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In this essay, I will attempt to explain some conceptual
differences between the syntax of American Fnglish and Mandarin
hznese. The descriptive framework used will run along the lines of

"ease syntax" theory as_ first proposed and later extensively developed
by Chsarles J. Fillmore,l

1see, for instance, Fillmore (19682). I will also be drawing
upon material presented in Fillmore's lectures on Case Syntax at
the LSA 1970 Summer Institute.

-

Let me first point out two of the more salient similarities in
Handarin and English grammar relevant to our discussion: (a) both
ianguages lack the highly developed surface case-marking systems of
Latin, German, and Hussian. Mandarin dees not even inflect personal
pronoun object forms es does linglish. #lso, (b) the preferred surface
word order in both Manderin and English is subject-verb-object. ‘two
major differences should also be pointed out: (a) Mandarin can front
a "topic of discourse" and follow it immedietely with & surface
subject, through a process which Fillmore calls "secondary topicali-
zation" (Fillmore (1968e}, 57). Iun English the corresponding form
would be dinlectal or sub-standard for most speakers. This point is
strikingly illustrated whén we look at the forms English and Mandarin
have available for the description of inslienable body parts:

(1) NEYG SHEAUHARL YHOU HET DE TOURFAA
$hat-child-has-black-SUB (subordinating nartiele)-huir"
"Mhat child has black hair."

or in Fillmore's (1968a, 63-6L) notation: P"%have LA » B2C®]1 where
P = possessor, 4 = adjective, and B = body part.

(2} HIYG QH TAUEARYL DE TOURTAA HEIQ
"that-child~SUB-hair-be Llack”
"That cnild's heir is black."

" —— -

#T am indebted to .ir. Chang-Keng Hsu for providing many of the
Mandarin examples cited in this essay.
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“In dandarin, words like HXI are 4 species of verb, and do not
recquire a copulza.

Schiematicully, (2) could be represcnted as [VC7 4 B3 pe A.

{3} HIYG SUEAULARL TOURFﬁA IiaI
"that~child=hair-be bLlack!

In Fillmore's notation, (3) clearly scems to be a case of }Fldp pniom

ve AL, A somewhat dislectal or substandard-sounding knplish equivalent
right Le "hat child his nair is Lladk'; otherwise, we would have Lo
fall vack upon the forms riven in (1) and (2). ‘'loteée, however, that
optional Troriing of the direct object {(usually Tor emnhatic nurnoses)
is Trequent beth in Uandarin a2nd in lnelish:

(4) HEY BEEN SHU W00 YITJING DWU LB
"that-AH (auxiliary noun)-book-I-alreadyi-read—FT
{final partlcle)"
"that book I've alresady read."

(b} Mandarin has no special class of words corresronding to nrenositions
in Inglisn. There does exist a fairly limited set of verbs which
vecome lexically weakened and form veru-noun combinations exnressing
much the same thing as do Inglish prenositicnal ohrases ince such
con%tructlona will be apnearing in eyamnles later on, thev deserve a
fairly detailed description here,

VYerb-noun combinations of the above tynpe may include as
components :

A. CRV's - case-relator verbs, which show case relationshin
bet"een an Object, Gource, or Goal and tne rest of the Pronosition.
Some commonly used CiV's include:

GEH - literally 'to follow', correspondinr, in usare to
English "with' or 'and'! in the sense of 'accompanied
by' (Cf. Japanese to). ®:x. (5):

{5} wWon MINGTIAN GEN NII WAL, HAO BA?
"T-tomorrow-with—vou-nlay, DK-FP?"
"Let's you and me play tomorrow, OK?"

GEKI - literally, 'to pive', corresvonding to Jnglish 'to!
or 'for' in the benefactive sense. E.G. {(6):

(6} TA GEEI WOO TZU0H LE JII JPNH IFWU
"She?for-ne-make-ASDP (aspect marker)-several-fll-
clothes”
"She made me some clothes.™
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THORNG —~ llterallv 'to follow', corresponding to Enrslish
"from'. L.g. (7):

{(7) WII TSORNG DANLUM ‘TAURCHULAI LE MA?
"You-from-mainland-escape-ASP-1pe"
"You escaped from the mainland?"

