is good
Ol like it.O

(after Jelinek and Willie (1996: (36, 37)))
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In the above examples, experiencers are marked by ledatmting particles #t can be

translated intan, inside andwith in English.

According to Landau, subject experiencer verbs in some languages almost exclusively

take these kinds of locative forms. For example, Irish and Scots Gaelic do not employ

nominative experiarers; they employ instead oblique experiencers, introduced by locative

particles.

(10) a.

(11) a

Consider Irish examples in (10) and Scots Gaelic examples in (11):

T fuath do Y ag X
s hatred to Y at X
OX hates Y.O
T eagla romh Y ar X
s fear before Y on X
OX is afraid of Y.O

(after McCloskey and Sells (1988: 181 (76a, 77a)))
Is toil leam lImichean.
COPPRES pleasure with-me !lms
Ol like 'Ims / lIms are leasing to me.O
Tha geol aig Catriona air Padraig.
BePRES love at Catriona on Padraig
OcCatriona loves Padraig.O

(Landau (2010: 12))

These morphological markings suggest that (subject) experiencers can be conceived as

locations.

Subject experiencers in Histp are locative as well, although they are not marked by
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locationrdenoting particles. Landau (2010) notes that Speas (1990) observes the contrasts in

the following data:

(12) a. | got angry but it went away.
b. ?7laughed but it went away.

(13 a. | tried to remember his name, but it wouldnOt come to me.
b. 2?7 tried to write his name, but it wouldnOt come to me.

(after Speas (1990: &1))

The experiencer subject in (12a) functions as a location from which a theme moves away,
unlike the nonexperiencer subject in (12b); the experiencer subject in (13a) functions as a
location toward which a theme moves, unlike the-@xqeriencer subject in (13b).
According to Speas, these data indicate that it is strictly syntactic whether or meha gi
language marks experiencer subjects with localemoting particles. Conceptually, she
argues, experiencer subjects are locations.

The present thesis assumes that the locative nature of experiencers is guaranteed at th
level of conceptual sicture. Nakau (1994) proposes thiaiject experiencer verbs, that is

certain transitive verbs, have conceptual structures like (14):

(14) [stateEXP ([Xi], [staeBE ([Y], [paceAT ([&])])])] (=)

The Experiencer role is assignedtte Irst argument of the function EXP(ERIENCE). The
function EXP(ERIENCE) appears in structures like (14), where it takes as its second argument
a locatiordenoting structure; structure (14) has the structure [Y BE [AT X]] embedded under

the function EXFERIENCE). The complement of function AT serves as a reference object
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relative to which the !rst argument of BE is located. The complement of AT bears the
Location role. In this structure, an argument is both the !rst argument of EXP and the
complement DAT at the same time, which is indicated by the same subsctip !rst
argument of the function EXP simultaneously takes both the Experiencer and Locatidn roles.
The complement of AT is empty, which is indicatedeby The Irst argument of EXP is
magoped onto the surface subject or the surface indirect objgog !rst argument of BE

bears Themé.

2.2.2.2. Causer and Agent

Let us brie"y discuss the Causer and Agent roles. The discussion hée efiuse
in chapter 5. They are two distinct semantic roles, and only the Agent role requires its bearer
to be volitional.

The Causer role is taken by an argument denoting a person, thing, or event that makes
something happen. A Causer argumaged not be a human being or volitional entity.

Observe the sentences in (15):

3 Jackendoff (1990, 2007) hypothesizes the idea that one argument can bear two distinct semantic roles.
* The idea that an argument is both the Irst argument of EXP and the complement ah@Faane time is
essentially the same as tteas re"ected in representatiggmeposed by Jackendoff (1983). Jackendoff (1983:
192) proposes the conceptual structurekdep give up/relinquishandobtain

0] a. Amy kept the doll.

b. [CAUSE (AMY], [STAY ([DOLL], [paceAT ([AMY])])])]
(i) a. Amy gave up/relinquished the doll.

b. [LET ([AMY], [GO ([DOLL], [FROM ([AMY]))])]
(i) a Beth obtained the doll.

b. [CAUSE (BETH], [GO([DOLL], [TO ([ BETH))])])]

(Jackendoff (1983: 192), whitmodi!cations, bold mine)
In these conceptual structures, one function embeds a lecatiamotiorrdenoting structure, where the

complement of AT, FROM, or TO denotes the same referent as the !rst argument of the function that embeds a
locatiorr or moton denoting structure.
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(15) a. Unemployment is a major cause of poverty.

b. Drinking and driving is one of the most common causes of traflc accidents.

Both sentences in (15) describe situations whestate of affairs oan event constitutes a
cause of something. When a human being constitutes a cause of somethisheh#oes

not demonstrate volition in spite of his or her potential to do so. Consider (16):

(16) Mike is a major cause of their separation.

On the other hand, an Agent is typically a volitional entity and hence a human being
who volitionally lrings about an event. The present thesis assumes that the subject argument

of the prepositional phrase camstion exempliled in (17) bears the Agent role:

a7 Mike gave an apple to Mary.

Sentence (17) describes a situation where the subject argument volitionally gave a physical
entity to another person. In cases like these, the subject argumstihddarent role.

The present thesis assumes that there are two different types of CAUSE. One type of
it requires its !rst argument to be a Causer, and the other type of it requires its !rst argument to
be an Agent. The semantic representatiothBDOC contains the former, and that for the

prepositional phrase construction contains the latter.

2.2.3. Thematic Hierarchy and Linking Rules
Semantic roles that arguments bearcamceptual structures determine the surface

realization of the arguments. The basic idea is that the relation between semantic roles and
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syntactic positions is not random. We assume a thematicchieria (18a), a syntactic

hierarchy in (18b), and thefhult correspondence rules given in (19):

(18) a. Thematic hierarchy
Causer/Agent > Patient/Experiencer/Undergoer/Benelciary > Theme > other
(Location/Goal/Source, etc.)
(cf. Jackendoff (1990: 258), Culicover and Jackendoff (2005: 185))
b. Syngctic hierarchy
[sNP E ] (Subject) > [»V NP E ] (1st Object) > [»V E NP E] (2nd
Object) >[vpV E Oblique]
(cf. Jackendoff (1990: 258), Culicover (2009: 153))

(19) Linking (Default)
/Caussr/Ageﬁ (s N+P E] b
Patient E [vV NP E]
A S
Themf [veV E NP E]
\other k[\,pV E Oblique] )

(cf. Culicover (2009: 152))

The hierarchies and the default linking rules concern the correspondences between semantic
roles and NP arguments on syntactic structure. Thesideat Othe highest available role is
mapped to the highest available [syntactic position]O (Culicover (2009: 155)). If ¢here ar
two roles, the higher role mapped to Subject, and the lower role is mapped to Object. If
there is only one role, it isapped to Subject. Here are some examples of sentences and the

semantic roles taken by the arguments:
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(20) a. Johnopened the window.
Agent patient
b.  Johnran.
Agent

(Culicover and Jackendoff (2005: 185), with nh@aitions)

Different researchers propose different thematic hierarchies. In particular, the relative
ordering of Theme and Goal has been debated actively. Some argue that Theme is higher
than Goal on the hierarchy (e.g. Larson (1988), Grimshavd)1Bale and Keyser (1993),

Baker (1996, 1997)), and others argue that Goal is higher than Theme (e.g. Aoun and Li
(1989), Kaga (2007)). There is also a third type of approach that assumes the hierarchy of
Agent > Affected Goal > Theme > Unaffected Gaalwhich there are two Goal roles,

affected and unaffected (e.g. Bresnan and Kanerva (1992), Koizumi (1995)). The thematic

hierarchy that we assume in (18a) is a third type one.

2.24. S-selection

The spedication of the features of arguments in CS is called s(emsaeksgition. For
example, the agent argument of the gayis semantiddy speci'ed as human and the theme
argument as linguistic; similarly, the agent argument of thethiethis semantidéy speciled
as animate and the themeuwingnt as propositional. Their rough CS representations appear

in (21):

(21) a. say

[SAY (AGENT:X[HUMAN], THEME:Y[LINGUISTIC])]
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b.  think
[THINK (AGENT:X[ANIMATE], THEME:Y[PROPOSITION])]

(Culicover 2009: 169))

The differential acceptability of the sentences in (22) can be accounted for in terms of

s-selection. Consider (22):

(22) a. Two days elapsed. (Culicover (2009: 170))

b. * George elapsed. (Culicover (2009: 170))

The subject of th verbelapseis sselected as a period of time. WHileo daysin (22a)
denotes it,Georgein (22b) does not, leading to the difference in acceptability. The

s-selection of the subject argument is $atikin (22a) and violated in (22b).

2.3. Binding

Here we !rst delne bindingn conceptual semantics terrasd see its regsentation
over conceptual structure. We follow Culicover and Jackendoff (2005) inidatgis to
Ix the reference of one phrase in relation to the reference of another and is a semantic relation.
In the framework of Conceptual Semantics, binding relations can be represented over
conceptual structure alone, entailing that a bindee cagpbesented in conceptual structure

alone. The syntactic counterpart of a bindee may appear in syntactic structure.

2.3.1. Definition
Culicover and Jackendoff (2005) state that O(flundamentally, bindingeisiantic

relation, xing one phraseOs reference in terms of anotherOsO (Culicover and Jackendoff (200!
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217)). Accordingly, the present study de!nes binding as follows:

(23) binding:
X binds Y if and only if the reference of Y is Ixed in termdlué reference of

X.

In other words, X binds Y iff Y is referentially dependent on X. The present thesis employs
the term OreferenceO as a cover term for OreferenceO in its strict sense and for Oidentity.O

is to say, Y depends on X with respecttsoident! cation’ The present study deals with
sentences in which the binding de!ned in (23) applies between the subject or indirect object of
a sentence and an element within the same sentence other than the subject or indirect objec

| employ the termbinding andto bindin the sense just de!ned throughout the thesis.

2.3.2. Relationality of Nouns

Let us brie"y examine here the relationality of nouns. What has often been dealt with
in the discussion omeferential dependency is relational nouns, since the reference of a
relational noun is, by de!nition, determined in relation to the reference of another entity.

Relational nouns are de!ned as follows:

(24) Relational nouns are logically not eplace predicates but correspond to

predicates with two or more arguments (i.e. to relatir&ner (1985: 293))

> Culicover and Jackendoff (2005: 217) themselves employ the term Oidentity.O0  Binding relations in the sense
of them encompass the identilcation of one element with anotker. examplebinding also encompasses

control in their famework. 1is argued that the identity of the-&yin sentence (Yletermines the identity of the

leaver in sentence (j):

0] Pat tried to leave. (Culicover and Jackendoff (2005: 217))
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It is sometimes claimed that the relationality of a noun is lexically speciled; there is a clear
dichotomy between relational and rmetfational nouns® That is, certain nouns are
lexicalized as relational nouns and others are lexicalized aslatanal nouns.

This thesis assumes that the relationality of a noun is more or tsstdependent,
and that there are many different cotgetkat trigger a relational reading of nouns. For
example, Vikner and Jensen (2002) argue that prenominal genitive Nig likgOsndmy
coerce a shift of the meaning of the following smelational noun, and make the noun
relational. This shift othe meaning is clearly demonstrated in example (25) by LSbner

(1985):

(25) When | enter a furniture shop and ask for Oa table@bleszs a sortal noun.
As such it contains certain conventional characteristics concerning size, shape,
height, ad proportions (among others), that distinguish tables from beds,
trunks or an orange box. But if Jolmmiies Mary to his sort of improvised
room, it may well happen that he points to an orange box and tells Mary:

CThis is my table. Please, take a seat.O (L3bner (1985: 293), bold mine)

LSbner (1985) argues that the ndahlein the above example serves as a relational noun; the
orange box in question contextually plays the role that a table plays. In the context in (25),

only sentence (26a) is accep¢aland sentence (26b) is unacceptable. Observe (26):

(26) a. This is my table.

b. * Thisis atable.

® For how previous studies have dealt with relational nourtise relationality of nouns, see LSbner (1985),
Partee (1989, 1997, 1999), Barker (1995), Burton (1995), Partee and Borschev (1998), Vikner and Jensen (2002),
etc.
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Sentence (26b) is breing something that is not a table as a table and thus cannot be employed
in the context in (25). In this case, it is clear that the possessive detenyimekes the
nountablerelational.

Similar cases are observed in Yhéhe bodypart partide construction, which requires

the element following the verb to be a bqudyt of the subject referent. Observe (27):

(27) a. Johnlaughed highead off.

b. Mary; laughed hehead off.

In this construction, however, the element following erb need not strictly be a beolgrt

of the subject referent. Observe (28):

(28) a.  He has worked hisxcks off and heOll get his reward.
(Iwata (2014: 16), bold mine)
b. OHappy Game,O for instance, has a chorus about celebrating the end of an
unhappy relationship, a state of affairs that in Olmmigrants E O days would
have seen the band crying thaiitars out at high speed for three minutes or

SO. (Iwata (2014: 18), bold mine)

The nounsocksandguitarsin the sentences in (28) contextuligiction as relational nouns.
The data in (29) also support the postulation that the relationality of nouns is more or
less contextlependent. It is observed in the data in (29) thatcaleml relational noun,

mother, serves as a nmationalnoun. Observe (29):
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(29) a. a new mother (Partee and Borschev (1998: 237))

b. | met a lot of new mothers at the supermarket today.

Partee and Borschev (1998: 28%) de Jong (1987: 280)pte that (29a) denotes Oa woman

who has recently giverirth to her Irst child,O in which case the noun is not relational. Thus

in (29b), the determination of the referents of the object of thenveslloes not depend on

the subject referent; that is to say, the subject referent does not have a lot afthexs. m
These data indicate that the relationality of nouns can change in accordance with the contexts

in which they appear, and that their relationality is hence more or less clagertient.

2.3.3. Representation
Jackendoff (1987, 1990) and Culicover and Jackendoff (2005) assume that binding

relations are represented over conceptual structure. Consider (30):

(30) CS: Xinds [%6;Y]
correspondsto | |
Syntax NANP; anaphoy]

(Jackendoff (1987: 407, 1990: 65),

Culicover and Jackendoff (2005: 375))

A binder binds a variable in CS, which is notated by the Greek letters. The binder and the
bound variable in CS correspond to an antecedent and an anaphor in syntax, respectively.

The essential point in the framework of Conceptual Semantics is that binding relations
can be represented in conceptual structure alone, entailing that a bineleessnted in

conceptual structure alone. The syntactic counterpart of a bindee may appear in syntactic

29



structure. For example, the bindee in the sentence in (31) is present only in the conceptual

structure:

(31) Mr. WeissmanOs an AmericaiThey do things differentiythere.

(Gosford Parkbold mine)

Theyandtherein (31) denote Americans and (in) America, respectivelyMrlfWeissman
refers to a Canadian, for exampteey and there in the second sentence will refer to
Canadians and (in) Cada, respectively. In this casleere exhibits a boundariablelike
behavior. The bindee in this case does not correspond to the binder formally; thus, the
bindee is present only in conceptual structure.

Partee (1989: 35354) also observes a sea where the wordhere exhibits a

boundvariablelike behavior. Observe (32):

(32) In all my travels, whenever | have called from any place for a doctor, one has

arrivedthere within one hour. (Partee (1989: 35354), bold mine)

In this case, thealue ofthere covaries with the value of a place from which the subject

referent calls for a doctor.
24. Conceptual Structures

Taking into account the semantic de!nition of binding and its representation over

conceptual structure, the present study proposes the following conceptual structures:
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33) a  [sweEXP (X, [sweBE (Y (%)), faceAT (€)])])]
b.  [swe EXP (X, [s@eBE (Y] [puceAT (Z (%6)D]])]

Possessivlave (PH) and PFDOC have the conceptual structure in (33a); existemdiad

(EH) and EHDOC have the conceptual structure in (33b). More specilcally, PH has the
structure in (33a); PDOC has the structure in (33a) embedded under another function. EH
has the structure in (33b), which | propose on the basis of the discussion by Nakau (1998).
EH-DOC has the structure in (33b) embedded under another function.

It is speciled as a consictional meaning that the !rst argument of EXP in structure
(33a) binds the !Irst argument of BE, and that the !rst argument of EXP in structure (33b)
binds the complement of AT. The structures in question thus differ in the position of the
bindee. In tens of s(emantie¥election discussed in section 2.2.4, these specilcations are
s-selections imposed on the !rst arguments of EXPs in these structures.

An argument containing a bindee and an argument that is empty are different. There is
a phonetidorm of an argument containing a bindee, whereas there is no phonetic form of an
empty argument. For example, thetargument of BE in structure (33a), which contains a
bindee, is represented as Y(%). Similarly, the complement of AT in structurev{idh),
contains a bindee, is represented as Z(%). An argument containing a bindee depends o
another entity with respect to its identilcation. On the other hand, an empty argument has no
phonetic form available whose reference is determined in relatiandther entity. For
example, the complement of AT in structure (33a) is represented as (e), which does not have
any representation of arguments such as Y or Z.

| assume that the situation denoted by the relation between the !rst argument of EXP
and its second argumentnst spatietemporally limited when the CS contains the [AT (e)]

part, where the complement of AT is empty. In this case, the relation between the !rst
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argument of EXP and its second argument tends to refer to an atempordiladtateso |
also assume that the situation denoted by the relation between the Irst argument of EXP and
its second argument is spatnporally limited when the CS contains the [AT ([Z (%)])] part,
where the complement of AT it empty. In this casdhe relation between the !rst
argument of EXP and its second argument tends to refer to a temporary and hence iterative
situation. Verbs and constructions having the conceptual structures in (33) belong to a class
of predicates that have both possesangspatial uses (cf. Jackendoff (1983: 192)).

In the framework of Conceptual Semantics, conceptual structures for related uses of
predicates or constructions can be uniled into one entry (Jackendoff (1990: 81)). The CSsiin

(33) are uni'ed into a syle entry, as shown in (34):

(34) [seEXP (X1, [seBE (Y ({A)], [paceAT ([ {Z (%] )DD]

The curlybracketed elements are mutually exclusive. Either the Irst argument of EXP binds
the !rst argument of BE, or else it binds the @@ment of AT. The speaker has this one
entry stored in his or her mind. This entry is reserved in English for states of affairs where a

character is connected to a locatimoting proposition.

2.5. Semantic Roles

| propose subclassilcation of the semantic role Experiencer into Possessor and
Experiencer When the !Irst argument of EXP binds the !rst argument of BE, it bears the
Possessor role; when it binds the complement of AT, it bears thedfxggrole. The !rst
argument of EXP in structure in (33a) bears the Possessor role and that in structure in (33b)

takes the Experiencaole. Look at (35):
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35) a  [sweEXP ([Possessdr, [sueBE ([Y (%0)], baceAT (€)D])]

b.  [sweEXP ([Experienes ], [sueBE (Y], [peceAT (Z (Y6)]))])]

For purposes of comprehensibility, | use the semantic role labels to identify the !rst argument
of EXP. For convenience, | use the term Experignicerdesignate the superordinate
semantic role into whicliall semantic roles with more specilc chetexistics, such as

Possessor and Experiencer

2.6. Summary

Chapter 2 has outlined our theoretical framework, on which the presemmteatgs
based. We have seen basioets of Conceptual Semantics and introduced theoretical
apparatus which will be employed for the explanation of PH, EHDER, and EFDOC.
Conceptual Semantics is a mentalistic theory, and it assumes that meaning is decompositional
assuming functions drarguments that they take. Arguments in turn bear semantic roles.

This chapter has taed the Experiencer role, a semantic role that is taken by the
subject argument of theveconstructions and the indirect object of the two uses of the DOC.
The Experiencer role is taken by the !rst argument of the function EXP(ERIENCE). The
function EXP appears in a structure in which it embeds a locdgmoting structure such as
[Y BE [AT X]].

This chapter has also de!ned binding relations in conceptual semantics terms and
proposed conceptual structures shared by PH aAD®E on the one han@nd EH and
EH-DOC on the other.

The next chapter will overview problems unique to PH and EH.

" The notion that there is one semantic role into which several semantic rolesplidgih éharacteristics are
categorized is similar to the notion of maante vs. micrerole by Van Valin and Lapolla (1997).
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Chapter 3
Semantic Roles of the Subject Arguments of PH and EH

and Their Conceptual Structures

3.1. Introduction

This chaptet rst overviews two oftemade claims concernirftaveconstrtions: (i)
one is that the subject arguments of PH and EH are (human) locations; in terms of semantic
roles, they bear only the Location role and do not take any other semantic role, and (i) the
other is that Englisthave has no semantics at all and the interpretation of a diaga
sentence is completely determined by the values of its arguments.

The present thesis argues against these claims. | argue that the subject arguments o
PH ard EH bear not only the Location role but also the Experiencer role, and that PH and EH
do encode a certain meaning. These spatibns are encoded in the conceptual structures
for PH and EH, which | propose in this chapter.

At the end of this chapter, we overview another aftaadle claim that the construction
that we call here PH can be divided into two subclasses, ragtrdisecalled relationality of
a noun in object position. The PH taking acatted norrelational noun as the surface
object is said to denote alienable possession, while the PH takiogliedaelational noun as
the surface object is said to denatalienable possession. This claim entails that the two
PHs differ in the volitionality of the subject arguments: the subject of the PH denoting
alienable possession refers to a volitional entity, whereas that of the PH denoting inalienable
possessiorefers to a nowolitional entity. This claim also seems to entalil that the subject
arguments of the two PHs bear two different semantic roles. Contrary to this claim, which is
argued for by several previous studieg)(Belvin (1993), Harley (19981 demanstrate that

there is only one PH, and that the subject argument of PH does not exhibit any volition. The
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subject argument of PH bears one and the same semantic role regardless of the relationality o

a noun in the object NP.

3.2. Two Often-Made Claims
Let us overview two oftemade claims pertaining ttaveconstructions. One is that
the subject arguments of PH and EH are (human) locations, and that they bear only the
Location role and do ndéke any other semantic role; the other is that Enghsiehas no
lexical meaning at all, and that the interpretation of a gnaare sentence is completely

determined by the values of its arguments. We turn to each of these claims one by one.

3.2.1. Hypothesis that Subject Arguments of PH and EH Are Locations
The subject arguments of both PH and EH have often been considered to be (animate)
locations; in tems of semantic roles, they have often been considered to bear only the
Location role and not to take any other semantic role. This section overviews this argument.
We! rst look at the claim pertaining to PH and then move on to the discussion concerning EH.
Crosslinguistically, possessors have been claimed to be (animate) locations. This

claim is fundamentally based on a claim of the following kind by Benvéh66):

(1) Avoir nOest rien autre qu@re” inversZ. (Benveniste (1966: 197))

(o havas nothing other than an invetsebeto® (Benveniste (1971: 171))

This claim entails that the subject argument of the preditape is nothing but th
complement of the preposition in a locataenoting structure, in which the complement
refers to a location; the subjectlwveis thus Othe location of a stateO (Bestee(1971:

171)). Havelooks transitive, but its subject referent does not atttenbject referent. The
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verb merely denotes a relation between entities. Benveniste observes that possessive
relations are often encoded by locatmtoding structures and/or morphemes, and claims
that it is a manifestation of possessive relationsgbaisubclass of locative relations. The
following claim made by Lyons (1977: 4434) explicitly argues that locative relations

include in them possessive relations.

(2) OE the term OpossessiveO, as it is traditionally employed by linguists, is
sanewhat misleading: it suggests that the basic function of ticalled
possessive constructions that are found in languages is the expression of
possession or ownership E It can be argued thataled possessive
expressions are to be regarded as a as#abf locatives (as they very

obviously are, in terms of their grammatical structure, in certain languages).O

Crosslinguistically, locative and possessive sentences tend to employ particles and/or
predicates that have the same phonetic formscatidns and possessors can be marked by
the same particle or case (e.g. Gruber (1965/1976), Benveniste (1966), Lyons (1967),
Anderson (1971), Costa (1974), Clark (1978), Ostler (1979), Jackendoff (1983, 1987, 1990),
Pinker (1989), Freeze (1992), Kayne @P9GuZron (1995), Kageyama (1996), Harley
(2003), Langacker (2003), Tham (2009)). Particles denoting spatial proximity are employed
to mark possessors, and copulas andigate$ denoting existence are employed to mark
possessive relations. We look ghamples from Japanese, Hindi, Finnish, and Scots Gaelic
one by one.

Both locative and possessive sentences in Japanese employ the peatices, and
the predicat&u oraru. For instanckoenOpar®in (3a) denotes a location at which tiog b

exists; thus, it is said thdiaro in (3b) can also be regarded as a location at which his sister
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exists:

3 a Koenni otokonokega iru
parkpostposition  boy-NOM exist
OThere is a boy in the park.O
b. Taroni imoto-ga  iru
TaroDAT  SISterNOM  exist

OTaro has a sister.O

In this case, the partiae encodes both location and possessor.
In Hindi, the postposition-ke) paasOnearO encodes both spatial proximity and

possession. Observe (4):

4 a raam baazaake paas hai
RamNOM  marketOBL.GENnear bePRES
ORam is near the market.O (Tham (2005: 2))
b. raamke paas ek hii makaan hai
RamoBL.GENnear oneonly building bePRES

ORam has/owns only one building.O (Mohanan(1994: 179))

The Adessive case in Finnish, which encodes a range of spatial con!gurations, encodes

possessors. Consider (5):
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(5) a. pdydSIS  on kynS
tableADE coppencil
[+LOC]
OThere is a pencil on the table.O
b. Liisa-lla on  mies
Lisa-ADE COP man
[+ LOC]
OLisa has a husband.O

(Freeze (1992: 577))

These sentences employ copulas as predicates.

In Scots Gaelic, locative and possessive copular sentences look identical. Observe

(6):

6) a. Tha aO mhin anns a0 phoit.
cop the oatmeal in  the pot
OThe oatmeal is in the pot.O
b. Tha peann aig Mairi.
COP pen at Mary
OMary has a pen.O (lit. OA pen is at Mary.O)

(Freeze (1992: 58681))

! In Scots Gaelic, existential copular sentences look identical to locative and possessive sentences as well. An
example of exiential copular sentences appears in (i):

@) Tha mhin  anns ad phoit.

cop oatmeal in the pot
OThere is oatmeal in the pot.O (lit. OOatmeal is in the pot.0) (Freeze (1992: 581))
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These data havesbn argued to support the claim that possessors are (animate) locations.

Let us return to the discussion of PH and EH. In terms of semantic roles, the subject
arguments of both PH and EH can be considered to bear the Location role. In fact,
Jackedoff (1983) hypothesizes the CS in (7) for a construction that we call PH here, where

the complement of the function AT is the possessor. Look at (7):

(7) [stateBE poss([ThING], [piaceAT poss([ThING])])] (Jackendoff (1983: 192))

This represent@mn entails that the possessive relation is conceptualized as the possessum
existing at the possessor, which is a putetalistic view (Gruber (1965976)). He
postulates that conceptual structures for locative and possessemcae share the same
dructure and the same functions, and differ only with respect to seinad8an which the
functions apply. The functions in the structure of locative sentences apply in the semantic
leld of Location; those of possessive sentences in the !eld of Possession, which is indicated
by the subscrigPossn structure (7).

Similarly, some studies have claimed that the subject argument of EH is a (human)
location (e.g. Costa (1974), Jackendoff (1987), Culicover (2009)). For example, Jackendoff
(1987: 382383) observes that the subject of EH in (8a) denotes the same reftranbethe

complement of the preposition, which bears the semantic role Location.

8 a. The boxhas books injit (Jackendoff (1987: 382), with mddiations)

b. There are books in the box. (Jackendoff (1987: 382))

From this observation, he concludes that the subject argument of EH also bears only the

Location role. In addition, he considers sentences liket@8ag¢ apparently synonymous
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with there constructions such as (8b). The entity occurring in the subject position of EH
appears as the complement of the preposition irthises construction, which takes the
Location role. This fact further supports the agsiom that the subject of EH beathe
Location role.

