1.

The traditional conception about the operation Mef@homsky 1995) in
grammar is that if X is merged with Y, then X mb& a selected item in the
argument structure of Y. This conception is imiglicor explicitly assumed by
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This paper shows that Mandarin Chinese permits temmgntation of
unselected syntactic elements, and provides anaeapbn for this
phenomenon. First, two word order asymmetries emdlarin Chinese
are discussed: the adjunct/complement asymmetry ahe

preverbal/postverbal asymmetry. According to thesgmmetries, a
Mandarin Chinese sentence can only take an advVerbipreverbal

position but not in postverbal position, and, fertnore, when a modifier
occurs in postverbal position, it is turned intocamplement or is
excluded. All of this points to a “Kaynean” chaexcof the phrase
structures in Mandarin Chinese as they meet thdigiten of Kayne's

(1994) Linear Correspondence Axiom (LCA). This @amdopts the
theory of Lin (2001) and assumes that Mandarin €®gnverbs and
predicates do not have arguments of their own. oAsequence of this
theory is that the merger of syntactic elementdVimndarin Chinese,
being free from the obscuring effects of prediagiment combination
(Escribano 2004), only needs to follow the guidetloé LCA. This

results in the “Kaynean” character of the phrasecsires in Mandarin
Chinese and specifically the two word order asymieetmentioned
above.

Introduction

most researchers, for instance the following:

)

@)

Saito 2003
(&) Merge applies only to satisfy selectionaluiegments.

(Merge implies selection.)

(b) Selectional requirements must be satisfiebyge.

(Selection implies Merge.)

Chomsky 2000, Collins 2002
Properties of the probe/selectomust be satisfied before new elements
of the lexical subarray are accessed to drive éurtiperations.
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However, this work shows that Mandarin Chinese (k&hceforth) permits
merger, or complementation, of elements not salelofea head. The reason is
that MC verbs and predicates don’t have argumeitiseir own, and as a result
narrow syntax is the locus where argument strudgtufermed. This makes MC
a “Kaynean” language, in that the word order phegwom in this language is
largely predicted by the Linear Correspondence Ax{©CA) in Kayne’s (1994)
theory.

2. Two word order puzzles in MC

To start with, we will see two word order asymmegrin MC. We call them the
adjunct/complement asymmetmyd thepreverbal/postverbal asymmetry

2.1 The adjunct/complement asymmetry

The first asymmetry is thaedjunct/complement asymmetrin MC a locative
expression is an adjunct in preverbal position,ithbécomes a complement in
postverbal position (Tai 1975). Below are some exast

3) Houozi zai ___ma-bei-shang tiao. (Adjunct, location)
monkey at horse-back-on jump
‘The monkey is jumping on the house back.’

4) Houzi tiao zai _ma-bei-shang (Complement, goal)
monkey jump at  horse-back-on
‘The monkey jumped onto the horse back.’

In fact this asymmetry is not limited to locativepeessions; other adverbials,
such as the goatlao phrase and the recipiegfei phrase, show the same
asymmetry. See the following examples.

(5) Zhangsan mai dongxidao Lisi-ia. (Complement, goal)
Zhangsan buy thing to Lisi-home
‘Zhangsan bought things [and as a result broigin] to Lisi's home.’

(6) Zhangsan dao__Lisi-jia mai dongxi. (Adjunct, location)
Zhangsan to Lisi-home buy thing
‘Zhangsan bought things at Lisi’'s home.’

! The abbreviations used in the glosses are: Clsifis Disp: the disposal marker; Dur: the
durative aspect marker; Ext: the extent-result m@arRerf: the perfective aspect marker; Prt: the
sentence-final particle.
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©) Zhangsan ba dongxi malao Lisi-jia. (Thebaconstruction)
Zhangsan Disp thing buy to Lisi-home
‘Zhangsan bought [those] things [and as a rdsolight them] to
Lisi’'s home.’

(8) Zhangsan kao vyi-tao yugei Lisi. (Complement, goal)
Zhangsan grill one-Cl fish give Lisi
‘Zhangsan grilled a fish [and as a result gaviiLisi.’

9) Zhangsangei _Lisi kao vyi-tiao yu. (Adjunct, beneficiary)
Zhangsan give Lisi grill one-Cl fish
‘Zhangsan grilled a fish for Lisi.’