YONQ -~ literally 'to use', corresponding to Enslish 'with'
{(+Instrument}, but only in the premeditative sense.
For instance, (8); is possible, but not (9):

(8) PA YONQ CHWEITZ DING JINH LE I GEN DIKGTZ
Mie-with-hammer-drive-in~one-AN-nail"”
"lie drove in a nail with the hammer?

{9) *Ta TZAY DINQ JINN DINGTZ DE SHYRHOWL YONQ CHWEITZ
DAA LE 'TA DE MULJYY LE
"He~be at-drive-nail-~SUB-time with—hammer~hit—ﬂﬂ?
he-8UR~thumb-Fp"

with the intended meaning:

"While driving the nail he hit his thumb with the
hammer . "

In other words, 'with' can be used with acecidental
events, but not YONQ, although both introduce an
Instrumentsl noun.

DAW - literally ‘to arrive, reach'; corresponding to Inglish
'to, toward, until'. H.z. (10):

{10) YOO DAW JONGCWO CHIUH LE
M mm to—Chlna—go~A“b"
I went to China.'

TZAY - literally 'to be at', corresponding to amy of various
Inglish prevositions. Y2AY can be existential, e.r.
(11); or directional, e.g., (12):

(ll) WEO DAY DAHSHYUE NIANK SHU
"l-at-university-read-books"
"I'm studying at the university."

{(12) wWOO TZAY CHCUTIELL LIIMOUR FAEZ LE SAH BREN AIU
17 -into-draver-inside~put-ASP-three-AN-book"
"I put three books in the drawer.” {(Cf. Letin in +
iAblative vs. in + fccusative).

E. HMandarin alsoc has a class of words we might call CRI's
{case~relator nouns), which indicate position and thus often act as
Sources or Goals, e.g.



LII-9GUR) - the inside part

HOWLOUR - the part benind

CHYAALOUS = the part in Ifront of
SHASQ{LOUA) - the part above, the top of
SHIAHBIAL ~ the part beneath, below
JOUGJTAN -~ the part between

CRH's can combing with other nouns in o penitive-like relationshin

e.p. CHEOUPTIELL (DE) HOWLOUR "drawer—-SUB-behind part” or "Lehind the
drawer” wherc CHOULIELL is in the Dative case and DE is & subordinsiing
varticle wihich oceurs idiosyneratically before CFH'sn. idote alsa that
Citi's combine with CRV's (often TBAY and DAW) to form phrases like

oay '
3 BAY S esauptenn LIT(TOUR) 4 YOL Lgraver-inside' or
{ TZAY at

; | Into ) ‘
{;n(to) the drawer'. {ef. (12))

As in Bnglish, Mandarin nouns dominated by the Agent node often
become surface subjacts,3 whereas those dominated by the Oblect node

[ -

3£andarin has no CHY phrase corresponding to nplish ‘tuy' +
Agent.

. am—— - an

become direct objects. deither Agent nor ObJect has any CRV éxpliecitly
associated with it. flso, in Propositions where the verv syntaectieally
requires a Goal and optionally allows sn Ubject, those two case
categories may in certain cases be distinpuished only by word position
and semantic enviromnment, rather than by a CRV. For instance:

(13) WOO YAW WBHNK HII I & WENNTYI
YI~want-ask~-use-one-fii—question”
"I want to ask vyou a question.”

but not

{14) *900 YAW GERT KII WENI I & WEKATYI
{ef. Englisn *I want to ask to you a question.)

(15) ™A IDEAL CHYAN DOU BU GEEI WOO
"He~a bit-money-all-not-give-me"
"He wouldn't give me a cent."

but not
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(16) %74 IDEAL CIYAN DOU BU GEEI GEEI Woob.

l‘Te.'hich verbs require a CRV with what case nodes, and also how
case-realtor phrases are themselves nositioned in the sentence, are

provlems too complex to discuss here.

