A T ANERE RS AR ) AR b

Psych Verbs in Spanish and Japanese: A
Contrastive Study on the Semantics-Syntax
Interface

S eng

HhRE

~FHE: 2015-09-28

F—7— K (Ja):

*—7— K (En):

YER 2 Shimoyoshi, Ayumi

A—=ILT7 KL R:

FE:
https://kobe-cufs.repo.nii.ac.jp/records/2279

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons

Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 3.0

@IES

International License.



http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/

o XN R/ O EHOF

FANHBEERY . TH bk

This dissertation performs a cross-linguistic analysis of the semantics-syntax interface of psych
verbs in Spanish and Japanese. Psych verbs have been considered problematic for the theories of
argument structures that assume a uniform and universal mapping between thematic roles and
syntactic configurations, since there are within-linguistically and cross-linguistically some verbs
that express the Experiencer as the subject and others that lexicalize it as the object. If we take case
markings and derivational relationships into consideration, psych verbs present more variations in
the argument realization. In fact, Spanish and Japanese show notable typological contrasts with
respect to the case marking of arguments and the (anti-)causative derivation of these verbs. This
study takes the position that argument structure is a projection of certain semantic information
stored in the lexicon, and argues that psych verbs vary in the argument realization because they are
not semantically homogeneous. Three chapters are devoted to analyses of thematic relation, lexical
aspect and (anti-)causativity of psych verbs in Spanish and Japanese, and the results demonstrate
that the interaction of these three semantic properties affects the argument realization. That is, these
languages exhibit case alternations that interact with thematic interpretations of the arguments,
thematic relations correlate with aspectual interpretations of the described situations, and
(anti-)causative derivational status has semantic effects, including aspectual differences, on the

predicates in question.
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