Thus, these morphological and/or structural markings seem to indicate that the subject
arguments of both PH and EH are (animate) locations. Now the present thesis pursues the

following question:

9 Are the subjects of PH drEH (human) locations? In terms of semantic

roles, do they bear the semantic role Location and Location alone?

Some studies have argued that the semantic roles taken by the argumenthawk the
constructions in question and the locative sentencEsgiish are fundamentally the same
(e.g. Jackendoff (1987)); others have claimed thah#we constructions in English differ
from the locative sentences with respedhtsemantic rolesaken by their argumen(s.qg.
Pinker (1989)). However, therelitle agreement as to the semantic role or roles that the
subject arguments of PH and EH bear.

| do arguethat the subject arguments of both PH and EH bear the Location role. | also
arguethat the subject arguments in question bear simultanemoistynly the Location role
but also the Experiencer role. As we saw in section 2.1, a semantic role is a structural
concept, entailing that an argumentOs semantic role is determined by the position that it
occupies in a given conceptual structure. Thassume that the conceptual structures for
PH and EH specify that the subject argotseof PH and EH bear two semantic roles

simultaneously.
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3.2.2. (Semantic) Underspecification

It has been rted that Englisthaveis semantically underspeci'ed (e.g. Belvin (1993),
Harley (1997), and Ritter and Rosen (1997)). Some even argue that Bagéttas no
lexical semantics at all, and that the interpretation of a digegasentence is completely a
by-product of values of its arguments. For example, Bach (1967), dealing withelawtth

have states the following:

(10) It has often been said tHa@has no meaning by itself but only in connection
with Predicate the passive construction, and@a The same is true of
HAVE. The two forms are distinguished syntactically from most true verbs
by the fact that they have no selectiomstrictions in themselves, but occur
in constructions where selections reach across from subject to OobjectO or
complement. Likewise, from a semantic point of view, their contribution to
the meaning of the sence is determined completely by the items that they

link. (Bach (1967: 47@77))

Bach continues to note that the sentémaae a housexpresses ownershipWhen a person

and a housarelinked by the verlhave he notes, they create the interpretation of the person
owning the house. A similar claim is made by Cowper (1989). Cowper (1989: 89) notes,
in the discussion on sentence (11), that Oin the abisfieang particular knowledge about

Michael and his relationship to cars, we interpret [(11)] as involving simple possession.O

(11) Michael has a car.

Now a couple of simple questions arise: why is it that the sentence given by Bach and
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sentencg11) should exhibit such interpretationdi#vehas no meaning at all; why is it that
the simple juxtaposition of two nouns results in denoting ownership or simple possession? If
have had no lexical semantics, sentences like (11) could in principle amsdining (cf.
Brugman (1988: 47)), but in fact it does not and cannot.

Not only PH but also EH is constrained as well. The PP in EH cannot contain a
pronoun referring to an entity other than the subject referent (Nakau (1991: 337)), as illustrated

in (12a):

(12) a. The deskhas a book on {it *them}.

b. | put a book on {my / his} desk.

On the other hand, sentence (12b), with the petbdoes not exhibit such a constraint.

Furthermore, sentence (13) cannot successfully instantiate EH.

(13) * The tablehas a pencil on a book on it(Belvin and den Dikken (1997: 168))

One might suppose that the subject in (13) cannot syntactically bind an anaphor because it is
too deeply embedded in the PP. However, this claim is argued d&yathstdata in (14)
observed by Belvin and den Dikken (1997), in which the binder can syntactically bind the

anaphor that is deeply embedded in the PP. Consider (14):

(14) a. Everyoneshould concentrate on the pencil on the book etebis.
b. Everyonghates it when there is a spider crawling around on the hat;on his
head.

(Belvin and den Dikken (1997: 168))
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It follows from these facts that EH is (semantically) constrained.

Here, another question arises: why is there such a constr&ht? If havehad no
meaning at all, sentence (12a) could in principle contain any pronoun in the PP, but in fact it
cannot.

This thesis argues that these interpretation and constraint stem from timicsema
encoding of PH and EH; the semantic cdpations of PH and EH give birth to the
interpretation and the constraint presented above. PH speciles that the surface object is
referentially dependent on the surface subject. Thus, when the object denotes a car or houst
and the subject denotes a tambeing, for example, the car or house is considered to be the
human beingOs car or house. This interpretation is that of ownership or simple possession a
noted by Cowper (1989). EH, on the other hand, speciles that the complement of the
preposition isreferentially dependent on the surface subject; the constraint found in (12a)
follows from this encoding. These specilcations are represented at the level of conceptual
structure. Brugman (1988: 51) notes that Ohaving either a general or an absiiagtisnea
not the same as having no meaning,O and we follow her in this respect.

It should beemphasizedhere thaide Jong (1987: 280), dealing witlave sentences
with relational nouns in object positisach as have brotherspoints out that it ibavethat
triggers the relational reading of nouns, not relational nouns themselves thesis extends

this idea to cases where there arealed noArelational nouns in object position.

3.3. Conceptual Structures for PH and EH

The CSs for PH and EH are represented as in (15a, b), respectively:

(15) a  [sweEXP (X7, [seeBE (Y (%)], baceAT (€))])]
b, [s@eEXP (X, [saeBE ([Y], [raceAT ((Z (%))
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In therepresentations in (15a, b), binding relations are expressed by the Greek letters. For a
better understanding, we present examples of PH and EH in (16a) and (17a), and their CS

representations in (16b) and (17b), respectively:

(16) a. John has a wef
b.  [EXP ([JOHNT, [BE (IWIFE (%)], [AT (8]])]
17) a You have a hole in your shoe.

b. [EXP ([YOU*, [BE ([HOLE], [AT ([SHOE (%)))]]

For ease of reference, the subscrgitsteand Place are omitted in the (b) represaiuns.

PH and EH differ with respeto the position of the bindee in the second argument of EXP:
the !rst argument of EXP in PH, which is mapped onto the surface subject, binds the !rst
argument of BE, which is mapped onto the surface object. On the other hand, the !rst
argument of EXP ifEH binds the complement of the function AT, which is mapped onto the
complement of the preposition. These are s(emasatieftions imposed on the !rst
arguments of EXPs in these structures. The Irst argument of EXP in PH bears the Possessor
role, whilethat in EH bears the Experiencasle. In both PH and EH, the factor ensuring

that the !rst argument of EXP is connected to the situation denoted by the structure [Y BE

[AT X]] is the binding relation in the sense of the present theory.

2 |t has also been noted that Englistveis thematiclly underspeciled and does not assign a thematic role to

its subject, and that the subject gets its interpretation by being related to some other constituent in the same
sentence (Belvin (1993), Harley (1997), Ritter and Rosen (1997)). For example, (H3®i¢y77), taking
sentences like (i) for example, notes that Othe Olocation® interpretation for the babjeist iafipossible

without coreference with an embedded pronoun.O

0] The tablehas a book on jt&ble.

The present thesis adopts itlea that the subject argumenthalfvegets its interpretation or semantic rbie
being related to some other element in the same sentence. Possessor is a semantic role taken by an argume
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EH has lhe structure in (15b), which | propose on the basis of the discussion by Nakau
(1998). Nakau (1998) argues that EH is an Experiencer construction. Nakau (1998: 101)
claims that the subject argument of EH bears the Experiencer role by establishingt@ooonne
with the situation denoted by the elements followiage The present thesis argues that the
connection is estébhed by the !rst argument of EXP binding the complement of AT.
Furthermore, this thesis argues that not only EH but also PH is an Experiencer coristruction.

Note that in constructions like EH, in which the argument bearing Expegiandethe
agument bearing Location are realized as different linguistic elements, it is binding that
guarantees the subject argument bearing both Expegianddrocation. That is, the bindee
Is an element within the complement which takes the semantic role bocalioe bindee
refers back to the binder, and it ensures that theargument of EXP bears not only the
Experiencer role but also the Location role (cf. Nakau (1998: 88)).

| assume that the situation denoted by the relation between the !rst argument of EXP
and its second argumentnist spatietemporally limitedwhen the CS contains the [AT (e)]
part, where the complement of AT is empty. In this case, the relation between the !rst

argument of EXP and its second argument tends to refer to an atemporal state of affairs.

that binds the !Irst argument of BE; Experiencer a semantic role taken by an argument that binds the
complement of AT.

® Belvin (1993), Hdey (1997), and Ritter and Rosen (1997) argue that EH is analogous to the expreiencer
construction exempliled in (i):

0] Shehad [hercamera conl!scated by the police]. (Washio (1997: 51))

In this construction, the subject referent is thoadjlats affected by the event denoted by the elements following
have For convenience, | call the elements followiraye(i.e. those bracketed in (i)) complementhave
The claim made by Belvin, Harley, and Ritter and Rosen is based on the obstraatiom experiencérave
construction requires an element referring back to the subject in its complement.  In the caselufi(iy this
complement. Nakau (1991, 1998), making similar observations, also argues for this claim.

In addition, therelation of identity between the subject and the complement of the expetianeer
construction is also claimed to be a semantic relation (Nakau (1991, Ba8&), (1993),Belvin and den
Dikken (1997), Washio (1997), and Takeuchi (2013c)).
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Therefore, PH tends to refer to a stataffafirs that holds over a relatively long period of time.

| also assume that the situation denoted by the relation between the !rst argument of EXP and
its second argument isatip-temporally limited when the CS contains the [AT ([Z (%0)])] part,
where tle complement of AT isiot empty. In this case, the relation between the !rst
argument of EXP and its second argument tends to refer to a temporary and hence iterative
situation. Therefore, EH tends to refer to a temporary and hence iterative situation.

The CSs for PH and EH are uniled into a single entry, as shown in (18):

(18) [seEXP (X1, [seBE (Y ({A)], [paceAT ([ {Z (%) 1))

The curlybracketed elements are mutually exclusive. Either the Irst argument of EXP binds
the !rst argument of BE, or else it binds the complement of AT. The speaker has this one

entry stored in his or her mind.

33.1. PH

PH exhibits a binding relation between the !rst argument of EXP, which is mapped
onto the surface subject, and the !rst argument of BE, which is mapped onto the surface object.
In other words, the reference of the !rst argument of BE is !xed in relation to the Irst
argument of EXP. For example, the sentences in (19), where tharevarsal quanti'ers
in the subject positions, exhibit binding relations between the subjects and objects. Consider

(29):

(19) a. Everyone has a house.

b. Everyone has a wife.
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That is to say, each member of the set denoted by the quantilehoase or wife different
from any other memberOs in the same set; the values of the direct objects covary with the

values of the subjects. This relation can be represented as follows:

(20) x; has xOs house or wife anghas ¥Os house or wife aBdand x,, has xOs

house or wife. (X1, %, E , X o} = a set of individuals)

Furthermore, the sentences in (21) imply the meaning expressed in (22), not the
meaning expressed in (23), where the asterisks indicate that the sentences in question do nc

express the meaning conveyed by the sentences in (21):

(21) a. John has a house in a New York suburb.
b. | have a sister in Northern Ireland.

(22) a. JohnOs house is in a New York suburb.
b. My sister is in Northern Ireland.

(23) a. * Thereisa house in a New York suburb.

b. * There is a sister in Northern Ireland.

This fact indicates that the identity of the (surface) object referent is determined in relation to
the subject referent. Thus, these data support the existence of a biadiog irelPH, as
represented in (154).

Note that the binding relation in the sense of this thes@ @bserved in sentences with

verbs likeknow Observe (24):

*  This diagnostics is proposed by Takeuchi (2011).
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(24) Everyone knows a {house / wife}.

The sentence in (24) does not refer tasitms where each member of the set denoted by the
guantl er knows a house or wife of his or her own. In fact, English native speakers Ind it
diflcult to interpret sentence (24). Thegacts indicate that PH @&ssociated with binding
relations between one entity and another.

One advantage of hypothasag (15a) as CS for PH is that it enables us to account for
the fact that PH exhibits the de!niteness restriction, a restriction against de!nite NPs in the
object position of PH (Costa (1974), Heine (19%arley (2004), Tham (2006), among

others). Obsee (25):

(25) a. Judy has {a/ *the} car. (Heine (1997: 35), asterisk added by the author)

b. John has {a / *the}ister (cf. Tham (2006: 137))

The delnite articles in the object NPs of the sentences in (25) hinder the referents of the NPs
from keing !xed in relation to the subject referents, since the de!nite articles in this particular
position cannot be anaphoric to the subject referents (cf. GuZron (20@3:32)2’

This restriction is also observed in sentences with-padynounsti the object position.

Consider (26):

® Working in the generative paradigm, Ritter and Rosen (19973 B8)9postulate a null pronénal in the

object NP of PH that refers back to the subject, regardless of the relational status of the nourPin the N
Although their assumption is a syntactic one, it seems to be motivated by semantics and/or pragmatics, especially
when they deal with cases where there is@afied norrelational noun in the object NP.  Morita (2003) makes

a similar suggestion. Fa discussion against Morita, see Takeuchi (2013h).addition, Harley (1998)

admits a syntactic binding relati ininstances of PH with a relational ndarthe object NP.

® Harley (2004: 259) notes that JacquelBieZron(p.c.) observes the delniteness restriction demonstrated by

the construction that we call here PH.

" The sentenceludy has the caandJohn has the wifare acceptable as instances of EH.  See the discussion

in section 3.4.
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(26) a. John raised {a / *the} hand. (GuZron (2003: 192), with modilcations)
b. Philip stubbed {a / *the} toe.

C. The poor boy lost {a / *the} mind.  (Helke (1973: 10), with modi'cations)

The bodypart nounsn the sentences in (26) are referentially dependent on the subject
referents; therefore, the facts given in (26) support the claim that PH exhibits a binding relation
between the subject and object. The use of the delnite article in the object poditien of
sentences in (26) is permitted only when the noun phrase in which it appears denotes a
body-part of someone other than the subject referent.

This restriction is not observed in sentences which are not expected tostlat®o

binding relations beteen the subject and object. Observe (27):

(27) a. John owns {a / the} house.
b. Philip saw {a / the} car.

C. The poor boy broke {a / the} chair.

What matters here is the lexical meanings of verbs appearing in these sentencesywamely

see and break The subject of the act of owning and something owned can exist
independently of each other; in other words, the reference of an object owned need not be
determined in relation to the reference of a person who owns it. §intila subjetof the

act of seeing and something seen can exist independently of each other; the reference of ar
object that is seen need not be determined in relation to the reference of an person who sees 1
In a similar vein, the subject of the act of breaking aomething broken can exist
independently of each other; the reference of a thing broken need not be determined in relation

to the reference of a person who breaks it.
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The present framework also enables us to account for the restriction roémecof a
pronoun in the object NP of PH. PH has the following restrictions: (i) a pronoun in the
object NP, when it appears, must refer back to the subject referent; (ii) a coordinate constituent
as a whole functions as an antecedent for a pronoun ibjdat NP; and (iii) a pronoun in the
object NP must be anaphoric to a local subject. These restrictions are also observed in the
body-part constructions, supporting the claim that PH exhibits a binding relation between the
subject and object. Let us examthese cases one by one.

When it appears, a pronoun in the object NP in PH and in thepaoidgonstructions

must refer back to the subject referent. Observe (28) and (29):

(28) He has {his/ *her / *their} (own) house.
(29) a. He raised {his/ *her / *their} hand.
b. The poor boylost {his / *her / *their} mind.
((8), GuZrorf2003: 192), with modi'cations,

(b), Helke (1973: 10), with modilcations)

The pronounder andtheir in the object NPs of the sentences in (28) and l{2@er the
referents of the NPs from being determined in relation to the subject referents, since they refer
to entities distinct from the subject referents.

This restriction is not demonstrated by sentences which are not expected to exhibit

binding elations. Observe (30):

(30) a. He owns {his/ her / their} house.
b. He saw {his/ her / their} car.

C. He broke {his/ her / their} chair.
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One can own, see, and break entities that belong to someone else; thus, pronouns referring t
entties distinct from the subject referents can freely occur in the object NPs of the sentences in
(30).

Furthermore, in PH and in the beggsrt constructions, a coordinate constituent as a
whole functions as an antecedent. Consider (31) and (32§ thleesubscrigt is intended

to mearthe girl and the bay

(31) The gir| and the bay have {*her/ *his; / theig} (own) {car(s)/weaknesses}.
(32) a. The gir| and the bay raised {*her/ *his; / thei} hand.
b. The gir| and the bay lost {*her; / *his; / theik} mind.

(Helke (1973: 11), with slight modilcations)

In the sentences in (31) and (32), the constituent coordinageulbg a whole functions as an
antecedent for the pronoun in the object NP.

This restriction isnot demonstrated by sentences which are not expected to exhibit
binding relations, either. Observe (33), where the subkdesipttended to meahe girl and

the boy

(33) a. The gir| and the bay, own {hex / hig / theii} car(s).
b. The gir| and the bay saw {her/ his / theig} car(s).
C. The gir| and the bay broke {her/ his / theig} chair(s).

The reasoning applied to the sentences in (30) applies to the sentences in (33).
Furthermore, pronouns in the object NP h&wvebe anaphoric to a local subject.

Consider (34) and (35):
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(34) The gir|Os fathgnas {*hey/ his} (own) {car / group of friends}.
(35) a.  The girlOs fathemised {*her/ his} hand.
b.  The girlOs fathgost {*her / hig} mind.

(Helke (1973: 11), with slight modilcations)

In these casegirl cannot be an antecedent for pronouns in the object NP.
This restriction is not demonstrated by sentences which are not expected to exhibit

binding relations, either. Observe (36):

(36) a. The gir|Os fatheowns {her/ his} house.
b.  The girlOs fathgsaw {her/ his} car.

C. The gir|Os fathgoroke {her/ his} chair.

The restrictions observed in (25), (28), (31), and (34) all follow from the semantic encoding of
PH: the surface object in PH is speciled to be referentially dependent on the surface subject.

A prototypical example of a binding relation between the surface subject and object will
be a sentence whose direct object is a re"exive pronoun. GieeRH exhibits a binding
relation between the subject and object, it is expected that PH behaves in the same way as
sentences where there is a re"exive pronoun in object position. This expectation is borne out

by the data in (37):

(37) a. The girlOfather washes {*herself / himself}.

b. The girl and the boy wash {*herself / *himself / themselves}.

As illustrated in (37a), a re"exive pronoun in object position must be anaphoric to a local
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subject; as illustrated in (37b), a coordinate constitaeiat whole functions as an antecedent

for a re"exive pronoun.

33.2. EH

EH exhibits a binding relation between the !rst argument of EXP, which is mapped
onto the surface subject, and the complement of AT, which isati@pypo the complement of
the preposition. In other words, the reference of the complement of AT is Ixed in relation to
the reference of the !rst argument of EXP. This relation is clearly observed in the sentences

in (38), where there are universal gilarg in the subject positions:

(38) a. Everyonghas your name on hisat.

b. Everyonghas Colin Powell at hidisposal.

Each member of the set denoted by the quantiler in (38a) has someone elseOs name on his h:
the value of the complemeoit the preposition covaries with the value of the subject. This

relation can be represented as follows:

(39) X, has your name on®s hat and kas your name on®s hat E andhas

your name onyOs hat. (X1, %o, E , X} = a set of individuals)

Sentence (38b) denotes a situation where each member of the set named by the quantiler ha:
Colin Powell at his own disposal.

Furthermore, the reference of the (surface) object in EH is !xed independently of the
reference of the subject, indicatingttlitais not relational and is not bound to the subject

referent. Observe (4Q2), where the asterisks in (41) indicate that the sentences do not
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express the meaning conveyed by the sentences in (40):

(40) a. Johnhas a hole in hishoe.
b.  The &blghas a book on;it
(41) a. * JohnOs hole is in hishoe.
b. * The tablgs book is on.it
(42) a.  Thereis a hole in JohnOs shoe.

b. There is a book on the table.

The instances of EH in (40) do not imply the meaning expressed in (#ihelbmeaning
expressed in (42). These data indicate that PH and EH differ in the position of the bindee:
PH has a bindee in the object NP, while EH has one in the complement of the preposition.

The present framework also enables us to accouthtfgestriction of ocatence of a
pronoun in the PP of EH. In EH, (i) a pronoun in the PP, when it appears, must refer back to
the subject referent; (ii) a coordinate constituent as a whole functions as an antecedent for a
pronoun in the PP; and (iii)@onoun in the PP must be anaphoric to a local subject. Let us
examine these cases one by one.

A pronoun in the PP, when it appears, must refer back to the subject (Nakau (1991:

337)). Consider (43):

(43) He has a hole in {hj$ *her} shoe (cf. (12a))

This restriction is not found in sentences which are not expected to exhibit binding relations:
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(44) a. He put a book on {hig her / their} desk.

b. He hid a book under {hi¢ her / their} bed.

What matters here is the leXicaeanings of verbs appearing in these sentences, nantely
andhide The subject of the act of putting and the place on which something is put can exist
independently of each other; in other words, the reference of a place where something is put
need nbbe determined in relation to the reference of a person who puts it there.  Similarly,
the subject of the act of hiding and the place where something is hidden can exist
independently of each other; in other words, the reference of a place where soisiething
hidden need not be determined in relation to the reference of a person who hides it there.
Furthermore, a coordinate constituent as a whole functions as an antecedent for a
pronoun in the PP. Observe (45), where the subscigpintended to man a coordinate

constituent as a whole:

(45) a. The boyand the gitl have holes in {*hig *her;/ theik} shoes.

b. This deskand that ong have holes in {*its;/ theik} legs.

This restriction is not found in sentences whiahrast expected to exhibit binding relations.

Observe (46), where the subsckig intended to mean a coordinate constituent as a whole:

(46) a. The boyand the gitlx put books on {hid hey/ theii} desk(s).
b. The boyand the gilk hid books under {hjg hef/ theik} bed(s).

Furthermore, a pronoun in the PP must be anaphoric to a local subject; that is, EH is

also subject to locality considerations. Consider (47):
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47 a. JohnOs mothgnas a hole in {*hig hef} shoe.

b.  JohnOs deskas a book on {*hint it}.

Johnin (47) cannot be an antecedent for a pronoun in the PP.  This restriction is not observed

In sentences that are not predicted to demonstrate binding relations. Observe (48):

(48) a.  The grl,Os fathgout a book on {hef his} desk.
b. The gir|Os fathghid a book behind {het his} desk.

The restrictions observed in (43), (45), and (47) all follow from the semantic encoding of EH:
the complement of the preposition in EHspeciled to be referentially dependent on the

surface subject.

34. Classification

Let me discuss here the classilcation of tigve constructions under discussion.
Some might argue that sentences suctY@as hae the bookand Mary has the wallet
instantiate the construction that we call here PH; however, we claim that theyaitesEairit

PH and EH differ in the situation denoted by the relation between the !rst argument of
EXP and its second argumentmay the [Y BE [AT X]] part. The CS for PH contains the
[AT (e)] part, where the complement of AT is empty. Therefore, PH expresses an atemporal,
abstract relation between the Irst argument of EXP and its second argument, and tends to refer
to a state céffairs holding over a relatively long period of time and hence cannot be recurrent.
On the other hand, the CS for EH contains the [AT ([Z (%0)])] part, where the complement of
AT is not empty. Thetfore, EH expresses a temporal, spatial relation betvikenrst

argument of EXP and its second argument, andstéo refer to a temporary ahence
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iterative situation.

As observed by Costa (1974), certhavesentences can instantiate EH even though
there is no PP appearing in surface structure. eXxample, sentences suchJabn has the
booksandJohn has MaryOs waliestantiate EH, with their [AT ([Thing (%)])] part, which is
to be realized as the PP, not being realized in surface structure for contextual reasons (cf.
Nakau (1998)). This claimn&ils thatJudy has the caandJohn has the wifen (25) in
section 3.3.1 can be acceptable as instances of EH. A possible context for the former is one
in which someone asks his wife why they cannot use the car, and she answers that her sistel
Judy, 8 in a shopping mall and has the car in question at her disposal and is currently using it;
a possible context for the latter is one in which the subject referent has kidnapped a wife of
someone elseOs understood contextually and has her at his disposal.

This classi!cation is supported by the data in-$49:

(49) a. * He frequently has a house. (cf. Ichijo (2011.: 85))
b. * He frequently has a wife. (cf. Ichijo (2011.: 85))
(50) a. * He always has a house. (cf. Costa (1974))
b. * He always hs a wife. (cf. Costa (1974))
(51) a. * Sometimes he would have a house. (cf. Ichijo (2011.: 85))
b. * Sometimes he would have a wife. (cf. Ichijo (2011.: 85))

c. * Sometimes this room would have a secret door.  (cf. Ichijo (2011: 85))

As illustrate in (49) and (50), the adverbs of frequeli®guentlyandalways cannot appear
with PH; similarly, as illustrated in (51), PH cannotamzur with one use of the modal
auxiliary would that denotes habits in the past. On the other hand, EH -@atwovith

both the frequency adverbs and this particular ua@alid Observe (534):
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(52) a. Shefrequently has a mug in haand. (cf. Ichijo (2011: 85))

b. The tablefrequently has a lamp on it (cf. Ichijo (2011 87))
(53) a. Shealwayshas a mug in hgnand. (cf. Costa (1974))
b. The tablealways has a lamp on it (cf. Costa (1974))
(54) a. Sometimes h&vould have a gun with him (Ichijo (2011: 85))

b. Sometimes the tableould have a beautiful lamp on it (Ichijo (2011:87))

As is evident in (5%7), thehave sentences that we have just classiled as EH can also

co-occur with these elements, validating our classi'cation:

(55) a. John frequently has the books.
b. John frequently has MaryOs wallet.
(56) a. John alvays has the books.
b.  John always has MaryOs wallet.
(57) a. Sometimes John would have the books.

b.  Sometimes John would have MaryOs wallet.

The data in (5%7) are also consistent with the observation made above that the object
referent of EHs Ixed independently of the subject referent.

Let us present another diagnostic of the classilcation of PH and EH. Obsef@®:(58

(58) a. * He has a house for the day.
b. * He has a wife for the day.
(59) a. He has a bag on hisackfor the day.

b. The tablehas a lamp on;itor the day.
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(60) a. John has the car for the weekend.

b. John has MikeOs wife for the weekend.

As illustrated in (580), the expressidior the day/weekerehn ceoccur only with EH.  PH
expresses ather atemporal relation between thist arguments of EXP and BE, and that
relation cannot easily be bounded by expressions denoting limited (short) duration. On the
other hand, EH expresses a sptmporally limited relation between the !rst argument of
EXP and its second argument, amat relation can easily be bounded by expressions denoting
limited (short) duratiofi.

Now that we have seen different relations that PH and EH express, let us move on to
discuss another oftenade claim that there are two subclassémegexpressingpossession.

We will argue that it is illusory.

3.5. One Possessive Have or Two Possessive Haves?

At the end of chapter 3, we overview another eftele claim that the osruction
that we call here PH can be divided into two subclasses, regardingcttiedseelationality of
a noun inobject position. The PH taking a-called norrelational noun as the surface
object is said to denote alienable possession, while tiekittg a secalled relational noun as
the surface object is said to denote inalienable possession. This claim entails that the two
PHs differ in the volitionality of the subject arguments: the subject of the PH denoting
alienable possession refers to diteomal entity, while that of the PH denoting inalienable
possession refers to a raolitional entity. This claim also seems to entalil that the subject

arguments of the two PHs bear two different semantic roles. Contrary to this claim argued

8 Sentence (58a) is acceptalnlaisituation where the subject referent has rented a house for special purposes
(e.g. for a special party) for a day or two. This interpretation is that of EH.
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for by seweral previous studies (e.g. Belvin (1993), Harley (1998)), | demonstrate that there is
only one PH, and that the subject argument of PH does not exhibit any volition. | thus claim
that the subject argument of PH bears one and the same semantic rolesgegértihe

relationality of a noun in the object NP.

3.5.1. Conjoinability

We Irst consider the conjoinability of stalled relational and nerlational nouns in
the object position of PH; the fact thagdle two kinds of nouns can be coordinated in this
particular position indicates that there is only one PH. Consider the examples in (61) from

Partee (1997).

