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English Depictive Predicates are Thematic
Bokyung Noh
(Dongduk Women's University)

English Depictive Constructions has been classified into two types, namely Subject-Oriented
Depictives (SODs) and Object-Oriented Depictives(OODs), based on the syntactic role of the
predication subjects (Pustevousky,1991; Rapoport,1992;1993). In a SOD, the predication subject of a

Depictive predicate (D-predicate) is a sentential subject (e.g. Tom sang a song drunk); it is an OOD if
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the predication subject of a D-predicate is a direct object (e.g. Tom drank his tea cold). More
specifically, the restriction for Depictice predications (D-predications) has been discussed in terms of
the distinction between Stage-Level Predicates(SLP) and Individual Level Predicates(ILP) (Rothstein,
1983; Rapoport, 1992,1993;Winkler, 1997): In the SOD, D-predicates should be ILPs (e.g. *John met his
wife intelligent), while not only D-predicates but also main verbs should be ILPs in OOD (e.g. *John
ate the snail *brown; *John owned the chicken young).

However, in this paper, I suggest that it is more reasonable to distinguish Depictive predications (D-
predications) not in terms of the syntactic relations but rather in terms of the thematic roles to the
predication subjects. In this sense, the terms 'Agent-Oriented Depictives(AODs) and 'Theme-Oriented
Depictives(TODs) are more appropriate; It is an AOD if the agent role is assigned to the predication
subject (John ate the beek drunk) and it is a TOD if the theme role is to the predication subject (John

sold the chicken young). The analyses will be discussed based on the notion of event.

Contrastive topic and Theories of focus:

Sentence structure approach vs. discourse structure approach

A3 (AE )

This paper categorizes currently available theories of focus into two major types: discourse structure
approach (DSA) and sentence structure approach (SSA). The former is conceptualized to refer to a type
of an approach that analyzes focus in terms of the discourse structure only in which a focused sentence
occurs such as Rooth’s Alternative semantics approach and others adopting the same spirit such as von
Fintel (1994), Roberts (1996), and Buering (1994, 1998, 1999). The latter is meant to refer to a type of a
theory that analyzes focus in terms of the sentence-internal structure, including Structured Meaning
approach (Krifka 1991,1992), Steedman (1994) who analyzes focus based on categorial grammar, Elena
Herberger (1998) that purports davidsonian approach of focus and Praguean scholars such as Peregrin
(1995) or Erteschik-Shir (1997), and functionalistic approaches such as Lembrecht (1994). This study
supports the latter by revealing empirical problems of the former that arise in analyzing B-accented focus
(contrastive topic), and provides a brief sketch of a comprehensive analysis for focus and contrastive

topic.

A Two-Level Linking Approach to Auxiliary Selection in German and Dutch
Byong-Rae Ryu

(Chungnam National University)

This paper addresses the issue of the auxiliary selection in German and Dutch, proposing a constraint-

based two-level linking approach to it within a recent framework of Head-driven Phrase Structure
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Grammar. | argue against the widely accepted view based on the dichotomous distinction of intransitive
verbs, which has been advanced by the Unaccusative Hypothesis [Perlmutter (1978)]. The main
argument against this view is drawn from the so-called unaccusative mismatches. I then argue that the
auxiliary selection is only indirectly related to the unaccusativity. The proposed analysis basically uses
the distribution of subject argument in the lexically semantically motivated argument structure, the
structure of which is constrained by some type in the sort hierarchy.

For the representation of lexical information, I adopt the model of the two- level linking theory (TLLT),
developed by Ryu (1997). The lexicon in HPSG, hence in TLLT, is defined by means of the Word Principle
(WP), which is formulated in terms of King's Speciate Re-entrant Logic (SRL) [see King (1994)]. WP says
that every feature structure of the sort "word" must satisfy a lexical entry and all linking constraints. The
auxiliary "sein" in German and "zijn" in Dutch (to be) must be selected for the formation of perfect tense
if the index of the subject is token-identical to the index of the least oblique argument of a verb, the
corresponding sort of which is subsumed by the sort "change-of-location" or "affected" in the sort

hierarchy of "qfpsoa.

Selected Reference

Kathol, A. (1992): "Unaccusative Mismatches in German", in Proceedings of the 2nd Annual Conference
of the Formal Linguistics Society of Midamerica 1991, 74-88.

King, P. (1994): "An Expanded Logical Formalism for Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar",
Arbeitspapiere des Sonderforschungsbereichs 340, Department of Linguistics, The University of
Tuebingen.

Perlmutter, D. (1976): "Impersonal Passives and the Unaccusative Hypothesis", in Proceedings of the 4th
Annual Meeting of the Berkeley Linguistics Society, 157-189.

Ryu, B.-R. (1997): Argumentstruktur und Linking im constraint-basierten Lexikon, Doctoral dissertation,
Department of Linguistics, The University of Tuebingen.

Zaenen, A. (1993): "Unaccusativity in Dutch: Integrating Syntax and Lexical Semantics", in J. Pustejovsky

(ed.), Semantics and the Lexicon, 129-161, Dordrecht: Kluwer Publishers.

4/6




Sl o] ] 1.5} 5]
20018t3 % 187 A 4w 3 A

A g¢AE Ao gA: EQY 9:30-12:30%

Cxas Azt e =EA AL3]
A= e Constraints on Case Stacking: Interface of
9:30-10:10 ERED) Formal Syntax and Functionalist Semantics
ARk Kl Mixed functional properties in English locative
34 24 10:10-10:50 | (<541l inversion
(*2) F2(10%) oo
URH=E ol A Aol whsh HA A X*T/H%
11:00-11:40 | (FFh) qj
Wiy | | FrPEEN Prologs o8 AARN A | )
11:40-12:20 | () Al - F o5 W9 A7 KETANNS| o] EA R
ARb=1 17 English Depictive Predicates are Thematic
9:30-10:10 | (&+=1¢ld)
A k= S84 Contrastive topic and Theories of focus:
49214 10:10-10:50 | (AIETh) Sentence structure approach vs. discourse ol
() structure approach (AA
F21(203)
A Rb=i g el A Two-Level Linking Approach to Auxiliary
11:10-11:50 (Fd) Selection in German and Dutch
718 = AT gojol Ao A3 AL
9:30-10:40 | (1At
59194 F2(10%) TUE
=) Sy | Add | A, #9 ddw 8% - 244 A aa | (87
10:50-11:30 | (A1 th) 3o o)
URH=E gy o] FAaolo] B et EE Aok
11:30-12:10 | (3= 29 dh)
6¥15¢-16 | 915 =g (T4 TEUstn g daFAY)

A(F-E)

5/6




goelol g u st 7
20018td =

18H7]

CEd AR A2 A At B4t
39 24 2:30-5:00 Complex predicates in HPSG ol & (AM-=h) A (A=)
o (-7 A ) Complex predicates in Korean ZAA (B uhE (7 3 )
4€¥ 28| 2:30-5:00 Causative/ passive in HPSG olvlgy (AAtH) P (EAH)
o (FA): Causative/passive in Korean W3] (Aol E | old (=ATH)

t)

59 19| 2:30-5:00 Light verb constructions in HPSG | A&+ (%4 3 ) Az (FAH)
o (-5 A ) Light verb constructions in Korean | 2| 3|2} (st=&|d]) | F & (T2d)
64 15| THoigt oF TEdls] (Fa: THUSL o JaEFAd)
Q.
64 16
o

6/6




	Bokyung Noh
	Byong-Rae Ryu 