In "Lexienl entires for Verbs", Fillmore (1968a, 57} notes that
the verb 'hit' in English conceptually requires an Instrument, a
Place {we will be using the term ‘Oh}ect’ here) and allows an optional
Agent. If we assume such terms as Agent, Object, and Instrument to
ve case universals, then the Mandarin verb DAA is one fairly close
coneeptual equivalent to Znglish 'hit!,? Syntactically speaking,

— o

5Some minor semantice differences between 'h*t' and DAA will
become evident later {see note

nowever, there sre some differences:

(a) In Mandsrin, the Object of DAL does not have to surface
‘if it is understood; in fact, if the understood Object 15 non-human,
1t rarely surfaces at all. For example: (17} becomes (18):

(17) MAU TZERDONG DAA LE CHUANGHUH LE
"ao Tse-tung-hit-AS P-w1ndow-PP"
"Mao 'se-tung hit the window."

(18) ™AU 'TZERDONG DAA LE
Mao TSEatung-hlt—FP"

"ao Vse-tung hit it."

There are actuslly many Mandarin verbs whose syntactic case frameworks
may be permanently or optionally identical to that of DAA; these
verbs msy alsc opt for non-surfacing of an understood Object, e.sq.

(19) MAU TZERDONC TOU LE
"Mao Tse-tung-steal-Fp"
"Mao Tse~-tung stole it."

{20) LIN BrAU MAE LE
"Iin Piso-buy-FP"
YIin Piao bought 1t."

In contrast, English must express a third-person object pronoun (at
least when an Agent has also been surfacewexpressed); sentences like
#jle hit, *He bought, or *He stole are not sllowed.

6At least, *ggrgg;, ete. are unacceptable as responses to questions
of the type Did he hit it?.
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() In English, we can have at least two different forms when
the Object of 'hit' is someone's inalienable body pert, e.g.:

(21) "HMao Tse-tung hit Lin Piao's nose"

where the Dative 'Lin Piac" surfaces with the possessive marker 's';
and also

(22) "Mao Pse-tung hit Lin Piao on the nose"

where 'Lin Pisc' receives no particular surface marking, elthough it
is still Dative.

In Mandarin only one form is available, eorresponding to (21)
. {23), never (24).

(23) HAU YZERDONG DAA LE LIN BIAU DE BYITZ LE
"Meo Tse-tung-hit-ASP-Lin Piao-SUB-nose-FP"
"Mao Tse-tung hit Lin Piao's nose"

(24) #MAU YZEKRDONG DAA LE LIN BIAU TZAY BYITZ (SHANQ)} LE
"Meo Tse-tung-lit=-ASP-Lin-Piao-on-nose('s top)-FP”

This is interesting because as we eaw earlier (3), Manderin does
permit an unmarked Dative when the body part is the surface subjéct.

{c) 1In English, it is frequent for the Instrument to surface
as subject with verbs like 'hit', e.r.:

(25) "'he piano keys activate hammers, the hammera hit
strings, and the strings produce sounds"

(26) . "The ball hit the window, shattering it"

The Object of a Proposition may also become subject under certain
conditions:

(27) "he window wes hit several times"

Although in Mandarin, some of the rules for subjectivizing Instruments
and Objects are guite similar to those in English, others are quite
different. We will discuss theszse rules in more detail shortly.

We now turn to a comparison of English 'break' and bManderin POH,
where these verbs belong to a set of verbs in either language which
refer to the falling apart of an Object under impact or pressure.