(10) Zhangsan ba yu kaogei Lisi. (Theba construction)
Zhangsan Disp fish grill give Lisi
‘Zhangsan grilled the fish [and as a result ggve Lisi’

In the sentences (5) and (8), thei and dao expressions are in postverbal
position, and they are understood as resultatingpements. On the other hand,
in sentences (6) and (9), the same expressioni gneverbal position; but in
this case thgei anddao expressions can only be understood as simpleidmzat
denoting adverbials, without any sense of resultastate. Théa sentences in
(7) and (10) indicate that the postverlddo and gei phrases are indeed
complements - only complements can occur in polaleposition in theba
construction (see Liao 2004 for relevant discussiofihe question, of course, is
why a syntactic element is an adjunct in prevepasition but a complement in
postverbal position. This is particularly intriggi in view of the fact that these
expressions in fact are not selected items of thbsy In conventional
understanding, the verlmsai ‘buy’ and kao ‘grill’ do not take a goal argument.
So the question naturally arises: How can mergemnafinselected expression as
(resultative) complement be possible, as in seetehike (5) and (8)7?

2.2 The preverbal/postverbal asymmetry

The second asymmetry is thpeverbal/postverbal asymmetryln MC, the
adverbials can only be preverbal. In the senter{té3-(14), the temporal
adverbzuotian‘yesterday” and the manner adveiboxindi‘carefully’ can only
be preverbal; if they are postverbal, the senteapesingrammatical.

(12) Zuotian Zhangsan mai-le yi-ben shu.
yesterday Zhangsan buy-Perf one-Cl book
‘Yesterday Zhangsan bought a book.’

2 Theba construction in MC shifts the object to the prédaiposition and marks it with the element
ba It requires that its predicate be telic (Liu TR9A bare verb is not telic and thus cannot odgur
the ba construction (Li and Thompson 1981). On the otend, a complement can provide the
required telic end for the predicate and therefoaée the formation of thiea construction possible
(Liao 2004). For this reason tha construction can be used as a test for compleredth
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(12) *Zhangsan mai-le yi-ben shu zuotian.
Zhangsan buy-Perf one-Cl book yesterday
‘Zhangsan bought a book yesterday.’

(13) Zhangsan xiaoxindi chaichu jiqi.
Zhangsan carefully dismantlemachine
‘Zhangsan carefully dismantled the machine.’

(14) *Zhangsan chaichu jiqi xiaoxin-di.
Zhangsan dismantle machine carefully
‘Zhangsan dismantled the machine carefully.’

The question is why adverbials in MC are not likese in English, which can
be preverbal or postverbal. According to Bowe@9@), adverbials in English
can left-adjoin or right-adjoin to the structuregsulting in preverbal or
postverbal adverbials. See (15) for example:

(15)
P
/\
NP X
/\
| VP
(AdvP) VP (AdvP)
NP v
/\

John (quickly) ¢ learned French (quickly)

In (15) the adverlquickly can be adjoined to the left or to the right of the
predicate, yieldinglohn quickly learned Frenobr John learned French quickly
The question, again, is: Why are adverbials in M€ permitted to right-adjoin
to the predicaté?

2.3 A “Kaynean” perspective

Before moving on to further discussion, we needrtow one thing. That is,
even though MC has these intriguing word order asgimnes and looks very
different from English, the word order phenomendi@ are in fact very much

3 We refer to Bower’s (1993) analysis here simplyillastration purposes. We do not really accept
Bower’s analysis. We will come back to this isgusection 4.1, where we adopt Escribano’s (2004)
theory for the positioning of adverbials in English
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in line with what is predicted by Kayne's (1994nkar Correspondence Axiom
(LCA), according to which the specifier and adjupotcede the head, and the
complement follows the head. This is exactly what see in MC. In this
language, the modifier always precedes the modifeedl the complement
always follows the head. MC goes one step furtlzgy element that is
postverbal is mandatorily made a complement, exduded. As a result, MC
really has a “Kaynean” character in its word ordleenomena. Once again, why
is MC so “Kaynean”? How can it be derived? Andvhs the relevant cross-
linguistic variation accounted for? What is thagen that other languages, e.g.
English, do not show such “Kaynean” character?

