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   THE ENCYCLOPEDIC STRUCTURE OF
NOMINALS AND MMDLE EXPRESSIONS IN
                     ENGLISH＊

Kimihiro Yoshirnura

K（）be Gakuin Universiりノ

1． INTRODUC［HON

With｝n the recent trend of the linguistic study of meaning一一mainly developed in Cog面ve

Grammaトーit is specifically emphasized that encyclopedic and conventionalized information

has been claimed to contribute to the establishment of the semantic value of an expression．

Haiman （1980： 347） states that it is not at all clear that there are any theoretically significant

differences among grammaticality， meaningfulness and appropriateness of expressions．

Langacker （1987： 154） stresses that the distinction between semantics and pragmatics （or

betvveen liiiguistic and extralinguistic knowledge） is largely artifactual， and the only viable

conception of linguistic semantics is one that avoids such false dichotomies and is consequently

encyclopedic in nature． Taylor （1995： 81） raises the question： Where， and on what criteria， do

we draw the line between what a speaker knows in virtue of his knowledge of a language and

what he knows in virtue of his acquaintance with the world？

     All these considerations inevitably lead to a view of an expression’s meaning． That is， an

expression’s meaning is broadly encyclopedic in scope． More specifically， the semantic value cf

an expression is heavily dependeRt on our construal of the conceptualized situation，

accommodating various kipds of encyclopedic information evoked in relation to our

understanding of real－world contingencies． My primary goal in the present paper is to

substantiate this vievv of meaning， specifically focusing on the study of conceptua！ bases that

instantiate the interpretation of middle expressions （e，g． 171ris cheese cruts easily， ／ohn’s noveXs

3θ〃weU，ルlary discou’tages・easめ’）．

2．PRO肌EMS
It is well－known that a number of syntactl’c and semantic accounts have been proposed for

characterizing various aspects of English middle expressions， Several accounts have been

conuibuted from the G〈ovemment） and B（inding） framework， Grounded in the syntactic

autonomy thesis， some GB adherents have attempted to formalize the syntactic alt．ernations

between sentences involving ”middle－fonning” verbs and those involving unaccusative verbs．

Others have attempted to characterize middle－forrning’verbs as constituting a ceherent category

that is lexico－syntactically distinguished from other verbs （Hale and Keyser 1987； Fagan 1988，

1992； Condoravdi 1989； Carrier and Randall 1992； Levin 1993， etc．）， On the other hand，

C（ognitive） G（rammar） theory （Lakoff 1987； Langacker 1987， 1990a， i 991， ｝995） has

provided a conceptual basis for substantiating the schema by which middle expressions are

typically instantiated． On the basis of this theory， various studies have been contributed to the
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characteriZation of middles（Lakoff 1977；Van Oosten 1977，1984；Langacker 1990a，1991；
Croft 1991，etc．）．1

Nevertheless， no satiSfactory accounts have been offered f（）r the conceptual motivation that

explains the viabihty of middle expressions． More spechically， the fb皿owing questions st皿

    コ
remam open：

（A） Why do acceptabdity judgments of middle expressions fluctuate so
     much not only across instances but with respect to one and the same instance？

（B）                                                        つWhy are some obhque NPs （and verbs）， but not others， more suitable f（）r

the Su切ect（and the predicates）of middle expressions？EspeciaUy， by what

grounds are the notions motivated that have often b㏄n associated with the

Subject NP in middles， such as Responsibility（Lakoff 1977；Van Oosten 1977，

1984）or Agent－1∬（e character蛤tics（Langacker 1990a）．2

（C） Why do artifacts， rather than natural objects， frequently appear as the Subject NP

of middle expressions？

With reference to （A） and （C）， my own survey indicates that the middle expression Bureaucrats

bribe easily is not always accepted as good， though this expression has often been cited in the

literature as being so （Banchero 1978； Keyser and Roeper 1984； Roberts 1986； Fellbaum

1986）． With reference to （B）， people unquestionably accept the middle This car drives well， but

completely reject ’7Zhis car hits／ kicks yvell． The verb record can take a variety of semantically

d血rent noI血als fbr its Su切ect（King O1加ε〆s band（Theme）ノASmithson〃2icrophone

（lnstrument）／ Studio B recorded well： Dixon 1982）， while the verb acquire cannot take any

nominal as its Subject except a human （＊French acquires easily： Keyser and Roeper 1984；