(61) a. John has piles of money and no living relatives. (Partee (1997: 469))
b. John hags good job, a nice house, a beautiful wife, clever children, and plenty

of money (and an ulcer). (Partee (1997: 469))

Partee (1997) notes that it is!difilt to posit two differenthaves on the basis of the
conjoinability shown in (61). In (6la), for example, the relation betwektives a
relational noun, andohncan be regarded as inalienable, while the relation betweray a
nonrelational noun andJohn can be regarded as alienable. Regardless of this possible
distinction, however, the two nouns or the two noun phrases can be coordinated. It follows
from this fact that the two nouns are of the same kind, and that one and thkeasame
expresss both relations. Sentence (61b) refers to the same type of situation.

The validity of this claim is demonstrated by the-gonjoinability of a (non)relational

noun and an eventive noun. PH cannot be used in the progressive form, as illug6ajed

° This subsection is based on the discussions in Takeuchi (2013c) and Takeuchi (2014).
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(62) a. * Maryis having a house.

b. * Mary is having a husband.

On the other handjave sentences where there is an eventive noun in the object NP as

exempliled in (63) can be used in the progressive form, as illustrated in (64):

(63) a Mary has a party.
b. Mary has an exhibition.
(64) a. Mary is having a party. (Ritter and Rosen (1997: 303))

b. Mary is having an exhibition. (Ritter and Rosen (1997: 303))

In the case of (63), the nouparty andexhibitionmake the sentencegentive, as noted by
Harley (1998) andRitter and Rosen (1997). In this way, the difference between
(non)relational nouns and eventive nouns is responsible for the (im)possibility of the
progressive form. It is clear that these two types of nouns dandifferently when
occurring in the object position bivesentences. Given that they are different in nature, it
Is expected that they cannot be coordinated in the object positianeof This expectation is

borne out by the data in (65):

(65) a. * Mary has a house aagh){ party /exhibition}.

b. * Mary has a husband aath){party / exhibition}.

The data in (65) indicate that-salled relational and nemelational nouns in the object

position of PH function identically and support therol#hat there is only one PH.
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3.5.2. Control or Volitionality of the Subject

It seems to be assumed that possessing something by choice (i.e. alienable possessior
entails that thgpossessor can intentionally both establish and cancel his or her relation to the
possessee (e.g. Pinker (1989), Belvin (1993), Harley (1998), Tham (2005, 2006)). In the
discussion on alienable possession, this entailment has been considered to &etiahanst
of the concept of control. For example, Belvin (1993) states that the relation under

discussion instantiates the following concept of control de!ned by Authier and Reed (1991):

(66) By OOcontrolOO we refer to the possibility of canceitrig dénoted by the
predicate if the subject of this predicate decides to stop doing it.

(Authier and Reed (1991: 202))

Similarly, Pinker (1989) gives the following de!nition of alienable possession:

(67) Perhaps an alienable possessed objectnstroable as having an inherent
tendency to move away from the owner, but the owner exerts a stronger
opposing force keeping it with him and allowing him to do with it what he

pleases. (Pinker (1989: 145))

He calls OcontrolO a force fhraiventsan alierble objecfrom movingaway from the owner.

Among the previous studies that advocate this view on alienable possession, it seems to be
only Harley (1998) that presents linguistic evidence supporting the claim, to which we now
turn.

In order to supgprt her claim, Harley (1998) uses as evidence the interpretati@vef
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sentences containing locally free, metexive -selfforms!® Consider the sentences in (68):

(68) a. Pinnochighad milk poured on him (Harley (1998: 204))

b. Pinnochighad milk poured on himself (Harley (1998: 204))

On the basis of observations made by Atibrtz (1995), Harley assumes that the antecedent

for a locally free-selfform is a volitional entity. For example, she observes that sentence
(68a) is tweway anbiguous and has both the experiencer and causative interpretations, while
sentence (68b), where there is a locally feedf form, is not ambiguous and has only the
causative interpretation. That is, (68a) has both an interpretation that the st nefs
affected by the event denoted by the elements follolawg(the experiencer interpretation)

and one that he arranged for the event to happen (the causative interpretation). Sentence
(68b) has only the latter interpretation. Furthermore, semi@9a), she claims, has only the
causative interpretation; sentence (69b) is not acceptable even as an instance of the causativ

use, since the subject argument is inanimate and thus cannot arrange anything.

(69) a. Calvin has a bee on himself (Harley (1998: 206))

b. * The oak treghas a nest in itself (Harley (1998: 206))

She presents sentence (70) and argues that instances of possesshavesermbting

alienable possession can contain a locally fetiform, and that it ths serves as evidence

19 A locally free, norre"exive -selfform is one that is free within its salled local binding domain and is
differentiated from a re"exive one, which is exempliled in (i):

0] a. Mary; thinks Johpblamed {himse|f/ *herself}. (Hirose (2009: 147))
b. Johnlikes MaryOs picture of {hersgithimsel}. (Hirose (2009: 147))
C. Johnblamed {himself/ *him}. (Hirose (2009: 147))
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that the subject argument of this usbafeis a volitional entity.

(70) Calvin has a fancy red Porsche which comfortably seats both Mary and

himself. (Harley (1998: 206))

She also postulates that the subject of posses®vefliavedenoting inalienable possession
IS not volitional, and that it is thus predicted that a locally fse#form cannot appear in

instances of this use. She argues that this prediction is borne out by the data in (71):

(71) a. ?2ohn has alarge red nose which is exaggerated in the picture of himself
hanging in the entrance hall.
b. ??Johnhas a terrible cold, and everyone is avoiding botfesand himself

(Harley (1998: 207))

In the following section, we examine seversés of locally freeselfforms, on which

the discussions in sections 3.5.2.2.1 and 3.5.2.2.2 will be based.

3.5.2.1. Locally Free -Self Forms

Simply put, as many previous studies (e.g. Carftr4), ZribiHertz (1989), Baker
(1995)) have pointed out, locally fregelfforms have many different uses. TFhelfforms
in (70) on the one hand and in (68b) and (69a) on the other instantiate different uses. The
former and the latter are instascof the contrastive/emphatic use and the viewpoint use,
respectively. It is only the viewpoint use -gelf forms that requires its antecedent to be

volitional. In this section, we examine these two usesetiforms one by one.
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3.5.2.1.1. Contrastive/Emphatic Use
In this section, | examine the contrastive/emphatic use of locallyskorms. This
use of-selfforms does not require its antecedent to be a volitional entity. Ttwesslen
here will be of use in the discussion in section 3.5.2.2.1.
The -self form in sentence (70) is an intensive (Baker (1995)). Baker notes that
intensives are appropriate only in contexts where emphasis or contrast is desired. Observe

-selfforms of this use:

(72) The queen invited {me/ *myself/ both Max and myself} for tea.
(Reinhart and Reuland (1993:675), with nhaditions)
(73) a. This paper was written by Ann and myself. (Ross (1970: 228))
b. ?7This paper was written by myself. (Ross (1970: 228))
(74) a. Klinkhorn left Miami in 1953. For some time there had been an
estrangemeiietween his wife and himself
b. GuerreroOs friends made their peace with the julssafor himsefthere was
little he could do but await arrest and the inevitable 4sngad.

(Leech (1980: 72), italics mine)

The use of theselfforms in the sentences in (72) and (73) eiged in contexts in whithe
-selfformsare coordinated with other entities. Two entities are coordinated and thus focused
relative to entities that are not made explicit; as a result, the existence of the two entities is
emphasized. Following Baker1995), we call this use ofself forms the
contrastive/lemphatic use. What dmels in the sentences in (74) is expressions that make
salient a contrastive relation of entities to other entities (Hirose (2009)). Thegtaeen

his wife and himse#indas for himselin (74a) and (74b), resgiaely.
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It is further observed tihéhe contrastive/emphatic use-eélfforms does not require its

antecedent to be volitional. Consider (75):

(75) a. Johnhad an impossible plan suggested to Mike and hirbgetie scientist.

b. Mary; had the rules of the game explained taonJaid herseglby the teacher.

Each sentence hasselfform in its complement, the elements followlmaye and admits the
experiencer reading, whose subject is-waitional. One can see that the sentences in (75)
instantiate the experiencer use bsarmaining the contexts given in (76), where they are

embedded:

(76) a. John works for the government of the United States of America. A highly
contagious virus was found in several states. John thought that it had to be
eradicated. He went to a sdishhe knew with his colleague, Mike, and
asked for help. Thehe; (=John) had an impossible plan suggested to
Mike and himself; by the scientist. They (John and Mike) said that it was
unrealistic, but the scientist insisted that it was a good plan.

b. (At school) Mary had to participate in a game. She didnOt know the rules of
the game and was thus puzzled. Her little brother, Jatin® Bhow them
either. Thenshe;(=Mary) had the rules of the game explained to John

and herself; by the teacher. They enjoyed the game.

In each discourse in (76), the plausible interpretation ofhthes sentence is that of

experiencer, not that of causative.

66



3.5.2.1.2. Viewpoint Use

In this subsection, | invetigate the viewpoint use efelfforms, another use of locally
free -self forms. | demonstrate that this use-sélf forms requires its antecedent to be
volitional, which will be of importance in the discussion in section 3.5.2.2.2.

Let us !rstintroduce the viewpoint use aelfforms. Consider (77):

(77) a. The adultsin the picture are facing away from us, with the children placed
behind {themselvesthem}.
b. The housgn the picture is facing away from us, with an elm tree lokfitin/

*itself;}. (Cantrall (1974: 14447))

Whenthemselves used in (77a), the referents of the children are placed behind the referents
of the adults; on the other hand, whieemis used, there are two intert&ns available: the
one just mentined, and the one where the referents of the children are hidden from the person
viewing the picture. The exact interpretation is meteed by the context in which the
sentence is uttered. It is also known that sentence (77b), where the subject iseferent
inanimate, cannot include-selfform of the viewpoint use, since it is diflcult for the speaker
to take the point of view of inanimate entities.

The difference in interpretation just observed is made explicit in the following

diagnostic. Obgsee (78):
(78) a. Johnis happy that Anne has {come / ??gone} so far to see himself

(Levinson (2000: 321))

b. Johnis happy that Ann has {come / gone} so far to seg him
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The fact that onlgome notgone co-occurs with theselfform in (78a) is accounted for by
assuming that theselfform in question instantiates the viewpoint use. Given that#lie
form in (78a) instantiates the viewpoint use, sentence (78a) is depicted from the point of view
of John, the antecedent for theelf form. The use of the perspectival indicatomeis
licensed only when the speaker takes the point of view of the goal; in (78a), the goal is the
referent of theself form, namely John. Accdingly, only the ceoccurrence of theself
form with the verbcomeis acceptable. On the other hand, pronouns do not impose any
restriction pertaining to the viewpoint of the antecedent; accordingly, sentence (@8t)io
with both the verbs.

Not only is the antecedent fegelfforms of this use animateutalso it is volitional.
Cantrall (1974:158) argues that the appropriateness of the sentences in (79) rises, as the

chance increases that the verb requires its subject referent to have a will.

(79) a. ?*HalleyOs cométas a glowing tail behind itée
b. ?MHalleyOs cométaves a glowing tail behind itself
c. ? HalleyOs comepreads a glowing tail behind itself

d. HalleyOs cometpreads itglowing tail behind itself

Furthermore, the observation by Kuno (19853) also vaflates the claim made by Cantrall.

Consider (80):

(80) a. Johnpulled the blanket over hjm

b. Johnpulled the blanket over himself

He notes that sentence (80b) implies that the subject referent tried to cover himself up with the
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blanket inorder to hide under it, while sentence (80a) has no suchahaplic
Given that theselfforms in the sentences in (68b), (69a), and (69b), repeated here as
(81ac), instantiate the viewpoint use, it naturally follows that (81a) and (81b) adgnthenl

causative reading, and that (81c) is not acceptable as an instance of the causative use.

(81) a. Pinnochighad milk poured on himself
b. Calvin has a bee on himself

Cc. * The oak tredhas a nest in itself

Being the antecedents -self forms of the viewpoint use, the subject referents in (81a) and
(81b) are volitional and thus can arrange the situations denoted by thensentpbeing
inanimate, the subject referent in (81c) cannot be volitional and thus cannot do the act of

aranging situations to happen.

3.5.2.1.3. Interim Summary

In section 3.5.2.1.1, we have considered the contrastive/emphatic use of localsfffree
forms, whose antecedent need not be volitional. ill luse this use ofself forms in the
discussion in section 3.5.2.2.1. In section 3.5.2.1.2, we have considered the viewpoint use of
locally free-selfforms, whose antecedent must be volitional. | will use this uselfbrms

as evidence for thabsence of volitionality on the part of the subject of PH in section 3.5.2.2.2.

3.5.2.2. Arguing for the Non-volitionality of the Possessor of PH
In this section| !rst clarify that the pieces of evidence presented by Harley (1998) do
not function as supporting her claim. | then argue for thevalitionality on the part of the

possessor of PH regardless of the type of possession conveyed.
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In section 3.2.2.1, | invalidate HarleyOs data by showing that PH can cesein
forms of the contrastive/emphatic use irrespective of the type of possession. In section
3.5.2.2.2, | demonstrate that PH cannot conisalff forms of the viewpoint use, which
indicaes that its subject, the antecedent fegedfform, does not exhibit volition. In section
3.5.2.2.3, | further demonstrate the +atitionality on the part of the possessor of PH on the

basis of its behavior in other diagnostics.

3.5.2.2.1. Invalidating Harley’s Examples
As we saw in section 3.5.2, Harley employs sentence (70), repeated here as (82a), as
evidence for the presence of volitionality on the part of the subject of PHngdeal®nable

possession.

(82) a. Calvin has a fancy red Porsche which comfortably seats both Mary and
himself.

b. Calvin has a fancy red Porsche which comfortably seats {rimmself}.

She also presents the examples in (71), repeatedh@8), as evidence for the absence of

volitionality on the part of the subject of PH denoting inalienable gxiese

(83) a. ?2ohn has a large red nose which is exaggerated in the picture of himself
hanging in the entrance hall.

b. ??ohnhas a terrible cold, and everyone is avoiding bottwifis and himsejf

Now, a brief comment on these examples is in order. As the occurrebo#h of

suggests, theselfform in sentence (82a) is an instance of the cntedemphatic use; the
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sentence in (82b), whereselfform cannot appear solely, further illustrates the validity of the
view that theselfform in (82a) instantiates this use.

Furthermore, the sentences in (83) should not be dealt with in a parallel fashion with
sentace (82a), since the sentences differ in the environments vdedfréorms appear.
While a-selfform occurs in a restrictive relative clause in (82a), it appears in the NP headed
by picturein (83a). In (83b), it is the sentence following tia@esenence that contains one,
not even thénavesentence itself. Therefore, we cannot verify the validity of HarleyOs claim
on the basis of the sentence in (82a) and the sentences in (83).

One cannot determine whether or not the subject of PH exhiliiisn/by examining
its instances containingelfforms of the contrastive/emphatic use, since this uselbiorms
does not require its antecedent to be volitional (recall the discussion in section 3.5.2.1.1).
Furthermore, the present study obsethes-self forms of the contrastive/emphatic use do
occur in PH regardless of whether its instance denotealled alienable or inalienable
possession. Observe the sentences in (84) and (85), where theadfieran in the same

environment as in @):

(84) a. Mike; has a dog which always welcomes botivaie and himself
b. Mike; has a dog which always welcomes {hirthimself}.
(85) a. Mike; has a sister who loves both their father and hinaz=ply.

b. Mike; has a sister vahloves {him/ *himself} deeply.

The sentences in (84) expresscatted alienable possession; those in (85) inalienable
possession. The facts illustrated in the (b) sentences in these data, \séiéi@ @ cannot
occur solely, support the viewaththe-self forms in the (a) sentences are instances of the

contrastive/emphatic use.
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We have pointed out the nealidity of the sentences in (82a) and (83) as evidence for
the presence of volitionality on the part of the possessor of PH deal@maple possession.
PH, whether it denotes-salled alienable or inalienable possession, can costiforms of

the contrastive/emphatic use, which do not require their antecedent to be volitional.

3.5.2.2.2. Non-occurrence of the Viewpoint Use of -Self Forms in PH

In section3.5.2.1.2, we saw that the viewpoint useseffforms requires its antecedent
to be volitional. If it is the case that the sabjef PH denoting alienable possession is
volitional, as argued for by previous studies, it is expected that its irstanceontain aself
form of the use under discussion. The data, however, indicate the contrary; that is, PH,
whether it denoteso-calledalienable or inalienable poss®n, cannot contakselfforms of

thisuse. Observe (86):

(86) a. Mike; has a dog which always welcomes {hirthimself}. (= (84Db))

b. Mike; has a sister who loves {hitthimself} deeply. (= (85h))

Sentace (86a) expresses-called alienable possession; sentence (86balked inalienable
possession. ltis illustrated in (86) that the difference between two types of possession, if any,
does not affect the behavior ofsalfform of this use.

Futhermore, PH cannot contaselfforms of the viewpoint use even when there is an
antecedenperspective phraseccording to X(Levinson (2000: 321)), which can induce the

occurrence ofselfform of this use, as illustrated in (§¢j. Levinson (2000321)):

87) a. According to Johnthe paper was written by himself

b. * Speaking of Johythe paper was written by himself
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Observe (88):

(88) a. * According to Johnhe has a house which always relaxes himself

b. * According to Johnhe has a wife who always welcomes himself

On the basis of these examples, | conclude that the possessor of PH does not exhibit volition,

regardless of whether it denotescatied alienable or inalienable possession.

3.5.2.2.3. Further Evidence

The nonvolitionality on the part of the subject argument of PH is demonstrated by
other phenomena. The observation by Giv—n (1975) is of use. Giv—n notes that sentenc
(89a) is acceptable only undercamstances in which it expresses the meaning shown in
(89b). Thatis, the referent of the surface objetllainust be volitional enough to cause the

event denoted by the in!nitival clause to happen.

(89) a. We told him to be examined by the committee. (Giv—n (1975: 66))

b. We told him to go and get examined by the committe¢Giv—n (1975: 66))

Given that he subject argument of PH is not volitional, it is predicted that PH cannot be

embedded under the vedli. This prediction is borne out by the data in (90):

(90) * | told Mary to have a {car / husband}.

Furthermore, PH cannot be used as an imperatvhich is licensed when the subject

argument of a sentence denotes a voluntary referent (cf. Culicover and Jackendoff (2005:
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428)). Observe (91):

(91) * Have a {car / wife}!

These facts suggest the absence of volitionality on the part of thet sugjement of PH;
there is no evidence supporting its presence.

The present study thus argues that there is only one PH, in which builledo
relational and nomelational nouns can equally occur in object position. | also argue that the
subjet argument of PH does not exhibit any volition, regardless of the type of a noun
occurring in object position.

Note in passing that there is no volitionality observed on the part of the subject

argument of EH, either. Observe (92) and (93):

(92 * Calvin had a bee on himself. (Harley (1997: 84))
(93) a. * Itold Mary; to have a hole in heshoe.

b. * Have a hole in your shoe!

As Harley (1997) observes, the viewpoint useselfform cannot occur in EH, as illustrated

in (92). Sentence P is acceptable only as an instance of the causative hagepfvhich

we have briéy discussed in section 3.5.2.2.1. As illustrated in (93), instances of EH cannot
be embedded under the véeh or be used as an imperative. These data make it clear that

the subject argument of EH as well as that of PH does not exhibit any volition.

3.6. Summary

This chapter has !rst overviewed two ofterade claims pertaining tdave
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constructions: (i) one is that the subject arguments of PH and EH are (human) locations and
thus beaonly the Location role rad do not take any other semantic raed (ii) the other is

that Englishhavehas no semantics at all and the interpretation of a ¢isre@sentence is
completely a byproduct of the values of its arguments. This thesis has argued against these
claims.

This thesis has proposed, in section 3.3, conceptual structures for PH and EH. These
structures specify that therst arguments of the function EXP(ERIENCE), the surface
subjects, bear not only the Location role but also the Experiencer role. The subject
arguments of PH and EH bear the Experiencer role by binding another argument. Binding
relations are constructiahmeanings of PH and EH.

At the end of this chapter, we have overviewed another-oiéele claim that the
construction that we call here PH can be divided into two subclasses, regardingaitesiso
relationality of a noun in the object positiorContrary to this claim, which is argued for by
several previous studies.g. Belvin (1993), Harley (19931 have demonstrated that there is
only one PH, and that the subject argument of PH does not exhibit any volition. | have
claimed that the subjeergument bears one and the same semantic role regardless of the
relationality of a noun in the object NP.

On the basis of the discussions in chapters 2 and 3, we will examine PH and EH in the

next chapter.
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Chapter 4

Possessive Have, Existential Have, and Related Phenomena

4.1. Introduction

Now, | show that the theoretical apparatus outlined in the previous two chapters can
explain various phenomena pertaining to PH, Eid, @nstructions that share characteristics
with PH or EH. This chapter answers the questions raised in sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2: (i) the
guestion of whether or not the subject arguments of PH and EH bear only the Location role,
and (ii) the question of eether or nohavehas any meaning at alll.

The subject arguments of PH and Bér two different semantic roles simultaneously:
Location and Experiencer. We examine cases that can be accounted for by assuming that the
subject arguments are locatipn® also investigate cases that can be explained by assuming
that the subject arguments are not merely locations. The subject arguments of PH and EH
bear the Experiencer role by binding another argument. In other words, some phenomena
exhibited by PH ah EH can be explained by considering the [Y BE [AT X]] part of their
CSs; the other phenomena can be accounted for by considering the binding relation between
the! rst argument of the function EXP and either argument in the [Y BE [AT X]] part.

Binding relations between the subject and another entity are constructionally speci'ed
meanings of PH and EH. The Irst argument of EXP in PH, the surface subjectiheinds
Irst argument of BE, the surface object; the !rst argument of EXP in EH binds the
complement of AT, the complement of the preposition. These specilcations are
s(emantickselections of the !rst argument of EXP and are represented at the level of
concefpual structure.

Nakau (1998: 101) claims that the subject argument of EH bears the Experiencer role

by establishing a connection with the situation denoted by the elements folloaviag
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When that connection is not established, he claims, thecsubyjgument cannot take the
Experiencer role, and the sentence is not acceptable as an instance of EH. The presen
discussion on EH is based on his claim; the present thesis argues that the connection is
established by thérst argument of EXP binding the complement of AT. When the !rst
argument of EXP cannot bind the complement of AT, the argument in question cannot bear
the Experiencer role, and the sentence is not acceptable as an instance of EH.

Nakau (1998) arges that EH is an Experiencer construction. This thesis argues that
not only EH but also PH is an Experiencer construction.

The de!nition of binding should be recalled here:

(1) binding:

X binds Y if and only if the reference of Y is !xed intes of the reference of X.

In other words, X binds Y iff Y is referentially dependent on X. The present thesis employs
the term OreferenceO as a cover term for OreferenceO in its strict sense and for Oidentity.O
Is to say, Y depends on X with respieats identi cation.

Sections 4.2 and 4.3 discuss PH and EH, respectively. Section 4.4 demonstrates that

the current theory is more adequate than alternative theories.
4.2. Possessive Have

This subsection focuseon PH and related phenomena. In the present framework, PH

has the CS represented in (2):

) [saeEXP ([Possesstr, [sieBE ([Y (%6)], bace AT (€))])]
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For purposes of comprehensibility, | use the semantic role label to identify theginshent

of EXP. The function EXP in the CS for PH in (2) takes as its second argument the
locatiorrdenoting structure [Y BE [AT X]], entailing that PH has locative characteristics, as
well as characteristics of its own. The complement of function Aleseas a reference
object relative to which thérst argument of BE is located. The !rst argument of the
function EXP in (2) simultaneously takes both Possessor and Location; an argument is both
the Irst argument of EXP and the complement of AT at the same time, which is indicated by
the same subscript The complement of AT is empty, which is indicateceby The Irst
argument of BE bears Theme. The factor ensuring that the Irst argument of EXP is
connected to the situation denoted by the [Y BE [AT X]] part is the binding relation in the
sense of th present theory.

Section 4.2.1 examines locative characteristics of PH; thisestfion investigates cases
whose acceptability is determined by the [Y BE [AT X]] part. Section 4.2.2 investigates
nonlocative characteristics of PH; this ssdxtion examines cases whose acceptability is
determined by the binding relation between ltinst arguments of EXP and BE. The
discussions in these sections clarify that locative situations can be easier to express than
possessive situations (cf. Harley (2003: 37)); in other words, situations expressible by the [Y
BE [AT X]] part are less resttied than those by the relation between the !rst argument of
EXP and its second argument. Section 4.2.3 shows that our framework can offer a uniled

account of possessive sentences that are thought of as deriving from different sources.

4.2.1. Subject Argument of PH as Location
Locative and possessive sentences have one commonality: both denote a relation
between two entities and one of them serves as a reference point relative toendticlrtts

construed. The present study captures this commonality by postulating that the CS for
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possessive sentences, that is, that for PH, contains as its part a-tisaiomg structure.

As Talmy ((1983: 23@33), (2000: 18285)) (cf. Langaker (1993)) notes, when
language relates two objects in space, one object serves as a reference point for the othel
Observe (3) and (4), where the # in the (b) examples indicates that the examples are less

natural than the counterparts:

3) a The bke is near the house. (Talmy (1983: 231))
b. # The house is near the bike.  (Talmy (1983: 231), # added by the author)
4 a [BE (BIKE) [AT (HOUSE)]]

b. # [BE (HOUSE) [AT (BIKE)]]

The rough CSs of the sentences in (3) are given in (4). As iroleg3), it is more natural

for the location of a bike, which is smaller and more movable, to be understood or construed
relative to the location of a house, which is larger and more permanently located. That is, the
complement of the preposition in &itve sentences like those in (3) functions as a reference
point for the subject argument. As shown in (4), this construal is dirétdgteel in the
conceptual structure [Y BE [AT X]], where the complement of AT serves as a reference point
for the Irst argument of BE. The complement of AT is realized as the complement of the
preposition; the !rst argument of BE as the subject. The G®mience (3a) presented in

(4a) refers to an acceptable situation, making sentence (3a) acceptable; on the other hand, th
CS of sentence (3b) presented in (4b) refers to an unacceptable situation, making sentence (3t
unacceptable.

The same holdsue for PH. Observe (5):
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5) a The house has three bedrooms.
b. * The three bedrooms have a house.
(6) a  [BE (BEDROOMS)[AT (HOUSE)]]
b. # [BE (HOUSE) [AT (BEDROOMS)]]
(7) a  [EXP (HOUSEY[BE (BEDROOM(%)) [AT @]

b. * [EXP (BEDROOM)"[BE (HOUSE(%)) [AT @]l

The [Y BE [AT X]] part of sentence (5a) is given in (6a); the whole CS representation of the
sentence is given in (7a). The [Y BE [AT X]] part of sentence (5b) is givéb)nthe

whole CS representation of the sentence is given in (7b). The different acceptability of the
sentences in (5) originates from the different acceptability of the situation named by the
second argument of EXP, namely the [Y BE [AT X]] part, ofstietences. It is natural that

the larger entity, a house, functions dsxad reference point relative to which the smaller
entities, bedrooms, are construed. The [Y BE [AT X]] part of sentence (5a) is given in (6a);
sentence (5a) takémuseas the complement of the function AT dmetiroomsas the !rst
argument of the functio BE. This ensures that the existencéb@firoomsis construed
relative to the existence dibbuse The situation denoted by the [Y BE [AT X]] part of
sentence (5a) is acceptable, rendering the sentence acceptable. As for (5b), the [Y BE [AT
X]] part of sentence (5b) is given in (6b); sentence (5b) faddomsas the argument of the
function AT andhouseas thd rst argument of the function BE. This makes the existence of
houseconstrued relative to the existencéeliroomswhich is less natural and more dif!cult.

The situation named by the [Y BE [AT X]] part of sentence (5b) is unacceptable, contributing
to the unacceptability of the sentence. In this way, the commonality between locative and
possessive sentences can be captured.

