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Notes on gloss and abbreviations

[ On glossing ]

In terms of the typological adequacy, I will base the abbreviations on the Leipzig Glossing
Rules with my own additions (available at [http:/www.eva.mpg.de/]). Many of the data are
directly cited from the preceding studies or adopted with some modification. In either case, the
glossing style has been changed for paper-internal consistency.

Morpheme by morpheme glosses are given when the morphological makeup is crucial for
the discussion; otherwise, a sloppy gloss is given. In the following pair, for example, the first
type, (1), will be given when tense is being discussed as a crucial element; otherwise, the second
one will be given instead. It should be kept in mind, therefore, that even though no
segmentation is given, the unsegmented word is not necessarily a non-segmentable

mono-morpheme.

1. Taroo-ga chooshoku-o tabe-ta
Taroo-NOM breakfast-ACC  eat-PST
‘Taroo ate breakfast.’

. Taroo-ga chooshoku-o tabeta
Taroo-NOM breakfast-ACC  eat.pst
‘Taroo ate breakfast.’

[ Judgment ]

Judgments of the linguistic data are crucial for discussion in linguistics. As mentioned
above, many examples are cited from the preceding literature. 1 agree with the original
judgment unless noted otherwise.  Some examples are based on my own intuition as a native

speaker of the language.
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[ On human NPs ]

The following two names will be employed as consistently as possible: 7aroo and Hanako.

These are a male and female name respectively that are often considered typical Japanese first

names, which is not necessarily true.

(int.)

(1it.)
Vads

ABL
ACC
agr
ALA
ASP
Ar
AUXx
BEN
CAUS
CFP
Cx

CL
COND
COM
COP
DAT
DCA
DCAmv
demA
DES
d.n.a
d-S
EMP

FQ
FVvVvs4
FocP
HR-CA
HR-DCA
HON

[Symbols and abbreviations ]

ungrammatical

odd (possibly pragmatic rather than syntactic)

zero realization (this symbol is for expository/descriptive purposes only)
'intended’ meaning that the hypothetical (ungrammatical) sentence denotes
‘literal’ (or direct) translation

the hypothetical sentence is unintelligible (uninterpretable)

actor

ablative

accusative

agreement

allative

aspect

actor of transitive verb

auxiliary X (where X is the original form in the language)
benefactive

causative

clause-final particle

clause-linkage marker X (where X is the original form in the language)
(numeral) classifier

conditional

comitative

copula

dative

direct core argument

direct core argument in inversion construction ('x' argument in [pred'(x, y)])
demoted actor

desiderative

does not apply

derived intransitive subject

emphatic

feminine

Floating Quantifier

Foley and Van Valin 1984

focus particle

highest ranking core argument
highest ranking direct core argument
honorific

vil



IMP imperative
INST instrumental
Int.mod intention modality

LDP left detached position

LR-DCA lowest ranking direct core argument
LSC layered structure of the clause

LOC locative

m masculine

MR macrorole

N neuter

neg negative

NOM nominative

npst non-past (present)

NUC nuclear
PASS passive

pl plural

pol polite

pot potential

PoCS postcore slot

PrCS precore slot

PRED predicate

PST past

RDP right detached position

S 'subject' of intransitive predicates G.e. [A,U])
SFP sentence final particle

sg singular

TOP topic

U undergoer

Unv undergoer in inversion construction ('y' argument in [pred'(x, y)])
Ur undergoer of transitive verb

VV05 Van Valin 2005
VVLP97 Van Valin and LaPolla 1997
3 third person
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Abstract

This thesis consists of two parts. The first part is a theoretical description of grammatical
relations in Japanese (Chapter 3). The second part addresses three theoretical issues of two
constructions discussed in the first part of the thesis, a reflexive construction (Chapter 4 and
Chapter 5) and a pseudo-raising construction (Chapter 6).

In Chapter 3, grammatical relations of the Japanese language will be detailed. Though
there are several studies which examined grammatical relations in Japanese in the past, all of
them are neither comprehensive nor conclusive. This thesis attempts to give a more
comprehensive and fresh look at the grammatical relations of Japanese. More than twenty
constructions, including less discussed oblique 'subject' constructions, are examined in terms of
Role and Reference Grammar (RRG) which has developed a fine-grained system to analyze
grammatical relations.

In Chapter 4, a long-standing issue of the antilocality effect seen in the Japanese reflexive
constructions is addressed. It is first shown that the antilocality effect of the Japanese
reflexives has nothing to do with the notion of lexical reflexivity advocated in the literature. It
is demonstrated that the antilocality of the Japanese reflexive is due to a peculiar
subcategorization nature of the 'antilocal verbs'. That is, what we call 'antilocal verbs' do not
allow metonymy and require NPs of certain meaning (quale). It is concluded that the
antilocality effect is not specific to reflexive constructions and, accordingly, there is no need to
posit a constraint on the behavior of the reflexive itself. For a formal treatment, RRG
representation and qualia structure are employed.

In Chapter 5, an interpretive issue of the reflexive construction which has not been
discussed before in the literature will be addressed. Two things will be demonstrated. First,

the Japanese lexical reflexives (i.e. morphologically reflexive-marked) behave exactly as
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expected from the universal principle of Condition R (Lidz 2000, 2001). Second, more
importantly, it will be pointed out that the Japanese syntactic reflexives (i.e. unmarked verb +
reflexive) do not show the behaviors expected from Condition R. It will be argued that the
unexpected behavior of the Japanese reflexive is due to the interaction of two types of focus
structure: focus by intensifier and focus by construction.

In Chapter 6, a construction hitherto classified as 'raising' will be examined. It will be
claimed that the alleged 'raising' construction should be analyzed as a control construction. It is
shown that the data given for a 'raising' analysis do not constitute evidence exclusively for a
‘raising’” analysis and there are many more pieces of evidence against a ‘raising’ analysis than
reported before. Furthermore, the data which were presented against a control analysis turn
out not to pose a genuine problem. The chapter will be concluded proposing a possible logical

structure representation that subsumes the peculiarities of the construction as control.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1  Aims and claims of the thesis

Many linguists would agree that there are languages in which it is highly effective to
employ grammatical relations such as 'subject' or 'object' for describing the grammar of the
language. The most representative language of this type is English. It has long been
controversial, however, whether such grammatical relations, especially ‘subject’, is
cross-linguistically a viable universal notion.

There are two positions over the notion of 'subject' in the field: the Chomskyan and
Keenanian tradition. In the former, heavily influenced by the Western logic (cf. Foley and Van
Valin 1977), the notion itself is taken for granted and the structural (configurational) position is
the center of their discussion (cf. McCloskey 1996). Though, over the past some four decades,
the special position for 'subject’, or the position 'subject' originates from, has been changed from
outside of 'VP' to inside of 'VP' (e.g. Fukui 1985, Kitagawa 1986, Kuroda 1988), what they orient
in their discussion is thus consistent. On the other hand, since Keenan's (1976) deconstruction
of the notion of 'subject', the relativistic view, so to speak, has gained popularity especially among
the linguists who work on non-European 'exotic' languages as well as European languages. It
does not seem to be the case that such relativists' view on the notion of 'subject' which is
expressed, for example, in Foley and Van Valin (1977, 1984), Dixon (1979, 1994), LaPolla (1990,
1993), Bhat (1991), Van Valin (1981,1993,2005), and Van Valin and LaPolla (1997), is
unanimously held in the linguistic community as a whole.