For example:

Inglish: Dreak ldandarin: POH
shatter SUEY
collapsge KOA or TA

sNap E ‘ DUAKN
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Conceptunlly speaking, it is difficult to say that there is any
difference between 'breek' and POH type verbs. Both require an
hjeet, toler@te an Instrument, and allow an Agent only when an
Instrument is conceptually present. Syntactically speaking, however,
'breek' and POH are quite different, in ways one mipght not suspect.
That is, the frenuent occurrence of Inglish 'bresk'-type verbs with
ObJect alone tends to Hlind us to an important fact: almost every
Fnglish vero that has a syntactically obligatory Objlect can express
an appropriate Apent and/or Instrument within the same simple
PrODOSlthﬂ

(28) '"Mao Tse-tung broke the window
"A rock broke the window.'
"T'he window was droken by Meo Tse—tunp/a rock.
"Mao Tse~tung broke the window with a rock.', etc.

The few exceptions in English include 'collide', 'die', 'fell', 'rige’,
and 'arise’'. _
With POH and dozens of other verbs in Manﬁarin,T practically the

TSee Chao (1968, Lik-46) for a list of such verds.

opposite is the case. We can say (29) but never {30) and (31):

(29) CHUANGHUK POH LE
"The window broke.”

{30) *MAU TZERDONG POH LE CHUANGHUH LE
"Mao Tse-tung broke the window."

{31) *SHYRTOUR POH LE CHUANGHUH LE
"The rock broke the window."

In other words, only the Object can surface when POH 1s the only
vero in the Proposition,

If, then, Agent and/or Instrument are conceptually present with
verbs like POH, how might they get expressed? There are several
possibilities:

(32) Two simple sentences:
MAU TZERDONG DAA LE CHUANGHUH LE; CHUANGHUH POH LB
"Mao Tee-tung hit the window, the window broke.”

{33) A subordinate clsuse linked to an independent one:
MAU TZERDONG DAA LE CHUANGHUH YITHOW, CHUANGHUH
"ﬂfter"
JI0W POH LE
!lthen"
"After Mao Tse-tung hit the window, the window then
broke."
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(34) A sentential subject with the mein verb indicating

'cause':
AU TZLHDONb Dﬁﬁ CHUﬂJbHUh SHYY CHUANGHUIl T"OH LE
, 'epuse’
"Mao Tsc~ tung hlttinp the window caused the window
to break.

8.

Sentential subjects require ho special marking in Mandarin as
they do in English.

S —— i W — — -

Une other alternative, in fact, tlie one most frequently used, the
resultative—complement conutructlon (RCC). Here the Agent (0 . MAU)
becomes sublect, the instigative verb (e.g. DAL) and the resultative
verb {e.g. CHUANGHUH) surfaces as the direct object, giving:

(35) MAU TZERDOKG DAA POH LE CHUANGHUH LE
"Mao Tse-tung broke the window (by hitiing it)."

: One recent trancsformational analysis of RCC's can be found in
Anne Y. Hashimoto's Embedding Structures in Mandarin (1966, 135-54),
where the author proposes the Tollowing deeB structure diagram (HOdF3

are filled in with lexical items fronm (3)

_m .r m——

SHashimoto (1966, 23L). Although Hashimoto gives the structural
dxagram for a slightly different sSentence (it has a negative and no
final particle; (35) vice versa), the terminology we are using is
justified by trees given elsewhere in her work (ef. 235-36 and 150-53).
Hashimoto's node labelling conventions are followed exactly, except
that FP has been substituted for ¥ (final particle).

(36) | 5
: 1TT—
/ _\h\_“-‘
. Nucleusl FPl
A
Hﬁml Aspl V1 NPl S°
'Ne E R?ml Nucleuss
]-Iom2 V2
i
"

|
MAU TZERDONG LE® DAA  CHUANGHUH  CHUAKGHUE  POH LE

T summarize briefly, Hashimoto's resultative transformation {p.232-33)
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collapses together elemcnts of ?Pl, deleting thée extra CHUANGHUH
and leaving the surfsce structure: {p. 234, Coniments as in note 8)

(31) : g . 4
duc;eusl ‘ Fpl
Wb, VP -
1 1
ﬂo?l Aspl_ Yl Ve Nfl
H‘l ’ I ‘ ) Nc‘)ml

| MAU TZERDONG LE  DAA  POH  CHUNGHUH  Li

which yields {35} upon aspect-transportatiOn.lo

lOIn preceding tree structures and in ones to follow, aspeet and
fipal particle nodes will be represented only in a most ad hoc fashion.
Mandarin aspect is too complicated A subject to discuss formelly at
this time; in any case, its presence or non-presence, whether it
should be assoeiated with the V node or instead the lod node, &nd

s¢ on, are not too eritical to our arguments.