Fagan 1992）． lnterestingly， however， the acceptability of acquire can improve when it is

contextualized， thus： ？French acquires more rapidly than Esperanto when children are under

six （Rosta 1995）． With respect to （C）， nearly 9090 of middles attested in my survey take

artifacts as their Subject referents （e．gi white board， coat hanger， scissors， electric trimmer，

etc．）．3 However， this does not necessarily rnean that a human being can never appear as the

Su切ect of middles：ルtaリアdiscourages easil：ソ， Sueρんofo8ノ「aphs wε〃，ノ。θ∫crθ｛ヲπ51》adl＞， are aH

possible． One might then ask why the human Subject middle as such ’Mary encourages easily

sounds so bad．

     B麗ed蜘on the丘一k exp㎝ded wit㎞Cognitive Grammar， my arguments w皿

be developed with special emphasis on accounting for these questions， and wi11 ultimately

contribute to the semantic well－formedness conditions that constrain the viabdity of middle

expresslons．

3． SEMANTIC STRUCTURE OF WORDS

In developing a leXical semantiC theory that accounts for polysemy血natural language，

Pust（：jovsky（1995：63）has come to rnainta血the position that lexical hlfbrmation plays an
active and integral role in the composition of sentence rrreaning through a mechanism which

motivates the creative use of words in context． Although 1 do not completely agree with his

view of the lexicon 一一 in particular， the postulation of Lexical Representational Levels and of

generative operations for meaning extensions 一一 it is important to note his claim that lexical
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knowledge contains information which not only structures our knowledge of words， but also

”suggests” interpretations of words in context （Pustejovsky 1995： 87）．

3．1 Semantic structure of nominals

Crucial to the discussion that follows is Pustejovsky’s notion of semantic interaction between

the meaning of a verb and that ofa noun． Consider these：

（1） a． John baked the potato． （bakei）

b． John baked the cake． （bake2）

Pustejovsky （1991a） claims that here the meaning of the verb bake is ambiguous in the sense

that bakei （1－a） designates a ”change－of－state” of the potato， while bake2 （1－b） designates the

”creatioバofacake． How should we deal with ths㎞d oflexic訓ambiguity？Consider how one

can distinguish between potato and cake in terms of how they come about． The former is a

naturai kmd， while the latter is an artifact． Pustejovsky argues that the change－of－state reading

of鳳81給brought al刈ut血association with the Qualia Roles relevant to natur田㎞ds of

objects， while the creation reading of bake2 is brought about by those relevant to an artifact．

’This rneans that the ”state－of－change” reading of the verb is triggered by the meaning ofpotato

by virtue of its being a natural kind object， and， simlarly， the ”creation” reading of the verb is

triggered by the meaning of cake by virtue of its being an artifact．

Pustejovsky remarks：

Kiriowledge of an object includes not just being able to identify or refer， but more

specifically， being able to explain how an artifact comes into being， as well as what

it is used for； the denotation of an object must identify these roles． Thus， any

artifact can be identified with the state of being that object， relative to certain

predicates．

                                              Pustejovsky （1991a： 422）

     In order to explぬtl兆㎞d of”s磁”㎞averb’s I鵬a血g（e．g． bake）， he proposes a

notion of Cospecification （Pustejovsky 1991a， 1995： 123）． Cospecification means that

semantic information of the conrplement （of a verb） contributes to the spechication of a unique

and appropriate meaning of the verb． ln short， just as a verb can select for an argument－type， an

argument itseif is able to select the predicate that governs it． ln （1－a）， for instance， knowledge

of potato being a natural object contributes to the spechication of ”change－of－state” reading of

the verb bake， and that of cake being an artifact in （1－b） contributes to the spechication of

四creation闘rea（㎞g of the verbわαセ．4

3．2 Encyclopedic knowledge

Pustejovsky （1995） argues that lexical semantic theory must make a distinction between the

following four qualia roles： Constitutive， Formal， Telic， and Agentive． Table 1 shows the

four basic roles that constitute the quaka structure of a ｝exical item5
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TABLE 1： Qualia Roles