Similar examples are in the following:
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8 a. The plane has four engines.
b. * The four engines have a plane.
(99 a  [BE (ENGINES)[AT (PLANE)]]
b. # [BE (PLANE) [AT (ENGINES)]]
(10) a.  [EXP (PLANE)”[BE (ENGINES(%)) [AT (]|

b. * [EXP (ENGINESJBE (PLANE(%)) [AT (31l]

The [Y BE [AT X]] part of sentence (8a) is given in (9a); the whole CS representation of the
sentence is given in (10a). The [Y BE [AT X]] part of sentence (8b) is giviijnthe

whole CS representation of the sentence is given in (10b). The difference in acceptability of
the sentences in (8) originates from the difference in acceptability of the situations expressed
by the [Y BE [AT X]] part of the sentences. It is maatural for planes to function as a
reference point relative to which engines are construed than vice versa. The second
argument of EXP of sentence (8a) is given in (9a); sentence (8a)plakesas the
complement of AT anénginesas the! rst argument of BE. This ensures that the plane in
guestion functions as a reference point for engines. The [Y BE [AT X]] part of sentence (8a)
denotes an acceptable situation, making the whole sentence acceptable. As for (8b), the
second argument of4P of sentence (8b) is given in (9b); sentence (8b) ekgisesas the
complement of AT angblane as the !rst argument of BE. This makes the engines a
reference point for the plane, which is less natural and less likely. The [Y BE [AT X]] part of
sent@ce (8b) denotes an unacceptable situation, making the whole sentence unacceptable
The differential acceptability of the sentences in (5) and (8) does not originate from the
relation between the !rst argument of EXP and its second argument. We thenniaxt

section to cases whose acceptability is determined by this relation.
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4.2.2. Subject Argument of PH Not Being Mere Location

In this section, we examine cases whoseebility is determined by the relation
expressed between thest argument of EXP and its second argument. When the !rst
argument of EXP binds the !rst argument of BE and bears the Possessor role, the sentence is
acceptable; when it cannot bind the argument and cannot bear the role in question, the
sentence is uneeptable. For example, a part of a whole can be bound by the whole; by
delnition, being a part of a whole necessitates the dependence of the part on the whole with
respect to its identilcation. This theoretical assumption accounts for the acceptdbility o
examples given in thmubsection.

Let us observe the sentence in (11a):

(11) a. * This desk has a book. (cf. Belvin (1993: 65))
b. * [EXP (DESK)”[BE (BOOK(%)) [AT (3]]
(12) a. There is a book on the desk. / A book is on the desk.

b.  [BE (BOOK) [AT (DESK)]]

The unacceptability of sentence (11a) stems from the unacceptable relation between the !rst
arguments of EXP and BE, which is represented in (11b). Since books are not easily
considered to be a part of a desk, the Irst arguimieBXP cannot bind the !rst argument of
BE and thus cannot bear the Possessor role. In this case, the s(aelantion of the !rst
argument of EXP is violated; thus, the sentence is unacceptable. The proposition denoted by
the [Y BE [AT X]] part of (L1a) does not contribute to the unacceptability of the sentence,
since books can be spatially located on desks, which is shown in (12).

The sselection of the !rst argument of EXP can be satisled by pragmatic factors. For

example, sentences like (JT@an be acceptable in a situation of a meeting room where there
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have to be a book and a pencil on every desk. Observe (13):

(13) This desk has a book, but not a pencil. (Takeuchi (2013a: 64))

Since this particular situation contextually makes & lamal a pencil parts of a desk, the !rst
argument of BE can be bound by the Irst argument of EXP. Hence the !rst argument of
EXP can take the Possessor role, and the sentence is acceptable. In this essdection s

of the Irst argument of EXP is ctextually satisled:

Let us look at another set of examples:

(14) a. * This table has a lamp. (DZchaine et al. (1995: 87, fn. 3))

b. This table has no lamp. (DZchaine et al. (1995: 87, fn. 3))

DZchaine et al. (1995) note that sentence ($4a)acceptable only in a context in which
having a lamp is not expected, and that sentence (14b) is acceptable as an instance of PH in
context in which it is expected that having a lamp is one of the characteristics of a table. In
other words, only irthe latter case can thest argument of BE, the surface object, be
regarded as one of the parts of the !rst argument of EXP, the surface subject. Only in the
latter case can the binding relation in the sense of the present thesis be established between tf
Irst arguments of EXRand BE. Hence the !rst argument of EXP can take the Possessor role,
and the sentence is acceptable. In the case of (14b) as welkeleetion of the !rst
argument of EXP is contextually satis!ed.

The [Y BE [AT X]] parts of the sentences irdjido not contribute to the difference in

acceptability. The [Y BE [AT X]] part can capture either the presence or the absence of a

! This discussion is based on Takeuchi (2013a).
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lamp on a table, as exempli'ed in (15) and (16):

(15) a. There is a lamp on this table. / A lamp is on this table.
b. There is no lamp on this table. / No lamp is on this table.

(16) [BE (LAMP) [AT (TABLE)]]

The [Y BE [AT X]] parts of the sentences in (14) denote acceptable situations.

The discussion thus far has clariled that locative situations can be easipress than
possessive situations; in other words, situations expressible by the [Y BE [AT X]] part are less
restricted than those by the relation between the !rst argument of EXP and its second
argument (cf. Harley (2003: 37)). For example, the upéaloiity of the (a) sentences in
(11) and (14), repeated here as (17a) and (17b), originates from the unacceptable relation

denoted between the Irst arguments of EXP and BE.

(17) a. * This desk has a book.

b. * This table has a lamp.

The [Y BE [AT X]] parts, on the other hand, denote acceptable situations, as exempliled in
There is a book on this deakd There is a lamp on this table That is to say, when the
relation expressible by the [Y BE [AT X]] part is acceptable, it does not necessaiillyhemt
the relation between the Irst arguments of EXP and BE also refers to an acceptable situation.
The acceptability of the former relation does not entail the acceptability of the latter relation.

On the other hand, when the relation expressageen the !rst arguments of EXP and
BE is acceptable, the [Y BE [AT X]] part also refers to an acceptable situation. Consider

sentence (5a), repeated here as (18):
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(18) The house has three bedrooms.

In (18), the relation expressed between thedrguments of EXP and BE is acceptable. A
house can be construed as a whole of which bedrooms are parts; the reference of the !rst
argument of BE can be determined in relation to the reference of the !rst argument of EXP.
In this case, the [Y BE [AT X]part of the sentence also refers to an acceptable situation, as
exempli'ed inThere are three bedrooms in the house

Furthermore, when the [Y BE [AT X]] part denotes an unacceptable situation, the
relation expressed between the !rst arguments of ER& BE is also unacceptable.

Consider sentence (5b), repeated here as (19):

(19) * The three bedrooms have a house.

The [Y BE [AT X]] part of sentence (19) refers to an unacceptable situation, as exempli'ed in
*There is a house in three bedroomsn this case, the relation denoted between the !rst
arguments of EXP and BE is not acceptable, either. Bedrooms cannot be easily construed as
a whole of which a house is a part; the reference of the !rst argument of BE cannot be
determined in relation tiné reference of the Irst argument of EXP. The unacceptability of
the relation expressed by the [Y BE [AT X]] part entails the unacceptability of the relation
expressed between the !rst arguments of EXP and BE. Thus, locative relations are
expressible mareasily than possessive relations.

In sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2, we have seen not only locative characteristics of PH but also
nonlocative characteristics. These characteristics can appropriately be captured by assuming
a conceptual structure wieethe function EXP(ERIENCE) embeds a locatienoting

structure. More spéaally, the locative characteristics can be captured by assuming the [Y
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BE [AT X]] part in the CS, and the ndocative characteristics can be captured by assuming

the binding relation betwadhe !rst arguments of EXP and BE.

4.2.3. English and Japanese Possessive Sentences

The proposed structure can provide a uniled account of possessive sentences that are
thought of as deriving from different sources. Some possessive velbs\ad from verbs
that express the existence of an entity, and others are derived from verbs that denote the actiol
of grabbing or holding (Heine (1997), among others). The Japanese possessivelverbs,
andaru, are examples of the former, and the Ehghossessive verave is an example of

the latter. Sentence (20) is an instance of the possessive sentence in Japanese.

(20) Taroni kodomega aru/iru.
TaroDAT child-Nom  exist

OTaro has a child.O

In the possessive sentence in Japariee possessor and possessee are marked by dative case
and nominative case, respectively. The dative case nmitkas the same phonetic form as
a particle that refers to a location. The possessive sentence in Japanese employs verbs th:
originally denote the existence of an entity, and the possessor is marked by a particle that has
the same phonetic form as is used to mark a location. Given these two points, it seems
reasonable to hypothesize that the possessive sentence in Japanese has a 6 thentaini
functions BE and AT.

The Englisthavecan also be considered to be derived from a predicate whose semantic
representation contains the structure [Y BE [AT X]]. For example, Payne (2009: 112) notes

that thediachronicderivation ofhavefrom grab or verbs of similar meaning may be justl
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by claiming that a sentence like (21a) can have a CS like that in (21b):

(21) a. Mary grabbed the book.
b. [(MARY) CAUSE [[(BOOK) GO [TO (MARY)]] & [(BOOK) BE [AT
(MARY)]]]

(Payne (2009: 112))

The structure in (21b) means that an agent acts entdly and causes it to come to her, which
results in a situation in which the entity stays at the agent. Jackendoff (1987: 379) also

postulates a similar inference rule. Look at (22):

(22) If X GO to Y, then at some time X BE at Y.

This kind ofinference is réected in the structure in (21b); the structure of the resultant state in
(21b) contains the functions BE and AT.

It should be noted here that the possessor of the possessive sentences of both Japane:
and English is realized in subject position. tWiegard to the possessive sentence in
Japanese, this is con!rmed by subjecthood tests such as subject honori!cation ((23)) and the
re"exive binding ofzibunOselfO ((24)), both of which have been utilized to pick out the subject

of a sentence.
(23) a. Yamadasenseni kodomega o-ari-ni-naru / irassharu

YamadaProf-DAT child-NOM HON-exiSEHON-HON / exist

OProf. Yamada has a child.O (cf. Kishimoto (2000: 57))
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b. * Bokunoototoni kodomega o-ari-ni-naru.
My-brotherDAT  child-NOM  HON-exiStHON-HON
OMy brother has a child.O (cf. Shibatani (1978: 190))
(24) a. Targ-ni  zibun-no kodomaega aru/ iru.
TaroDAT selfGEN child-Nom  exist
OTardas hisown child.O
b. * Zbun-no tomodachini kodomgga aru/iru.
selfGEN  friendDAT  child-Nom exist
OHisown friend has a chil®

(Kishimoto (2000: 65), with slight modi!cations)

These commonalities exhibited by possessive sentences in English and Japanese can b
captured by assuming a conceptual struetinere the locatiodenoting structure [Y BE [AT

X]] is embedded under the function EXP, whose !rst argument is mapped onto the surface
subject. By assuming this structure, we can capture in a parallel fashion possessive sentence

that are thought of agdving from different sources.
4.3. Existential Have

Now, | move on to EH and related phenomena. In the present framework, EH has the

CS represented in (25):

(25) [sEXP ([Experience], [siweBE ([Y], [paceAT ([Z (6)))])]

2 The possessive sentences in Japanese and English seem to share many pidishitiesto (2000) notes
that possessive sentences in Japanese exhibit the de!niteness restriction; Takezawa (2003) argues that possessi'
sentences in Japanese and English have very similar syntactic structures.
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For purposes of comprehensibility, | use the semantic role label to identify the !rst argument
of EXP. The function EXP in the CS for EH in (25) takes as its second argument the
locatiorrdenoting structure [Y BE [AT K entailing that EH has locative characteristics, as
well as noHAocative characteristics. The complement of function AT serves as a reference
object relative to which the Irst argument of BE is located. The !rst argument of the
function EXP in (25) snultaneously takes both Experiencand Location. Note that in
constructions like EH, in which the argument bearing Experigandrthe argument bearing
Location are realized as different linguistic elements, it is binding that guarantees the subject
argument bearing both Experiencand Location. That is, the bindee is an element within
the complement which takes the semantic role Location. The bindee refers back to the
binder and it ensures that the !rst argument of EXP bears not only the Experiencer role but
also the Location rel(cf. Nakau (1998: 88)). The !rst argument of BE bears Theme.

The present thesis proposes the structure in (25) for EH on the basis of the discussion by
Nakau (1998). Nakau (1998) argues that EH is an Experiencer construction, though he does
notpropose conceptual structures for EH and their functions. Nakau (1998: 101) claims that
the subject argument of EH bears the Experiencer role by establishing a connection with the
situation denoted by the elements followiraye When that connection it established,
he claims, the subject argument cannot bear the Experiencer role, and the sentence is no
acceptable as an instance of EH. The present discussion on EH is based on his claim; the
present thesis argues that the connection is establisttied logt argument of EXP binding
the complement of AT. When the !rst argument of EXP cannot bind the complement of AT,
the argument in question cannot bear the Experiencer role, and the sentence is not acceptabl
as an instance of EH.This proposal pesins to the discussiamot in section 4.3.1 but in
section 4.3.2.

Section 4.3.1 examines locative characteristics of EH; this section investigates cases
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whose acceptability is determined by the [Y BE [AT X]] part. Section 4.3.2 investigates
nonlocative characteristics of EH; this section examines cases whose acceptability is
determined by thdinding relation between thérst argument of EXP and its second

argument.

43.1. Subject Argument of EH as Location

Not only PH but also EH has locative characteristics. The complement of AT
functions as a referea point relative to which the Irst argument of BE is located. The
locative characteristics are created by the [Y BE [AT X]] part of the CS for EH.

The difference in acceptability between the sentences in (26) originates in the difference

in accepbility of the proposition named by the [Y BE [AT X]] part of each sentence:

(26) a. This drawerhas the winter socks in it (Costa (1974 14))
b. * The winter sock$iave this drawer around them (Costa (1974: 14))
(27) a.  [BE (SOCKS) [AT (DRANVER)]]
b. # [BE (DRAWER) [AT (SOCKS)]]
(28) a.  [EXP (DRAWER) [BE (SOCKS) [AT (%)]]]

b. * [EXP (SOCKS) [BE (DRAWER) [AT (%)]]]

(27a) and (27b) roughly represent the CSs of the second arguments of EXP of the sentences it
(26a) and (26b), respectively. (28a) and (28b) roughly represent the whole CS
representatins of the sentences in question. Since the CS representation re"ects human
conceptualization, the present theory can account for the facts observed in the sentences ir
(26) as follows: one understands the location of socks relative to a drawer, Wamgériand

more permanently located than socks. Similar examples are given in (29):
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(29) a. That housghas a car behind.it

b. * The carhas a house in front of. it
(30) a. [BE(CAR)[AT (HOUSE)]]

b. # [BE (HOUSE) [AT (CAR)]|

(31) a. [EXP (HOUSH) [BE (CAR) [AT (%)]]

o

* [EXP (CARYS [BE (HOUSE) [AT (%0)]]]

(30a) and (30b) roughly represent the CSs of the second arguments of EXP of the sentences it
(29a) and (29b), respectively. (31a) and (31b) roughly represent the whole CS
representationd the sentences in question. A house can easily function as a reference point
relative to which the location of smaller entities is understood. The different situations
denoted by the [Y BE [AT X]] parts contribute to the different acceptability ofthtersces in

(29).

Furthermore, the present framework predicts that both sentences in (32) are acceptable.

Consider (32):
(32) a. The cupboardas a chest of drawers behind it (Costa (1974 15))
b. The chesbf drawers has a cupboardiont of it. (Costa (1974. 15))

(33) a.  [BE (CHEST OF DRAWERS) [AT (CUPBOARD)]]
b.  [BE (CUPBOARD) [AT (CHEST OF DRAWERS)]]
(34) a.  [EXP (CUPBOARD [BE (CHEST OF DRAWERS) [AT (%)]]]

b. [EXP (CHEST OF DRAWERY [BE (CUPBOARD) [AT (%)]]]

The stratures in (33) roughly represent the [Y BE [AT X]] parts of the CSs of the sentences

in (32). The structures in (34) roughly represent the whole CS representations of the
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sentences. As Costa (1974:15) notes, a cupboard and a chest of drawers arstdimeo
same size. Thus both can function as a reference point for each other. In sum, the speake
can conceptualize the situation denoted by the sentences in (32) the other way around muct
more easily than that denoted by sentences like those in (2@%nd Similar examples are

as follows:

(35) a. The motorcyclghas a bicycle behind.it
b. The bicyclghas a motorcycle behing it
(36) a. [BE (BICYCLE) [AT (MOTORCYCLE)]
b.  [BE (MOTORCYCLE) [AT (BICYCLE)]]
(37) a.  [EXP (MOTORCYCLE) [BE (BICYCLE) [AT (%)]]]

b.  [EXP (BICYCLE" [BE (MOTORCYCLE) [AT (%)]]]

The structures in (36) roughly represent the [Y BE [AT X]] part of the CSs of the sentences in
(35). The structures in (37) roughly represent the whole CS representation&nfehecs.

Both a motorcycle and a bicycle can be considered to be able to function as a reference point
for each other. Therefore, the [Y BE [AT X]] parts of both the sentences in (35) represented

in (36) denote acceptable situations, rendering thensestacceptable.

4.3.2. Subject Argument of EH Not Being Mere Location

The relation expressed between lthe argument of EXP and the complement of AT
can determine the acceptability of instances of EH. When the !rst argument of EXP can
bind the complement of AT and can bear the Experignaler;, the sentence is acceptable;

when it cannot bind the argumesiid cannot bear the role in question, the sentence is
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unacceptabl®. For example, a part of a whole can be bound by the whole; by de'nition,
being a part of a whole necessitates the dependence of the part on the whole with respect to it
identi!lcation. This theoretical requirement accounts for the acceptability of examples given

in thissubysection.

Let us observe the data in (38):

(38) a. Your sockhas a hole in if¢oe. (Costa (1974. 16))
b. * Your toghas a hole in itsock. (Costa (194: 16))
(39) a. [EXP (SOCKj [BE (HOLE) [AT (TOE))]
b. * [EXP (TOEY [BE (HOLE) [AT (SOCK(%))]

The rough CSs of the sentences in (38) are given in (39). As with the sentences examined in
the previous section, one may Ind that the difference in acceptability betweentémess in

(38) can be explained by considering the second argument of EXP of the sentences, namely
the [Y BE [AT X]] part. However, a hole can be spatially located relative both to a toe and

to a sock, as exempli'ed in (40) and (41):

(40) a. There s a hole in the toe.
b. There is a hole in the sock.
(41) a [BE (HOLE) [AT (TOE)]]

b.  [BE (HOLE) [AT (SOCK)]]

Therefore, the difference found in (38) cannot be explained by merely considering the second

% In order to account for the acceptapibf EH, Nakau (1998) proposes the concept of direct participant: an
entity participating directly in the situation denoted by the elements follohdwg The present thesis
formulates the condition for an entity to directly participate in the situatiqunestion.
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argument of EXP.

The present study@scount is as follows: a sock can function as a whole of which a toe
Is a part. Thus, the reference of a toe cahxael in relation to the reference of a sock.
Only in the (a) sentence in (38) can the complement of AT be bound by the Irst argument of
EXP. The Irst argument of EXP can bear the Experignagde and the sentence is
acceptable. In this case, the s(etmgselection of the Irst argument of EXP is satisled.
On the other hand, it is diflcult to construe a toe as a whole of which a sock is a part. In this
case, the Irst argument of EXP in (38b) cannot bind the complement of AT; it cannot take the
Experiences role; and the sentence is unacceptable. In this casesétexton of the !rst
argument of EXP is violatéd.

Similar examples are observed in the following:

(42) a. That house has a TV in the kitchen.

b. * Thatkitchen hasa TV in th®use.

A house can easily be considered to be a whole of which a kitchen is a part. Thus, in (42a),
the reference of the complement of the preposition can be !xed in relation to the reference of
the subject. On the other hand, the subject refereserience (42b) cannot bind the
complement of the preposition, since it is diflcult to regard a house as a part of a kitchen.
Therefore, the subject in (42b) cannot bear the Experjermler and the sentence is

unacceptable. Thesglection of the Irsergument of EXP is satisled in (42a) and violated

* The difference in acceptability can also be explained in Naka®@33 idea of direct participant, which is
mentioned in footnote 3.The sock is necessarily connected in a situation in which there is a hole in its toe; the
sock direc¥ participates in the situation denoted by the elements folldveimg On the other hand, a toe of a

sock is not necessarily connected in a situation in which there is a hole in the sock, since there can be a hole
anywhere in a sock. In the latter cabe,toe in question is not a direct participant in the situation denoted by

the hole and sock. Thus, the sentence is unacceptable. The acceptability of all the sentenceséettiun sub

can be accounted for by his idea.
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in (42b).

It has been observed that the subject argument of EH refers to a whole and the
complement of the preposition denotes its part (Costa (1974), Nakau (1998)). Within our
framework, the reasdor this wholepart requirement exhibited by EH is that it is not ensured
for the Irst argument of EXP to bind the complement of AT when the complement in
guestion denotes not a part but a whole.

Note that the existence of a formal or syntactiwdibig relation between the !rst
argument of EXP and the complement of AT does not necessarily entail that the Irst argument
of EXP can bear the Experienceole. In both sentences in (38), there is a formal or
syntactic binding relation between the sabjgnd an element within the PP, and yet the
sentences differ in acceptability. What is crucial here is the establishment of gpahole
relation between the !rst argument of EXP and the complement of AT. When the subject
denotes a whole of which an ment within the PP is a part, the subject can bear the
Experiencerrole, and the sentence is acceptable.

As we have just seen, it is a whplt relation, a semantic relation, that counts in
licensing EH, entailing that there need not be a foomkspondence between the subject
and an element within the PP. For example, the complements of the prepositions in the
sentences in (43) show a bowratiablelike behavior, even though they do not correspond to

the subjects formally. Observe (43):

(43) a. Bill has a hole in the heart.

b. The tree has a mushroom on the trunk.

The sentences in (43) are licensed as instances of EH as long as the complement of the
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preposition is understood as constituting a part of the subject réfefEm. conplements of

the prepositions in (43) exhibit a bouwvatiablelike behavior, as is clearly observed in (44):

(44) a.  Everyone has a hole in the heart.

b. Every tree has a mushroom on the trunk.

(44a) describes a situation where each member s&trégenoted by the subject has a hole in
his or her heart; (44b) describes a situation where each tree in the set denoted by the subjec
has a mushroom on its trunk.

Here is another example of this kind:

(45) They have a lot of colleges aroundrt

The subject in (45) refers generically to people living in the area denoted by the PP realized as
an adverbial phrase (cf. Langacker (1995: 73)). To put it differently, the PP in (45) refers to a
location which the subject referents inhabit. Witea subject denotes Bostonians, for
example, the PP denotes Boston, and when the subject refers to Londoners, the PP refers t
London. In these cases, the PP exhibits a bearablelike behavior. If there is no such
correspondence between the subguti the PP, the sentence cannot instantiate EH, as

llustrated in (46):

(46) * They (= Bostonians) have a lot of colleges around there (= in London).

In (46), the subject is intended to denote Bostonians and the PP is intended to denote London

®> Nakau (1998) will explai data like those in (43) by claiming that the Experiencer role is a pragmatic concept.
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iIn which case the PP cannot function as a bound variable. Since there is no formal
correspondence betwedimey and around therein (45), the boundariablelike behavior
displayed by the PP is attributed to the semantic speci'cations of EH.

Sentence (47garallels sentence (45):

47 a. We have a lot of coyotes around here. (Langacker (1995: 73))

b. * We (= Americans) have a lot of coyotes around here (= in Japan).

The subject of (47a) refers generically to people living in the area denotedR# thalized

as an adverbial phrase (Langacker (1995: 73)); to put it differently, the PP in (47a) refers to a
location which the subject referents inhabit.  In this case, the PP functions as a bound variable
As illustrated in (47b), if there is no suchrrespondence between the subject and the PP, the
subject cannot bind the PP and cannot bear the Expejiealerand the sentence is
unacceptable.

As we have seen thus far, the !rst argument of EXP in EH binds the complement of the
function AT, which in turn is the second argument of the function BE. This requirement can
provide an explanation for the unacceptability of the sentences in (48); in both examples, the
Irst argument of EXP does not bind the complement of AT, which is the secondeatgafim

BE. The rough semantic representations of the sentences in (48) are given in (49):

(48) a. * The table has a book onthe TV.
b. * The tablehas a pencil on a book on it(Belvin and den Dikken (1997: 168))
(49) a. * [EXP (TABLE), [BE (BOOK), [AT (TV)]]]

b. * [EXP (TABLEY, [BE (PENCIL), [AT (BOOK), [AT (%)[]
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As the structure in (49a) demonstrates, the !rst argument of EXP of sentence (48a) cannot
bind the complement of AT, since the complement in question denotes a referent distinct from
the Irst argument of EXP. Tlsuhe !rst argument of EXP cannot bear the Experignater,
and the sentence is unacceptable. Similarly, as the structure in (49b) shows, the Irst
argument of EXP of sentence (48b) cannot bear Experesiree the complement of AT,
which in turn isthe second argument of BE, does not contain a bindee. Thus, the sentence is
unacceptable. Nakau (1998) argues the unacceptability of sentence (48b), and the structure
in (49b) re"ects his discussion.

Last but not least, there are several consbngtin addition to EH whose subject
arguments take the Experienoeie. As is evident in the examples in (§&3), the verbs

containandincludedisplay the same behavior as EH:

(50) a. The tablehas a book on {it *them}.

b. The bottlecontains wine (in {it’ *them}).

C. This! le includes several important names iy fithem}.
(51) a. * The tablehas a pencil on a book on it (= (48b))

b. * The bottlecontains wine in a bottle in.it

c. * This !le;includes several important names in a llejin it
(52) a. Thistree has a mushroom on the trunk.

b. This house contains a !replace in the kitchen.

C. This !le includes important names in the pockets.
(53) a. * This trunk has a mushroom on the tree.

b. * This kitchen contains a !replace in the house.

C. * These pockets include important names in the !le.
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As illustrated in (50), a pronoun within the PP must refer back to the subject; as is clear from
(51), the !'rst argument of EXP must bind the complement of AT, which in turn is the second
argument oBE; as suggested by the acceptability contrast ib8p2the !rst argument of
EXP is semantically speciled to bind the complement of AT. These examples indicate that
the same principle lies behind the acceptability of these constructions &nd EH.

In sections 4.2 and 4.3, we have seen that both PH and EH exhibit not only locative
characteristics but also their own characteristics simultaneously. Our framework can capture

these characteristics.

4.4. Advantages of the Present Account over Other Approaches
In addition to offering explanations for the many different phenomena we have
observed, the present theory also has several advantages over alternative mdiieds. In

subsection | examine the models proposed by Jackendoff (1983, 1987), Pinker (1989), and

® PH and EH exhibit one difference. In PH, a delnite article cannot appear in the pokiticnabindee

appearsas illustrated in (25) in section 3.3.1, repehtad as (i):

0] a. * Johnhas the car.
b. * John has the wife.

On the other hand, in EH, ie appear in the position in questian illustrated in (43) in section 4.3.2, repeated
here as (ii):

(i) a. Bill has a hole in the heart.
b. Thetree has a mushroom on the trunk.

This difference seems to be attributed to therdiffee of syntactic positions wherbiadeeappearsthat is, the

bindee of PH appears in (surface) object position and that of EH occurs in the complement pokition of t
preposition. This reasoning is supported by the facts observed in the sentences in (26) in section 3.3.1, repeatec
here as (iii), and in the sentences in (52).

(i) a. * John raised the hand.
b. * Philip stubbed the toe.
c. * The poor boy loghe mind.

Mclintyre (2006: 195) makes a similar observation.
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Kageyama (1996), and point out that each of them faces some phenomena that are dif!cult to
account for.