3. Syntactic structure as event structure

3.1 The Davidsonian character of phrase structureniMC

Our proposal is that the key to all these questisrthe Davidsoniancharacter
of the phrase structures in MC. Lin (2001) invgstied an intriguing array of
phenomena in MC called thenselectiveness of subject and objectMC
sentences (also see Huang 1997, Lin and Liu 20@b Huang 2006). In MC,
an action verb can freely take an agentive subjecipcative subject, or a
causative subject; see the examples in (16)-(?&)at is more, an action verb in
MC can freely take a theme or patient object, atriment object, a location
object, and still other kinds of object that areatly not selected by the verb; see
the examples in (19)-(21).

(16) Zhangsan kai-le yi-liang tanke-che. (Agentive sultjec
Zhangsan drive-Perf one-Cl tank
‘Zhangsan drove a tank.’

a7 Gaosugonglu-shang kai-zhe  yi-pai tanke-che. (Locative subject)
expressway-on drive-Dur one-line tank
‘There is a line of tanks on the expressway.’

(18) Zhe-liang che kai-de wo Xia-si le. (Causative subject)
this-Cl car drive-Ext | scare-dead Prt

‘Driving this broken car made me scared to déath

(19) chi niu-rou___mian (Patient object)
Eat beef noodle
‘eat beef noodle’

(20) chi da-wan (Instrument object)
eat big-bowl

‘use a big bowl to eat’
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(21) chi guanzi (Location object)
eat restaurant
‘dine at some restaurant’

Lin’s (2001) analysis is as follows. First, thent@nce structure in MC is built
up through complementation of verbs and light vethe latter being event
predicates such as CAUSE and BECOME. Second, \iertdC do not have
arguments of their own; arguments are introducéal time sentence by the event
predicates. In the case of the unselectivenessubfect, it is the event
predicates DO, EXIST and CAUSE that introduce thendive, locative, and the
causative subjects; in the case of the unseledsgerof object, the event
predicates UPON, USE and AT introduces the thentiefta object, the
instrument object, and the location objécThe following diagrams illustrate
these points.

(22)
VP
NP A
PN /\
Agent \ VP
Locative | A
Agent DO .kai...
EXIST  ‘drive’
(23)
/\/P\
v
v VP
I} /\
NP \A
PN T~
Patient \% VP
Instrumen | |
Locatior UPON \
USE |
AT chi
‘eat’
|4

4 1In Lin’s (2001) original analysis, the theme/patiebject is assumed to be the default object of an
action verb; Lin (2001) assumes that it is notddtrced by any event predicate. But here we try to
make the selection of object uniform, and therefeeeassume that the theme/patient object, like the
other kinds of object, is selected by a specifierg\predicate AT (see Kageyama 1993).
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Languages like English do not permit such unselentiss of subject and object.
Lin (2001) suggests a parameterization to accoumthfe relevant variation, the
Lexicalization Parameter It says that languages may differ in the extent
which event information is lexicalized into individ word form. In English,
most of the event information is lexicalized inkeetverb as argument structure;
therefore the building of phrase structure is simpl reflection of the
information contained in the argument structuren t®e other hand, in MC,
most of the event information is not lexicalized {® only trivially lexicalized)
and then is sent to narrow syntax for computatiohhere is no argument
structure that dictates the building of structurEhe syntactic structure is the
product of mergers of verbs and event predicatiése diagrams (24) and (25)
illustrate the relevant points and the differenbbetveen English and MC, with
the verbgutin English andang ‘put’ in MC.

(24) The verlputin English

VP
N

Agent \%

| i pUt ——————————— 1
<CAUSE, BECOME, AT>E

Agent Theme Loc!