Likewise, the notion of 'subject' has been long controversial among the Japanese linguists.

There are two camps, those who maintain it is necessary to describe the language (e.g. Kuno



1977, Shibatani 1977, 1978, 1985a, 1990, Tsunoda 1991) and those who maintain it is not (e.g.
Mikami 1960,1963, Kitahara 1981,1984, Tonoike 1988ab, 2004, Miyake 2004). Japanese is one
of the best documented languages in the world; however, the data about the grammatical
relations are sporadic in the literature. The observations are neither comprehensive nor
conclusive since the papers generally do not aim for the pursuit of grammatical relations and the
coverage of the examined linguistic constructions is rather limited even in the papers aimed at
the characterization of grammatical relations (this will be detailed later). There are many
constructions that are cross-linguistically claimed to exhibit grammatical relational phenomena,
but relatively few constructions have been analyzed in the case of Japanese. In addition, the
framework assumed in the past studies is rather obsolete in terms of the perspective of the
current linguistic theory.

Thus one of the primary purposes of this thesis is to give a more comprehensive picture of
the issue of grammatical relations in Japanese by scrutinizing many constructions that have not
been examined in the past literature. This thesis is an attempt to deepen the analysis of the
linguistic phenomena in Japanese that involve grammatical relations. As a result of the
examination, I am defending the former position, represented by Kuno (e.g. 1977), Shibatani (e.g.
1977, 1985a) and Tsunoda (1991), that maintains it is necessary to have the notion of 'subject' in
the description of the Japanese language. Along with defending the notion of ‘subject,” I will
offer a new and more sophisticated analysis by employing Role and Reference Grammar (Foley
and Van Valin 1984, Van Valin and LaPolla 1997 and Van Valin 2005).

The other purpose of this thesis is to offer new analyses for the two constructions discussed
in the first part (grammatical relations), a reflexive construction and a raising ('pseudo-raising')
construction. Given the vast literature on the topic, it might be of some surprise to say that

there are problems left for the Japanese reflexive zibun. There are two issues that have not



been seriously addressed in the past literature. One is the antilocality effect of the Japanese
reflexive zibun. For example, Ken cut himselfis a typical reflexive sentence in English, but the
Japanese counterpart, *Ken-ga zibun-o kitta (Ken-nom self-acc cut), is very bizarre. This is
what is being called antilocality here, the phenomenon in which a reflexive cannot occur at the
default 'object' position. Quite a few researchers have noticed the peculiarity, but they have left
the issue open.

The second issue is related to the interpretive possibility of the reflexive. For example, in
English, Ringo Starr fell on himselfis an acceptable sentence under a certain circumstance (e.g.
Ringo Starr falls on his statue in a wax museum). What is interesting is that the Ringo
sentence denotes a transitive event by the reflexive construction. The Japanese counterpart
cannot denote such a transitive event and is not acceptable for the intended meaning. As far as
I am aware, no one has addressed this issue in the literature.

The last issue is related to the so-called 'raising' construction. As for the alleged 'raising'
construction, it will be argued that there is no 'raising' construction in the language (contra Kuno
1976, Tanaka 2002). The construction will be termed 'p(seudo)-raising' instead. The nature of
the construction, which has not necessarily been revealed in the past literature, will be examined.
After discussing several compelling pieces of data against a 'raising' analysis, it will be claimed

that the construction should be analyzed as a control construction.

1.2 Roadmap of the thesis
The following chapters are organized as follows. Chapter 2 introduces the basic
architecture of the framework employed in this thesis, Role and Reference Grammar. Chapter

3 examines grammatical relations in Japanese, which is preceded by an introduction of the



theory of grammatical relations in RRG and the discussion of the previous studies on the subject.
Chapter 4 deals with the antilocality effect of the reflexive construction. Chapter 5 argues for
the focus-driven interpretation of the reflexive construction. Chapter 6 proposes a new analysis
for the alleged 'raising' construction. In Chapter 7, overall findings and claims made in the

current thesis will be summarized.



Chapter 2 Framework (RRG)

2.1  Overview

In this thesis, Role and Reference Grammar (RRG) is employed as an analytical framework.
RRG was first systematically introduced in Foley and Van Valin (1984; FVV84 hereafter),
following several precursors such as Foley and Van Valin (1977), Van Valin and Foley (1980), and
Van Valin (1981). Since then, numerous papers have been published based on the framework
(see Kopris 2003 for a comprehensive bibliography). Van Valin (1993) and Van Valin and
LaPolla (1997; VVLP97 hereafter), especially the latter, were the major updates of the theory
and the latest developments can be seen in Van Valin (2005; VV05 hereafter). RRG analyses
applied to Japanese include, for example, Ohori (1992), Hasegawa (1992, 1996), Shimojo (1995),
Kishimoto (1996), Toratani (1997, 1998, 2002), Imai (1998), Amazaki (2000, 2006) and Miura
(2002).

Though there are some changes over the past some thirty years in the history of the theory,
the basic conceptions and the architecture have remained the same. RRG is a monostratal,
non-derivational theory with only one syntactic level. There is nothing like a derivational
relationship between different syntactic representations of a single sentence. One more level
RRG posits is a semantic representation called ‘Logical Structure (LS). Logical Form (LF) in
the Chomskyan tradition is a syntactic representation, but LS in RRG is explicitly a semantic
level. The syntactic and the semantic level are linked via algorithms with discourse-pragmatic
considerations. Though RRG is thus radically different from the ‘mainstream’ Chomskyan
framework (e.g. Chomsky 1981, 1995), it is a branch of ‘generative’ grammars in the sense that it

pursues a formal system that can generate all and only the grammatical sentences of the natural



language (see Van Valin 2001 for the historical background of the theory and comparison with
other theories). Unlike theories like Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar (Pollard and Sag
1994) or Radical Construction Grammar (Croft 2001), RRG explicitly seeks linguistic universals
in its theoretical orientation as well as language-specific variations.

RRG can be said to be a member of Construction Grammar family (e.g. Goldberg 1995)
which finds a theoretical significance on grammatical constructions. The notion of
'construction' drastically varies from theory to theory, however. There are two poles in
linguistics on this notion, those who deny the significance of the notion and those who rely only
on the notion. The representative of the former position is the Chomskyan tradition that simply
views constructions as 'epiphenomenon' (e.g. Chomsky 1986) to seek ultimate (abstract)
universals. The representative of the latter extreme can be Croft's Radical Construction
Grammar. Croft's (2001: 283) position is like 'ultimate relativity' on the notion of constructions.
He claims that there are no comparable constructions cross-linguistically. Dryer (1997, 2007)
seems to be even more drastic in that he believes that all syntactic and morphological categories
and rules are language-specific (Dryer 2007: 251). RRG practitioners generally endorse neither
extremes as made explicit in Van Valin and Wilkins (1993) or Van Valin (2007).