Qc：

QF：

QT：

QA：

Constitutive Role：material， weight， parts and component elements

Formal Role：orientation， magnitude， shape， dimensionality，．color，

   コ   ぴposltlon

Te韮。 Ro且e：purpose that an agent has in perfbrming an act， built－in

fUnction or a㎞that spec遁es certain activities

Aentive Role：creator，飢i血ct， natural㎞d， causal chain

based on Pustejovsky （1991a， 1995）

Drawing on Pust句ovsky（1991a，1995）， let us i皿ustrate the respective quales。 Qc is the quale

that expresses the relation between an object and its constituents． lt refers not only to the parts

or material of an object， but defines， fbr an o切ect， what it is logicaHy part of，正such a relation

exists． For instance， Qc allows for reference to a hand and arm as a part－of－relation； hand is a

part of ar叫and arm has a hand in its part．6 QF serves to distjnguish an o切ect肋m a larger set．

For instance， man and woman are sorts of humans， distinguished by gender． The distinction is

inherent in the compositional make－up of the separation of these two sorts； a human is a QF，

serving as the 1arger domain that offers the bases of the distinction between man and wornan，

（tr defmes what the purpose or function of an object is： the purpose that an agent has in

performing an act， and the built－in function or aim that specifies certain activities． For

instance， the （ ）r of a noun knije concerns its purpose， specifying some aspect of a tool by means

of which to facthtate ”cutting”． Similarly， the QT of the noun dictionary would involve the

activity of referencing． QA mainly concerns the mode of explanation of how something comes

about， in particular， of the factors involved in the origin or ”bringing about” of an object． For

instance， novel contains the QA that human beings are involved in the process of its production，

i．e． it is an artifact， and as such， is sharply distinguished from natural kmds of objects such as

potatoes， frsh and minerals．

     The notion of qualia roles is ultimately based on the idea that there is a system of

relations that characterizes the semantics of nom血als． The quaHa structure of a nominal

embodies a system of information which is evoked in relation to our conventionalized，

encyclopedic knowledge of an object， playing a significant role in cospecification phenomena．

In other words， the qualia structure serves to specify the reqding of a verb， lnspired by

Aristotle’s theory of ”explanation” rnodes 一一 as weU as by ideas from Moravcsik （1975） 一一

Pust司ovsky refers to the quaha structure as a mode ofexplanation that is latent血the semantics

of nom圃s㎝d醐ch c翻associated with the se㎜tics of predicates． For血stance， the

mode of explanation is exemplified in the Object norninal cake in （1－b）； the cake is specified

with the mode of explallation”art血ct”Q（A）， which serves not only to distinguish artifacts fセom

natural kmds， but to suggest the rnmner in which the entity is produced （cf． Pustejovsky 1995：

97）．7

     To see more specifica皿y how quaha roles㎞teract with cospecification， consider the

function of the verb use．

（2） a．

b．

c．

d．

John used 11hlg－ngleLlg1ptge new knife on the turkey．

．Mary has used sg1ft1一ggu1aguopsgst t l since college．

This car uses pm．
My wife uses 1h b every day．

                    （Pustejovsky 1995）
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ln （2－a）， the particular activity of ”cutting” is evoked in relation to our knowledge of knives as

tools （QT）． ln （2－b）， contact lenses are visual aids （QT）， and we can interpret their ”use”

spec薗ca皿y with reference to wearing them on our eyes． In（2－c）， the verb use is interpreted as

”work” or ”operate” in relation to our understanding of gasoline as fuel， i．e． ”a material source

that serves as energy for a vehicle’s irK）vement” （Qc）． ln （2－d）， by virtue of our knowledge of

what the負mction of a subway is（QT）， the verb use is interpretable roughly as”travehng bジ．