I will now propase another deep structure tree to account for
HCC's, not because I think Hashimoto's analyszs is b351c&11y 'wrong",

but bLecause I feel that case syntax can provide some new inslghts into
the problem:

?-iold ‘ i;r"op ‘
Asp v I 0
¥p ¥ |
¥ A o vV 0

I i | B |

LE  SHYY DAA AU  CHUANGHUH TPOM  CHUAWGHUH

The above tree is ostensibly derived from sentences of the type (34};
the instigative sentence MAU DAA CHURAGHUE is embedded as the Instrument
of causation, whereas the resultative sentence CHUANGHUH POH is the
Object of causation. This is actually quite close to the argument
Fillmore mentions for deriving "F'red broke the lens" from "Fred

cause (the lens break)":

"In each case the subject of the underlying verd

CAUSE is the subject of the transitive sentence; the
analysis interprets the sentences as representing the
proposition that the entity ldentified by the subject
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P of CAUUL is cauuer of an EVent cheracterized by
the. 1ntran01f1ve sentpnce." (Plllmore (1970) 35-36).

The steps for deriving the correct surface structure (35) from (350

sre quite similar to those in Hasbxmoto s transformational rule. TFirst,
semantic elements of the Object sentence are matched against those

of the Inst trtment aentence, identicsl elements are collapsed as one,

In most céses, it is the Ubjects of the Object and Instrument sentences
that are semantically the same; thus, in (38) the collapsed elements
are thne two CHUAAGHUH's. Hon-matching elements are simply concatenated,
so thet in the case of (38) we get a new "verb": DAA-POH. Thus,

upper I and O nodes necessarily losé their separate identitises and

must be deleted, as must the verb BHYY, which now ¥OVerns no nodes

at ali, This 1&&V80 us with the folloxmnp

(32) g o
M?d ) : Pﬁop
ASD 5 |
~fkf*'ﬂﬂfwﬁq::“hthQ““““h—_._
v A g

S .
ik DAA-POH MAU TZERDONG CHUANGHUN
Since Prop nov governs only. one no&e which is itself a senbtence, we

can- simply delete the S node. After subject raising and modal
adjustments, we zet:

(40) 8.
M
WP o P
3 . y /\\6

| Lo
MAU TZERDONG ~ DAA-POH LE  CHUANGHUH LE

RCC's can be surfaée—negateq in at least two ways, reflecting
different modal values: In the Tirst case,

BU - : 11

(K1) MAU TZERDONG MET(YEoy)  DAA-POH CHUANGHUEH

llaU is negator of the Vefhkéhrase in Mandarin: when the verb
is marked for the completive aspect, BU usually changes to MEI{YEQU).

the deep structure revresentation is (42).
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Mod ; Prop

ﬂu~ﬂ%“*”*e‘;7___h-W“"“““-4-

Heg (Aasp) V : .0

| :
__,A\ : ‘/‘,}3—\_-____“%

BU LE  SHYY AU DAA CHUANGHUE  CHUANGHUN POH

with the literal meaning: "Mao may or may not have instigated the
event describved in the Instrument sentence; in any case, he éid not
cause the event describved in the Object sentence to hapren". This
can be used in séveral situations:

{a) Mao hit the winddw, but he didn't bréak it, In any case,
breakage of the particular window definitely did hot occur.

(b} Mao hit the window, but it wasn't Mao who broke the
window, although breskage of the particular did occur. Perhaps Lin
Pieo broke it. ,

{e) . Mao had nothing to do with the hitting and possible resultant
breakege of e particular window. Whether the said windoW was hit ang
thereby possibly broken is not specified or known.