(25) The verlfang ‘put’ in MC
VP

N

Agent %A

\% VP

CAUSE Theme \A

/\

\% VP

| N

BECOME V Location/XP

fang
‘out
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We know that the verputin English is a three-place predicate; it hasgang a
theme, and a location in its argument structurehis Tis the case because,
according to Lin’s (2001) analysis, the lexico-ceptual structure of the verb
put contains the event predicates CAUSE, BECOME and &1d they are
subsequently lexicalized into one single word fothat is, the verlput As a
result the projection VP headed by the vpth is such that there must be an
agent argument, a theme argument, and a locatignmant in the phrase
structure, in response to the demand set by thereent structure of the vegut

In this sense the building of syntactic structureEinglish is a reflection of the
argument structure of the verb. The case of M@ery different. In MC, the
lexico-conceptual structure for the véemg ‘put’ contains the same set of event
elements, but these elements only go through trgiacalization and then are
sent to narrow syntax for syntactic merger. Thsulteis that the event
predicates, which are turned into lexical propsertie English, remain syntactic
in MC and serve as building blocks for syntactimsture. A very interesting
consequence follows from this difference betweegliEh and MC. In Lin and
Liu (2005) it is observed that what syntax doe$/i@ is very much parallel to
what lexicon does in English. The syntactic repngstion of an MC sentence is
its lexical representation. There is no distinctietween the two. In a manner
of speaking, it can even be said that the “argureguatture” in MC is formed in
narrow syntax, subject to semantic conditions aedtrictions of world
knowledge. On the other hand, in languages likegligim the lexical
representation and the syntactic representationdatinct. The argument
structure formed in the lexical representationat&s the way a structure is built
in the syntactic representation. The two are mlistgrammatical levels. To
summarize: while in English the lexical represantatand the syntactic
representation are distinct components of grammayv|C they are one and the
same. This is why complementation or merger ofuaselected element is
possible in MC, since this would be equivalent tguanent structure formation
in languages like English.

3.2 Thegei complement

To illustrate the lexico-conceptual nature of tleenplementation of unselected
elements in MC (as opposed to licensing by argunsemicture), we examine
two sample cases, thgei complement and thelao complement. In this
subsection we discuss tgei complement. The literal meaning of the element
geiis ‘to give’, and it may occur in a number of cexts with different functions,
as in the examples (26)-(28).

(26) Zhangsangei Lisi yi-ben shu.

Zhangsan give Lisi one-Cl book
‘Zhangsan gave Lisi a book.g€i as a ditransitive verb)
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27) Zhangsan song vyi-ben shugei Lisi.
Zhangsan send one-Cl book give Lisi
‘Zhangsan sent a book to Lisi.gdi as a dative-object marker)

(28) Zhangsangei Lisi qing chufang.
Zhangsan give Lisi clean Kkitchen
‘Zhangsan cleaned the kitchen for Lisige{as a beneficiary marker)

What interests us is the statusgei marking transaction in a predicate thaes
not denote transaction, as in the following examples.

(29) Zhangsan jian vyi-tiao yu gei Lisi.
Zhangsan fry one-Cl fish give Lisi
‘Zhangsan fried a fish [and as a result gavioitlisi.’

(30) Zhangsan sha vyi-zhi ji gei Lisi.
Zhangsan kill one-Cl chicken give Lisi
‘Zhangsan butchered a chicken [and as a reswdt igjto Lisi.’

The verbs in (29)-(30) argan ‘fry’ and sha ‘kill’, which are not ditransitive
verbs; furthermore, there is no reason to assuateliby take a goal or recipient
argument. Nonetheless, they can take thei complement. The
complementhood of thgei phrase can be seen in (31), in whichdbephrase is
embedded in thba construction, as we have pointed out earlier.

(31) Zhangsan [ ba na-tao yu [jian gei Lisi]].
Zhangsan Disp that-Cl fish fry give Lisi
‘Zhangsan fried a fish [and as a result gavioitlisi.’

Not every verb could take thgei complement, though. Semantically, for a
predicate to take thgei complement, it must denote an action that makes
something available for transaction. Look at tldofving examples for
instance. The verpao ‘run’ and chi ‘eat’ in (32)-(33) do not denote an action
that makes something available for transactiortheyg don’'t permit the merger
of the gei complement, as the result is semantically unimétgble. On the
other hand, the verthai ‘pluck’ in (34) semantically entails that sometlife.g.

a flower) is made available for further transactigm be transferred to some
other); in this case the merger of thei complement is acceptable, since the
result is semantically interpretable.