Different kmds of qualia roles （particularly， QT in these cases） cospecify the respective readings

of one and the same verb use．

     Cospecdication need not only come from the semantics of the complement， but from the

meaning of the Subject．

Consider （3）：

（3） a．

b．

c．

Most commrcial p！il！s21sots prefer Kennedy to London．

Midwestern 1itE1L！a111s｝；sh farrrrers are preferring catfrsh this year．

幽…usua皿y prefer cookbooks to textbooks aro．und

Christmas．

                             （Pustejovsky 1995）

Two factors contribute to the interpretation of the verb prefer in （3－a）： the qualia structures

associated with the Subject NP and the two NP Objects． The complements （Object 1 Ps） are

identified as names of airports， and the meaning ofpilots （the S ubject NP） evokes the kind of

operation associated with the steering techniques of airplanes． Both N’Ps co－compositionally

allow a default interpretation ofprefer， i．e■’1and血g”or”ta㎞g o僅。」n（3－b）and（3－c）， s圃a！・

co－compositional inte叩retations are available；it would Ilot be the case that fish faπner．s”eat「’

catfish nor book sellers ”read” books， but rather that the farmers are ”raising” the frsh and the

book sellers are ”selling” the books． The point is， it ig．． because of the telic role of the． fis h

fanners that we can understand that they”raise“fish， and， shn丑ar】．y， lt is because of由e telic．role

of the book sellers that we can血fer that they”sell”books． Crucially， the most Kkely

interpretations of the verb prefer in （3－b） and （3－c） are suggested not only by the qualia． roie，s o t’

the complement NPs but also by those ofthe Subject NPs．8

     1n principle， a nominal can denote a referent in terms of the four qualia roies． The tliing

denoted by car， for example， can be specified in terms of each quale； its ”material”， ”weight”

（Qc）（e．9． The car is heaγ）り，1奪shape”，”color”（QF）（e。9． The car is co’o吻ひ，”transporta匙iQガ

（QT）（e．9．7 he car carries six），”art血ct”（QA）（e．9．ノ。加designed a new niode’car）and（a鐙

artifact） for ”transaction” （QT） （e．g． Mary sold the car）． The qualia of the thing denoted by the

noun newspaper can be specdied in terms of the following modes； Constitutive （”materiai”）

（e．g． Newspaper is made from pulp）， Formal （”a physicai object”） （e．g． 7”7ie Neyv’ York Times is

bulky）， Telic （”information contained in the article”） （e．g， Ma ry reads The Times） and Agentive

（”an orga血ationl’）（e．9． The newSpaρer／言red its sports editor）・What I want to stress here is

the import of encyclopedic knowledge of a referent， and how that knowledge contributes to the

spechication of an appropriate reading of the verb in context．

4． COERCION

The term Coercion is used to refer to the phenomenon that the envirormnt in which a word

occurs can dete曲e a s圃。 read血g of that word． Semantically， it stands for the converse
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relationship of cospecfication．9 Pustejovsky （1991a， 1995） demonstrates this notion with

examples like the following：

（4） a．

b．

c．

d．

e．

Mary began the book．

Mary finished the book．

Mary enjoyed the book．

Mary dropped the book．

Mary translated the bodk．

                              E．

In an these expressions， the mean血g of the respective verbs gσcoerces四the血terpretation of the

cornplement book． ln （4－a） and （4－b）， begin and finish force a specific reading of the book with

respect to its contents 一一 in particular， as an entity that involves a ”beginning” and an ”ending”；

in （4－c）， the noun book is ”coerced” by the semantics of the verb enjoy by virtue of its contents，

specifically with respect to its plot， character descriptions， and so on； the verb drop in （4－d）

coerces the book to be read as a physical object， especially as an object under the law of gravity，

and the book in （4－e） is coerced by the verb translate in terrns of being a text in a given

language．

     Just as nomhlal quaha roles serve to specify an apPropriate read血g fbr a verb

（CospecMcation）， so can verbs specifY an appropriate rneaning for a norninal （Coercion）． These

two phenomena should not be distinguished as separate or independent， but should be
considered as two sides of the same coin in that both contribute to the semantic disambiguation

of co－compositionality processes between elements． ln both cospecification and coercion， the

Qualia Structure of nominals works as a pivot in identifying the ． target interpretation of an

expression． Just as in the case of （2－b） 一一 where the quale of soft． contact lenses serves to specify

the reading of the verb use in context 一一 so the verb drop in （4－d） serves to foreground the book

with respect to its specific quale， Qc （a physical object）． ln both cases， the Qualia Structure of

nominals provides the bas16 0f predication 加 identifying the target h並erpretation of these

expresslons．

5．QUALIA STRUCTURE AND THE MID肌E CONSTRUCTION

1 will assurnc that the Middle Construction scherna functions to foreground some semantic

aspects of verbs that contribute to the spechication of certain properdes of the Subject referent．