RRG has tried to fulfill the various adequacies, i.e. the criteria a sound linguistic theory
must meet (VVLP97). One of the adequacies I consider important is typological adequacy. If
the cross-linguistic data were laid out in terms of the same typologically-oriented criteria, they
could be compared more easily. In the long run, it is necessary for linguists to compare
languages as precisely as possible in terms of a typologically-minded theory. Though the
primary purpose of this thesis is not to carry out cross-linguistic research, data from other
languages are employed for reference and comparison.

In the following subsections, the basic architecture of RRG which is relevant to the



discussions developed in this thesis will be briefly introduced.

2.2  The layered structure of the clause (LSC)

RRG 1is a projection grammar and a clause structure, which is a central unit for syntactic
theories, is formally represented by three projections: constituent projection, operator projection
and focus structure projection. These three projections are all represented in a single structure
called the layered structure of the clause (LSC). Constituent projection, the upper part in (1), is
a structural representation for the morphosyntactic level and there are four basic syntactic
units: sentence, clause, core and nucleus. These units are distinctive to each other in terms of
the possible operators each unit can take. Operator projection, the lower part in (1), indicates
the relation between each unit and the possible operators. The sentence level is the only
exception in that there is no operator which works only for this level. As a consequence, the
sentence level is distinctive only when there is some sentence-level phrase. For example, the
as-for phrase in English (as in As for Sam, I haven't seen him today), is employed at the
Left-Detached (or Right-Detached) Position or there are some sentence-level modifiers (.e.
adverbs). Focus structure projection is another representation for information structure of the
clause (see below).

RRG does not admit inherent structural configurationality in any of the world languages
and, as a natural consequence of this view, a flat structure representation is given to all the
sentences (VVLP97: 329-330). Therefore, grammatical relations such as 'subject' as well as
concurrent phrase structures such as a verb phrase, 'VP,' assumed in some other theories, are not

structurally represented in LSC.
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2.3  Aktionsart

The center of the theory is the verbal classification, especially based on the verbal aspect.
Verbs can be classified in terms of its aspectual properties, or Aktionsart. Basing itself upon
Dowty-Vendler's theory of aspect, RRG has developed its own Aktionsart system. In addition to
the traditional basic four-way classification (state, activity, achievement and accomplishment),

two more Aktionsart types have been added in RRG, active accomplishment and semelfactive
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(the latter was first introduced in VV05). The type of the verb can be diagnosed through various
diagnostic tests. These diagnostic tests are language-specific. For example, in English,
non-stative predicates denote habitual interpretaion in simple present tense (Dowty 1979, VV05).
The person referred to as John in John drives a bus can be sleeping at the time of speech, for
example. This is not true in JohAn is driving a bus under the primary interpretaion of the
sentence. This is an example of language-specific test (English here). Regarding Japanese,
Hasegawa (1996) and Toratani (1997, 2002) are two chief developers of the Japanese-specific
diagnostic tests. In this thesis, their works are assumed for the aspectual classification of the

Japanese verbs.

2.4  Logical structures and macroroles

Each Aktionsart type has one or two corresponding Logical Structures (LS). In other
words, once the Aktionsart type of the verb is determined through the above diagnostic tests, its
LS is automatically determined. The LS of each Aktionsart class is shown in (2). It looks like
there are many variations in LS, but the LSs for STATE and ACTIVITY are two primitives and
other types are realizations of them under specific aspectual types with an only exception of
ACTIVE ACCOMPLISHMENT. In LS, the aspectual type is prefixed to the primitives as in

INGRdo'/predicate’ ..., SEML do'/predicate’ ... or BECOME do'/predicate’.



(2)

Aktionsart class Logical structure
STATE predicate'(x) or (x, y)
ACTIVITY do'(x,[predicate'(x) or (x, y)])
ACHIVEMENT INGR predicate'(x) or (x, y)

INGR do'(x,[predicate'(x) or (x, y)])
SEMELFACTIVE SEML predicate'(x) or (x, y)

SEML do'(x,[predicate'(x) or (x, y)])
ACCOMPLISHMENT BECOME predicate'(x) or (x, y)

BECOME do'(x,[predicate'(x) or (x, y)])
ACTIVE ACCOMPLISHMENT do'(x, [predicate:'(x,(y))) & INGRpredicatez' (z, x) or (y)
CAUSATIVE a CAUSE B8, where a, B are logical structures
of any type

The semantic arguments at LS have some thematic value such as 'agent' or 'theme' as a
function of the verbal meaning. It is well-known, however, that though the usefulness and
importance of such thematic roles have been well recognized since Fillmore's case grammar, it
was a serious concern how many of them linguistic theories need. A natural consequence was
the proliferation of the thematic roles and terminological confusion. In order to solve this
fundamental problem, in RRG, further generalized semantic roles, called macroroles, were
introduced into the system to configure the syntax-semantics interface. The traditional (micro)
thematic roles are subsumed under the macroroles and in many cases do not play a crucial role
in the linking between syntax and semantics. Thus, RRG has successfully kept itself away from

the long-standing problem of how many thematic roles should be posited in a linguistic theory.

2.5  Principles

The macroroles consist of two generalized roles, actor and undergoer. Actor subsumes the
thematic roles traditionally called agent, experiencer and recipient, whereas undergoer
subsumes recipient, stimulus, theme, and patient (VV05: 54). When the macroroles are

assigned to the semantic arguments in an LS, there is a hierarchy called the Actor-Undergoer
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Hierarchy, (3), and the assignment is executed based on a principle called the Default Macrorole
Assignment Principle, (4). Thus, the assignment of the macroroles onto the semantic

arguments in LS automatically follows from these principles.