First and foremost, our approach assumes that 8®f@ PH and EH have one
function embedding under it a locatidanoting structure. By assuming this, we can provide
an explanation for locative characteristics of PH and EH, as well as theincatve
characteristics. PH and EH, we argue, composemly locative relations but also relations
distinct from them, namely the binding relations denoted betweeémshargument of EXP
and an argument within its second argument. Therefore, we argue against approaches like
JackendoffOs that assume that the semantic representations of the relations expressed by F
and EH, and locative sentences are fundamentally ahee.s We also argue against
approaches like PinkerOs that assume just one function in semantic representations o
possessive relations expressed by the veaval

In JackendoffOs approach, which is based on the localistic view advocated by Gruber
(19651976), the possessive relation is conceptualized as the possessum existing at the

possessor, as shown in (54):

(54) [stateBE poss([ThING], [piaceAT poss([ThING])])] (Jackendoff (1983: 192))

Jackendoff postulates that conceptual strastdor locative and possessive sentences
share the same structure and the same functions, and differ only with respect to semantic !elds
in which the functions apply. That is, the functions in the structure of locative sentences
apply in the semantic !eldf Location; those of possessive sentences in the !eld of Possession,
which is indicated by the subscriBbssin structure (54). Although this approach may
capture the parallelism between locative and possessive seatemegbas the commonality

between English and Japanese possessive sentences that we saw in sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.3,
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cannot explain several phenomena that our approach can provide an explanation for. For
example, in his theory, (54) is also the structure for thebaddmg as inThe car belongs to

Mike. Accordingly, an argument bearing the same semantic role is to be realized in different
syntactic positions; the possessor argumetietiingis to be realized in the complement
position of the prepositioie, while that of PH isat be realized in subject positio.

In the present framework, on the other hand, this problem does not arise, since the
possessor of PH and thath#longbear different semantic roles. Our theory hypothesizes
that the verltbelonghas roughly th€S [Y BE [AT X]], where the complement of AT is the
possessor realized as the complement of the prepagjtitbie possessor belongbears only
the Location role. On the other hand, the possessor of PH bears not only Location but also
Possessor simuitaously. The validity of this claim can be supported by the facts given in

(55):

(55) a. * Stalin, who died several decades ago, has a tomb.

b. This tomb belongs to Stalin, who died several decades ago.

The possessor of PH in sentences like (5%t tve alive; on the other hand, that of the verb
belongin sentences like (55b) need not. In the current theoretical framework, this contrast is
explained in terms of a difference in the semantic role taken by the possessor argument of eact
predicate.

Furthermore, Jackendoff (1987) observes that the subject of EH in (56a) denotes the

same referent as that of the complement of the preposition, which bears the semantic role

"It has been claimed by several previous studies that the construction that we call here PH arioetbegerb
express the same or a very similar proposition (e.g. Jackendoff (2007: 2i8)2009)).

8 Jackendoff (1990: 261) notes th&ta@ could be a stative version oéceive its subject being a stative
Benelciary,O though he continues to state that he is not yet altogether convinced.
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Location.

(56) a. The boxhas books injit (Jackendoff (1987: 382), wmitmodi'cations)

b. There are books in thmx. (Jackendoff (1987: 3§p

From this observation, he concludes that the subject argument of EH also bears only the
Location role. In addition, he considers sentences like (68ag apparently synonymous

with there constructions such as (56b). An entity occurring in the subject position of EH
appears as the complement of the preposition irthise construction, which takes the
Location role. This fact further supports the assumption that the subjekt béars the
Location role (cf. Costa (1974), Culicover (2009)). However, this assumption is not tenable,

since it cannot explain the difference in acceptability shown in (57):

(57) a. * The tablehas a pencil on a book on it (=(51a))

b. There s a pencil on a book on the table.

In his frameworkthe tablein both (57a) and (57b) will bear the same semantic role. He
might try to account for the fact displayed in (57) by claiming that the unacceptability of (57a)
results from the realization tife tablein subject position; in other words, he might argue that

the subject in (57a) cannot syntactically bind an anaphor because it is too deeply embedded in
the PP. However, this claim is argued against by the data in (58) observed by Belvin and den
Dikken (1997), in which the binder can syntactically bind the anaphor that is deeply

embedded in the PP. Consider (58):
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(58) a. Everyoneshould concentrate on the pencil on the book etebis.
b. Everyonghates it when there is a spideawling around on the hat on his
head.

(Belvin and den Dikken (1997: 168))

On the other hand, the present theory predicts the facts displayed in (57). The subject of EH
bears the semantic role Experiepcand the complement of the preposition in thee
construction does not. As we saw in the previous section, the !rst argument of EXP in EH
must bind the complement of AT, which in turn is the second argument of BE. The bindee
in (57a) does not !l in this particular position, resulting in the unaebdity of the sentencg.
Secondly, Pinker (1989) adopts a different approach, which describes the CS for the
construction that we call here Rts having no functions corresponding to BE and AT but
containing only one function that specializes inregging possessive relations. Consider

(59):

(59) [stateHAVE ([Thing], [Thing])] (Pinker (1989: 190))

In essence, Pinker does not divert a structure aimed at representing the spatial relation of two
entities to the representations of possessivacated such as Pldwn andpossess He
assumes that possession is conceptualized in two ways: one is shown in (59) and the other ir
(54), which is the structure for the vdyblongin his framework. The logical entailment of

these two propositions isared by the inference rule in (60):

(60) If X HAVE Y, then Y BE (placefunction) X. (Pinker (1989: 190))

® Nakau (1991, 1998: 934) also argues agairise discussion by Jackendoff (1987).
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As stated at the beginning of this section, we argue that the relations expressed by PH and/oi
EH cannot be captured by assuming just oneiumct

Furthermore, PinkerOs model cannot give a uniled account of possessive sentences tha
are thought of as deriving from different sources, which was discussed in section 4.2.3. He
will have to claim that it is just an accident. One might betednto claim that the CS for
the verbgrabor hold, from whichhaveis diachronicallyderived, has the function HAVE in it.

(61a) is an example of these verbs, and (61b) is their possible CS:

(61) a. Mary {grabbed / held} a book.

b.  [CAUSE ([MARY],[MARY], [HAVE ([MARY], [BOOK])])]

The structure in (61b) means that an agent acts on herself, which results in the situation of her
having a book. One might be able to argue that the resultant state represented in (61b), in
which the function HAVE apgars, has become the CS for Endlialie However, it seems
diflcult to suppose that the CS for the possessive sentence in Japanese originally had the
function HAVE in it, since, as we saw in section 4.2.3, the Japanese possessive\arts,
aru, orignally denote not the act of grabbing or holding, but the existence of an entity in a
situation. It would not be convincing, therefore, to assume that the possessive sentences in
English and Japanese are derived from elements that were not relatecotbezaahall and
happen to have come to express a similar adémicalproposition.

Finally, Kageyama (1996) posits a structure like (62), which closely resembles the

structure proposed by the present thédry.

10 Kageyama (1996: 536) seems to regard instances of PH and those of EH as instances of one and the same
construction.
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(62) [stateZi BE [posdVITH [statey BE [Loc AT z ]]] (Kageyama (1996: 55))

In this model, the function BE on the left hand side of the structure and the function WITH are
realized as the vetiave The possessor originally occurs in the complement position of the
function AT andbecomes a possessor by being realized in subject position. This association
IS represented by the varialzl® the complement of AT and thest argument of BE. One
problem with KageyamaOs model and the other models presentedulghistionis that it

Is unclear whether or not the surface subject argument is semantically speciled in such a way

that one can predict the difference in ataeipty of sentences like the following:

(63) a. This plane has four engines. (cf. (8a))

b. * This desk has a book. (=(17a))

In short, the previous studies examined inghlssection all face one or more problems

that are diflcult to accoat for.
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Chapter 5
Conceptual Structures for Two Uses of the Double Object Construction

and Their Binding Relations

5.1. Introduction

In this chapter, | deal with two uses of the deuwltject construction (DOC): the CS for
one use contains as its part the CS for PH; the CS for the other contains as its part the CS fol
EH. Their presence creates binding relations between the indirect object and another entity.
The former use can begarded as the DOC counterpart of PH and the latter as the DOC
counterpart of EH.  In what follows, | call them ¥C and EHDOC for convenience.

The de!nition of binding should be recalled here:

(1) binding:

X binds Y if and only if the refence of Y is xed in terms of the reference of X.

X binds Y iff Y is referentially dependent on X. The present thesis employs the term
OreferenceO as a cover term for OreferenceO in its strict sense and for Oidentity.0 That is to
Y depends on X whit respect to its identi'cation.

An instance of PHDOC is exempli'ed in (2a):

2 a Providence gave him a {house / wife}.

= b. Providence gave hira {house / wife} of hisown.

Sentence (2a) exhibits a binding relation in the sense of tlemptiessis between the indirect

and direct objects. The direct object in (2episeor wife, depends on the indirect object
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with respect to its identilcation, which is clariled by the interpretation of (2a) given in (2b).
This relation is more clearlybserved in the sentences in (3), where there are universal

guanti'ers in the indirect object positions:

3 a Providence gave everyone a house.

b. Providence gave everyone a wife.

In these cases, each member of the set denoted by the quzadiler got a house or wife
different from any other memberOs in the same set; the value of the direct object covaries with

the value of the indirect object.  This relation is roughly represented as follows:

(4) a.  x, had/got xOs house and xad/got xOs house and E ang kad/got ¥Os

house.
b. X, had/got xOs wife and,kad/got xOs wife and E and,tad/got xOs wife.

(X1, %, E , x o} = a set of individuals)

Instances of EHDOC are given in (5). This use demonstrates a binding relatioa

sense of the present study between the indirect object and the complement of the pfeposition.

(5) a. %This gave hinseveral more people at {higher} disposal.

b. %This gave everyon€olin Powell at hiddisposal.

As is illustrated in%a), the pronoun in the PP must refer back to the referent of the indirect

! Some English native speakers !Ind acceptable examples -&f @i like those in (5), while otredo not.
The % in front of the sentences in (5) re"ects this variability in judgements. This marker is employed
throughout this chapter.
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object; in this case, the pronohis in the PP functions as a formal bound variable. The
binding relation is more clearly observed in sentence (5b), where there is a univetgat qua

in the indirect object position. In this case, each member of the set denoted by the quantiler
had or got Colin Powell at his own disposal; the value of the complement of the preposition

covaries with the value of the indirect object. This relasaoughly represented as follows:

(6) X, had or got Colin Powell at&®s disposal anglhad or got Colin Powell at
x,Os disposal E and,kad or got Colin Powell at®s disposal.

(X1, %, E , x o} = a set of individuals)

The pronourhisin thePP in (5b)alsofunctions as a formal bound variable.

We account for, in section 5.2, many different phenomena demonstrated by the two
uses of the DOC. We then investigate, in section 5.3, the question of whether or not the
DOC and the correspondirprepositional phrase construction (¢.gave a book to Majy
denote the same meaning; we argue that they differ in meaning, entailing that they have totally
different CSs. Before moving to these -sebtions, | !rst propose, in section 5.1.1,
conceptal structures for PHDOC and EHDOC, whose presence creates the binding
relations observed above. In section 5.1.2, we argue that the DOC is associated with the
caused possession meaning. By caused possession, | mean the bringing about of a relatiol
between the indirect object and another entity within the same sentence by the subject referent.

The DOC, whether it be RBOC or EHDOC, does not encode transfer.

5.1.1. Conceptual Structures for PH-DOC and EH-DOC
The present study hypothesizes that®IC has the conceptual structure represented

in (7a), and that EHDOC has the conceptual structure represented in (7b):
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(7) a. [EventCAUSE ([\N]’ [StateEXP ([XO/]il [StateBE ([Y (%)]’ lEIaceAT (a)])])])]

b. [EventCAUSE ([\N]’ [StateEXP ([XO/]l [StateBE ([Y]’ [PIaceAT ([Z (%)])])])]

These CSs have the CSs for PH and EH embedded under the function CAUSE. The
function EXP takes as its second argument a loedéanting sticture, namely the [Y BE
[AT X]] part. For a better understanding, we present examples-8fEiand EHDOC in

(8a) and (9a), and their CS representations in (8b) and (9b), respectively.

8 a. Providence gave Mike a child.
b. [CAUSE ([PROVIDENCE], [EXP (MIKE";, [BE ([CHILD (%)], [AT
@D
(99 a. %This gave Mikeseveral more people at;ldssposal.

b. [CAUSE ([THIS], [EXP (IMIKEY, [BE ([PEOPLE], [AT ([DISPOSAL

(o))

For ease of reference, the subscriptgent State and Place are omittedin the (b)
representations. The !rst argument of the function CAUSE is realized as the surface subject.
The !rst arguments of EXP and BE are realized as the surface indirect and direct objects,
respectively; the complement of AT the CS for EFDOC is realized as the complement of

the preposition. As is the case with PH, it is speciled as a constructional meaning that the
Irst argument of the function EXP in the CS for DC binds the !rst argument of BE.

As is the case with EH, the !rst argumentXP in the CS for EHDOC is speci'ed to bind

the complement of AT. These are s(emasstt@ctions imposed on the Irst arguments of
EXPs in these structures. The !rst argument of EXP oD@ bears the Possessor role,

while that of EHDOC bears the Expencep role. The !rst argument of the function
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CAUSE is speciled as a Causer. The !rst argument of BE bears Theme, and the
complement of AT bears Location. The !rst argument of the function EXP simultaneously
takes both the Possessor/ExperieramaiLocation roles. Theomplement of AT of the CS
for PHDOC s empty, which is indicated lgy

Note that in constructions like EH and H¥DC, in which the argument bearing
Experiencerand the argument bearing Location are realized as differerstingtlements, it
Is binding that guarantees the subject argument and the indirect object argument bearing both
Experiencerand Location. That is, the bindee is an element within the complement which
takes the semantic role Location. The bindee rséais to the binder and it ensures that the
Irst argument of EXP bears both the semantic roles.

The (invisible) anaphors in these two uses of the DOC are anaphoric to local

antecedents. Consider (10):

(10) a. Providence gave MikeOs sister a child

b. %l handed Mans fathgive dollars in {*her / hig} hand.

Sentence (10a) describes not a situation in which Mike got a child of his own, but a situation
where MikeOs sister got a child of her own. A pronoun in the PP in (10b) must bé@napho
to the indirect object referent. Thus, the direct object HDRKE and the complement of the
preposition in EFDOC are subject to locality conditions. These restrictions stem from the
semantic speci'cations of these constructions.

As the CSsdr PH and EH are uni'ed into a single entry, the CSs for the two uses of the

DOC are uni'ed into one entry as well, as shown in (11):
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(11) [Event CAUSE ([W]’ [State EXP ([X%]{i}1 [State BE ([Y ({%)]’

[PaceAT ([ X (03] a)DDD]

The curly acketed elements are mutually exclusive. Either the Irst argument of EXP binds
the !rst argument of BE, or else it binds the complement of AT. The speaker has this one
entry stored in his or her mind.

The [X EXP [Y BE [AT Z]]] part of PHDOC refes to an atemporal relation, while that
of EH-DOC denotes a temporal relation. | assume that the situation denoted by the relation
between the Irst argument of EXP and its second argument gpatictemporally limited
when the CS contains the [AT (@gart, where the complement of AT is empty. In this case,
the relation between the !rst argument of EXP and its second argument tends to refer to an
atemporal state of affairs. The CS for PH contains the [AT (e)] part; therefore, PH expresses
an atemporalabstract relation and tends to refer to a state of affairs holding over a relatively
long period of time and hence cannot be recurrent. The same holds trued@@?H The
CS for PHDOC contains the [AT (e)] part. Thus, it is diflcult to express atdich(short)
duration of the situation denoted by the [X EXP [Y BE [AT X]]] part. Observe the

following:

(12) a. * Providence gave them a daughter for the day.

b. * MaryOs long prayers gave her a child for the weekend.

The relations between thedirect and direct object referents in (12) are rather atemporal;
therefore, expressions delimiting the relations sudbrdke dayandfor the weekendannot
occur in the sentences in (12).

| also assume that the situation denoted by the relag¢ittyeen the !rst argument of
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EXP and its second argument is sptgioporally limited when the CS contains the [AT ([Z
(%)])] part, where the complement of Ahadempty. In this case, the relation between the
Irst argument of EXP and its second argumntends to refer to a temporary and iterative
situation. The CS for EH contains the [AT ([Z (%0)])] part; therefore, EH expresses a
spatiotemporally limited situation between the !rst argument of EXP and its second argument.
The same holds true for EBIOC. The CS for EHDOC contains the [AT ([Z (%)])] part;
therefore, the second argument of the function CAUSE #DEX tends to refer to a state of
affairs holding over a relatively short period of time. Thus, it is not diflcult to express a
limited (shat) duration of the situation denoted by the [X EXP [Y BE [AT X]]] part.

Observe the following:

(13) a. %This gave Mikeseveral more people at;ldssposal for the weeker{dt. (9a))

b. | gave John my bicycle for the afternoon. (Oehrle (1976: 2))

In (13a), for example, the relation between Mike and the situation of him having custody of
several people is rather temporal; thus, the expression delimiting it, rfamiby weekend
can occur in the sentence.

The [AT ([Z (%)])] part of sentence (13b) is not realized in surface structure. As is the
case with an EH exempli'ed in (14a), it is often the case that the [AT ([Z (%)])] part of
EH-DOC is not realized in surface structure. Sentence (13b) is @meplex another

example is given in (14b):

(14) a. Judy has the car.

b. Give me the pen.
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A possible context for sentence (14a) is one in which someone asks her husband why they
cannot use the car, and he answers that his sister, Judy, is iniagheglp has the car in
guestion at her disposal and is currently using it. Sentence (14b) is an imperative and can be
uttered in a situation where the speaker wants the hearer to hand him a pen that is situated ne:¢
the hearer. Since it is contextualyident, it is not necessary in these cases for the [AT ([Z

(%)])] parts to be explicitly utteréd.

5.1.2. DOC Not Encoding Transfer
Before we proceed to the next section, a brief commentonstructional meaning of
the DOC is in order. Several previous studies argue that the DOC encodes transfer of entities
from the subject referent to the indirect object referent; Goldberg (1992, 1995), for example,
claims that the central sense of thestaction in question involves transfer between a
volitional agent and a willing recipient. | argue, partially in line with Rappaport Hovav and
Levin (2008) (RH & L (2008)}, that the meaning of transfer is not encoded in the DOC, and
that some instance$the DOC only appear to be associated with the meaning in question.
Some instances of the DOC appear to encode transfer, but this stems from the

composition of (i) constructional meaning of the DOC, (ii) lexical meanings of the verb

2 Sentences like (13b) prompted Ross (1976: 267) to assuhmvedike element in the (syntactic)

representationf the DOC. His example is given in (i):
0] | {gave / loaned / sent / mailed} Ted my keys until tomorrow. (Ross (1976: 26y
Until tomorrowin (i) modiles the result having state. In our framework, the DOC in (i) is an instance of
EH-DOC with tre[AT ([Z (%)])]part not appearing in surface structure.
® Asargued by RH & L (2008: 139), sentence (i) does not express any transfer:
0] The court gave a parent visiting rights. (RH & L (2008: 139))
RH & L (2008) argue that it is not the cdlat the court had the rights in question and relinquished them to the

parent; rather, the court brought about a possessive relation between the parent and the rights. Because of th
presence of the court, the rights were created, and the parent got them
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appearing int, and/or (iii) values of the arguments. For example, sentence (15) can describe
a situation where the direct object referent was transferred from the subject referent to the

indirect object referent.

(15) Brett gave Leslie an apple. (RH & L (2008: 10))

As RH & L (2008: 140) note, one may conclude from this kind of example that the DOC is
always associated with transfer of possession. However, the interpretation in question of
sentence (15) is a result of the composition of constructional medtiheg@OC and values

of the arguments. The DOC spexs that the subject referent causes the creation of a
relation between the object referents. Both the subject and the indirect object in sentence
(15) denote human beings, and the direct object refers to an entity that can be transferred from
one placed another. Our world knowledge easily makes us interpret sentence (15) as
expressing the movement of an apple from the subject referent to the indirect object referent.

Another example is in (16):

(16) %John handed Marive dollars in herhand.

Sentence (16) denotes a physical transfer of several dollars from the subject referent to the
indirect object referent. In this case, what contributes to the interpretation of transfer of
possession is the constructional meaning of the DOC, thel Imxaéeming of the verband,

and the values of arguments. The DOC $gacthat the subject referent causes a situation
denoted by the elements following the Vieeind It is speci'ed in the lexical meaning of the

verb handthat the action of handing is effected by hand, namely the hand(s) of the subject

referent (RH & L (208: 136, fn. 8)). Both the subject and indirect object in (16) refer to
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human beings; the direct object denotes a physical object; and the complement of the
preposition refers to a spatial goal to which the direct object referent moved. In sum, the
acqusition by Mary oft ve dollars in her hand was brought about by the subject referent using
his hand(s); 've dollars was given to the indirect object referent by the subject referent
employing his hand(s). Thus, the sentence compositionally creates the interpretation in
which the subject referent physically transferred an entity to the indirect object referent. The
subject referents in the sentences in (15) and (16) pragmatically function as agents (cf. Nakau
(1994)).

As just seen, it is possible that a causer contgxhecomes an agent, especially when
it denotes a human being, but this does not necessarily indicate that a human being in t

subject position of the DO&lways functions asiaagent. Consider the senteimcél7):

(17) | gave John a cold. (Williams (1994: 250))

Williams (1994:250) observes that sentence) [ddes not denote a transfer of a cold from the
subject referent to the indirect object referent. In this case, the subject referent merely
brought about a situation where the indirect olygfetrent got a cold; the subject, although it
refers to a human being, functions just as a cause. A possible context for (17) is a situation
where the speaker kept John waiting outside a house or building for certain hours, and John
got a cold because ibf

Inanimate entities can occur in the subject positions of the DOC,; inanimate entities
cannot themselves transfer entities from one place to another, but they can cause the creatiol

of relations between other entities. Observe the sentenc8% in (1
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(18) a. MaryOs long prayers gave her a child.
b. %His strategy and logistics gave hieverything heneeded to win at his

disposal. (cf. The Little Black Schoolbopk

Sentence (18a) refers to a situation where the indirect object regferarthild of her own by
praying for a long time. This sentence does not express any transfer; the child in question did
not physically move from one place to the indirect object referent. The subject referent in
(18a) functions as a cause creating riflation between the indirect and direct objects.
Similarly, sentence (18b) expresses a situation where the subject referent brought about the
indirect object referent getting the custody of his necessities; the indirect object referent came
to be able temploy things that he needed because of the subject referent. Sentences like
those in (17) and (18) indicate that neither the DOC nor thegierlencodes a transfer of
possession.

It should be noted here that the DOC does not encode the spattite of the cause
expressed by the subject referent, the Irst argument of CAUSE. It is unspeciled as a
constructional meaning that what behavior of the subject referent, if any, causes the situation
denoted by the elements following the verb. It caly be understood contextually (cf.

Pinker (1989: 212)).

*  Our framework explains observations made by Oehrle (1976). Oehrle (1976: 19) observes that an instance
of the DOC in (i) has three interpretations given in (ii).

0] Nixon gave Mailer a book. (Oehrle (1976: 19))

(i) On readingd), [i] assets that the ownership of the book passed from Nixon to Mailer; on
reading b), [i] is compatible with a situation in which Mailer wrote a book which he
wouldnOt have been able to write if it hadnOt been for Nixon; on redihig compatible
with a situation in which Nixon merely handed the book to Mailer, and questions of
ownership are simply irrelevant. (Oehrle (1976: 19), with modi!cations, bold mine)

In our framework, readings (a) and (b) of sentence (i) are instances®BHand reading (c) is an example of
EH-DOC. Readings (a) and (c) involve transfer, but this is a compositional result obfdhesarguments.

116



The organization of this chapter is as follows: we account for, in section 5.2, many
different phenomena demonstrated by the two uses of the DOC. We then investigate, in
section 5.3, the questi of whether or not the DOC and the corresponding prepositional
phrase construction (elggave a book to Majydenote the same meaning; we argue that they

differ in meaning. That is to say, they have totally different CSs.

5.2. Double Object Construction
The present study hypothesizes that®IC has the CS represented in)(vepeated

here as (19aand that the EHDOC hadhe CS represented in (7b), repeated here as (19b):

(19) a. [Even CAUSE ([\N]’ [StateEXP ([XO/]il [StateBE ([Y (%)]’ lEIaceAT (a)])])])]

b. [EventCAUSE ([\N]’ [StateEXP ([XO/]l [StateBE ([Y]’ [PIaceAT ([Z (%)])])])]

For a better understanding, we present examples @®E and EHDOC in (20a)

and (21a), and their CS representatiar{20b) and (21b), respectively.

(20) a. Providence gave Mike a child. (=(8a))

b. [CAUSE ([PROVIDENCE]) [EXP (IMIKEY, [BE ([CHILD (%)], [AT

(@Dl (= (8b))
(21) a. %This gave Mikeseveral more people at;ldssposal. (=(9a))
b. [(THIS]) CAUSE, [EXP (IMIKE], [BE ([PEOPLE], [AT ([DISPOSAL

SO (= (90))

For ease of reference, the subscriptgent State and Place are omitted in the (b)

representations. It is speciled as a constructional meaning that the Irst argument of EXP
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binds the !rst argument of BE in RBOC, and that the same argument binds the complement
of AT in EH-DOC. These are s(emanisglections of the !rst arguments of EXP.

We examine, in section 5.2.1, FMDC and, in section 5.2.2, HBIOC.

5.2.1. PH-DOC
This subsection focuses on PBOC. In the present framework, FMDC has the CS

represented in (19aepeated here as (22).

(22) [EventCAUSE ([\N]’ [StateEXP ([XO/]il [StateBE ([Y (%)]’ lEIaceAT (a)])])] )]

The Irst argument of CAUSE takes the Causer role; the !rst argument of EXP(ERIENCE)
takes both the Possessor and Location roles; the !Irst argument of BE bears Thaenze.
better understanding, we presantexample of PHDOC in (23ajand its CS resentation in

(23h).

(23) a. Providence gave Mike a child. (= (20a))

b. [CAUSE ([PROVIDENCE], [EXP (MIKE];, [BE ([CHILD (%)], [AT

@D (= (20b))

The CS for PFDOC has the structure [Y BE [AT X]] embedded under the function EXP,
entailing that this use has locative characteristics, as well as characteristics of its own. The
complement of function AT serves as a reference object relative to which the Irst argument of
BE is located. The !rst rgument of the function EXP of the CS for £C
gmultaneously takes both the Possessor and Location roles; an argument is both the !Irst

argument of EXP and the complement of the locat@moting function at the same time,
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which is indicated by the same subscript The complement of AT is empty, which

indicated bye.

5.2.1.1. Locative Characteristics
Let us !rst examine locative characteristics of-BBC. The Location argument
functions as a reference object relative to which the !rstraegti of BE is construed.

Consider the contrast in (24):

(24) a. | gave Mike a book.

b. * | gave a book Mike.

The second argument of function EXP of the CSs of the sentences in (24) is given in (25); the
second argument of function CAUSE is givei(26); the whole CS representations are given

in (27).

(25) a.  [BE (BOOK) [AT (MIKE)]]
b. # [BE (MIKE) [AT (BOOK)]|
26) a.  [EXP (MIKE"; [BE (BOOK(Y)[AT (e)Il]
b. * [EXP (BOOKY;, [BE (MIKE(%) [AT (e)]]]
27) a.  [(l) CAUSE, [EXP MIKE", [BE (BOOK (%))AT (e)]1l]

b. * [(I) CAUSE, [EXP (BOOKS, [BE (MIKE (%)) [AT (€)]]l]

As illustrated in (25), it is more natural farbook to be understood or construed relative to a
human being than vice versa, since a book is smaller than a human being. This construal is

directly re"ected in the [Y BE [AT X]] part. Inthe [Y BE [AT X]] part die CS of(24a)
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that is given in (25aMikeis an argument of the function AT andokis the !rst argument of

the function BE, ensuring thiabokis understood relative tdike.  On the other hand, in the

same part of the CS of (24b) that is given in (2%mok is an argument of the
locatian-denoting function and/like is the !rst argument of BE. In this case, the book
functions as a reference object relative to which a human being is construed. This
conceptualization is diflcult to make, so the sentence in (24b) is unacceptable. The [Y BE
[AT X]] part of sentence (24a) denotes an acceptable situation, rendering the sentence
acceptable; on the other hand, the same part of (24b) refers to an unacceptable situation
resulting in the unacceptability of the sentence.