(32) *Zhangsan pao gei Lisi.
Zhangsan run give Lisi

® The case athai‘pluck’ indicates that the verbs that permit coerpéntation of thgei phrase are
not identical to the verbs of production or creatidhe action of plucking doesn’t produce anything
or bring anything into existence, under the statidaderstanding of the semantics of verbs of
production or creation.
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(33) *Zhangsan chi hanbao gei Lisi.
Zhangsan eat burger give Lisi

(34) Zhangsan zhai yi-duo hua gei  Lisi.
Zhangsan pluck one-cl flower give Lisi
‘Zhangsan plucked a flower [an as a result ggue Lisi.’

A piece of evidence for the semantic nature ofrntleeger of theyei complement
is the verlsha‘kill’. Consider the following examples:

(35) Zhangsan sha-le yi-zhi ji gei Lisi.
Zhangsan Kkill-Perf one-Cl chicken give Lisi
‘Zhangsan butchered a chicken [and as a reaué d] to Lisi.’

(36) *Zhangsan sha-le yi-ge ren gei Lisi.
Zhangsan Kkill-Perf one-Cl person give Lisi

Whensha ‘kill’ takes ji ‘chicken’ as object, it is understood as butchggriim
this case thgei complement is acceptable. On the other handheifabject is
ren ‘human’, sha ‘kill’ is understood as murdering, and thei complement is
unacceptable. This contrast would be hard to @xpia goal role or recipient
role were in the argument structure of the v&h‘kill' implemented as theyei
phrase - why is this role acceptable in (35) butind36)? In conclusion, the
gei complement simply gets merged with a verb withliegnsing from the
argument structure. The merger itself is very mooha par with “argument
structure formation.”

3.3 Thedao complement

The second example is tdaocomplement. The elemetiho means ‘arrive’ or
‘to’; typically it occurs with verbs of motion orevbs of transportation. See the
sentence in (37).

37) Zhangsan diu yi-ge  shitou dao wuding.
Zhangsan throw one-Cl stone to  roof
‘Zhangsan throw a stone onto the roof.’

But again, thedao complement may occur with verbs that have nothingo
with motion or transportation. See the example$38)-(39). (40)-(41) are
examples of thedao complement embedded in thE construction. This
indicates that thdao phrases in these examples are indeed complements.

(38) Zhangsan mai shiwu dao Lisi-jia.

Zhangsan buy food to  Lisi-home
‘Zhangsan bought food [and as a result tootoit]isi’'s home.’
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(39) Zhangsan baohu Lisi dao Taibei.
Zhangsan protect Lisi to Taipei
‘Zhangsan escorted Lisi to Taipei’

(40) Zhangsan ba shiwu mai dao Lisi-jia.
Zhangsan Disp food buy to Lisi-home
‘Zhangsan bought food [and as a result tootoit]isi’'s home.’

(42) Zhangsan ba Lisi baohu dao Taibei.
Zhangsan Disp Lisi protect to Taipei
‘Zhangsan escorted Lisi to Taipei’

The verbs in these examples arai ‘buy’ andbaohu‘protect’, which don't take

a goal or location argument. The point is the sathe merger of thelao
complement need not be licensed by the argumerdtate of the verb. As long
as the resulting semantics is acceptable, the mé&deensed. The semantic
condition for the complementation of tao phrase can be stated as follows. [f
a predicate denotes an action which, once initjatealy enact (e.g. the case of
mai ‘buy’) or facilitate (e.g. the case dfohu‘protect’) the transportation of
something, then the predicate can take dae complement. This semantic
condition dictates the merger, not the argumenictire of the verb. This once
again shows that the merger of tfeeo complement is on a par with “argument
structure formation” in languages like English.

4. The account

4.1 Predicate-argument combination and word order

In this section we pursue an explanation for thednarder phenomena in MC.
We make recourse to an interesting theory by Eandb(2004). This theory
tries to account for the word order of modifiersEnglish; it could shed light on
the account of the word order problem in MC. Hsamo (2004) makes the
following assumptions.

®  Modifiers are predicates, and the modified is tigament of the maodifier.

®  When an argument X is merged with a predicate Bya¥ project. In fact
this is what adjunction is.