(3)  Actor-Undergoer Hierarchy

......................................................... >
e me e mememememmemnemmemnemns
Actor Undergoer
Arg. of 1st arg. of 1st arg. of 2nd arg. of Arg. of
DO do'(x, ... pred'(x, y) pred'(x, y) pred'(x)

(4)  Default Macrorole Assignment Principle

Number: the number of macroroles a verb takes is less than or equal to the number of
arguments in its logical structure,
1. If a verb has two or more arguments in its logical structure, it will take
two macroroles
2. If a verb has one argument in its logical structure, it will take one
macrorole
Nature: for verbs which take one macrorole,
1. If the verb has an activity predicate in its logical structure, the macrorole
is actor
2. Otherwise, the macrorole is undergoer

Many sentences have a special (‘privileged') NP that holds some prominent syntactic status
over the other NPs in the same sentence, namely what is traditionally called 'subject.’ RRG
dose not endorse the traditional approach to grammatical relations such as 'subject' and 'object'
and the notion of 'subject', in particular, does not have any theoretical significance (hence
single-quoted). RRG deconstructs the notion, employing a more fine-grained approach, and the
NP with a special status (i.e. 'subject’) is called a privileged syntactic argument (PSA) instead
(see Chapter 3 for more detail on this). A PSA exhibits various special features and many
syntactic behaviors hinge on this. For example, it typically receives nominative case in

accusative-type languages in light of morphology. As for the syntactic aspects, for example, it
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can be omitted in a conjunction reduction construction. For example, the hidden 'subject' of talk
in 7om met Mary and talked about John must be Tom, cannot be Mary. Therefore, it is more
important and must be specified over the other NPs. As mentioned above, however, such a
privileged NP cannot follow from LSC since LSC does not have any structural indication (or
asymmetry), unlike the tree structures in other generative theories. Therefore, in RRG, in
order to specify such a PSA, there is another principle called the PSA selection hierarchy as in (5).
It picks out as a PSA the highest ranking macrorole for accusative languages and the lowest
ranking macrorole for ergative languages. In other words, when both actor and undergoer are
available within a single sentence and there is no principle-overriding process, the actor
functions as a PSA in accusative languages and the undergoer in ergative languages. Thus, the
semantic arguments in LS are linked to syntactic positions and assigned some syntactic status

via the two hierarchies and the one principle.

(5) PSA selection hierarchy
Arg.of > 1starg.of > 1starg. of > 2nd arg. of > Arg. of
DO do'(x, ... pred'(x, y) pred'(x, y) pred'(x)
<Default>

Accusative system: highest ranking direct core argument in terms of (5)
Ergative system: lowest ranking direct core argument in terms of (5)
<(Anti)Passive>

Accusative system: lowest ranking direct core argument in terms of (5)
Ergative system: highest ranking direct core argument in terms of (5)

2.6 Case assignment (Imai 1998)
Case assignment is another important morphosyntactic property every linguistic theory
must address. Imai (1998) demonstrates that the case assignment rules for accusative

languages (e.g. German and Icelandic) developed in VVLP97 cannot be directly applied to

12



Japanese and proposes Japanese-specific rules in (6). He employs a notion called "pragmatic
peak,' which is originally due to Zubin (1979). The 'pragmatic peak' is pragmatically the most
salient argument in a clause and he develops his own theory under the same term. He defines
the notion of 'pragmatic peak' as a sum of various factors such as figure in some figure-ground
relations, discourse focus, an animate entity in an animacy hierarchy, a higher argument in
logical structure, a higher macrorole in a macrorole hierarchy, and so forth (see Imai 1998 for
details). Imai's case assignment rules in (6), including the notion of 'pragmatic peak, are

assumed 1n the current thesis.

®) Case/postposition assignment rules for Japanese (Imai 1998: 20)
(P) Assign nominative case to the pragmatic peak.
(A) Assign nominative case to the higher-ranking macrorole core argument.
(B) Assign accusative case to the other macrorole core argument.

(C) Assign dative case to the other core argument as default (Direct Core Argument)
(C’) The other core argument may take a postposition (Oblique Core Argument)

In order to see how the system reviewed thus far works, the linking scenario for the
Japanese sentences in (7) is presented below. It is beyond the scope of this section to detail the

linking algorithm for the Japanese constructions, so this is a rough sketch of the linking system.

(7 a. Hanako-ga Taroo-o tatai-ta
Hanako-NOM  Taroo-ACC hit-PAST

‘Hanako hit Taroo.’
b. Taroo-ga Hanako-ni tatak-are-ta

Taroo-NOM Hanako-by hit-PASS-PAST
‘Taroo was hit by Hanako.’

What we need to do first is to diagnose the verb in the sentence (tataku 'hit' here). In
terms of the Japanese tests that correspond to Van Valin's (2005: 35) diagnostic test 1

(progressive), test 2 (adverb), and test 6 (result state), the verb tataku 'hit' can be classified as a
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semelfactive verb. When combined with -feiru, which is an aspectual marker, the resulting
complex, tatai-teiru, produces iterative reading as predicted from test 1. The verb can cooccur
with the adverbs that correspond to the English adverbs such as vigorously or actively that
denote the manner or the dynamicity of the action (as in tsuyoku tataku 'hit powerfully'), which
means this verb passes test 2. The verb is same as Ahit in English which is a contact verb and
does not entail any change of state (cf. Levin 1993). A certain 'implied' result state, if any, can
be cancelled as expected by a phrase like "nothing changed" in English. Therefore, there is no
result state, which means it passes test 6 as well.

For the semelfactive verbs with two arguments, there are two possible LSs: SEML do'(x,
[pred'(x, y)]) or SEML pred'(x, y) (see the table in (2)). Test 2 suggests that the verb is agentive
so that the former LS is the one (the latter LS is for a state such as glimpse; cf. VV05: 47). In

sum, (8a) is the LS for the simplex sentence in (7a).
€)) a. SEML do’(Hanako, [hit’'(Hanako, Taroo)])

In terms of the Actor-Undergoer Hierarchy (3), the first argument of pred'(x, y), i.e. Hanako,
is selected as an actor and the other second argument of the same pred'(x, y), i.e. Zaroo, is
selected as an undergoer.  (8b) shows the stage in which the two macroroles are assigned to the

arguments at LS.

Actor Undergoer

| |
b. SEML do’(Hanako, [hit'(Hanako, Taroo)])

The voice type is active voice and therefore the default PSA selection in (5) applies, which means

that the highest ranking direct core argument, the actor Hanako, is the PSA of the construction
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(it should be noted again that the PSA status of this NP has no indication in LSC).

As for case-marking, the actor, Hanako, receives nominative case, because it is the
higher-ranking macrorole core argument, by the rule (6A or 6P) of the case assignment principle
whereas the undergoer, 7aroo, receives accusative by the rule (6B) in the same principle. (9)
shows the partial LSC and the linking from semantics to syntax for the active sentence in (7a).
This is a grossly simplified explanation. The [NP NP V] scheme at the constituent projection is
one of many 'syntactic templates' of Japanese. (See VV05 for the notion of 'syntactic templates'
and 'syntactic template selection hierarchy' which regulates how an appropriate template is

selected for the corresponding semantic representation at LS.)

9 SENTFNCE
CLAPSE
CORE
NP NP NUC
PRED
V

Hanako-ga Taroo-o tatai-ta.

Acto dergoer

SEML do’(Hanako, [hit'(Hanako, Taroo)])

When the construction is passive as in (7b), the lower argument is selected as a PSA due to
the PSA selection principle in (5). Therefore, the undergoer, 7aroo, is assigned PSA status.
The passive voice also indicates that the actor is suppressed to be an adjunct (non-macrorole)
and it means that the second argument in LS, 74aroo, is the only macrorole argument (undergoer).
Therefore, it receives the nominative by the rule (6B). (10) shows the partial LCS and the
linking from semantics to syntax for the passive sentence in (7b). The demoted actor, Hanako,

is now demoted to an adjunct (not a core argument any longer) which modifies the core as
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indicated by the arrow in the constituent projection.