The acceptability othe [Y BE [AT X]] part is inherited to the acceptability of the
relation between the !rst arguments of EXP and BE. The second argument of CAUSE of
sentence (24a) is given in (26a), where the !rst arguments of EXP and Bikaranda
book respectively. In this case, the reference of the !Irst argument of BE can be !xed in
relation to the reference of the !rst argument of EXP. Thus, the !rst argument of EXP can
bind the !rst argument of BE and bear the Possessor role, and the sentence is acceptable
The acceptability of structure (26a) originates from the acceptability of structure (25a). On
the other hand, it is diflcult for sentence (24b) to exhibit a binding relation between the
indirect and direct objects, that is, between the !rst arguments of &XPBE. The
reference of Mike does not depend on any other element within the same sentence with
respect to its identilcation; it need not be determined in relation to a book. Thus the !rst
argument of EXP of sentence (24b) cannot bear the Possessaanelthe sentence is
unacceptable. The unacceptability of structure (26b) originates from the unacceptability of

structure (25b).
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5.2.1.2. Non-locative Characteristics

We now move on to @mine cases whose acceptability is determined by the relation
expressed between the !rst arguments of EXP and BE. When the !rst argument of EXP can
bind the !rst argument of BE and can bear the Possessor role, the sentence is acceptable; whe
it cannot lnd the argument and cannot bear the role in question, the sentence is unacceptable
For example, a part of a whole can be bound by the whole; by de!nition, being a part of a
whole necessitates the dependence of the part on the whole with respecemti!datidn.
When the !Irst arguments of EXP and BE refer to a whole and its part, respectively, the
sentence can successfully instantiated®)C. This theoretical assumption accounts for the
acceptability of examples given in tlighsection.

Obseve as an example the sentences in (28):

(28) a. She gave the room thick and dark curtains.

b. * She gave the room a book.

The second argument of function EXP of the CSs of the sentences in (28) is given in (29); the
second argument of function CISE is given in (30); the whole CS representations are given

in (31).

(29) a.  [BE (CURTAINS) [AT (ROOM)]]
b.  [BE (BOOK) [AT (ROOM)]]
(30) a.  [EXP (ROOMY), [BE (CURTAINS(%)) [AT @]
b. * [EXP (ROOMjJ], [BE (BOOK(%)) [AT (3]l
(31) a.  [(I) CAUSE, [EXP (ROOM), [BE (CURTAINS (%6))[AT (e)]]]]

b. * [(I) CAUSE, [EXP (ROOMj;, [BE BOOK (%))[AT (&)l
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Like the sentences examined in thevijangs section, one may !nd that the difference in
acceptability between the sentences in (28) can be explained by considering their second
argument of EXP, namely the [Y BE [AT X]] part. However, both curtains and books can
be spatially located relative & room, as exempliled ifihere are thick and dark curtains in

the roomandThere is a book in the room Therefore, the difference found in (28) cannot be
explained by merely considering the second argument of EXP.

The relation expressed betwebe trst arguments of EXP and BE contributes to the
differential acceptability of the sentences in (28). It is easier to construe curtains as a part of a
room than books. Only in the case in (28a) can the !rst argument of BE be regarded as one
of the pars of the !rst argument of EXP; only in this case can the binding relation in the sense
of this thesis be established between these two arguments. Hence the !rst argument of EXP
can take the Possessor role, and the sentence is acceptable. In th8hjeoafthe other
hand, the value of the Irst argument of BE cannot be easily construed as constituting a part of
the value of the !rst argument of EXP, in which case the reference of the Irst argument of BE
cannot as easily be determined in relatioh¢a¢ference of the Irst argument of EXP. Thus,
the Irst argument of EXP cannot bind the !rst argument of BE and cannot bear the Possessor
role, and the sentence is unacceptable.

The discussion thus far has clari'ed that locative situations caasier ® express than
possessive situations (cf. Harley (2003: 37)); in other words, situations expressible by the [Y
BE [AT X]] part are less restricted than those by the relation between the !rst argument of
EXP and its second argument. For exampleytiaeceptability of sentence (32) originates

from the unacceptable relation denoted between the !rst arguments of EXP and BE.

(32) * She gave the room a book. (= (28h))
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The [Y BE [AT X]] part, on the other hand, denotes an acceptable situationpgdiexein
There is a book in the roomWhen the relation expressible by the [Y BE [AT X]] part is
acceptable, it does not necessarily entail that the relation between the !rst arguments of EXP
and BE also refers to an acceptable situation. The acdigptafiihe former relation does
not entail the acceptability of the latter relation.

On the other hand, when the relation expressed between the !rst arguments of EXP and
BE is acceptable, the [Y BE [AT X]] part also refers to an acceptable situa@mmsider the

data in (33):

(33) She gave the room thick and dark curtains. (=(28a))

The reference of curtains in (33) depends on the indirect object referent with respect to its
identi!cation; in this case, the [Y BE [AT X]] part also refersaio acceptable situation, as
exempliled inThere are thick and dark curtains in the raonThe relation between the Irst
arguments of EXP and BE refers to an acceptable situation, entailing that the [Y BE [AT X]]
part also denotes an acceptable situation.

Furthermore, when the [Y BE [AT X]] part denotes an unacceptable situation, the

relation between the Irst arguments of EXP and BE also refers to an unacceptable situation.

Consider (34):
(34) a. * |gave abook Mike. (= (24b))
b. # [BE (MIKE) [AT (BOOK)]] (= (25b))
c. * [EXP (BOOKY, [BE (MIKE(%)) [AT (&]]] (= (26b))

The [Y BE [AT X]] part of sentence (34a) is given in (34b), in which a book functions as a
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reference point relative to which Mike is located. This construal is diflcult to nedding

to the unacceptability of the sentence. In this case, the relation between the !rst arguments of
EXP and BE is not acceptable, either. Books cannot be easily construed as a whole of which
a human being is a part; the reference of the !rst argiwfeBE cannot be determined in
relation to the reference of the Irst argument of EXP. The reference of Mike does not
depend on any other element within the same sentence with respect to its identilcation; it need
not be determined in relation to a bookKhe unacceptability of the relation expressible by the

[Y BE [AT X]] part entails the unacceptability of the relation expressible between the !rst
arguments of EXP and BE. Thus, locative relations are expressible more easily than

possessive relations.

5.2.1.3. Other Examples

This subsection presents other examples that can be explained by our framework. For
example, the present study can predict the observation by Harley (2003). She observes tha
the DOC in (35) can express the idea that John impregnated Mary; that is, Mary got her own

child.

(35) John gave Mary a child. (Harley (2003: 42))

In our framework, sentence (35) instantiatesI®{L. The indirect object of RBOC
binds the direct objéccreating the interpretation observed by Harley. In this case, the direct
object referent depends upon the indirect object referent with respect to its identi!cation.

Our framework can account for the difference in acceptability of the senteri8é% in

and (37):
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(36) a. Nixon gave Mailer a book.
b. * Nixon gave Mailer someone elseOs book.
(37) a. Their marriage brought thera child.

b. ?2Their marriage brought them someone elseOs child.

(36a) denotes a situation where the ownershifhed book was transferred from Nixon to
Mailer; (37a) expresses a situation where the referents of the indirect object got married and
got a child of their own. In these cases, the references of the direct objects are determined in
relation to the referees of the indirect objects. That is to say, after the giving or bringing
event, the book became MaryOs, and the child became theirs. On the other hand, the (b
sentences in (36) and (37) do not display binding relations between the indirect and direct
objects, since the direct object NPs contain an element that hinders their references from being
determined in relation to the indirect objects, narselpeone else Therefore, the indirect
object arguments cannot bind the direct object arguments arat baan the Possessor role,
and the sentences do not successfully instantiale €l

The (a) sentences in (38) instantiate PHDOC. The direct object referents depend
on the indirect object referents with respect to their identi!cation. Theeffifences are

possible paraphrases for the corresponding sentences.

(38) a. Interviewing Richard Nixon gave Norman Mailer a bo@ehrle (1976: 44))
b. Norman Mailer wrote a book by interviewing Richard Nixon.
(39) a. Having a smart older sistgave John an inferiority complex.
(Green (1974: 129))

b. John got an inferiority complex by having a smart older sister.

®> These paraphrases are based on observations by Oehrle (1976).
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(40) a. Working hard for 20 years gave Mike a house.
b. Mike built/got a house by working hard for 20 years.
(41) a. Workinghard for 20 years gave Mike a fortune.

b. Mike made a fortune by working hard for 20 years.

As a possible paraphrase in (38b) indicates, sentence (38a) denotes a situation where the
referent of the indirect object himself wrote a book by having donee interview with
Richard Nixon. In this case, a book was created whose reference is determined in relation to
the reference of the indirect object. Similarly, sentence (39a) denotes a situation where John
got a certain complex of his own becauséhefgresence of his older sister; in this case, the
reference of the complex in question is determined in relation to the reference of the indirect
object. Sentence (40a) refers to a situation where the indirect object referent built or got a
house of himwn by working hard for certain years; the reference of the house in question is
determined by the reference of the indirect object. Sentence (41a) also denotes a similar
situation. The indirect object referent got a fortune of his own by working haadldag
time; the reference of the fortune in question is determined by the indirect object referent.

It is expected in our framework that sentences like the (a) sentencesgtir) €88 not
acceptable when the direct object NPs corgameone ets This expectation is borne out

by the data in (42):

(42) a. * Interviewing Nixon gave Mailer someone elseOs book.

b. * Having a smart older sister gave John someone elseQOs inferiority complex.

o

?2Working hard for 20 years gave Mike somedse@s house.

e

?Working hard for 20 years gave Mike someone elseOs fortune.

126



Since the direct object NPs contammeone elséheir references cannot be determined in
relation to the references of the indirect objects. The !rst arguments of EX#& barththe
Irst arguments of BE, and cannot take the Possessor role, and the sentences are unacceptabl

Similar examples appear in (43) and (44):

(43) a. Working in France gave Mike a wife.
b. * Working in France gave Mike someone elseOs wife.
(44) a. The war years gave Mailer a book. (Harley (2003: 41))

b. * The war years gave Mailer someone elseOs book.

The discussion so far seems to have clariled that sentencdaték@ewing Nixon
gave Mailer a boolare one of the prototypical erales of PHDOC (cf. Goldberg (1992:
61)). The DOC or PHDOC encodes the caused possession: the bringing about by the
subject of a relation between the indirect and direct objects; in additiddCfHencodes as a
constructional meaning a binding relatlmetween the indirect and direct objects. Sentences
like Interviewing Nixon gave Mailer a bookerely re"ect these constructional encodings of
PH-DOC; they are neither exceptional nor idiosyncratic &t all.

The claim that PHDOC encodes a binding relation between the indirect and direct
objects can also elucidate why certain verbs should octhe DOC when their appearance
in it is allegedly exceptional and/or idiosyncratic. For no reason, several previous studies
argue, do the verlevyandforgiveoccur in the DOC. This thesis, on the other hand, claims

that their occurrence in it is itieer exceptional nor idiosyncratic. There are motivations for

®  Goldberg (1992: 61) reports the existence of the claim that sentences like those in (i) are exceptional and/or
idiosyncratic instances of the DOC.

0] a. Sally gaveBill a headache.
b. MaryOs behavior gave John an idea.
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these verbs to occur in the DOC,; the lexical meanings of these verbs accord well with a
constructional meaning of PBIOC.

Some studies have claimed that the occurrenenwf and forgive in the DOC is
unmotivated (Green (1974: 101), Goldberg (1992: 67; 19951323)1. Croft (2003)), since (i)
their subjects do not seem to refer to a causer, and (ii) they do not seem to lexicalize the
meaning of transfer. Concerning claim (ii), we halveady argued that the DOC does not
encode transfer; thus, it does not pose any problem to our claim. We will turn to claim (i)
later in this section.

What we are primarily concerned with here is lexical meanings of these verbs that are
consonantvith the binding relation associated with BDC. The verbgnvyandforgive

lexicalize binding relations between entities. Observe (45):

(45) a. Carolyn envied heher good looks. (Pinker (1989: 66))
b. No one can forgive you yoaomment.

(Rappaport Hovav and Levin (2007: 15), with modi!cations)

The indirect object must bind the direct object, as illustrated below:

(46) a. Carolyn envied hefher, / *his / *their} good looks.

b. No one can forgive you {your / *his / *her} comment.

It is generally the case that one envies someone for his or her possession or behavior; it is
unlikely to envy someone for someone elseOs possession or behavior. Similarly, it is
generally the case that one forgives someone for his or her acts; it iy tilikene forgives

someone for what someone else has done. These particular meanings of these predicates a
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consonant with the constructional meaning of[XBIC and thus motivate their appearance in
it.
The binding relation in the sense of thegant thesis can also be observed even when

the direct object is inde!nite. Consider the following:

47 a. People envied you a brilliant marriage.  (LippincottOs Monthly Magazjne
b. Perhaps Word would forgive him a momentOs idleness.

(Creative Pirit: A Supernatural Thriller: A Haunted House Ghost Story

A brilliant marriagein (47a) denotes a marriage that the indirect object referent had with
someone not made explicit in the senterceiomentOs idlenésg47b) refers to a situation

that theindirect object referent has experienced. In both these cases, the direct object
referents depend on the indirect object referents with respect to thelradtort; the indirect

object referents bind the direct object referents. Here is another example where there is no

formal relation between the indirect and direct objects.

(48) | envy old Podgy Hicks that boat. (Colleman and De Clerck (2008: 205))
Sentence (48) is licensed as an instance eDP@ as long as the direct object referent is
understood as belonging to the indirect object referent.

It is expected in our framework that the sentences in (49) are unacceptable.

(49) a. * People endd you someone elseOs brilliant marriage.

b. * God can forgive you his misinterpretation on the problem.
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Since there are elements in the direct objects that refer to someone other than the indirect
object referents, the indirect object referent{g®) cannot bind the direct object referents, and
the sentences are unacceptable.

Let us move on to the discussion on the subject argumdatgigéandenvy One of
the reasons for arguing that the occurrencirgive andenvyin the DOC is ezeptional
and/or idiosyncratic is that their subjects do not seem to denote causers. Colleman and De
Clerck (2008) argue against this claim and argue that the subjdotgioé andenvyhave
causal characteristics. Colleman and De Clerck (20082@f5claim that the subject
referent of the verforgivefunctions as a causer, in that it does the act of granting forgiveness
to the indirect object referent. Because of the act performed by the subject referent, the
indirect object referent can relinquighhatever burden it has. In this respect as well, the
occurrence of this verb in the DOC cannot be seen as an exception. As for tevyerb
Colleman and De Clerck (2008: 206) note that Colleman (2006) claims that the subject of
envyOhas a particuléeling or attitude towardsO a relation between the indirect and direct
objects, which he claims is an extension from the causality initiated by the subject toward the
objects. This Oattitudinal® extension motivates the verb to appear in the DOCheThus, t
lexical meanings of the verbs that are consonant with the binding relatior®EHas well
as the OcausalO or Oattitudinal® nature on the part of the subjects accords well wit
constructional meanings of HBOC. They do not at all constitute eitretceptional or
idiosyncratic cases of REOC.

Pinker (1989: 111) categorizes the vezhsyandforgiveinto the Overbs of future not
havingO group.  Another verb belonging to this categoosi§ It is generally the case that

something costs s@eone things that he or she possesses, or things that matter to him or her.

" Other verbs included in this group apare begrudgebet refuse charge ! ne deny askas inShe asked him
the time andsaveas inThat saved me the trouble of making a separate trip
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It is rather dif cult to imagine a context where something costs someone things that do not
belong to him or her, or things that do not matter to him or her atall.  This particular meaning
of the verbcostalso accords well with the constructional meaning ofCRMC and hus

motivates its occurrence init. Observe (50):

(50) That remark might cost you {your / *his / *her} job.

A pronoun in the direct object NP, when it appears, must be anaphoric to the indirect object
referent; otherwise, the indirect object raf¢reannot bind the direct object referent, and the
sentence is unacceptable.

The binding relation in the sense of the present thesis can be observed even when the

direct object is indenite.  Consider the following:

(51) It cost him a lot of money.

A lot of moneyn (51) refers to the money belonging to the indirect object referent; in this case,
the direct object depends on the indirect object with respect to its identi!calibos, the
indirect object referent bears the Possessor role, and the sentence is acceptable.

Instances of the DOC with the vesln also demonstrate the binding relation between

the indirect and direct objects. Consider (52):

(52) a.  JohnOs ssy won him a 1969 Fiat.
b. Advertising practices have won CeCala an international reputation.

C. The book won him a good reputation.

((a, b), Green (1974: 99, 104))
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The indirect object referents in (52) bind the direct object referents; ot aliject referents
depend on the indirect object referents with respect to their identi!lcation. For example, the
indirect object referent in (52a) got a Fiat of his own because of his essay. The (b) and (c)

sentences in (52) exhibit the same kind laftiens.

5.2.14. Interim Summary

This subsection has examined one use of the DOGDRKE. The CS for PHDOC
contains as its part the CS for PH, where the function EXP takes as its second argument a
locationrdenoting structure, namely [Y BE [AT X]]. THest argument of EXP binds the
Irst argument of BE. Some phenomena can be captured by assuming the [Y BE [AT X]]
part, and thether phenomena can be explained by assuming the binding relation between the
Irst arguments of EXP and BE. When the !Irst argamhof EXP binds the !rst argument of
BE and bears the Possessor role, the sentence successfully instantia€@S.PHVe have
also demonstrated that sentenceslikerviewing Nixon gave Mailer a boake nothing but
prototypical examples of RBOC. Wehave also demonstrated that the vestgyand
forgivehave motivations in their lexical meanings to occur iARBLC; their lexical meanings

accord well with constructional meanings of-BPAC.

5.2.2. EH-DOC
This sup-section focuses on EBHOC. In the present framework, HXOC has the

CS represented ini9b), repeated here as (53):

(53) [EventCAUSE ([\N]’ [StateEXP ([XO/]l [StateBE ([Y]’ [PIaceAT ([Z (%)])])])])]

The Irst argument of CAUSE takes the Causer role; the !Irst argument of EXP(ERIENCE)
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takes the Experiengarole; the Irst argument of BE bears Theme; the complement of AT
takes Location. The complement ohdtion AT serves as a reference object relative to
which the !rst argument of BE is located. The !Irst argument of the function EXP in (53)
simultaneously takes both Experiencand Location. Note that in constructions like
EH-DOC, in which the argumebearing Experienceand the argument bearing Location are
realized as different linguistic elements, it is binding that guarantees the !rst argument of EXP
bearing both Experienceand Location. That is, the bindee is an element within the
complement wich takes the semantic role Location. The bindee refers back to the binder
and it ensures that the !rst argument of EXP bears both the semantic roles. The !rst
argument of BE bears Theme.

For a better understanding, we present an example -®@@®Eiin (54a) and its CS

representation in (54b), respectively.

(54) a. %This gave Mikeseveral more people at;ldssposal. (=(21a))

b. [CAUSE ([THIS], [EXP ([MIKEY, [BE ([PEOPLE], [AT ([DISPOSAL

(o)) (= (21b))

For ease of reference, the suipgs Event State and Place are omitted in the (b)
representation. The CS for HMOC has the structure [Y BE [AT X]] embedded under the
function EXP, entailing that this use has locative characteristics, as well as characteristics of its

own.

5.2.2.1. Locative Characteristics
Let us!rst examine locative characteristics of -BKC. The Location argument

functions as a reference object relative to which the !rst argument of BE is construed.
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Consider the sentences in (55):

(55) a. %l gave him!lve dollars in hispocket.

b. %They gave hima few dollars in hiand.

The [Y BE [AT X]] part of sentence (55a) denotes a situation where there are several dollars
In a pocket; the same part of sentence (55b) denotes a situation where there are several dollar
in a hand. Certain amouof money can easily be located relative to pockets and hands, and
not vice versa. For exampleé,gave himhis pocket in! ve dollarsand *They gave hiphis

hand in a few dollarare totally nonsensical.

5.2.2.2. Non-locative Characteristics

The relation expressed between the Irst argument of EXP and théeooenp of AT
can determine the acceptability of instances ol BPC. When the !rst argument of EXP
can bind the complement of AT and can bear the Experjenteerthe sentence is acceptable;
when it cannot bind the argument and cannot bear the rolaestian, the sentence is
unacceptable. For example, a part of a whole can be bound by the whole; by de!nition,
being a part of a whole necessitates the dependence of the part on the whole with respect to it
identi!lcation. This theoretical assumption agats for the acceptability of examples given
in thissubysection.

Observe the sentences in (56):

(56) a. %l handed Manyve dollars in herhand.

b. * | handed Mar®s hand !ve dollars to her
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(57) a.  [EXP (MARY" [BE (DOLLARS) [AT (HAND@o))]

b. * [EXP (HAND’) [BE (DOLLARS) [AT (MARY (%))l

The structures in (57) represent the second argument of the function CAUSE of the CSs of the
sentences in (56). Like the sentences examined in the previous section, one may !nd that the
differerce in acceptability between the sentences in (56) can be explained by considering the
second argument of EXP of the sentences, namely the [Y BE [AT X]] part. However, a
certain amount of money can be located relative both to a human beingOs handuandrio a

being, as exempliled in (58):

(58) a. Thereis lve dollars in MaryOs hand.

b. There is Ive dollars on Mary.

Therefore, the difference found in (56) cannot be explained by merely considering the second
argument of EXP.

The relation epressed between the Irst argument of EXP and the complement of AT
contributes to the differential acceptability of the sentences in (56). A human being can
function as a whole of which a hand is a part; the reference of a hand depends on the referenct
of a human being with respect to its identi!cation . Only in the (a) sentence in (56) can the
complement of AT be bound by the Irst argument of EXP. The !rst argument of EXP can
bear the Experiencarole and the sentence is acceptable. On the otherithardif!cult to
construe a hand as a whole of which a human being is a part. In this case, the !rst argument
of EXP cannot bind the complement of AT; it cannot take the Expedantmrand the

sentence is unacceptable.
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5.2.2.3. Other Examples
This subsection presents other examples that can be explained by our framework.

Consider Irst instances of EBOC like the following:

(59) a. %This gave Mikeseveral more people at;ldssposal. (=(549)
b. %His strategy and logistics gave hieverything heneeded to win at his

disposal. (= (18b))

It is expected that there cannot appear in the PPs pronouns that do not refer back to the indirec

objects. This expectation is borne out by the idg&0):

(60) a. * This gave Mike several more people at her disposal.
b. * His strategy and logistics gave hieverything heneeded to win at her

disposal.

Other examples are observed in (61) and (62):

(61) a. %l gave him! ve dollars in higoocket.
b. %They gave hinma few dollars in higand.
(62) a. %They handed hgihe paper in hghand. She was so amazed.
(Short Stories For the Young and Old At Heart
b. %Julia turned to Gragand handed hghe small pekage in heihand.

(The Courtship of theisar@® Daughte)

The facts given in (63) and (64) parallel those given in (60).
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(63) a. * | gave him !ve dollars in her pocket.
b. * They gave him a few dollars in her hand.
(64) a. * They handed her thmaper in his hand.

b. * Juliaturned to Gragand handed hghe small package in his hand.

5.2.24. Interim Summary

We have examined in this sabction one use of the DOC, BOC. The CS for
EH-DOC contains as its part the CS for EH, where the function EXP takes as its second
argument a locatiedenoting structure, namely [Y BE [AT X]]. Thest argument of EXP
binds the complement of AT. Some phenomena can be captured by assuming the [Y BE
[AT X]] part, and theother phenomena can be explained by assuming the binding relation
betweerthe Irst argument oEXP and the complement of AT. Whie !rst argument of
EXP binds the complement of AT and bears the Experieratey the sentence successfully

instantiates EHDOC.

5.3. The Double Object Construction and the Prepositional Phrase Construction

Now that we have demonstrated how our framework explains many different
phenomena pertaining to the two uses of the DOC, we move on to focus on the question of
whether the DOC, as exempliled in (§5and the corresponding prepositional phrase

construction (PPC), as exempliled in (65b), denote the same or distinct meanings.

(65) a. Mike gave Mary a book.

b. Mike gave a book to Mary.

This phenomenon is called dative alternation and thisigudss long been debated in the
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literature. In thisubsection, the distinction between 80C and EHDOC is irrelevant.
So | just employ the term the DGC.

The DOC and the PPC encode different meanings. The DOC is associated with the
caused posssion meaning, and that the PPC is associated with the caused motion meaning.
By caused possession, | mean the bringing aboutr@f#on between the subject and the
elements following the verb. Caused motion entails that an agent transfers a dngnae al
path to a goal (Goldberg (1995)). If the DOC and the PPC were associated with one and the
same meaning, the DOC and the PPC would share one of the CSs proposed in the previous
section, the CS for RBOC or the CS for EHDOC. This thesis argues thihey do not
share a CS; they have distinct CSs. Following Pinker (1989) and Goldberg (1995), |
hypothesize roughly the CS for the PPC as shown in (66). (67a) is an instance of this

construction, and (67Db) is its rough representation.

(66) [EventCAUSE ([X]’ [EventGO ([Y]’ [PathTO ([Z])])])]

(67) a. Mike gave a book to Mary.
b. [CAUSE ([MIKE], [GO ([BOOK], [TO (IMARY]DDI]

For ease of reference, the subscriiptentand Path are omitted in the (b) representation.

The CS for the PPC in (66)as the motiowlenoting structure [Y GO [TO Z]] embedded
under the function CAUSE and means that X transfers Y to Z. This CS does not have a
function corresponding to the function EXP(ERIENCE) embedding a logsiaoting
structure under it. In additip the PPC does not encode binding relations between one
element and another, either. It is speciled in the CS for the PPC that the Irst argument of

CAUSE is an agent. It follows from this assumption that entities that cannot be an agent

8 The discussion in this stgection is based on Takeuchi (to appear).
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cannot occur ake subject of this construction.
The PPC is treated analogously witkcatied Ocaused motion constructionsO (Goldberg

(1995: 90)), constructions that are thought of as including a path. Their examples are in the

following:
(68) a. Joe kickedhe bottle into the yard. (Goldberg (1995: 90))
b. They sprayed the paint onto the wall. (Goldberg (1995: 152))
C. Frank sneezed the tissue off the table. (Goldberg (1995: 152))

Nevertheless, the DOC and the PPC can denote one and the szioe aiLa result of
the composition of values of the arguments, but this does not entail that the two constructions

encode one and the same meaning. Consider (69):

(69) a. John gave the bell boy a large tip.
b. John gave a large tip to the bell boy

(cf. Van Bell and Van Langendonck (1996: 238))

As argued by Van Bell and Van Langedonck (1996), the difference between sentences like
those in (69) can be neutralized by our world knowledge. It is understood that giving
someone a tip involves a trémsof a tip from the giver to the givee. In this case, the
interaction of values of the arguments results in denoting one and the same situation, no mattel
which construction may be employed. The DOC and the PPC in (69) happen to denote one
and the samgtuation.

Section 5.3.1 surveys previous studies on the gquestion of the dative alternation; section

5.3.2 argues for the claim that the DOC and the PPC encode different meanings. Section
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5.3.3 gives a summatry.