®  The LCA holds.
Escribano argues that these assumptions accouthief@xamples in (42)-(44):
(42) a [AP keen] student

(43) a student [AP keen [PP on jazz]]
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(44) *a [AP keendp on jazz]] student

In English an adjectival modifier may precede thedified noun, akeenin
(42). However, when the adjectival modifier takesomplement of its own, e.g.
keen on jazzt cannot precede the modified noun; insteabag to follow it, as

in (43)-(44). The reason is as follows. The atilfjat modifier keenis a
predicate, and in (42) it takstudentas its argument. According to the LCA, a
head-complement order follows; this accounts ferwlord order in (42). Notice
that in this structure the argumesttidentprojects, hence the category NP. On
the other hand, in the case of an adjectival medifiith its own complement,
such akeen on jazzhe adjectivikeentakes the PBn jazzas the first argument
(the complement), and then it talstadentas its second argument (the specifier).
This yields the correct word ordstudent keen on jazwhich is specifier-head-
complement.  This accounts for the grammaticality (@3) and the
ungrammaticality of (44) (as the LCA is violated)The diagrams (45)-(46)
illustrate the relevant points.

(45)
NP = Projection of Arg
/\
(Pred) (Arg)
| |
keen student
(46)
NP
/\
N AP
/\
A PP
/\
P N
student keen on jazz
H_/ \_Y_} — —~— _
Cc2 Head C1

According to Escribano’s theory, what determineswtord order of modifiers is
the predicate-argument relation between the maddied the modified. But
there could also be other factors that obscureeffiects of the predicate-
argument combination. For instance, some advemb&riglish may occur
preverbally or postverbally, such qgickly, which we saw earlier. According to
Escribano, this is because an adverb in English takg VP orvP as

complement. In the former case, the main verb méwe and leaves the adverb
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behind, resulting in surface postverbal modificatioln the latter case, the
adverb stays preverbal.

4.2 Accounting for the two asymmetries in MC

Now we are ready to account for the two word or@gymmetries in MC. If

Escribano’s theory is on the right track, it is firedicate-argument combination
of syntactic elements that determines the wordroriiée have shown that verbs
in MC don’'t have arguments; they merge with synitaetements in narrow

syntax, and such mergers are very much on a pdr ‘a@ifgument structure

formation.” We can further assume that expresssuth as thelao phrase and

the gei phrase do not take argument either; they are “peedicates,” that is,

predicates without places to be saturated. Thhgnva verb is merged with a
daoor gei phrase, neither is a predicate taking the othergisment. They just

merge.

Our account, then, goes as follows. Since thesvarid modifiers in MC
do not take arguments, the merger of syntactic efesnis subject to the LCA
only. This is why MC looks so “Kaynean.” To bencoete, suppose that a
modifier X modifies the predicate of a sentencenely vP. Since the already
takes VP as its complement, X cannot be postveirbagn only be preverbal,
resulting in an adjunct-head-complement strucfur& is interpreted as an
adjunct modifier. See (47)-(48) for an illustratio

47 Zhangsan dao Lisi-jia mai dongxi. (Adjtrocation)
Zhangsan to Lisi-home buy thing
‘Zhangsan bought things at Lisi’'s home.’

(48) .. bp [ppdao Lisi-jia] [ [ymai] felvty] [wedongxi]] 1]
- /)
2nd Argument Head 1st\A(rgument
(Specifier) (Complement)

On the other hand, if the verb chooses to merge Mifirst, the LCA mandates
that this be a head-complement structure. Thisthis origin of the
adjunct/complement asymmetry. See (49)-(50) fostitation.

(49) Zhangsan mai dongxi dao Lisijia. of@plement, goal)
Zhangsan buy thing to Lisi-home
‘Zhangsan bought things [and as a result brotingim] to Lisi’'s home.’

€ To yield the correct word order, we must assura¢ddverbials in MC do not adjoin to VP but to
VP or higher.
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(50) . bplymai] fp[wedongxi]fy [vtv] [ppdao Lisi-jia ]]]

Y~V Y YV
v Argument2ofV V Argument 1 of V
— _

~—
Complement o¥

In this sentence, the venmai ‘buy’ first merges with thedao phrase. A
“complement semantics” is then assigned to dae phrase. After this the
objectdongxi‘thing’ is merged as the specifier of the VP. TW@, in turn, is
merged withv as complement. The venfai ‘buy’ then moves to v, yielding the
surface structure that we see. The word ordehefsyntactic elements is as
demanded by the LCA.