(10)

SENTlENCE
CLAlUSE
NP pp NIIJC
PRED
V ‘]Iaux

. |
Taroo-ga Hanako-ni tatak-are-ta

dergoer

SEML do’(Hanako, [hit'(Hanako, Taroo)])
Actor Undergoer
--->adjunct

2.7  Focus structure

Information structure is an area which is strongly associated with functionalism in
linguistics and tends to be neglected in formal syntactic theories. Though it is a formal
syntactic theory, RRG acknowledges the pervasive influence of discourse-pragmatics, especially
on the linking between semantics and syntax, and the theory of information structure has been
systematically incorporated. Among many pragmatic theories, the information structure in
RRG is extended primarily based on Lambrecht's (1986, 1994, 2000) information structure
theory. In the information structure theory of RRG, there are three important notions:
information unit, domain, and focus structure types.

Information unit [IU] is a basic unit that focus is potentially assigned. In the case of
simple clause, each syntactic phrasal category, such as NP, constitutes a basic information unit.

In the case of complex clauses, however, what counts as such an information unit poses a more
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significant issue. Even within the same category of subordination, for example, the internal
element of the subordinate clause that is functioning as an argument can be potentially assigned
focus whereas it is difficult to challenge the internal element of the subordinate clause that is
functioning as a modifier. The following examples in (11) and (12), adopted from VV (2005:
213-215), indicate this distinction. Thus, the unithood for focus assignment does not always

coincide with syntactic categories.

(11) A: Did Kim tell Pat [ that he will arrive at the party LATE ]?
B: No, EARLY.

(12) A: Did Pat see Kim, [ after she arrived at the party late]?
B: No, Sally.
' No, before.
B": ??No, early.

The next relevant notion is the issue of focus domain. Given the cross-linguistic fact that
many languages have a constraint on a syntactic position for a possible focus assignment, two
domains, 'potential focus domain' [PFD] and 'actual focus domain’ [AFDI], are distinguished. In
some languages, for example, the preverbal position is limited to a topical argument and, as a
consequence, a wh-word, which is necessarily a focal element, cannot appear in that position (see
VVO05: 75 for more detail). In Japanese, focus may be assigned on any position within a clause
though the markedness varies depending on where the focus is assigned. Therefore, the
potential focus domain is projected over a whole clause in the case of a simple clause whereas the
actual focus domain is projected over only the units the actual focus is assigned in a particular
utterance (see the figures in 13).

The other distinction is focus structure types. There are three basic focus types: predicate

focus, sentence focus and narrow focus. The first type, predicate focus, is the default focus
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pattern in canonical active sentences. In this focus pattern, 'subject' is topical and the rest of
the sentence conveys new information which is focal. Thus, this focus pattern corresponds to
the traditional 'topic-comment' structure. Figure 1 in (13) represents the focus structure
projection for the default focus pattern of the sentence in (7a). The second type is sentence focus.
In this focus type there is no presupposed part and therefore no topical argument in the sentence.
The very beginning of some story or an answer to questions like What happed? takes this focus
structure pattern. Figure 2 in (13) is the focus structure projection of this pattern. All the
information units of the sentence are under both potential focus domain and actual focus domain.
The last type is narrow focus. Narrow focus is sometimes also termed as 'argument focus'
(Lambrecht 1994), but I will follow VV(2005: 71; fn3) since, as he points out, not only arguments
but adjuncts receive this type of focus. In addition, given the existence of sublexical focus as in
We only saw stalagMITes in the cave, no stalagTITes (Krifka 2007: 31; see also Artstein 2004),
this seems to be further preferred. Figure 3 in (13) shows this narrow focus pattern. Only the
PSA argument is focused in this particular example. Focus is prosodically realized, as marked

by capital letters, in the sentences with a canonical word order.

(13) Predicate focus (default), Sentence focus and Narrow focus

Figure 1. SENTIENCE
CLAlUSE
CORE
NP NP NIIJC
PRED
A%

Hanako-ga Taroo-o tatai-ta

1IU U [U <«—— Infomation Unit

~
~
~
~
~
~

~

Actual Focus

Potential RIS 7
Domain

Focus Domain S
Speech Act
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position in LS.

Figure 2. SENTlENCE

CLAlUSE
CORE
NP NP NIIJC
PRED
\Y

Hanako-ga Taroo-o tatai-ta(-rashii "hearsay’)

| | |
IU __IU__ IU

-

SpeeEh Act

Figure 3. SENTFNCE
CLAPSE
CORE

NP NP NIIJC
l PRED
\Y
HANAKO-ga Taroo-o tatai-ta.

| | |
IU IU IU

Speech Act

Focus structure is known to affect the type of referring expressions that fill a variable

indefinite NP (when it is most focal) or a zero form (when it is most topical), among various other

coding possibilities, depending on their status in the discourse.

shown to have a great impact on the interpretive possibility at the semantic level in addition to

19

In other words, extensionally the same entity (referent) can be realized as an

In Chapter 4, focus structure is



such discourse-pragmatic context.

In this section, the very basic architecture of RRG was laid out. In this thesis, almost all
the sentences examined in detail will be simple sentences; therefore, the brief introduction in
this section should suffice to familiarize the readers. In the next chapter, one of the primary

themes of this thesis, grammatical relations in Japanese, will be explored.
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Chapter 3 Grammatical Relations

3.1 Non-universality and construction-specificity

One of the central tenets in RRG is that grammatical relations are cross-linguistically not
uniform. This is especially true for the notion of ‘subject.” This has been a very consistent
claim since the beginning of the theory (see Foley and Van Valin 1977, 1984; Van Valin 1977).
In RRG, grammatical relations are considered construction-specific as well. Therefore, it is
expected that even within a single language, some constructions have an NP that exhibits
'subject' properties while others do not. Thus, the notion of ‘subject’ has been doubly relativized,
so to speak, in that it is not only language-specific but also construction-specific. Thus the
system adopted in RRG is ideal since not only cross-linguistic variations but also intra-linguistic
variations within a single language can be equally captured and compared. In the traditional
sense, 'subject' means 'subject' of the whole grammatical system of a particular language.
'Subject in English’ or 'subject in Japanese’ does not make much sense in the current framework
since different constructions can potentially exhibit different 'subject' properties. For example,
Van Valin (1981) found that there are five different 'subject' patterns in Jakaltec, a language in
Guatemala. Even in English, which is believed to show strong (i.e. consistent) 'subject'
properties (e.g. Li and Thompson 1976, Tsunoda 1991), the 'subject’ of some constructions can be
best characterized in terms of the semantic rather than syntactic features (e.g. so-called
object-control construction).

