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ABSTRACT

Through a long history of language studies, much interest has lain in capturing the way in which people
recognize things and events in the outer world and describe them in linguistic expressions. It is permitted to say
roughly that an event is conveyed by a single sentence which is of particular syntactic construction. So a fruitful
task for linguists is to make clear the relationship between the semantic notion of event and syntactic construction,
Especially in the 1980’s, for example, the study of the semantics of language focused on the lexical meaning of
the verb which heads a sentence in an effort to characterize constructions. In the 1990’s, Goldberg (1995)
assumed that the constructions are semantic units, exhibiting semantic properties which arise from the whole of
the syntactic structure, not compositionally determined from substructures.

In studying constructions, linguists have mainly paid attention to the meaning of the verb which enters into
the constructions. For example, Randall v(1982) elaborates the meaning of the verb which forms resultative
constructions, and tries to constrain the possible range of resultative constructions. In addition, Jackendoff
(1990) abstracts constructional meanings on the basis of the lexical meaning of the verbs.

In spite of many restrictions that have been proposed in order to restrict the possible sphere of the
constructions in English, there are still many problems which should be dealt with. The first is that there are
some cases which are free from the semantic restrictions in previous studies. For example, Randall (1982)
argues that verbs which occur in resultative constructions are limited to ones which are classified as unaccusative.
However, as Verspoor (1997) points out, when the main verbs are unergative, they can occur in resultatives.
With respect to depictive constructions, Rapoport (1993) argues that only verbs which imply change of state can
appear in depictive constructions. Even if verbs designate change of state of objects, they cannot always appear
in depictive constructions, e.g., break, build, and so on. The second is concerned with thematic relations which
are assigned to the host NP of the constructions. Linguists have made much use of thematic labels which are
assigned to either the subject or the object NP of the sentence. Thus, Williams (1980) and McNulty (1988) direct

their attention to the thematic roles which are assigned to the host NP, and thereby try to restrict the possible set of
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depictive predicates. Unfortunately, approaches based on the thematic roles which are inherently specified in
each verb run into difficulty. Especially, they cannot explain why host NPs are limited to ones with specific roles.
The third comes from the notions of stage-level and individual-level. Generally speaking, whereas a stage-level
predicate is supposed to describe a transitory or temporary state of objects, an individual-level predicate is thought
to depict an inherent property of objects. Previous studies make use of this notion for characterizing the
semantic property of adjectival predicates, but they missed the interaction of the meaning inherent in the
constructions with the meaning of an adjectival predicate. Consequently, they cannot clarify why the
constructions take some stage-level predicates as their predicates.

Notice that the problems pointed out so far have in common concerns about the lexical property of the verb
which heads the construction, i.e., the verbs are unergative or unaccusative; they describe change of the state of
entities or not. Analyses in the previous studies have overlooked the lexical properties of other elements than
verbs. That is, they have ignored the lexical meaning of an adjective or a preposition which is adjacent to the
object NP. Due to this, previous studies on the semantics of constructions pose many problems which cannot be
solved satisfactorily.

The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the mechanism of conflation of events in some constructions in
English. We deal with the schematic syntactic string, NP-V-NP-AP/PP, and clarify the way in which events are
conflated in each construction. In so doing, we assume that the constructions are semantic units, as well as a
lexical verb is, and argue that the temporal relations between the events play a crucial role when the conflation of
events happens. At the same time, we adopt the Semantic Coherence Principle, which is originally proposed by
Goldberg (1995), and propose the Identification Principle. The Semantic Coherence Principle is involved with a
semantic restriction on the participant roles associated with the verb and the argument roles of the construction.
The Identification Principle concerns with how the events are related to each other at the point in time, a
prerequisite for examining the way event conflation occurs in constructions.

In Chapter One, we show that previous studies have incorrectly assumed that the temporal and causal
relations between the events play a crucial role in characterizing conflation of events.