In this respect， the sanctioning of instances by the Middle Construction schema is in no small

measure dependent on the use of verbs to the extent that the semantics of the verbs are

compatible with the semantics of the ｝vfiddle Construction． This rneans that the Middle

Construction ”forces” a specific reading of the verbs in accordance with its own semmtics． On

the basis of the Qualia Model， 1 shall discusS here the ways in which the tsfiddle Construction

serves to predicate these properties．

5．1 Constnictional Coercion

Goldberg （1995： 9） cites example （5）， arguing that the meaning of the Caused Motion

Construction ［NPi－V－NP2－PP］ （NPi acts on NP2， whereby causing NP2 to be propelled along a

path des卿84わy PP）can accommodate the peripherai use of verbs而ch do not血trinsically

denote the ”displacement” of a Direct Object nominai．

（5） Joe sneezed the napkin off the table．
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     Verbs that typically appear in the Caused Motion Construction mherently involve the

displacement of a Direct Object nominal， such as put on and drive into， etc．

（6） a． Ann put the book on the table．

b． Fred drove the car into the ditch．

                 （Taylor 1997）

The fact that the verb sneeze can be used in the Caused Motion Construction in spite of a

lexical ”mismatch” with the meaning of the Construction itself is due to the conventionality of

the Construction schema． As Taylor （1997） observes， although sneeze X off the table is by no

means an established locut童on， the expression can s仙be interpreted with respect to the

semantics of the Caused Motion Construction．

     There are， of course， cases where the Caused Motion Construction falls to accommodate

the use of some verbs． The expressions in （7） exemplifY this：

（7） a． ？？Sam ｛yawnedi sighedl snored｝ the napkm off the table．

                        （based on Goldberg 1995）

b． “Sam encouraged Bob into the room．

                  （Goldberg 1995）

In contrast with sneeze 一一 the meaning of which norrnally contains reference to a ”burst of air

（out of the nose）” （LDCE 1987） 一一 none of the verbs in （7－a）， according to dictionary－

definitions， contain any reference to a burst of a虻：fbr example， yαwηis defmed as open血g the

mouth wide and breathing in deeply， as when tired or uninterested （LDCE 1987）； encourage is

defined as giving sorneone confidence by letting him know that what he is doing is good， and

te皿血g him that he should continue to do it（COBU皿，D 1995）。101n both cases， the verbs do not

（or hardly） entail the sense of ”displacement” of a Direct Object nominal， which ultimately

motivates the mismatch between the meaning ofthe verb and the semantics of the Construction．

Consider now the Middle Construction． Just as the Caused Motion Construction can

accommodate the use ofcertain verbs （hence， it can coerce the verb’s semantics）， so too can the

Middle Construction． 1 argue that the use of verbs is sanctioned only to the extent that they

instantiate the semantics of the Middle Construction ［X （by virtue of some property P）

ENABLES AcT］．ii

Let us begin with a typical instantiation of the rVliddle schema．

（8） a． The car drives easily．

b． Tbe book seds well．

For（8－a）， my argument is that the Subject nominal the caパ’enables”the ACT of what the verb

drive designates by virtue of its quale， and in （8－b） the book ”enables” the ACT of what sell

designates by virtue of its quale． These expressions are both fully sanctioned as middie

expressions in that the semantic co－compositionality between the meaning of the verbs and the

qualia roles of the nouns is fully compatible with the semantics of the Middle Construction．

     It is important to point out here that the Middle Construction， as in the case of the

Caused Motion Const則ction， cannot necessarily accommodate the use of every verb（and nor

equally accommodate the use of verbs）．

     Consider （9）：

（9） a． ＊The car kicks easily．
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b． ＊The book buys well．

In （9）， the Middle Construction does not function to coerce a proper reading of the verbs in

association with the qualia roles of the Subject nominals． This is because no quale can properly

be identified in the nouns car and book such that they could ”enable” the ACrrs of what the

verbs kick and buy designate． Again， the construal of a property in a designated entity is

detem血ed by how one“perspectivセes”that ent虻y in association with the setting． The Middle