Regarding grammatical relations, there are two issues independent of each other, existence
and strength. If a language has at least one construction which shows 'subject' properties, it

can be said that the language has 'subject'. Therefore, in order to claim that a language has
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grammatical relations, it suffices to show that the language has at least one construction that
exhibits 'restricted neutralization' (see below). On the other hand, it is a different question to
what extent the grammatical relation is 'strong' (or consistent) in the given language. In other
words, how many constructions consistently exhibit the 'subject' properties (of the same pattern)
in the language (VV05: 99). In some languages there are many constructions that exhibit
'subject' properties whereas in other languages there are few constructions. Therefore, in the
first matter (existence), the notion of 'subject' is a categorical issue whereas it is a matter of
degree in the second. It must be noted, however, that what is meant by 'degree' is totally
different from the so-called 'prototype approach' (e.g. Shibatani 1985ab, Lakoff 1987) to
grammatical relations. As pointed out in VVLP(1997: 280), the prototype approach cannot
define the precise nature of the grammatical relations such as pivot and controller (see below),
though the approach is obviously useful for arguing about the relative markedness of different
semantic values for the relation, which can lead to cross-linguistically observable categorical
changes, for example, from passive voice to other voice constructions (cf. Shibatani 1985b,
Haspelmath 1990).

In RRG, the types of 'subject' are characterized in terms of the neutralization patterns of
the following roles: [Al, [U], [Arl], [Url, [d-S] and [DCA]. [A] and [U] are an actor argument and
an undergoer argument of an intransitive verb respectively. These two roles apply to
intransitive verbs only. Many languages (or constructions), however, do not make a distinction
between [A] and [U] and the single argument of an intransitive verb is treated in the same way.
In this case, the single argument is represented by [S], regardless of whether it is [A] or [U].
[Ar] and [Ur] are an actor argument and an undergoer argument of a transitive verb respectively.
[d-S] is a derived intransitive ‘subject’ (e.g. the undergoer ‘subject’ argument of a passive

construction in the case of accusative-type languages). [DCA] is a non-macrorole direct core
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argument.

There is a continuum in the neutralization patterns of the above roles. One of the two
poles of the continuum is a construction in which there is only neutralization between theses
roles without any restriction. The relative clause construction in English is a typical example of
this. As seen in the array of examples in (14), any role can be relativized without any
restriction (Keenan and Comrie 1977, Croft 1990: 108, VVLP97, VV2001: 47). (It must be noted
that, throughout this thesis, the symbol ‘D’ in the examples does not have any theoretical

significance and it is for expository purposes only.)

(14) a. I talked to the personi [ who @i was running along the river ] [A]
b. I talked to the personi [ who @i fell down in front of me ] (U]
c. Italked to the personi [ who @i bought the house on the corner ]  [Ar]
d. Italked to the person;i [ who the police interviewed @; ] [Ur]
e. Italked to the person;i [ who @i was arrested by the police ] [d-S]
f. Italked to the person; [ to whom the police sent a summons @ ] [DCA]
g. Italked to the personi [ whose @i house burned down ] genitive
h.

I talked to the personi [ who Chris is taller than @ ] comparative

If all of the constructions in a particular language X exhibit this type (i.e. only neutralization
without restriction), it can be reasonably concluded that the language does not have grammatical
relations at all. According to LaPolla (1990, 1993), Chinese is such a language. He examined
eight constructions in the language and found no restriction in any of the constructions he
examined. He concluded that 'subject' is not a necessary notion for Chinese and therefore the
notion of 'subject' cannot be universal. If we attempt to represent the total neutralization
consistently seen in Chinese or the relative clause constructions in English, a representation like
the following would be given: [S,Ar,Ut,d-S,DCA,etcl. Obviously, however, this is an almost

meaningless representation since this is not informative at all. This type of construction is,
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therefore, simply characterized as 'pivotless' instead.

At the other end of the continuum is the construction type whose 'subject' is restricted and
can be characterized by just one of the roles above, typically [A] or [U]. In other words, there is
no neutralization among the roles and the type of NP can only be semantically determined. In
such constructions, the 'subject' can be specified by, for example, [A] or [U] only. It is necessary
to posit an additional category such as 'subject' only when it is necessary. If a syntactic slot is
exclusively occupied by either an actor ([A]) or an undergoer ([U]), it is not necessary to posit a
new category ‘subject’ that subsumes both actor and undergoer. In English, the constructions
with a persuadetype verb show this feature. As shown in (15), the controller in this
construction is always the undergoer and therefore, this control relation can be not syntactically
but semantically determined. It is impossible to determine the relation syntactically since the

controller in (15a) is 'objet,' whereas that in (15b) is 'subject'.

(15) a. Mary persuaded Chrisi [ @i  tostudyhard ]
controller pivot
(U]
b. Chris; was persuaded by Mary [ O to study hard .
controller pivot
(U]

Cross-linguistically, it 1s well-known that many of the constructions in so-called active languages
exhibit this restrictiveness (e.g. Acehnese; see Durie 1988a, 1988b).

In RRG, the neutralization types located between these two poles are characterized as
'restricted neutralization (for syntactic purposes)' and recognized as grammatical relations.
The neutralization between the roles is a necessary condition for grammatical relations, but it is
not a sufficient one. It must be restricted, as in, for example [S,Ar,d-S] or [S,Ur]. Such

restrictiveness constitutes a sufficient condition to admit a grammatical relation for a certain
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construction. (16) is a good example of this restricted neutralization. In both (16d) and (16e),
the macrorole of the missing argument is an undergoer and therefore, the difference in
acceptability cannot be attributed to semantics. It is necessary to resort to a syntactic notion
like 'subject' in the traditional linguistics ('‘pivot' in our terms). The neutralization pattern for
the pivot of this construction is thus [S,Ar,d-S] excluding [Ut]. This is a typical example of the

'restricted neutralization' (VVLP 1997).

(16) a. Marywants[ @i tobetaller ].
[U] = undergoer of intransitive verb

b. Mary wants [ @i to swim in the river |.
[A] = actor of intransitive verb

c. Mary wants [ @i to study Russian .
[Ar] = actor of transitive verb

d. Mary wants [ Ji to be interviewed by the linguistics department |.
[d-S] = undergoer of transitive verb with voice modulation

e. *Mary wants [ the linguistics department to interview @; 1.
(U1l
= undergoer of
transitive
verb without
voice modulation

It should be allowed to refer to a certain privileged argument as ‘subject’ in a sloppy
manner just for convenience’s sake, but obviously it would miss these precise features of the
special argument if we seriously characterized the privileged argument by the traditional notion

of 'subject’'.

3.2 Pivots, controllers and privileged syntactic arguments (PSA)

There are three important notions used to characterize grammatical relations in terms of
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the RRG perspective: controller, pivot and privileged syntactic argument (PSA). Pivot is,
typically but not exclusively, a missing argument in complex constructions. Controller is a
linguistic element that induces another grammatical phenomenon in the same sentence such as
agreement or, more literally, controls another element in the same sentence as in control
constructions or reflexive constructions. Pivot and controller are subsumed under PSA. In
other words, PSA is a cover term for both pivot and controller (VVLP97: 281).