In the second case, the negative marker occurs after DAA ond
before POH: :

(43) MAU YZERDONG DAA BU POH CHUANGHUN

with the folleowing deep structure:

(k) s
Moad Prop
! ' !
Heg s
-‘—.k-_—hﬁh—
0
I
5 . :
e T
A 8]
| I
S S

BU  Potentisl SHYY MAU DAA CHUANGHUH  CHUANGHUH POH

Literally, (Lh) means: "Mao instigated the event described in tne
Instrument sentence in an sttempt to cause the event described in
the Object sentence to happen; his attempt was unsuccessful.” In
other words, "Mzo hit the window in an attempt to break it, but he
couldn't get it to breek, "2
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12In this pesition, BU does not infleect régarless of whether
Aspect is present in the deep structure, Thus, without a context,
{43) can ve interpreted either as completive or non-completive; we
have chosen the completive alternative here.

The positive potential may also be marked in the same yposition
as BU in {hk}, with the particle DE:

{(hS) MAU TZBRDOKG DAs DE POH CHUANGHUHN ,
: "Mao Teo-tung hii{ the window in ‘an attempt 6 break
it and in fact got it to break."

The deep structure tree for (45) looks like the tree for (Lk),
except that Mod does not contain Weg.
The above analyges aré Justlfled by the fact that there exxat

sentences synonymous with (32) and (3b) but which use the explicit
potential verb NE&GGDW "be able':

(L6) AU TZERDOKG HZHGGOW DAA POH CHUANGHUE (cf. (45)).
(W7} MAU TZLRDGJG MET WERGGOW DAA POH CHUAKGHUH (ef. (43)).

The corresponding tree structures are the same, except that this time
the potentiel node gets reslized as NEKNGGOW, :

As we hoted earlier, there are certain restrictionq on the
syntactic expression of Instrument in sentences with verbs of the type
DAA and POH. Vhen POH occurs alone, there 1s no sentence position in
which 2 noun can surface as Instrument. However, with DAA or DAA-POH
type constructions, an Instrument may surface in one of three sentence
positions; depending largely on Whether or not it is used in s pre~
~meditative sense.

When a8 noun is used non-premeditatively as an Instrument, this
means that it was not used as Instrusent by any Agent et all, or if
it was, the Agent played a minimal (or perhaps irresponsible) role.
in any case, an Agent and a non-premeditative Instrument (NPT} cannot
co~occur within the same Proposition. Houns which eften aset as HPI's
can be categorized in the following manner: ‘

T. Guasi-Agentive NPI's. Such Instruments are “almost" Agents
in that they are viewed as acting of their own power, although, unlike
true Agents, they cannot themselves govern Instruments. Ouasi-
Agentive WPI's can always surface as the sentence subject, the first
of the threé possible positions open to Instruments in Mandarin. They
include:

(a)} Hatursl phenomens and disasters such as 1ightninp, typhoons,
earthquakea, hailstorms, floods, famines, and so forth; e.p.:

(48) LEIDIANH DAA DAO LE SAN KE SHUH
' "Lightnlnguhlt-overturn-ASP three—AN—trec
"Lightning struck down three trees.”

Since the occurrence of such events is nltimately beyond hummn control,
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they are invariably non-premeditative when used as Instruments.
{v) Instruments involved in processes and actions which are

largely automatic¢, requiring a minimom of Agental instigation, if

eny: '

(h9) GANGCHYRJIANN SHYY CHEWKITZ HWODONQ; CHWEITZ DAA
SHYAN; SHYAN FACHU SHENGIN
"Piano keys-cause-hammers-move; hammers-hit-strinps;
strings-produce-sound" (ef. (25)).

{c) Instruments like vehicles, trains, ships, airplanes, nnd
so forth, whose operation requires such constant human supervision
and control that such Instruments apparently get identified "as"
rather than "vs."™ their Agent utilizers:

{50) CHETZ DAA-DAO LE DIANNSHIANNGAAK LL
Hoay! "telephone nole"
"The car knocked down the telephone pole."