Construction thus serves as a conventionalized lmguistic schema which can sanction an

expression only to the extent that the perspectivization is motivated in accordance with the

matchng between the meaning of the verbs and their sernantic association with the Subject

nominals． Crucial to my account， therefore， is an exploration of the encyclopedic knowledge

which serves to differentiate the sernantic well－fomedness of （8） and （9）． 1 will claim that

encyclopedic knowledge places a 1imit on what can be achieved by coercion．

6．THE QUALIA MOI）肌ACCOUNT OF INTRANSITIvES

Before substantiating the claim posited at the end ofthe previous section， 1 wM discuss， frrst of

all， the use of verbs in intransitive expressions． This is because middle expressions， although

they usually take an appropriate adjunct and the simple present tense are syntactically the

instantiations of the lntransitive Construction schema．

6．1 The Constitutive euale

Let us begin with the exarnples in （10）．

（10） a． The car｛started／ran／moved｝．

      b．？＊The car ｛drove／ steered／ parked｝．

As was discussed in the previous section， car血principle can be understood in terms of any

quale with which contextualizations can be associated． However， the encyclopedic description

of car is quite ”selective” as to the choice of qualia in determining the semantic value of this

noun． Consider the defmition of car given in the Cambridge Encyclopedia （1993）：

car： the general narrre for a passenger－carrying， self－propeiled vehicle

designed for normal domestic use on roads． The rnotive power system includes

the engine （of whatever type）， and its fuel supply， and the lubrication， exhaust，

and cooling systems． The power developed by the engine is transmitted to the

wheels by the transmission system， which includes gears， clutches， shafts， axles，

and brakes． The engine and transrnission are housed in the carriage unit， which

also provides the compartmeAt for the driver and passengers to sit， and in which

the steering， engine controls， suspension， and electric components can be

rnounted． The motor car became a reality with the invention in 1884 of the

medium－speed internal combustion engine by Daimler in Germany． However， it

was not until the early 1900s， and the application in the USA of mass production

techniques to the motor car， that mass moto血g started to become a reaHty．

Note that emphatic reference is made to the constitutional functions （Qc） and the airn （Qr） of

car． The frrst four lmes are devoted to the defmition of car by specifYing its aim （the thing for

carrying passengers for use on roads） and function （the thing as a self－propelled vehicle）．

What follows in the definition also consists mainly of a description of a car’s components and

functions． On the other hand， note that various pieces of information are backgrounded． Not
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mentioned is the fact that a car is an entity that is made of metal and has weight （Qc）； it has

dimensionality （QF） and color （QF）， etc． Specincally emphasized here is the fact that the

description of Q（c） and Q（T） overrides all else． This suggests that the purpose and intemai

fUnctior血g ofacar are more important， more intrinsic to a proper understand㎞g ofthe concept

than are others， and furthermore， that the various qualia are not all of equai status． ln

characterh血1g an entity， some quaha but not others are regarded as more intrir】sic to a

definition． As 1 wru discuss later， this is not just for the case of car but for most artifacts as

well．

     Again， Qc is a qualia role that refers not only to the parts or material of an object， bot

defmes， for an object， what it logically is part of if such a relation exists （Pustejovsky 1995： 98）．

Keeping in mind this defmition of Qc， consider （10）． First， the fact that reference to the Qcs of

car in the expression （10－a） parallels the general encyclopedic emphasis on the import of Qcs．

In defining an object， encyclopedias strongly tend to enumerate those features that are

conventionally established as essential and intrinsic to the constitution of that object． On the

basis of this fact， 1 wM argue that the Qcs of car can serve to provide a basis of predication in

（10－a） such that the Qcs cospecifY the semantics of the verbs start， run and move．

     Let us consider nK）re specifically the interacti’ons ofthe Qcs and cospecification in （10－a）．

According to tbe encyclopedic definit．ion， it is easy to identify some ”activities” in the nzeanin．g

of car spechically with respect to the information evo’ked in relation to its Qcg． ． These activitieEs，

are evoked in rclation to descriptions concerning the Qcs ofcar， that is， a seif－pr’opelled yehicle

with a motive power system ’which contains art engine， juel s“ppl．v． and lubrication， etc，

Consider next the activity denoted by the verb start． lt expres， ses ”begin to do somethng”，

Here， it is plausible to assume that an e・ntity called car can be naturally associated， by vinue of

its Qcs， with that which the verb start designates： roughly， the noun car refe’rs to an entity t’hag

can ” 唐狽≠窒煤h because of its ”self－propelled motive pevver”． ln a similar way， activities such as．