There are three construction patterns in terms of controller and pivot: (1) those that have
both controller and pivot, (2) those that have a pivot only, and (3) those that have a controller
only. The three examples in (17) illustrate the three possibilities respectively. In (17a), the
missing pivot in the linked unit must be controlled by the controller. In (17b), there is no such
control relation and the argument of the predicate in the linked unit is realized as a matrix

argument. In (17c), the controller argument induces agreement on the predicate.

(17) a. Maryi wants [ O to study Russian .
controller pivot

b. Maryi seems [ O to be tired ].
pivot

c. Mary always { *praise/ praises } Chris.
controller

The notion of controller and pivot are further subcategorized into four types in terms of
their semantic or syntactic nature: (1) syntactic pivot, (2) semantic pivot, (3) syntactic controller,
and (4) semantic controller. Syntactic pivots and syntactic controllers are the ones that exhibit
the restricted neutralization introduced in the previous section. On the other hand, semantic
pivots and semantic controllers are the ones that can be formulated only in terms of a certain

role such as [A] or [U]l. For example, in the so-called 'object'-control construction in (15),
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repeated below, regardless of its syntactic status, whether it is 'object' as in (15a) or 'subject' as in
(15b), the undergoer argument, Chris, always controls the pivot (a 'missing argument' here) in
the linked unit. The control relation has nothing to do with the status of the grammatical
relation the controller has ('subject' or 'object). This is an example of a semantic controller.

The syntactic and semantic PSAs can be diagramed as in Diagram 1 below.

(=15) a. Mary persuaded Chrisi [ @i tostudy hard 1.
controller pivot
(U]
b. Chris; was persuaded by Mary [ @i to study hard ].
controller pivot
(U]
Diagram 1
PSA
syntactic semantic

There is one more criteria used to subcategorize PSAs, variability. When a pivot or a
controller neutralizes more than two roles (for example, [S,Ar,d-S] for a certain construction in
an accusative-language), there is some variability and the neutralization of this type is called a
variable PSA (see VV05: 102 for more details on this notion). The subcategories of PSA can be

now diagramed as in Diagram 2.
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Diagram 2 PSA

syntactic semantic

variable invariable

In a PSA of this pattern, one of the roles must be necessarily chosen in a given output
sentence. While the choice can be influenced by discourse-pragmatics in some constructions,
discourse-pragmatics has no bearing on the choice in other constructions. Therefore, such a
variable PSA is further subcategorized into two types in terms of whether the choice can be
affected by discourse-pragmatics or not. The type in which discourse-pragmatics has great
impact on the choice is called a pragmatic PSA and the other type is called non-pragmatic or,
simply, a syntactic PSA. Diagram 3 is the final representation which indicates all the

subcategories of PSAs.

Diagram 3 PSA

syntactic semantic

variable invariable

+pragmaic -pragmaic

The examples in (18), adopted from VV(2005: 103), show that pragmatics (topichood) is a
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necessary condition for the missing pivot in the linked unit. In English, it is typically the case
that 'subject’' is a topical argument in canonical constructions with the default information
structure (i.e. predicate focus). In (18b), the potential controller, JoAn, is not a topical argument
due to the inversion construction (sentence focus). The contrast between (18a) and (18b) thus
demonstrates that pragmatic status (topichood) is a necessary condition to guarantee the right
interpretaion of the pivot in the linked unit. Therefore, it is a pragmatic pivot in this

construction.

(18) a. John;j walked into the room and @i spoke to Pat immediately.
b. *Into the room walked Johni and @i spoke to Pat immediately.

c. Into the room walked Johni and he; spoke to Pat immediately.

In the case of the wantconstruction in (16), repeated below, there is no room for such
pragmatic influence comes in to play some role for the choice. For example, the [d-S] pivot in
(16d) is not the one induced by some discourse-pragmatic influence. This is the only
structurally possible choice as shown by the contrast with (16e). Thus, the type of the pivot is

syntactically variable, but pragmatics has no bearing on the choice.

(=16) a. Marywants[ @i  tobetaller ].
[U]

b. Mary wants [ Ji to swim in the river |.

(Al

c. Mary wants [ Ji to study Russian .
[A7]

d. Mary wants [ Ji to be interviewed by the linguistics department |.
[d-S]

e. *Mary wants [ the linguistics department to interview @; 1.

[Unl

29



The following contrast in (19), adopted from Lambrecht (1986), and (20) should further
clarify the point being made. The answer part to a wh-question is necessarily a focus, so JohAn
in (19B) is pragmatically a focus (the NPs in capital letters are intended to indicate that they are
under focus). The status of John in (19B) as a focal element in the answer makes it impossible
to control the missing pivot in the linked unit (Lambrecht 1986: 123). There is no such
pragmatic requirement (or blockage) on controlling the missing pivot in the case of

want-construction as in (20B).

(19) A: Who married Rosa?

B: *JOHN: married her but @i didn't really love her.
(20) A: Who wants to study Russian?

B: MARY wants [ @i to study Russian ].

The pivot in the conjunction reduction construction is not just a syntactic but a pragmatic
pivot whereas the pivot in the wantconstruction is a (non-pragmatic) syntactic pivot. Thus,
there are two types among variable PSAs, one in which the choice is affected by
discourse-pragmatics and one in which discourse-pragmatics has no bearing on the choice.

In this section, the system used to analyze grammatical relations in RRG was laid out.
Before preceding to the actual analysis of the grammatical relations in Japanese, the previous

studies will be discussed in the next section.

3.3  Previous studies of grammatical relations in Japanese
There is a large volume of study into the notion of 'subject' in Japanese. The groups of
people who developed arguments for and against the notion in the past can be classified into the

following four categories: (1) traditional grammarians, (2) Mikami, (3) generative grammarians,
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and (4) Kuno, Shibatani and Tsunoda (KST, hereafter). As far as I am aware, there is no
preceding study that is comparable to the attempt in this thesis both in quantitative and
qualitative aspects; however, among the above four groups, KST's approach is the closest one to
the position taken in this thesis. In what follows, the problems and/or characteristic features of

each group will be summarized.

3.3.1 Traditional grammarians

First of all, it should be noted that those who are called 'traditional grammarians' here do
not constitute a homogeneous or exhaustive group of scholars. A group of people who work
within traditional Japanese linguistics and publish their studies almost exclusively in Japan is
referred to as such and the boundary of the group is fuzzy.

The problems in the analyses by some of the traditional grammarians are already pointed
out in Shibatani (1977, 1978) or Tsunoda (1991). A fundamental problem is that very often
there is no clear distinction between the levels of grammar such as the semantic, syntactic,
pragmatic or morphological level. In other words, the mixing of the levels is the most serious
problem in previous studies by the traditional grammarians. In some studies (e.g. Kato 1973),
cases (nominative) and grammatical relations ('subject') are not clearly distinguished. In others
(e.g. Watanabe 1971), the pragmatic level (topic) and the grammatical relation level ('subject')
are identified. In Asano (1964), for example, the semantic level (agent), the morphological level
(case) and the grammatical relation level ('subject') seem to be not separated clearly. There are
sentences in which these different levels happen to coincide (or align) on a single NP in the
sentence, but it is a mere coincidence and such alignment is generally not guaranteed. What is
concurrent with the above mixing problem is that many traditional grammarians do not have a

clear definition for the notion of 'subject'. Kato (2004) points out that it seems that this
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situation has not been changed even now.