Chapter Two deals with the semantics of depictive constructions. We argue that the type of the main verb
which appears in depictive constructions cannot constrain the candidates for the host NPs of which the depictive
phrase is predicated. Furthermore, thematic roles which are assigned to host NPs cannot be any clue for
constraining the possible range of the depictive constructions. Alternatively, we consider the way in which the
host NP is involved in the action. 'We propose that the host NP of a depictive phrase is limited to the one which
endures the state denoted by a depictive phrase over the action. This semantic property inherent in depictive
constructions affords an excellent insight into the question of why subject-hosted depictive constructions are
possible in most of cases whereas object-hosted depictive constructions are highly restricted. The host NP of a
depictive phrase is limited to the one which continuously engages in the action from the initial point to the final
point in time. In this respect, we cannot find any difference between a subject NP and an object NP. However,
they are different from each other with respect to the way in which they are involved in the action. An entity
denoted by the subject of the sentence is ordinarily not affected by the action denoted by the main verb. Hence

the subject-hosted depictive predicates are possible in most of cases. On the other hand, an entity denoted by the
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object of the sentence is ordinarily affected by the action denoted by the verb. Nevertheless, a depictive phrase
can be predicated of the object NP, so long as the state denoted by the depictive phrase can be identified at all time,
regardless of whether the entity denoted by a relevant NP undergoes change of state. In this way, we can reduce
the distribution of depictive constructions to the difference of the way in which the participant is involved in the
action.

In Chapter Three, we argue that depictive constructions should be further classified into subtypes, and
propose the existence of another type of depictive constructions, i.e., fake depictive constructions. The
difference between ‘true’ depictive constructions and ‘fake’ depictive constructions lies in what point in time the
state denoted by an adjective phrase refers to. Our account, in terms of the temporal relation between the event
denoted by the verb and the state denoted by the adjective phrase, can predict the existence of fake depictive
constructions. Moreover, it can take care of the case in which freeze appears, which is problematic to McNally
(1994). Finally, the analysis based on temporal dependency can explain the distribution of fake depictive
constructions. Although in previous studies fake depictive constructions have been taken as normal depictive
constructions, they are problematic to the analysis proposed by McNulty (1988) and McNally (1994).

Chapter Four discusses the semantics of way constructions. Particularly, we argue that the temporal and
causal relations between the subevents in the constructions crucially affect their interpretations when the events
are conflated in way constructions. However, the way in which the events are conflated in cases of means is
different from the one in cases of manner. In cases of means, the events are both causally and temporally related
to each other. That is, the event denoted by the verb must bear a causal relation to the event designated by the
preposition, i.e., a creation of path and the movement of the subject referent. Furthermore, the action denoted by
the verb is temporally coextensive with the movement of the subject referent. In cases of manner, on the other
hand, there is no causal relation between the event denoted by the verb and the action of the movement. The
progress of the event denoted by the verb and that of the movement of the subject referent go in parallel. From
this, we can conclude that the difference of the distribution of way constructions between the cases of means and
the ones of manner can be attributed to the difference of the way in which the events are conflated.

In Chapter Five, we examine the semantic properties of resultative constructions. A claim is made that
when conflation of events takes place in resultative constructions, the causal relation between the events must be
realized at all points in time. Furthermore, a resultative phrase must bound an event at the final point in time,
regardless of the types of verbs which enter into resultative constructions. Because our account appeals to the
semantics inherent in resultative constructions, we can correctly delimit the distribution of the host NP of a
resultative phrase, without resorting to the syntactic distinction, i.e., whether the NP in question is a direct object
or a subject. Since our account takes into consideration the interaction of the meaning of the main verb and the
meaning of a resultative phrase, we can explain why the candidates for resultative phrases are limited to subsets of
stage-level predicates. The state which a resultative phrase can designate is a state of an entity which is
continuously engaged in the action.

To summarize, this thesis makes clear that an approach which is based on the lexical meaning of the verb in
the particular constructions is inadequate for characterizing the possible range of constructions, and argues that a

constructional approach is required. By recognizing the existence of meaningful constructions, we can clarify
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the mechanism of the conflation of events in particular constructions. Specifically, it is argued that temporal and
causal relations between the events in each construction are prerequisites for shaping individual constructions.
Under our analysis, we can first account for cases which have been left unaccounted for in previous analyses.
Secondly, considering the way in which a participant is engaged in the action described by the verb, we can
explicate why host NPs in the constructions are limited to the NPs to which specific thematic roles are assigned.
For example, in depictive constructions, the participant which can be a host NP must be engaged in the action
until the final point in time is reached. Thus, a Goal NP cannot be candidates for a host NP, because the NP is
involved in the action only at the final point in time. Finally, our approach based on the temporal and causal
relations between the events can asuume the tough question of why depictive and resultative predicates are limited
to stage-level predicates. The participant which is engaged in the action described by the verb in each
construction is involved with the action at the certain time and place. Therefore, the property of objects follows

automatically from the candidates for the resultative or depictive predicates.
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