II, HNon-gquasi-Agentive HPI'S. Houns that can be used as this
tyrve of HFI include rocks, trees, implements, furniture and other
immobilia; in general, anything capable of being Instrumental in an
Yaccidental" or “passive" wny. lon-Quasi-Agentive NPI's usually end
up. as the subject of the Proposition:

{51) HEY PIANN BOLI CHIEH SHANG LE W00 D¥ JEAU LE
"that-piece-glass-cut-injure-ASP-I-SUB-foot~FP"
"That piece of glass injured my foot."

(52) HEYBIAL Db WEY JY SHUHGEN BANN DAO LE MAU JUUSHYI Lb
"over there-SUB-that-A¥-tree rooi-ensnare-overturn-
ASP-Mao-chairman-Fp"
"That tree root over there tripped Chairman Mso."

(53) SHYRTOUR PENQ POH LE WOOMEN DE DAAKGFENGROLI LE
"rock-collide with-break-ASP-we-8UH-windshield-Fp"
"The rock broke through our windshield."

Things get more complex when we try %o use nouns like SHYRTOUR
as non-quasi-Agentive NPI's with verbs like DAA 'hit! and TUEI 'push',
Apparently DAL and Tuel regquire et least a conceptual Agent where
the associated Instrument does not imply one strongly enough. In any
case, sentences like

(5L} *#SHYRTOUR DAA LE CHUANGHUH LE
¥SHYRTOUR DAA POH LE CHUANGHUH LE

are unacceptable. This does not mean that we cannot express the
desired relationship between SHYRTOUR as an NPI and, say, DAA POH;
rather, we use a different construction. The string SHYRTOUR DAA
POH CHUANGIUH is simply embedded ss the Instrument nede of a higher
vert, BEY, which takes as its syntactically required ObjJect of the
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appropriate low.r verb. Sentencés with BEY are often translated into
Lnglish with the passive.

The deep siructure for BEY- sentences is as foliows:

{35) //’93_\\
Mod Prop
g T EE——
asp ¥ Y ' 0
{
5 CHUAGGHUH
, B
v I o
| |
5 8
M /
LE  BEY SHYY SHYRTOUR DAA CHUANGHUY  CHUANGIUH POL

Irensformations operating on {55) include the RCC-forming rules:
CHUAKGHUHl in lower ObjJect node is collapsed with CHUANGHUH in the
lower Instrument node; lower I and O nodes and SHYY are then deletad.
Hext, CHUALCEUH as Obﬁect of DAA PCH is collapsed wilith CHUARGHUL as
Object of BEY. After an obligatory {ronting rule lias applied to
CHUANGHUH, the followlng surface structure ia reached:
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CHUAUGHUH  BEY SHYRTCUR  DAA FOH LE
Or:

(57) CHUANGHUH BEY SHYRTOUR DAA POH LE
""The window was broken by & rock."

What we are saying in (57) is that the rock was not an Instrument
totally through natural causes {es in {53)), but that some Agent
threw it.13 On the other hand, we are leaving open the question of

135 compurison between (57) and (53) brings out one semantic
difference between ‘hit' and DAA: 'hit' can be used to imply an .
pecidental collision, whereas in Mandarin, PING, not DAA, must be
used. Hote, however, that if SHYRTOUR is somehow involved in an
automatic process (ef. (49)), DAA can still occur.
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in what way the action was pre-meditated: <the Agent mey have meent
the rock for a different window, or perhaps not even a window at all.
In any case, the overvhelming emphasis in (57) is still on the
Instrument of breakage rather than on the Agent. If we wish (in the
seme Proposition) to say that an Agent used a rock specifically for
breaking a particular window, a different construction must be used.lh

lhThlS is one reasop why the Instrument in (57) should be

translated with 'by' rather than with 'with!'. To me. at least, 'with'
would imply that the action was purposefully directed against thc
window in guestion.

It should be further noted that the BEY construction can
optionally apply to sentences with surfaced Agents, type I NPI's,
and type II HVI's (with verbs as in (51)-(53)), e.gm.