The distinction of these levels is one of the primary considerations in the RRG framework
employed in this thesis. Furthermore, we have a clear definition of grammatical relations G.e.
restricted neutralization of the roles) and it is not a notional one either. Thus, the advantage of

the current thesis over the studies by the aforementioned traditional grammarians seems clear.

3.3.2 Mikami

The scholar who is most well-known in the debate over the notion of 'subject' in Japanese
must be Akira Mikami (e.g. 1960, 1963). He advocated abolishing the notion of 'subject' in the
grammar of Japanese since it is not just useless but even harmful, he claims. Mikami's ideas
have been so influential that there are some relatively recent Japanese linguists who do not posit
'subject' in their grammatical description following Mikami (e.g. Masuoka and Takubo 1989).

Mikami claims that a nominative-marked argument, which is usually regarded as 'subject'
in Japanese, is merely a complement of the verb and does not hold a special status over the other
NPs in the same sentence. Though his arguments do not seem to withstand the strict linguistic
analysis practiced nowadays, his insights have been incorporated, as a precursor of some sort,
into the idea called the 'VP-internal subject hypothesis' in the Chomskyan tradition (e.g. Fukui
1985, Kuroda 1988).

Mikami's claim is based on the definition that 'subject' is an NP that governs the predicate.
He claims that in Japanese, there is no such 'privileged' argument which is exclusively tied to
the predicate. Thus, one of the primary reasons Mikami was against positing 'subject' in
Japanese amounts to the fact that Japanese lacks agreement (Mikami 1963: 67). Mikami
admits that the nominative case is more important than other cases though they are all equally

complements of the predicate (1963: 144). Some of Mikami's arguments are well compatible
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with modern linguistic theories. For example, he points out that the topic-marker, wa, is
sentential and nominative, ga, is clausal (1963: 95-97). His arguments on 'subject’, however, do

not seem to be tenable, as refuted by KST (see section 3.3.4).

3.3.3 Generative grammar

In the generative tradition, 'subject' is thought to hold a special position on the syntactic
structure, i.e. a position where it is originally generated before it is 'moved'. There have been
two 'subject’ positions. One is the traditional SPEC(IP) and the other is the relatively recent
SPEC(VP), or the position proposed in the 'VP-internal Subject Hypothesis' mentioned above.
Tateishi (1994) offers a third possibility. He rejects both 'SPEC(IP) hypothesis' and 'SPEC(VP)
hypothesis' and claims the theta-marked 'subject' is generated at SPEC(Agr), which is contrary
to the dominant view since Japanese lacks so-called agreement on 'phi-features'. The reason
Tateishi posits SPEC(Agr) is honorification, so his positing Agr, or AgrP, means that he seriously
treats honorifics as an agreement system, which is still somewhat controversial. Tateishi even
concludes that Japanese is more 'configurational' than thought before.

What is concurrent with the above configurational definition of 'subject' is the notion of
'VP'. The debate over the notion of 'configurationality' amounts to whether the language has a
verb phrase, '"VP', or not. Though the generative grammarians were proposing a flat structure
for Japanese at the early stage of the history (e.g. Inoue 1976, Shibatani 1978), since Saito's
(1985) MIT dissertation, the debate over the 'configurationality' in Japanese has been argued (or
assumed) again. As Kuno (1977) and Shibatani (1985a) had already pointed out, however, the
'configurationality' and grammatical relations such as 'subject' are not necessarily linked to each
other, though these two issues are often treated like two sides of a coin.

In RRG, 'VP' is not considered a universal feature of natural languages and 'VP' emerges as
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a consequence of information structure which is universal (VVLP97: 19, 217). As already
mentioned in the introduction of the theory, RRG does not posit any special structural position
for the privileged syntactic argument (PSA). As for the 'VP-internal subject hypothesis' or
analogue, which has been entertained in the generative literature, there is no structurally
comparable counterpart in RRG. The same data used in the generative literature are examined
in this thesis, but there is no theoretically comparable claim or counter-claim that can be made.
RRG proposes an alternative view which is compatible with the same data the generative

grammarians use.

3.3.4  Kuno, Shibatani and Tsunoda

The claim and arguments that are comparable to those developed in this thesis have been
addressed by three linguists, Kuno (1973a,b, 1977), Shibatani (1977, 1978, 1985a, 1990) and
Tsunoda (1991). All of them are against the position, represented by Mikami, that the notion of
'subject' is not necessary for Japanese. The basic data and argumentations they develop are
similar, though there are some minor differences.

KST demonstrate that there is an NP that exhibits special morphosyntactic properties over
the other NPs in the same sentence. The morphosyntactic phenomena they used to argue
against Mikami include honorification, reflexive-binding, the floating quantifier, the
nominative-genitive conversion and so forth (every item listed here will be discussed later).
They are all well aware of the importance of distinguishing different linguistic levels and,
through the examination of these phenomena, they clarified many things which were entangled
in the preceding studies. For example, they most explicitly claimed that the 'privileged'
properties are independent of case-marking (for example, Japanese has a nominative 'object',

dative 'subject' and genitive 'subject). It seems obvious that their approach is superior to that
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of other traditional grammarians.

In the late 70's, Kuno and Shibatani complemented each other in the debate for the
necessity of 'subject,' citing each other's studies. After that, while Kuno shifted his research
focus to other areas in syntax, Shibatani published some papers on grammatical relations
changing the analytical framework. Shibatani (1977) is an analysis of grammatical relations in
terms of Relational Grammar. Shibatani (1978) offers a transformational generative analysis of
grammatical relations. Shibatani (1985a) proposes a prototype analysis which has clear
cognitive linguistic orientation. Though he has presented analyses thus using different
frameworks, Shibatani's basic arguments and data are very consistent in those studies.

Among his aforementioned works, Shibatani (1985a) covers the widest range of the
phenomena that pertain to grammatical relations, though the examination of each item is very
brief and there are many major constructions that are not covered (e.g. 'raising' constructions).
Shibatani (1985a) characterizes the Japanese 'subject' in terms of the following eight properties.
First, it is marked by nominative, ga. Second, it occurs at the sentence-initial position. Third,
it induces honorification. Fourth, it works as the antecedent of the reflexive. Fifth, it is
@-marked in a coordinate structure or works as the antecedent of such a @-marked argument in
the linked unit. Sixth, it is J-marked in the complement sentence which requires the same NP
as the one in the matrix sentence (i.e. control). Seventh, it allows the conversion between no
(genitive) and ga (nominative). Eighth, so-called 'arbitrary PRO', or PROarb, can occur at its
position.

As far as I am aware, this (Shibatani 1985a) is the most co