5.3.1. Previous Studies

There are roughly three classes of analyses. One assumes that both constructions
encode one and the same meaning. Using the term by Rappaport Hovav and Levin (2008)
(RH & L (2008)), we call this approach Othe singgning approachO (Baker (1988), Larson
(1988, 1990), Aoun and Li (1989), Butt et al. (1997), etc.). A second approach assumes that
the constructions encode related, yet distinct meanings. Using the term by RH & L again,
we call this approach Othe nplétimeaning approachO (Pinker (1989), Goldberg (1992, 1995),
Kritka (1999, 2004), Harley (2003), Beck and Johnson (2004), to name a few). A third
approach can be called the vedmsitive approach (Jackendoff (1990), Rappaport Hovav and
Levin (2008)). Tis approach focuses on lexical meanings of dative verbs, rather than
constructional meanings. We call those verbs dative verbs that appear in either the DOC or
the PPC, or both. The third approach argues that one type of dative verbs only denotes
causedoossession in either construction, and that another type of dative verbs denotes both
caused possession and caused motion in the DOC, and caused motion in the PPC. We will

overview these approaches one by one.

5.3.1.1. Single Meaning Approach

A generative syntactic analysis for the single meaning approach will hypothesize a
derivation which relates one construction to the other, in line with the Uniformity of Theta
Assignment Hypothesis by Bakgi988). UTAH assumes that Oidentical thematic relations
are mapped onto identical syntactic positions across structures.O In this approach, the twc
constructions are Othematic paraphrasesO and have one and the same underlying syntac

structure, givingise to two different surface realizations of arguments. The pddice
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either inserted or deleted, depending on the choice of underlying structure. Aoun and Li
(1989), for example, assume that the DOC is basic and the PPC is derived, with teéopartic
inserted in the course of derivation; Larson (1988), on the other hand, assumes that the PPC i

basic and the DOC is derived, with the partifeted in the course of derivation’

5.3.1.2. Multiple Meaning Approach

The multiple meaning approach does not assume a derivational relation between the
two constructions: each construction encodes meanings of its own and gives rise to its own
surface realization of arguments. This approaclergiy entails that the double object
construction denotes caused possession, and that the PPC denotes caused motion. The PF
in this approach contains in its representation, semantic or syntactic, a path along which a
theme moves to a goal.

From fere to the end of this sigection, | present many different examples that the
multiple meaning approach claims to serve as evidence that the two constructions differ in
their meaning. The single meaning approach, on the other hand, must provide an
explaration for the different acceptabilities of these data.

Let us !Irst present soalled idiomatic examples (e.g. Green (1974), Oehrle (1976),

Gropen et al. (1989)):

(70) a. The noise gave Terry a headache.

b. * The noise gave a headache to Terry.

° Larson (1990: 601) proposes his own version of UTAH.  See (i):
0] Relativized UTAH
Identical thematic relationships are represented by identical relative hierarchical relations between

items at BStructure.

19 There are also netterivational single meaning approaches (e.g. Butt et al. (1997)).
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(71) a. The count gives me the creeps.

b. * The count gives the creeps to me.

It is argued that the subject referents in the (a) sentences in (70) and (71) brought about a
possessive relation between the indirect and direct object referentgeyiwottls, because of
the subject referents, the indirect object referents came to have the direct object referents. In
these cases, the direct object referents were created, not transferred. Hence cause:
possession. On the other hand, the subject mdene the (b) sentences, as they are
iInanimate entities, cannot themselves have a headache or the creeps and cannot transfer the
to another entity. In these cases, the constructional meaning of the PPC is not compatible
with the propositions that ara@mded to convey.

The differential acceptability of sentences like those in (72) has also been considered to

support the multiple meaning approach (e.g. Harley (2003), Krifka (2004)).

(72) a. Interviewing Richard Nixon gave Norman Mailer a bo@ehrle (1976: 44))
b. * Interviewing Richard Nixon gave a book to Norman Mailer.

(RH & L (2008: 151))

Sentence (72a) does not express the proposition that a book was physically transferred from
somewhere to Norman Mailer. It conveys that Mailerteviend/or published a book by

doing some interview with Nixon; in this case, a book was created. The constructional
meaning of the PPC is not compatible with the proposition that can be conveyed by the
corresponding DOC, since interviewing someone capimgtically move objects from one

place to another.

1 \We examined esmple (72a) in section 5.2.1.3 as example (38a).
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The pairs of sentences in {78) also display different acceptabifty:

(73) a. The war years gave Mailer a book. (Harley (2003: 41))
b. * The war years gave a book to Mailer. (Harley (200341))
(74) a. The absence of competition guaranteed Scorsese the prize money.

b. * The absence of competition guaranteed the prize money to Scorsese.

(Pesetsky (1993994))
(75) a. LipsonOs textbook taught me Russian. (Oehrle (1976: 75))
b. * LipsonOs textbook taught Russian to me. (Oehrle (1976: 75))

The sentences in (#7b) express the bringing about of a relation between the indirect and
direct objects, not the transfer of an entity from one place to another. Thus, only the DOC is
compatible wth the meanings intended to convey.

In addition, there are several ralternating verbs. It is known that verbs of Ofuture
not having,O verbs likeost envy spare andforgive can only occur in the DOCPi{nker

(1989: 111)cf. Green (1974: 101),6brle (1976: 142) Observe the following:

(76) a. That remark might cost you your job. (Pinker (1989: 65))
b. * That remark might cost your job to you. (Pinker (1989: 65))
(77) a. Carolyn envied heher good looks. (Pinker (1989: 66))

b. * Carolyn envied hegood looks {to / from / of} her (Pinker (1989: 66))
(79 a. Please spare me your sarcasm. (Pinker (1989: 65))

b. * Please spare your sarcasm {to/ from / of} me. (Pinker (1989: 65))

12 \We examined example (73a) in section 5.2.1.3 as example (44a).
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(79 a. No one can forgive you that comment. (RH & L (2008: 144))

b. * No one can forgive that comment to you. (RH & L (2008: 144))

It is claimed that these verbs do not encode caused motion; thus, the lexical meanings of these
predicates are not compatible with the constructional meaning of@e PP
On the other hand, verbs expressing a continuous imparting of force or control (Pinker

(1989)) appear only in the PPC. Consider the following data:

(80) a. * Ann pulled Beth the box.

b. Ann pulled the box to Beth.
(81) a. * Annrode Bethhe horse.

b. Ann rode the horse to Beth.
(82) a. * Annwalked Beth the dog.

b. Ann walked the dog to Beth.

(Krifka (2001: 2))

The causing events denoted by these verbs coincide with the moving events of themes (Pinker
(1989), Krifka (2001)); forexample, to pull something, to ride something, or to walk
something entails the movement of things pulled, ridden, or walked. Thus, these verbs
lexicalize a movement event. However, there is no movement associated with the DOC, so
the verbs and the cdnsction are not compatible with each other.

Verbs of manner of speaking do not occur in the DOC, either.

3 Other verbs belonging to this categoryush lower, andhaul.
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(83) a. * Annyelled Beth the news. (Krifka (1999: 10))

b. Ann yelled the news to Beth. (Krifka (1999: 10))
(84) a. * Ann shouted Betthe news. (Krifka (1999: 3))
b. Ann shouted the news to Beth. (Krifka (1999: 3))

These types of verbs, in their transitive use, share one characteristic with verbs of continuing
imparting force or control: the causing event named by the verb coindgidésenransfer of
information, that is, the transfer of a theme. For example, to yell something or to shout
something entails the movement of something yelled or shouted. These verbs, too, lexicalize

a movement; therefore, they are compatible only tivétPPC.

5.3.1.3. Verb-Sensitive Approach

A third approach can be called Othe “gensitive approach.O This approach treats
verbs likegive or sell differently from those likehrow or send. Jackendoff (1990) claims
that verbs in the former class inherently mean change of possession, and that those in the latte
class mean Oinstantaneous imparting of force in some manner causing ballistic motionC
(Pinker (1989: 110)). Partially in line witlackendoff (1990), Rappaport Hovav and Levin

(2008)(RH & L (2008)) classify dativeerbs into two types:

(85) Dative verbs having only a caused possession meaning:
a. Verbs that inherently signify acts of givirgive hand lend loan, pass rent,
sell E
b. Verbs of future havingilocate allow, bequeathgrant, offer, owe promise E

c. Verbs of communicatiotell, show ask teach read write, quote cite, E
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(86) Dative verbs having both caused motion and possession meanings:
a. Verts of sendingforward, mail, send ship E
b. Verbs of instantanesucausation of ballistic motiofing, "ip, kick, lob, slap
shoof throw, toss E
c. Verbs of causation of accompanied motion in a deictically speciled direction:
bring, take
d. Verbs of instrument of communicatioemail, fax, radio, wire, telegraph
telephoneE
(RH & L (2008: 13}))

In their frameworkyerbsin (85) (give-type verbspenote only the caused possession meaning
in either construction. Verbs in (86)(throw-type verbsyenote either the caused possession
or caused motion meaning in the DOC, and the caused motiomgeethe PPC. Here is

a summary of their vergensitive approach and the multiple meaning approach:

A summary of the ved®nsitive approach

DOC PPC
givetype verbs caused possession caused possession
throwtype verbs caused motioor

caused motion
cause possession

A summary of the multiple meaning approach

DOC PPC

all dative verbs caused possession caused motion
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RH & L (2008) argue that the different acceptabilities of sentences observed in the previous
section can be accountear by considering the heaviness of the NPs and/or information
structure. We will overview their contention as a representative stulg wverbsensitive
approach.

One of the important premises of their claim is that instances of the PPC with a
givetype verb do not encode an event schema that includes a path and therefore does no

involve transfer. In support of this claim, they present as an example the following data:

(87) Cultural commissioner Megan Whilden said that the ve OArtscape® piece
would Ogive a festive air to Park Square, theyOre fun and interesting.O

(RH & L (2008: 139))

They argue that sentence (87) does not involve transfer, since the thenfieshi airdoes
not exist prior to the event named by the wgvia  They conalde from this kind of example
that if there is no transfer, there is no path.
RH & L (2008) argue that heaviness and/or information structure play a crucial role in
the choice between the two constructions. They roughly de!ne heaviness and ioformat

structure in the following way:

(88) a. Heavines: Heavy material comes last.
b. Information structure: Given material comes before new material.

(RH & L (2008: 156))

We Irst overview their claim on heaviness and then move on to thewm okaiinformation

structure.
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In their framework, idiomatic uses suchgage X a headachean occur in the PPC

when the goal NP is heavy. Consider the data in (89):

(89 a. Eitis unreadable, guaranteed to give a headachayene who looks hard
at the small print. (RH & L (2008: 158), bold mine)
b. ODoing my taxesO gives a headac2® percent of Americans surveyed
for Bristol-Myers Squibb, which makes Excedrin parelief medicine.

(RH & L (2008: 158), bold mine)

The goal NPs in (8%@re relatively heavier than the theme NPs, and it licenses the PPCs.
The sentences in (90) are also presented as evidence that heaviness plays a key role i

determining the choicbetween the PPC and the DOC.:

(90) a. # NixonOs behavior gave areider a book to Mailer.
b. NixonOs behavior gave an idea for a boekdey journalist living in New

York City in the 1970s.

(after Snyder (2003: 35), bold mine)

Although sentence (90a) is claimed to be unacceptable out of context, it certaiodptalale
when the goal NP is long and heavy, as illustrated in (90b).

Let us move on to their discussion on informastuctural considerations. RH & L
claim that informatiofstructural considerations can account for the different acceptability

sentences like those in (91):
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91) a. Interviewing Richard Nixon gave Norman Mailer a book. (=(72a))

b. * Interviewing Richard Nixon gave a book to Norman Mailer. (= (72b))

The PPC is acceptable when the theme NP is given, as illustrat2yd in (9

92 A It is very diflcult to getan idea for a book simply from an interview.
B:  Well, interviewing Nixon gavan idea for a book to Mailer.

(RH & L (2008: 157), bold mine)

The theme NRn idea for a bools introduced in the sentence uttered pgaker A and thus
given in the sentence uttered by Speaker B. This data is presented as evidence that there i
no semantic difference encoded between the two constructions.

The informatiomrstructural account can also explain idiomatic uses sugivasX a

headachendgive X the creeps Consider (93) and (94):

(93) a. The noise gave Terry a headache. (= (70a))
b. * The noise gave a headache to Terry. (= (70b))
(94) a. The count gives me the creeps. (=(71a))
b. * The count gives the crgeto me. (= (71b))

It is generally the case that a recipient is human, and a themehaman. Human beings,

rather than inanimate entities, are likely to be familiar in a given discourse and hence to be a
topic in the discourse; on the other hand,illmess, as it is inanimate, is usually new
information. Thus, it is informatiestructurally appropriate for a recipient to precede a

theme, which makes suitable the employment of the default word order of the IMD€n
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the idiomatic uses occur in tR¥PC, as in the (b) sentences of (93) and (94), the theme is
regarded as old information and the recipient is considered to be new information. This
interpretation is unlikely, and thus the sentences are judged unacceptable without context.

It is expected in their framework that an illness, when it is old information, can precede

arecipient. This expectation is, they argue, borne out by the data in (95):

(95) | think itOs time you give your lovely illness to someone else!!!

(RH & L (2008: 159)sic)

It is concluded from this kind of data that one and the same meaning is associated with both

constructions.

5.3.2. Arguing for the Multiple Meaning Approach

This subsecton argues that the DOC and the PPC denote different meanings: the DOC
denotes caused possession and the PPC caused motion. By caused possession, | mean 1
bringing about by the subject argument of a relation between the indirect and direct objects.
TheDOC does not encode a transfer of entities from the subject referent to the indirect object
referent. The classi!cation of dative verbs by RH & L (2008) is irrelevant here. | Irst
investigate the heaviness account overviewed above and argue agditisert. move on to
demonstrate that the PPC, regardless of the type of verb appearing in it, does have an even
schema that includes a path. | then move on to investigate the inforatataiare account
overviewed above and argue against it. Thissstlibn also claims that some instances of
the PPC can be licensed by the Conduit Metaphor, and that this metaphor can only license the
PPC, not the DOC. At the end of this =dation, | present other examples whose

acceptability is predicted in our framenk.
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5.3.2.1. Against the Heaviness Account

Let us !rst examine the issue of heaviness. Heavy material comes last in order to
observe the principle of end weight (e.g. Wasow (2002)). Acceptability for various types of
constructions can certainly be overridden by this factor, but this doesioatarat all that the
DOC and the PPC have one and the same meaning associated with them. When the goal NI
Is heavy, to employ the default word order of the PPC is sometimes the only option available;
we have sometimes no choice but to employ the PPfdan @ observe the principle of end
weight.

For example, theeaviness of an NP determines the naturalness of the sentences in (96)

and (97):

(96) a. Robin talked with Dana about the cockroach that ate Cincinnati.
b. ? Robin talked about treckroach that ate Cincinnati with Dana.
(97) a. ? Robin talked with the former vieghairman of the sociopathy department
about Leslie.
b. Robin talked about Leslie with the former vidgairman of the sociopathy
department.

(Culicover and Jackeloff (2005: 146147), with modi'cations)

These data indicate that a sentence sounds more natural when a heavier material comes las
In (96), the information talked about is heavier than the person talked with; thus, the (a)
sentence sounds more natdan the (b) sentence. In (97), on the other hand, the person
talked with is heavier; thus, the (b) sentence sounds more natural.

Hawkins (1994) observes that sentence (98a) is the most acceptable of the three, and

that sentence (98c) is the leasteptable.
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(98) a. Joe looked the number up.
b. Joe looked the number of the ticket up.
C. Joe looked the number that Mary had forgotten up.

(Hawkins (1994: 65))

In terms of heaviness, the heavier the linguistic element denoting the matkadl lp, the
less acceptable the sentence becomes. This is precisely because the element in question
situated not at the end of the sentence, although it becomes heavier and heavier than the
particleup.

When it comes to the DOC and the PP@niploy the default word order of the PPC is
sometimes the only option available when the goal NP is heavy. Bresnan et al. (2007)

observe the contrasts in (99) and (100):

(99) a. That movie gavene the creeps.
b. * That movie gave the creepsite.
(100) a. 7?7Stories like these must gipeople whose idea of heaven is a world without
religion the creepskE
b. Stories like these must give the creeppeisple whose idea of heaven is a
world without religionE

(Bresnan et al. (2007: 731), boldmine)

As illustrated in (99), when the goal NP is not heavy, only the DOC is acceptable; as
llustrated in (100), when the goal NP is heavy, the PPC is much preferable to the DOC.
These data indicate that we have no choice but to employ the PPC wheal tRe is long

and heavy; the default word order of the PPC is appropriate in order not to violate the principle
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of end weight.

If there is no difference in meaning between the PPC and the DOC, the PPC in (99b)
should be just as acceptable as ti@CDin (99a). Since sentences like (99b) cannot be
acceptable without factors such as heaviness, as illustrated in (100Db), it seems reasonable f
suppose that the DOC and the PPC encode distinct meanings. It is not that the DOC in (99a)
is preferable tdie PPC in (99b); in this case, the DOC is perhaps the only option available.

The same principle lies behind the contrasts observed in the following sentences:

(101) a. Working hard for 20 years gave Mike a house.
b. * Working hard for 20 yeargave a house to Mike.
(102) a. ?Working hard for 20 years gave every journalist living in New York City in
the 20th century a house.
b. Working hard for 20 years gave a house to every journalist living in New

York City in the 20th century.

Sentace (101a) is acceptable, and sentence (101b) is not. However, when the goal NP is
heavy, the PPC is much preferable to the DOC, as illustrated in (102). In this case, the
heaviness of the goal NP licenses the employment of the word order of the P& faro

the sentence to be understandable.

5.3.2.2. PPC Having a Path

In this subsection, | present several pieces of evidence indicating that the PPC,
regardless of the type of verb occurring in &slan event schema that includes a path. A
path in the PPC stems from the spatial semantic meaning of the parfely Langacker

(1991), Colleman and De Clerck (2009)). The DOC, on the other hand, lacks this particle
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and thus lacks an event schen@iding a path.

As noted by Colleman and De Clerck (2009: 37, fn. 14), Engbshas not
grammaticalized into a dative marker as its French counterpart has. Engashmark a
goal toward which a theme moves but cannot mark a source from aviingme moves
away; on the other hand, its French countefpanarks not only a goal but also a source.

Observe the sentences in (103) and (104):

(103) a. s ont donnZ un livre ~ Paul.
Theyhave given a book to Paul
OThey gave a botw Paul.O
b. They gave a book to Paul.
(104) a. Is ont volZ un livre =~ Paul
Theyhave stolen a book to Paul
OThey stole a book from Paul.O
b. * They stole a book to Paul.

(cf. Colleman and De Clerck (2009: 37, fn. 14))

Frent” is not but Englisho is subject to this direction constraint. These facts indicate that
French™ has grammaticalized (from an allative marker) into a dative marker, while Eoglish
has not undergone the same stage of grammaticalization. HEmgistpreposition.

The basic meaning of English is to mark a goal at the end of spaéimporal path.
This particle brings in the path semantics to the PPC. Langacker (1991); &8 example,

describes the meaning difference in the sentem¢®85) in the way given in (106):
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(105) a. Bill sent a walrus to Joyce.
b. Bill sent Joyce a walrus.

(106) In [105a] the morphemt® specilcally designates the path followed by the
walrus, thereby rendering this aspect of the conceptuatizatioe prominent
than it would otherwise be E In [105b] on the other hands absent, but the
juxtaposition of two unmarked nominalloyceanda walrug after the verb
symbolizes a possessive relationship between the !rst nominal and the second.
Consguently [105b] lends added prominence to the con!gurartion that
results when the walrus completes its trajectory, namely that which !nds it in
JoyceOs possession E

(Langacker (1991: 134), after Colleman and De Clerck (2009: 10))

The verb in the exanplof the PPC in (105a) send a throwtype verb; nevertheless,
LangackerOs argument also applies to instances of the PB®ertithe verbs.

If we assume that the semantic representation of the PPC has a path, we can account fo
an observation ade by Harley (2003). Harley (2003: 42) observes that the DOC in (107a)
can express the idea that John impregnated Mary, while the PPC in (107b) seems to entail tha

an already existing child was physically transfetfed.

(107) a. John gave Mary a child (Harley (2003: 42))

b. John gave a child to Mary. (Harley (2003: 42))

Not only sentence (107a) but also sentence (107b) contains thegiverb HarleyOs

observation pertaining to (107b) follows from the combination of the following: (i) the particle

14 \We examined sentence (107a) in section 5.2.1.3 as example (35).
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to contributes a path semantics to the PPC; (ii) the PPC encodes caused motion; (iii) a child
was transferred along a path to a goal; and (iv) the child must exigophiergiving event in
order to move along a path to a goal.

Similar examplesare given in (108) and (109):

(108) a. God sent Mary a daughter.
b. God sent a daughter to Mary.
(109) a. MaryOs long prayers brought her a son.

b. MaryOs long prayers brought a son to her.

The (a) sentences in (108) and (109) describe ewtratie the subject referents caused the
bringing about of relations between the indirect object and direct object referents. In these
cases, the direct object referents were not transferred but created. On the other hand, the (b
sentences describe eventhere the subject referents caused already existing children to go to
the goal NPs physically.

The validity of these observations is supported by the data iR1{I)0 where #

indicates that the sentences are less preferable than the counterparts

(110) a. Mary wanted a childsmuch, but she didnOt get pregnant. She prayed and
prayed, and nally God sent her a son.
b. # Mary wanted a child so much, but she didnOt get pregnant. She prayed and
prayed, and !nally God sent a son to her.
(111) a. Mary wanted a child so muchyt she didnOt get pregnant. She prayed and
prayed, and !nally her long prayers gave her a son.

b. # Mary wanted a child so much, but she didnOt get pregnant. She prayed and
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prayed, and nallyher long prayers gave a son to her.

The context makesadtear that the woman in question wanted a child of her own. What is at
issue here is the creation of children, not the transfer of already existing children. Thus, as
llustrated in (110) and (111), the DOCs are preferred. The fact that the PPCs are not
preferred in this particular context follows from our assumption that the PPC encodes an event
schema including a path. The PPCs in the (b) sentences describe situations where an alread
existing child was transferred from one place along a certaitgpatiother; the son in the (b)
sentences couttiusbe anyoneOs son, which does not accord well with the context.

Note in passing that the path in the PRith a givetype verb lacks any internal
structure. As observed by several previous stufig. Jackendoff (1983 192Krifka
(2009), the path in the PPC whose verb igigetype one has no internal structure.

Consider (112):

(112) a. * Susan gave the ball {all the way / halfways} to Bill.
b. Jake threw the ball {all the way / halfway}Ball.
C. | sent the package {all the way / halfway} around the world to the Antarctic.

(RH & L (2008: 138))

Expressions likall the wayand halfway denote internal structures of paths. Since they
cannot appear in the PPC witlgigetype verb as ifl12a), unlike the PPCs withrowtype

verbs as in (112b) and (112c), the path of this type of PPC is not internally complex.
Nevertheless, these data merely indicate that the path in the PPC whosegiggtypa one

lacks any internal structure;ethdo not indicate at all that this type of the PPC lacks a path
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altogethef?

5.3.2.3. Against the Information-Structure Account

Let us move on to investigate the validity & thformationrstructural account that we
saw in section 5.3.1.3. To conclude, informastuctural considerations cannot validate
the claim that the DOC and the PPC encode one and the same meaning.

If we assume that the DOC denotes caused passessl the PPC denotes caused
motion, we can straightforwardly account for the fact that sentences like (hif) diferent

acceptabilities:

(113) a. Interviewing Richard Nixon gave Norman Maiebook. (=(91a))

b. * Interviewing Richard Nixoigavea book to Norman Maliler. (= (91b))

It is argued in RH & L (2008) that sentences like (113b) are acceptable when the theme NP is

given information, and the data in (114) is presented:

(114) A: It is very diflcult to getan idea for a book simply from an interview.

B:  Well, interviewing Nixon gavan idea for a book to Mailer. (=(92)

> Thegivetype verbs in the PPC can take only the possessional goal, as illustrated in (i) and (ii):

0] a. * Where did you give the ball?
Where did you throw the ball? To third base.
C. Where did you send the bicycle? To Rome.
(RH & L (2008: 137), cf.Levinson (2005))

| gave the package to {Maria / *London}.
| sent the package to {Maria / London}.
| threw the ball to {Maria / the other side of the !eld}.

(RH & L (2008: 138), cf. Green (1974: 103), Goldsmitt8a:3130))

(ii)

o
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On the basis of these kinds of examples, it is concluded that there is no semantic difference
betveen the DOC and the PPC. However, the explanation of the sentence in (114) uttered
by Speaker B cannot straightforwardly apply to the sentences in (113), since the value of the
theme NPs differs. In (113), it & book in (114), it isan idea for a boa Note that

sentence (113b) is distinctly odd even when the theme NP is given. Observe (115):

(115) A: It is very diflcult to write a book simply from an interview.
Bi: * Well, interviewing Richard Nixon gavebook to Norman Mailer.

Bii:  Well, interviewing Richard Nixon gave Norman Matdsook.

Thus one must provide an explanation floe differential acceptability of sentences like those
in (113).

We hypothesize that the subject argument of the DOC and that of the PPC are speciled
as a causer and as an agent, respectively. The gerund phrase in the subject position of th
DOC in(113a) can cause the creation of a relation between the indirect and direct objects; in
other words, the indirect object referent wrote a book by interviewing someone. Thus,
sentence (113a) is acceptable. On the other hand, the same gerund phrasejas it
animate, cannot be an agent and thus cannot physically transfer entities from one place to
another. In other words, doing the act of interviewing cannot physically move entities like
books from one place to another. Therefore, sentence (11Blarseptable.

The same reasoning applies to examples similar to (113). Observe the sentences in

(116119)*°

16 Oehrle (1976: 228) gives similar examples as well:

0] a. The American program to land a man on the moon gave Mailer a book.
b. * The American program to land a man on the moon gave a book to Mailer.
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(116) a. Working hard for 20 years gave Mikéouse. (= (40a))
b. * Working hard for 20 years gauéouse to Mike.
(117) a. Workinghard for 20 years gave Milafortune. (= (41a)
b. * Working hard for 20 years gaudortune to Mike.
(118) a. Trying to see around the couple in front of us gava pn in the neck.
b. * Trying to see around the couple in front of us gepain in the neck to me.
(119) a. Having a smart older sister gave Jahrinferiority complex.
b. * Having a smart older sister gaueinferiority complex to John.

(Green (1974: 103, 129), bold mine)

The gerund phrases in the subject positions of @€$can cause the indirect object referent

to have things like houses, fortunes, pains, and complexes; in other words, the indirect object
referents built a house, made a fortune, had a pain in the neck, or had a certain complex by
working hard for certaiyears, trying to see around the couple in front of them, or having a
smart sibling. Thus, the (a) sentences in 1% successfully instantiate the DOC. On

the other hand, the same gerund phrases, as they are not animates, cannot be agents and tf
cannot physically transfer entities from one place to another. In other words, the events
denoted by the gerund phrases themselves cannot physically move houses, fortgnes, pain
and complexes. Therefore, the (b) sentences cannot instantiate the PPC.

The facts observed in (1:2@3) parallel that in (115).

(i) a. A series of accidentalrcumstances gave Knopf & Che Magic Mountain
b. * A series of accidental circumstances geive Magic Mountaito Knopf & Co.
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(120) A: It is very dif!cult to build a house simply by working hard.
Bi: * Well, working hard for 20 years gaadouse to Mike.
Bii:  Well, working hard for 20 years gave Mikéouse.
(121) A: It is very diflcult to makea fortune simply by working hard.
Bi: * Well, working hard for 20 years gaxdortune to Mike.
Bii.  Well, working hard for 20 years gave Mikdortune.
(122) A: It is very diflcult to geta pain in the neck isply by trying to see around
people in front of you.
Bi: * Well, trying to see around the couple in front of us gepgin in the neck to
me.
Bii:  Well, trying to see around the couple in front of us gaveampein in the
neck.
(123) A: It is vay dilcult to geta complex simply by having brothers or sisters.
Bi: * Well, having a smart older sister gaweinferiority complex to John.