(58) CHUANGHUH BEY MAU TZERDONG DAA POHR LE
"The window was broken by Maec Tse-tung."

(59) WOO DE JEAU BEY NEY PIANN BOLI CHIEH SHANG LE
"sy foot got injured by that piece of glass."

{60} SHUH BEY LEIDIA¥NN DAA DAQ LE
"The tree was knocked down by lightning.”

The transformations applying to (58)-(60) are basically the same as
for (57). Finally, some speakers of Mandarin omit the surfaced
Agent or Instrument in BEY sentences where they are understood:

(61) WOO DE JEAU BEY CHIEH SHANG LE {cf. (59); BOLI
is understood)

Compare this with the somewhat similar deletion of the 'by' phrase °
in the English equivalent 'My foot got injured'.l>

15One minor restriction in the use of the BEY construction
with RCC's is that the identical elements of the Instrument sentence
and the Object sentence must both be Objects (the majority of RCC's
in fact follow this pattern). Occasionally it is the cese that the
Agent of the Instrument sentence and the Object of the ObjJect
sentence qualify as identicel elements, e.g.:

({) 'TAMEN CHY BAO Lk FANN LE
"they-eat-£ill-ASP-rice-FP"
"They ate their fill of rice."

where TAMEN CHY FANN 'They eat rice' is the Instrument sentencean

and TAMEN BAO 'They get full' is the Object sentence. " In such
cases, the BEY construction cannot apply:

(11) *FANN BEY TAMEN CHY BAO LE
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e now turn to Prop091tlons in which an Instrument is 1nvolved

premeditatively. This means that the Ubject of the Proposition is
part of a gosl whlch has definitely oeen prewdefined by an Agent,ls

16Lontrast this with (57), where the resultant—event may nr may
not coincide with the goal~event intended by the Agent.

and that the Instrument in question has selected by the Agent
specifically for the achievemént of this goal. The preceding restrie-
tione are reflected in the surface realization of the Proposition in

the following manner: (a) The conceptually obligatory Agent must
surface eéither 1) directly, as the sentence subject, and/or 2) -
indirectly, through an auxiliary verb at the sentence head, which
always 1mpllea an Agent when the Instrument naes veen tapped with YONQ. 17

1TScme typical suxiliary verbs include KEEYII ‘cah may',
INGGAI 'ought to', NENGGOW 'be sble to; be possible to', DEEI
'mustt. In ceses where these verbs appear in the sentence head
position with no subqect the closest English equivalent is exther
(a) & modal with the neutral pronoun 'one' as subject (e.g. 'one
con’, 'one must', ete.) or {b) 'it' + a modal edjeétive (e.g. 'it
is possible to', 'it is necessary to', etc.).

In any case, the sentence can never be embedded as the Instrument node
of a BEY constructinn.

The following deep structures represent possible sentenceés
with premeditative Instruments:

(62)

LE SHYY DAA MAU CHEWEITZ CHUANGHUH CHUANGHUH POH
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@ KEEYII SHYY DAA MAU  CHVETTZ CHUARGHUN

Transformations mueh like those wnich produce RCC's, along with a
YONQ insertion rule, will apply to {62) to yield

(6’4) MAU TZERDOHG YONQ CHWEITZ DAA POH LE CHUANGHUH LB
"hammer"
"Jao Tse-tung used & hammer to break the window."

end to (63) to yield
(65) KEKYIT YONQ CHWEITZ DAA POIl CHUANGHUH
,'can1l
"One cen break the window with a hammer."”
"It is possible to break the window with a hammer."

or if Agent is opted for,

(66) MAU TZERDONG KEEYII YONQ CHWEITZ DAA POH CHUANGHUH
"Mao Tse-tung can break the window with a hammer."

As with (b6)-(47) (although the fact was not noted there), the subject-
fronting rule must move the Agent-to before the auxiliary; there is

no {67).

(67) *KEEYII MAU TZERDORG YONG CHWEITZ DAA POH CHUANGHUH
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