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(Verma and Mohanan 1990)
(Klaiman 1981, Aikhenvald et da. eds. 2001)
Shibatani and Pardeshi (2001)
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(2) a. Possession, existence (Shibatani and Pardeshi 2001)

b. Psychologica states
c. Physiologica states
d. Visua / auditory perceptions, including the notion of appearance / seeming
e. Modal states of necessity and wanting, including the notion of obligation (‘ must’)
f. Moda states of potentiaity, including ability and the notion of permission (‘may’)
( 1953/1972, Kuno
1973) (Klaiman 1981, 1990) (Jerkey 1999, Shibatani 2000,
2001)
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(Verma and Mohanan 1990, Aikhenvald et al. eds. 2001)
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(6) a
(Na

(8) a
(9) a
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Hopper and Thompson (1980)

b. *
b. ?7?
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b. *
b. *

Hopper and Thompson (1980)
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(10) Hopper and Thompson (1980:252)
HiGH Low
PARTICIPANT 2 or more participants, A and O. 1 participant
KINESIS action non-action
AsPECT telic atdic
PUNCTUALITY punctual non-punctual
VOLITIONALITY volitional non-volitiona
AFFIRMATION affirmative negative
MobpE redis irredis
AGENCY A high in potency A low in potency
AFFECTEDNESS OF O O totaly affected O not affected
INDIVIDUATION OF O O highly individuated O non-individuated
Tsunoda (1985) Hopper and Thompson (1980) 10
( )
(kinesis), (aspect), (punctuality),
(volitiondity), (agency), (aeffectedness of O)
[Low]
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(participant) (maode), (affirmation), (individuation of O)
(
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(11) a
(12
(13

Event State
KINESIS * (Non-action)
ASPECT + (Atdlic)
PUNCTUALITY + (Non-punctual)
VOLITIONALITY + (Non-valitiona)
AGENCY + (A low in potency)
AFFECTEDNESS OF O + (O not affected)
INDIVIDUATION OF O + +
PARTICIPANT + +
MODE + +
AFFIRMATION + +

( 1953/1970 Shibatani 2000, 2001, Shibatani and Pardeshi 2001)
Whitman 1998, Onishi 2001, Kishimoto 2004)

(Kuno 1973,

(13)

(

1991)
(11)
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(118  (11b)

(12)

(13)

KINESIS

ASPECT

PUNCTUALITY

VOLITIONALITY

AGENCY

AFFECTEDNESS OF O

INDIVIDUATION OF O

PARTICIPANT ) )

1)

(1)

MODE

AFFIRMATION

total number of [ ] 4 3

Tsunoda (1999)
Tsunoda (1999)
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(1
LOW — Time Stahility -~ HIGH
Event State
2 Transitive event Non-canonical construction
1 Intransitive event Intransitive state
(
— ) ( )
(
)
(1989)
Croft (2001)
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(30) a
(31) a

(30b)

(319

(32b)

(32) a
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(33) a
b. *
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Kachru (1990)°, Shibatani and Pardeshi (2001)
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(1991) (2003)
()
(2001)
(3
Controllability: | [ CON] | [+ CON] [ CON] [ CONJ
Experience: [ EXP [ EXP] [ EXP] [ EXP]
NP hierarchy: [ HUM] | [ HuM] [ HUM] [ HUM]
Croft (1991)
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Klaiman (1981)

Jarkey (1999)
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47na?

(48) a. * b. 72
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4.2,
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Croft (2001) Radical Construction
Grammar

(49)
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(508)

(49) atsuv le-John. (Hebrew: Anne-Marie Hartenstein p.c.)
sad DAT -John
‘Johnis sad.’
(50) a. raam-laa (*muddam) rabu aal-a Marathi : Prashant Pardeshi p.c.
Ram-DAT purposely cry.N  come-PF-N
Lit. ‘Cry came to Ram (* purposely).’
b. raam-@ (muddam) raD-|-aa.
Ram.ERG..M purposely cry-PF-M
‘Ram cried (purposely).’

Perlmutter and Postal (1984)

15

1 A=adjective, ACC=accusative case, AN=adjectival noun,
CON=control, DAT=dative case, ERG=ergative case, EXP=experience, GEN=genitive case, HUM=human,
M=masculine, N=neutral, NOM=nominative case, PF=perfect, V=verb

2 (20043)
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3 (1997) Shibatani (2000, 2001) “domain”

4 Jacobsen (1991) () Givon (1995)
()
() There are two entities involved in the event. (Jacobsen 1991: 29)
One of the entities (called the “agent”) actsintentionally.
The other entity (called the “ object”) undergoes a change.
The change occursin real time.
() Semantic definition of transitive event (Givon 1995: 76)

Agent: The tprototypical transitive clause involves avalitional, controlling, activity-initiating agent who is
responsible for the event, thusits salient cause.

Patient: The prototypical transitive event involves a non-volitional, inactive non-controlling patient who
registers the event’ s change-of-state, thus its salient effect.

Verbal modality: The verb of the prototypical tansitive clause codes an event that is perfective
(non-durative), sequential (non-perfect) and realis (non-hypothetical). The prototype transitive event
is thus fast-paced, completed, real, and perceptually-cognitively saient.

5
()a ( )
( )
6 (2001) C)C)
()
a b.
X - y - y
!
X=y y y
()
a b.
X - y - y
! !
¢
7
8 (1982) (1986) (2000)
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9 Kachru (1990) Stetive, Change-of- State, Active
Change-of-state ()

()a b.
()a b.

10 () —

(38)
() (1989)

()a I*
/*

11
12 a

(1989)

13 (Klaiman 1981)

()a Ko / /? }

14

()a b. C.
()a b. C.

()a b. C.
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