Bii.  Well, having a smart older sister gave Jafiinferiority complex.

The data in (12023) indicagé that one cannot conclude by simply resorting to
informationstructural considerations that there is no semantic difference between the two
constructions.

| present other data indicating the existence of semantic difference between the two
construtions. If there is no semantic difference encoded between the two constructions, and
different acceptabilities can be accounted for by informatiarcture considerations, it will
be expected that the DOC and the inverted PPC can appear in the saorementir
Informationstructurally, they have the same status, with a goal preceding a theme. However,

this expectation is not borne out. Consider {124):
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(124) A: Norman Mailerdid not work at all last year.
Bi: * Well, interviewing RichardNixon gaveto him a book.
Bii:  Well, interviewing Richard Nixon gave himbook.

(125) A: It is very diflcult to build a house simply by working hard.
Bi: * Well, working hard for 20 years gave to Mikhouse.
Bii:  Well, working hard for 20 years gave Mikéouse.

(126) A: It is very diflcult to makea fortune simply by workng hard.
Bi: * Well, working hard for 20 years gave to Mikéortune.

Bii:  Well, working hard for 20 years gave Mikdortune.

If we assume that the DOC and the PPC differ in meaning, these data can easily be explained.
Recall the sentee in (95), repeated here as (127). It is presented as evidence that
idiomatic examples such Xsgives Y a headache/the creepralso occur in the PPC when

informationstructural conditions are satis!ed.

(127) | think itOs time you give your lovely illness to someone else!!!

Sentence (127) merely describes a situation where the subject of the PPC is required to
transfer his/ar own illness to someone else. To conclude, it is irrelevant in this particular
case to discuss informatistructural considerations.

We should recall the discussion that we saw in section 5.3.1.3. Consider the idiomatic

examples in (128):

(128) a. The noise gave Terry a headache. (=(93a))

b. * The noise gave a headache to Terry. (= (93h))
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RH & L (2008) argue that it is generally the case that a recipient is human, and a theme is
nonhuman. Human beings, rather than inanimate entitielkedyeto be familiar in a given
discourse and hence to be a topic in the discourse; on the other hand, an illness, as it is
inanimate, is usually new information. Thus, it is informasisacturally appropriate for a
recipient to precede a theme, whidakes suitable the use of the default word order of the
DOC. When the idiomatic uses occur in the PPC, as in the (b) sentence of (128), the theme
Is regarded as old information and the recipient is considered to be new information. This
interpretations unlikely, and thus the sentence is judged unacceptable without context. It is
expected in their framework that an illness, when it is old information, can precede a recipient.
They present the data in (127), claiming that their expectation is borbg ibut However,
the PPC in (127) denotes a transfer of a theme. It is precisely for this reason that the PPC,
not the DOC, is employed. Informatistructural considerations are simply irrelevant here.
There still remains a question of why trentence in (114) uttered by Speaker B,

repeated here as (129), should be acceptable, to which we now turn in the next section.

(129) A: It is very diflcult to get an idea for a book simply from an interview.

B:  Well, interviewing Nixon gave an idéar a book to Mailer.

5.3.24. Conduit Metaphor
The Conduit Metaphor (e.g. Reddy (1979), Lakoff and Johnson (1980)) can apply to the
PPC and can license some of its instances. For example, the sen{@@3 uttered by

Speaker B, repeated here as (130), is licensed by this metaphor.

" This idea itself is given to me by Yukio Hirose (p.c.).

163



(130) A: It is very diflcult to get an idea for a book simply from an interview.

B:  Well, interviewing Nixon gave an idea for a book to Mailer.

The PPC encodes caused motion. Caused motion and the conduit metaphor are compatible
with each other, ste caused motion entails sending entities from one place to another, which
Is what the conduit metaphor is all about. Therefore, the conduit metaphor can apply to the
PPC. This hypothesis can also invalidate some examples presented by RH & L (2008).

The conduit metaphor consists of the following three components:

(131) Conduit Metaphor (Reddy (1979), Lakoff and Johnson (1980)):
I. Ideas are objects.
Ii. Words are containers.

. Communication is sending.

In this metaphor, communi@an involves ideas contained in words traveling across from the
speaker to the hearer.

As shown in (131), what is made to travel by the conduit metaphor is ideas or things of
similar sort. They denote internal conceptual or emotional materiatadlied by Reddy

(1979) repertoire member of individuals. See (132):

(132) Repertoire Member (RM) (Reddy (1979))

e.g. ideas, thoughts, meanings, or feeling

We employ the verbonveyas a diagnostic for RM, as exempliled in (133):
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(133) a. to convey a(n) {idea / thought / meaning / feeling}

b. * toconveya{TV/car/desk/ chair}

The verbconveyin this diagnostic is intended to mean to make ideas, feelings, etc. known to
somebody, not to take, carry or transport somebody/something from one place to another, as
in A carriage was waiting to convey her homdf a noun can appear as the direct object of
the verlconveyit denotes an RM.

Let us look at the subject obnveying repertoire members. Many different entities,
including events, can convey RMs, supporting the claim that sentence (130B) is licensed by

the metaphor in question. Consider (134):

(134) a. The passage conveys a feeling of excitement.
b. Your writing must transfer these ideas to those who need them.
C. His letter brought the idea to the French pilots.

(Reddy (1979: 313))

Each sentence in (134) contains an RiMeeling of excitemem (134a),these ideasn

(134b), andhe ideain (134c). As exempliled irthe passagén (134a),your writing in

(134b), andhis letterin (134c), the subject of the act of sending RMs can be inanimate.
Furthermore, not only inanimate entities but also events or state of affairs can do the act of

sendig RMs. Consider (135):

(135) a. Thisunderstanding gave meaning to sigffering.  (The Attack of the Blgb
b. Caring conveys a feeling of compassion and empaffijie AbcOs of Valjies

C. Thinking of Erica brought an idea to me. (My FatherOs Letty
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RMs can also be conveyed by understanding, caring, and thinking. Thus, it seems
reasonable to assume that interviewing someone, the event denoted in the subject position of
the PPC in (130B), can also convey RMs. This thesis argues that sent@Bges(l&nsed
by the conduit metaphor.

The (b) sentences in (113) and (l1®), repeated here as (136), are not licensed by
this metaphor, since nouns like books, houses, fortpags, and complexe® not refer to

RMs.

(136) a. * Interviewing Nixon gave a book to Norman Maliler.
b. * Working hard for 20 years gave a house to Mike.
c. * Working hard for 20 years gave a fortune to Mike.
d. * Trying to see around the couple in front of us gave a pain in the neck to me.

* Having a srart older sister gave an inferiority complex to John.

®

Observe (137):

(137) * to convey a(n) {book / house / fortune / pain / inferiority complex}

Therefore, the sentences in (L8&nnot be licensed by the conduit metaphor. Note that it is
allowed b sayto convey the impression of a pain or an inferiority comjewhich case the
thing conveyed is an impression. The wongressiondenotes a RM, as is clear from the
following delnition of it: an idea, a feeling or an opinion that you get about
somebody/something, or that somebody/something givé®xfoud LearnerOs Dictionaries,
bold mine).

The claim that the conduit metapltoan apply to the PPC can invalidate another type of
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datagivenby RH & L (2008). As we saw in section 5.3.1.3, sentences like (87), repeated
here as (138), are presented as evidence that a PPQywittyge verb does not involve an

event schema thatdludes a path.

(138) Cultural commissioner Megan Whilden said that the 've OArtscapeO pieces

would Ogive a festive air to Park Square, theyOre fun and interesting.O

It is claimed that sentence (138) does not involve transfer, since the thean@ediive air
does noexist prior to the event named by the vgike  If there is no transfer, there is no
path’®

One possible problem with their claim will be that it is uncertain whether or not the
theme NP exists before the giving event. There is no evidencetgtesapporting its
nonexistence; thus, one cannot easily conclude that sentence (138) does not express transfel
and that it does not contain a path.

Sentence (138) is an instance of the PPC to which the conduit metaphor applies; the

direct object festive aidenotes an RM, as illustrated in (139):

(139) to convey a festive air

Sentence (138) thus does not serve as evidence that the PP@ivéttype verb does not
involve transfer and does not contain a semantic representation inelyoditing

Let us look at the subject of conveying a certain air.  Inanimate entiti€3AitscapeO
piecescan convey a certain air, supporting the claim that sentence (138) is licensed by the

conduit metaphor. Observe the sentences in (140):

18 Artscapes an annual art festival held in America.

167



(140) a. He managed to convey a mild, almost scholarly ajiHeavenOs Net is Wide
b. The lack of OnhistoricalO events can therefore convey a spurious air of
immobility. (The Cambridge Ancient HistQry
C. The six published versions of this myth do rifedgreatly. Reo FortuneOs
version from Tewara is the most detailed and discursive, and because it
follows the rhythms of the vernacular it conveys a canonical air.

(The Kula: New Perspectives on Massim Exchange

The subjects of conveying a certainia these sentences refer to a human being ((a)), a lack
of something ((b)), and a myth ((c)). These data make it clear that not only can human
beings convey a certain air, but also-homan entities can do so. Thasntence (138)
accords well with or analysis.

Furthermore, the present study argues against the claim by some previous studies that
some examples of the DOC are licensed by the conduit metaphor. | argue that they are
actually not licensed by it. For example, Goldberg (1992) arthat sentence (141) is

licensed by the conduit metaphor.

(141) Mary, gave Joe hethoughts on the subject.
(Goldberg (1992: 63), with modi!cations)

Our account is as follows: the presenchefin the direct object NP in (141) makes the idea
MaryOs idea, not JoeOs. It is diflcult to suppose that Joe created in himself someone else(
idea. In this case, we have no choice but to think that Mary transferred her own idea to Joe.
As a result, it appears that the conduit metaphor applies to thedOCis illusory. Only

the PPC, not the DOC, can be licensed by the metaphor in question.
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In fact, as we saw at the beginning of section 5.3, the DOC and the PPC can denote one
and the same state of affairs, as a result of the composition ek \@iiihe arguments.
Nevertheless, this does not indicate that the DOC and the PPC can be licensed by the sam:

metaphor. Consider (142):

(142) a. John gave the bell boy a large tip. (= (69a))

b. John gave a large tip to the bell boy. (= (69b))

As argued by Van Bell and Van Langedonck (1996), the difference between sentences like
those in (142) can be neutralized by our world knowledge. It is understood that giving
someone a tip involves a transfer of a tip from the giver to the givee. In thjstieas
interaction of values of the arguments results in denoting one and the same situation, no mattel

which construction may be employed.

5.3.2.5. Predictable Examples

This subsection presents amples predicted to be explained by our assumptions. For
example, given that the DOC denotes caused possession and the PPC denotes caused motic
it is expected to Ind the meaning contrasts observed by Wiliams (1994). Consider (143)

and (144YWilliams (1994: 250))”°

(143) a. | gave John a cold. [not my cold]
b. | gave a cold to John. [my cold]
(144) a. | gave John an idea. [not my ideq]
b. | gave an idea to John. [my idea]

19 Sentencél43a) appears as sentencs il Bection 5.1.2.
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The DOC expresses the bringing about by the subject referent oti@nréketween the
indirect and direct objects; on the other hand, the PPC denotes a transfer of the direct object
referent from the subject referent to the complement of the preposition. Therefore, the direct
object referents in the (a) sentences in (#48)(144) are considered to be created within the
indirect object referents. A possible context for (143a) is a situation where the speaker kept
John waiting outside a house or building for certain hours, and John got a cold because of it; a
possible sitation denoted by (144a) is that the presence of the subject referent or its certain
behavior created an idea within the indirect object reféter@®n the other hand, the direct
object referents in the (b) sentences are transferred from the subjecttsreterdime
complements of the preposition; the subject referents in the (b) sentences in (143) and (144)
transferred their own cold or idea to someone else. For example, Akashi (2005) observes
thata coldin sentences like (143b) denotes a virus. A colgscan be transferred from one

place to another, and the sentence successfully instantiates the PPC. This interpretation of

the wordcoldalso appears in the PPCs given in (145):

(145) a. DonOt give your cold to others! Cover your nose and mottravigsue
when you cough or sneeze, then throw the tissue away and wash your hands.
(Akashi (2005: 73))
b. If you give your cold to Mom and she gives it to Dad and each of them gives
it to two other people E (A KidOs Oflcial Guide to Gerins
C. The Contac commercial on television used to say: OGive your hand to a friend
and give your heart to your love, but give your cold to Contac.O

(Best Funeral Meditations

2 Krifka (1999: 4) makes a similar observation.
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The reasoning applied to the (b) sentences in (143) and (144) can also apialgdesns
of the PPC with the word headaché" As we saw before, PPCs like the following are

unacceptable.

(146) * The lightning gave a headache to me.

As Akashi (2005) observebgadachenot only means (i) Oa continuous pain in the
head,O butlso (i) Oa person or g that causes worry or troubl¢Oxford LearnerOs

Dictionaries). Here are some examples of the wmeddachelenoting meaning (ii):

(147) a. He was a headache to her.

b. It is a headache to all relativists, whether thdmwit it or not.

Headacheof meaning (i) refers to an entity that can be transferred (Akashi (2005: 73)), since
it denotes a person or thing. It is thus expected that it can appear in the PPC, and this

expectation is borne out by the following data:

(148) a. Sending a copy to every elector is a nice gesture, but futile, because it is
unreadable, guaranteedgioe a headache to anyone who looks hard at the
small print. (cf. (89a))

b. TAX TIME is a big headache for Americans, according to The dtxce

Headache Report. ODoing my taxgis@ a headache to 22 percent of

Z The reasoning applied to the (b) sentences in (143) and (144) applies to the following sentence discussed in
section 5.3.2.3 as well.

0] I think itOs time you give your lovely illness to someone else!!! (=@127)
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Americans surveyed for Bristdlyers Squibb, which makes Excedrin

painrelief medicine. (cf. (89hb))

The contexts in (148) make it clear tilaheadacheppearing in them does nofereto a
continuous pain in someoneOs head; the seMAXCEIME is a big headache for Americans
in (148b), for example, particularly makes it clear that a headache in this context denotes
meaning (ii). It is described in (148a) that sending an unreadapy to every elector is
equal to giving to them things causing worry or trouble. The PPC in (148b) describes a
situation where making a tax payment is equal to giving to those who do it things causing
worry or trouble. The worbleadachean occur as theme of the PPC, as long as it denotes
an entity that can be transferred.

We have observed the sentences in (148) in section 5.3.1.3. They are presented by RH
& L (2008) as examples demonstrating that heaviness plays a role in determining e choic
between the DOC and the PP(he sentences in question instantiate the PPC precisely
because they denote transfers of themegaviness considerations anelevant in these
cases, since the wongadachealenoting meaning (ii) can appear even wheoah §P is not

heavy. Observe (149):

(149) a. Sending a copy to every elector is a nice gesture, but futile, because it is
unreadable, guaranteed to give a headaahveitgone.
b. TAX TIME is a big headache for Americans, according to The Excedrin

Headache Report. ODoing my taxesO gives a headaithmiericans.

The data in (149) validate our claim.

It is also expected that the sentences in-(BX) differ in their acceptability.
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(150) a. Providence gave them a daughter.
b. * Provdence gave a daughter to them.
(151) a. Providence sent them a daughter.
b. * Providence sent a daughter to them.
(152) a. Their marriage brought them a child.

b. * Their marriage brought a child to them.

The subjects of the sentences abovenardhuman beings. Therefore, while they can cause
the creation of relations between the indirect and direct objects, they cannot be agents and
cannot physically move children along a certain path to a goal. We can account for the

different acceptabilitpf the sentences in (153) and (154) in the same way.
(153) a. Working in France gave Mike a wife.
b. * Working in France gave a wife to Mike.
(154) a. Living in France gave them a child.

b. * Living in France gave a child to them.

The (b) setences in (15054) cannot be licensed by the conduit metaphor, since nouns like

daughter and child do not denote repertoire members. Observe (155):

(155) * to convey a { daughter / child / wife / husband }

Our framework also predicts the contsesund in (156) and (157), where # indicates the

sentence is less preferable than the counterpart.
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(156) a. Looking at it gave her pleasure. That is, the emotion surged up within her.
b. # Looking at it gave pleasure to her. That is, the ematimged up within
her.
(157) a. Interviewing Nixon gave Mailer an idea for a book. The idea surged up
within him.
b. # Interviewing Nixon gave an idea for a book to Mailer. The idea surged up

within him.

The second sentences denote situations whemgstlike emotions and ideas are created
within a person. The DOC speciles that the referent of the direct object is created within the
referent of the indirect object, not transferred from one place to another. Therefore, the

DOCs in (156) and (157)eeasier than the PPCs for the second sentences to follow.

5.3.3. Summary

Section 5.3 has argued that the DOC and the PPC differ in their meaning; they encode
different meanings. The DOC encodes caused possessibine PPC caused motion. By
caused possession, | mean the bringing about of a relation between the indirect object referent
and another entity. The DOC does not encode the meaning of transfer. By caused motion,
| mean that an agent causes a themaoige along a path to a goal; the PPC is associated with
the meaning of transfer. In terms of conceptual structure, the DOC and the PPC have

different conceptual structures.
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Chapter 6

Concluding Remarks

6.1. Summary

This thesis has been concerned with explicating the natyesséssivéave (PH),
existentiahave(EH), PHDOC, and EFDOC in English from the persptee of a simpli'ed
version of Conceptual Semantics (Jackendoff (198390, 2002, 2007), Culicover and
Jackendoff (2005), Culicover (2009))PH-DOC and EHDOC are the DOC counterparts of
PH and EH.

| have proposed the following conceptual structures:

D a  [EXP X7 [BE (Y (@) [AT (DD
b.  [EXP (X}, BE (IY], [AT (IZ (%))DD]

PH has structure (1a), and KDC has it embedded under another function; whereas EH has
structure (1b), and EBOC has it embedded under another function. The function EXP of
each of the structures in (1) takes as iteis# argument the locatialienoting structure [Y BE

[AT X]], entailing that constructions having either of these conceptual structures have not only
locative characteristics but also characteristics denoted by the relation between the !rst
argument of EXRand its second argument. These conceptual structures encode referential
dependency of one element on another. The !rst argument of EXP of structure (1a) binds
the !rst argument of BE, and that of structure (1b) binds the complement of AT. PH, EH,
PHDOC, and EHDOC demonstrate many different phenomena that can be accounted for by
assuming these semantic representatiofbey all encode binding relations between one

argument and another, and these constructions cannot be fully understood unless ese assum
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these relations, and these relations are best represented over conceptual structure.

Let us brie"y retrace our steps so far. Chapter 2 has outlined our theoretical
framework, on which the present argument is based. It has outlined basicotenets
Conceptual Semantics and introduced theoretical apparatus. Two basic tenets of Conceptua
Semantics are (i) that it is a mentalistic theory, and (ii) that it assumes that meaning is
decompositional; the semantic representation of a given sentencascoh$unctions and
arguments that they take. Arguments bear semantic roles. This chapter has de!ned binding
in conceptual semantics terms and proposed conceptual structures shared by RB@ad PH
on the one hand, and EH and-BX@C on the other. Thergposed conceptual structures
have the function EXP(ERIENCE) embedding under it a locdgmoting structure, namely
[Y BE [AT X]]. In the framework of Conceptual Semantics, binding relations are
represented over conceptual structure. This chapterldmddelined the Possessor and
Experiencer roles. Possessor is taken by the !rst argument of the function EXP of the
conceptuastructures for PH and PBIOC; thePossessor argument binds the !rst argument of
BE. Experiencgron the other hand, is takepthe !rst argument of EXP of the conceptual
structures for EH and EBOC; theExperiencer argument binds the complement of AT.
These specilcations are s(emanse)ections of the Irst arguments of EXP and are
represented at the level of conceptuatsire.

Chapter 3 has been concerned with previous claims/studies pertainagtolt has
Irst overviewed two oftermade claims concerninigave constructions: (i) one is that the
subject arguments of PH and EH are (human) locations; in terrasahtc roles, they bear
only the Location role and do not take any other semantic role, and (i) the other is that English
havehas no semantics at all, and the interpretation of a gi@easentence is completely
determined by the values of its argumsentAt the end of this chapter, we overviewed

another oftermade claim that the construction that we call here PH can be divided into two
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subclasses, regarding thecsdled relationality of a noun in object position. The PH taking a
so-called noarelatinal noun as the surface object is said to denote alienable possession, while
the PH taking a scalled relational noun as the surface object is said to denote inalienable
possession. This claim entails that the two PHs differ in the volitionality ofuthecs
arguments: the subject of the PH denoting alienable possession refers to a volitional entity,
whereas that of the PH denoting inalienable possession refers to@itamal entity.  This

claim also seems to entail that the subject argumentsedivh PHs bear two different
semantic roles. Contrary to this claim, which is argued for by several previous stggies (
Belvin (1993), Harley (1998 | have demonstrated that there is only one PH, and that the
subject argument of PH does not exhihit golition.  In terms of semantic roles, the subject
argument of PH bears one and the same semantic role regardless of the relationality of a nour
in the object NP.

Based on the discussions in chapters 2 and 3, chapter 4 has accounted for many
different phenomena exhibited by PH and EH. This chapter has answered the questions
raised in the previous chapter: (i) the question of whether or not the subject arguments of PH
and EH bear only the Location role, and (ii) the question of whether drametas any
meaning at all.

The subject arguments of both PH and EH bear not only the Location role but also the
Experiencer role. Some phenomena exhibited by PH and EH can be accounted for by
assuming that the subject arguments are locations. Invath#s, some phenomena can be
explained by assuming the [Y BE [AT X]] parts in the conceptual structures for PH and EH.

The other phenomena can be accounted for by assuming that the subject arguments bea
the Experiencer role. In other words, tieeo phenomena can be explained by considering
the binding relationbetween the !rst argument of EXP and the !rst argument of BE or the

complement of AT. The binding relations are constructional meanings of PH and EH.
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Brugman (1988: 51) notes that Ohaving either a general or an abstract meaning is not the sam
as havingno meaning,O and we have followed her in this respect. Nakau (1998) argues that
EH is an Experiencer construction. This thesis argues that not only EH but also PH is an

Experiencer construction.

Chapter 5 has explained many different phenomenwmigrated by PHOC and
EH-DOC. The conceptual structures for both -PEIC and EHDOC have the
locationrdenoting structure [Y BE [AT X]] embedded under the function EXP, entailing that
they have locative characteristics, as well as characteristics exppysthe binding relation
between the !rst argument of EXP and its second argument. Some phenomena exhibited by
PHDOC and EHDOC can be explained by considering the [Y BE [AT X]] parts of their
conceptual structurpthe other phenomena can be accouftietly considering the binding
relations between the !rst argument of EXP and the !rst argument of BE or the complement
of AT.

This chapter has also argued for the claim that the DOC and the corresponding
prepositional phrase construction (PPC)oeecdistinct meanings. In terms of conceptual
structure, they have different conceptual structures. The DOC is associated with the caused
possession meaning. By caused possession, | mean the bringing alvelattiohebetween
the subject and the elente following the verb; the DOC ot associated with the meaning
of transfer. On the other hand, the PPC is associated with the caused motion meaning.
Caused motion entails that an agent transfers a theme along a path to a goal (Goldberg

(1995)).

6.2. Future Research
Let me conclude this thesis by pointing out issues for future research. There seem to

be many other predicates encoding referential dependency. It seems that predicates like the
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following encode binding relations in the sense of this theeid want require would like
hope for andfeel a need for Takingneedandwantfor examples, it has been pointed out by
several previous studies timeed\NP andvantNP denote propositions whaséerpretation is
obtained by assuming the presence lzheelike predicate (McCawley (1974), Ross (1976),
Larson et al. (1997), Harley (2004), Marusi¢ and Zaucer (2006), Schwarz (2006), Beavers et

al. (2008), Harves (2008), Harves and Kayne (2012), eteor example, the sentences in

(2a) and (3a) are understood as meaning (2b) and (3b), respectively:

2 a Harry needs a new car.
b. Harry needs to have a new car.
3 a Harry wants a new car.

b. Harry wants to have a new car.

In our framework, the use afieedand want exempliled in (2a) and (3a) may be
analyzed as having conceptual structures similar to that of PH. For example, sentence (4a) is

interpreted as denoting situations described by sentence (4b):

(4) a.  He{needs/wants} a{house / wife}.

b. He {needs / wants} a {house / wife} of hiswn.

The surface object in (4a) is referentially dependent on the subject referent.  This relation is
more clearly observed in the sentence in (5), where there is a universal quanti'er in the subject

position:

(5) Everyone {needs / wants} a {house / wife}.
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Each member of the set denoted by the quantiler in the sentence in (5) needs or wants a houst
or wife different from any other memberOs in the same set. The value of the direct object in
(5) covaries withhe value of the subject.

Furthermore, these predicates exhibit a similar behavior to that of EH. Consider (6):

6) a. He {needs / wants} a desk in hisom.

b. Everyone{needs / wants} a copy of the paper on dthesk.

Sentence (6gparallels instances of EH suchtdg has a hole in hishog in that the PP
contains a pronoun that refers back to the subject. The identity of the room in (6a) is
determined by the identity of the subject referent. This relation is more clearlyeobserv

the sentence in (6b), where there is a universal quanti'er in the subject position. In this case,
the value of the complement of the preposition covaries with the value of the subject.

Sentence (7a) can also be analyzed as analogous to EH:

(7) a | {need / want}adesk in MaryOs room.
b. * | donOt know Maat all. | donOt bear any relation whatsoever to her
That is, | am not a father, boyfriend, friend, teacher, or boss;to fidow) |

{need / want}adesk in hgrroom.

Sentene (7a) can only be uttered in a situation in which MaryOs identity is determined by the
identity of the subject, for example, in a situation in which Mary is a daughter of the subject
referentOs. When there is no such connection between the subjeut aef@rélary,
sentence (7a) is not acceptable. This is illustrated in the data in (7b).

Sentences such as (7a) contrast with sentences such as (8), whose PPs do not include ¢
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element depending on the subject with respect to its identi!cation. v@l{g@iand (9):

8 a. | putabook on MaryOs desk.
b.  1hid abook behind MaryOs desk.
©)] | didnOt know Manat all. | didnOt bear any relation whatsoever tg her
That is, | was not a father, boyfriend, friend, teacher, or boss {o her

Yesterday, | {put / hidabook {on / behind} hedesk.

One can put or hide something behind anyoneOs desk. Thus, verisafikinide are not
constrained in the same way as verbsridedandwantare.

Predicates likget ! nd, seekchooseselect pick, pick out, andhire are also known as
demonstrating &avelike behavior (Burton (1995), Kobukata (2004), Marusi¢ and Zaucer

(2006)). For example, the sentences in (10), with thehuerloehave like PH:

(10) a. Mike hired a secretgr

b. Everyone hired a secretary.

Sentence (10a) describes a situation where Mikd a secretary of his ownThis relation is
more clearly observed in sentence (10b), where there is a universal quanti'er in the subject
position. Each member dhe set denoted by the quantiler in sentence (10b) hired a
secretary of his or her own. Thus, the conceptual structure for predicatbselikeay
perhaps have characteristics analogous to that for PH.

Predicates such aged want andhire seemto encode referential dependency of one
element upon another; these predicates also constitute a category whose members

lexicalize referential dependency. In line with lla®econstructions and the two uses of the
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DOC, it may be reasonable to assuha there is an anaphor in the semantic representations
of these predicates; the semantic representations for predicates like these may be associate
with referential dependency.

We have examined PH, EH, FBOC, and EFDOC, all of which encode refential
dependency of one element upon another. We have argued that these constructions cannc
be fully understood unless one examines their semantic specilcations; they all encode
referential dependency of one element upon another, and it is bestmegoled the level of
conceptual structure. My immediate hope is that the conceptual semantics approach adoptec
here will act as a stimulus for more research for clarifying the nature of referentially dependent

expressions and constructions containingetexpressions.
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