If the merger of an element X with the verb doesméd an acceptable
semantics, X is not licensed as a complement. hEurtore, the LCA excludes
right adjunction of an adverbial; if X is not liceed as a complement, it still
cannot stay in postverbal position as an adverbiabifier. The resulting
structure is ungrammatical, since the LCA is vietht This is the origin of the
preverbal/postverbal asymmetry.

Our conclusion, therefore, is that the lack of angat structure of verbs
and predicates in MC results in the “Kaynean” chemaof the phrase structure
in MC.

5. On the cross-linguistic variation

In this last section we provide some observations speculations on the cross-
linguistic variation. It is actually not difficulto find languages that permit
unselected element as resultative complement. igngd one such language;
see the sentences in (51) for example.

(51) John hammered the mefiak .
(52) The boat floatednder the bridge.

Higginbotham (1995) notes that the sentence (52anibiguous; it has an
activity reading (nder the bridgeas the location of the floating event) and an
accomplishment or resultative readingnder the bridgeas the goal of the
gloating event). The accomplishment reading, Higgtham proposes, is the
result of a rule that composes two event arguniatdsa “telic pair,” as in (53).

(53) float(the boat) & under(the bridgeey, )
On the other hand, however, it is known that sumimposition is not universal

to all languages. For instance, Spanish doesmtipesuch composition; see
(54)-(57) (Snyder 2001 and Beck 2005).

-102 -



(54) Mary beat the metal flat.

(55) Mary golpeé el metal (*plano).
Mary beat the metal flat

(56) John swam under the bridge.

(57) Juan nado debajo del Puente (*en una hora).
Juan swam under the bridge in an  hour

There are proposals that aim at accounting forréiseltative complementation
of unselected syntactic elements, such as Higdivdmots (1995) telic pair
formation rule, von Stechow’s (1995) Principle Rgenider’s (2001) Complex
Predicate Parameter (also see Beck 2005).

(58) Complex Predicate Parameter (Snyder 2001, B80k) [he R-
paramete}:
One grammatical parameter is responsible for thalahility of
complex predicate constructions (resultatives, -patticle
constructions and others).

(59) Principle (R) (von Stechow 1995):
If a=1[vyscO andg is of type <i, t> ang’ is of type <e, ... <e, <i,
t>>> (an n-place predicate), then
a =Ax1 ... AXn Ae. Y (X1) ... (xn) & (' [BECOME.(S) &
CAUSE(e")(e)]

But things may be more complicated than a simpkeng parameter. In fact
whether a language could convert an unselected egleimto a resultative

complement seems to be a matter of extent. Fengbe Spanish is the hardest,
and then Japanese. English is quite free, bt #till less easy than MC. A
scalar ranking can be as follows:

(60) Spanish > Japanese > English > MC

We know that resultative complementation in Spansshlifficult because of
examples such as (55) and (57). Japanese isdiffitellt too, though it permits
resultative complement to some extent, under sts@mantic conditions.
Washio (1997) observes that in Japanese, if anegle denotes a state that is
naturally entailed by the verb V, then X can bessuitative complement of V.
Without such semantic entailment, the resultatv@glement is ungrammatical.
See the following examples.

(61) John-ga kabe-o buruu-ni  nut-ta.

John-Non wall-Acc blue-Dat paint-Past
‘John painted the wall blue.’
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(62) Mary-ga doresu-o  pinku-ni some-ta.
Mary-Nom dress-Acc pink-Dat dye-Past
‘Mary dyed the dress pink.’

(63) ??John-ga kinzoku-o  petyanko-ni tatai-ta.
John-Nom metal-ACC flat-Dat pound-Past
‘John pounded the metal flat.’

(64) *karera-wa sono otoko-o timamire-ni nagut-ta
they-Top the man-Acc bloody-Dat hit-Past
‘They beat the man bloody.’

English is freer than Japanese, but it is stillawfree as MC, as we have seen in
this work. It therefore seems that the cross-listiu variation in resultative
complementation is scalar in nature. The case & Mads one to the
speculation that this may have to do with the latidation of event structure, as
suggested by Lin (2001). It is likely that thaé tbxtent of lexicalization of the
event structure determines the extent in which ldmguage is free to take
unselected elements as resultative complement.ceSime validation of this
hypothesis requires investigation of many questiarthese languages, we will
leave them for future research.
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