”running” and ”moving” in （10－a） can also be motivated by association with the informatiev，

evoked in relation to the Qcs of this entity．

     With reference to （10－b）， it is the QT’s that provide a basis of prexlicatio， n， though only

partly for the seinmtic specification of the nou！’a car． Following Moravcsik 〈1975： 6’s．7’） af｝ci

Pustejovsky （1991a， 1995）， the qualia mode of （pt refers to the notion of a purpose that ，： ra

agent might have in performing aii， act， and that． of a built－in ajm o r func．tie． n ：tn tenTtsi’ “f whic． h

we specify certain activities． 1 consider that 一一 unlike statt， run or rnove 一一 the activities

designated by verbs such as drive， steer and park invoive direct manipulation by tke dri． ．vex．． The．

tuportant thng here is that the・ semantics of theg． e． verbs involvp． not only moveH｝et：t ea“ a vehicl｛／t．

but also an Agent who controls the way it moves．i2 ln carrying out thu”se a“ctivities， ’we c’；；in say

that the Agent （ite． the driver） has to manipulate some bv．ilt－in functions （QT） o． f a car， such as

steering wheeL ac£elerator， gears， clutches， brakes， etc． This situation ．is differeit’it fr’ or｝n t tti fie cr，L，s，e・t

of ”starting”． ln ”starting”， the noun car can virtually t．）e seen as wholly respo． itsil，le for tl’／ie

activity，by virtuc efthe・ information e・v’oke．d in relation to its Qcg． ： ’iengine”， ”kubrication”， ”fue．1．”

or ”exhaust”． Again， these Qcs all specifY the components of a car that typically serve to

facditate its ”staning”； hence （10－a） is serruntically well－formed． As for ”drivinge’， however．

both t！re car arKl the driver must be responsible． This indicates that in the activity of “’driving．“’

not only Qcs bet Qrs are required for the successfu1 completion of the activity．

     Of course， in order to set a car in motion， there must be someone （not nece．ssarily the

driver） who starts the engine and controls some ensuing operational procedures． In ”moving”，

however， once these procedures are set in motion， all subsequent activity is to sustain the

rrK）tion， which is largely dependent on the Qcs of car， not on the driver： ln ”driving”， on the

other hand， tbe success of subsequent activities must also depend on the way the driver

manipulates tbe car一一stee血g the wheel， stepp㎞g on the accelerator， etc． The anomaly of
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（10－b）， 1 argue， ultimately derives from the fact that Responsibdity for what drive， steer and

park designate splits into two modes of qualia roles． One is the mode evoked in association

with the sernantic component of car which mainly concerns its self－propelled motive power

（Qc）； the other is the mode evoked in relation to the built－in airn of car that prirnarily concerns

the activity of the driver’s manipulation （QT）． ln （10－b）， however， with verbs drive， etc．， there

can be found no reference 一一 explicit or implicit 一一 to an Agent who is responsible for the

activity of manipulation．

6．2 Contextualization

．The qualia roles ofSubject norninals are not invariably determined by the semantics of the verbs

alone． Contextualization can also serve to specify the proper qualia roles that are responsible

for what the predicate verb designates．

     Consider （11）．

（11） 1 though we were out of gas， but the car DRIVES！

                         （Fellbaum 1986）

Fe】1baum（1986：8－9）states that sentence stress on the verb may血nction as an indicator of

surprise or non－expectedness， supplying new information from the context． Her point is that

this new information alows the speaker to assert the ”non－given feasibdity” of the action， which

makes the utterance （11） informationally suthcient． My account substantiates her argument．

The given information in the context of （11） is the speaker’s knowledge that the car will not

move any more due to a lack of gas． With this background knowledge， the speaker asserts that

s／he has unexpectedly succeeded in identifying a Qc that might be temporarily attributable to

that car （i．e． rather than to the driver himself）． The Qc is a semantic facet of car concerning its

’曾 ?tel supplジ， essential and intrinsic to the manifestation of the seif一一motive power of c肌In this

case， contextual information （the irnplication of the speaker’s surprise） allows the Qc to be

foregrounded， while on the other hand serving to background the QTs （the qualia roles relevant

to the driver’s rnanipulation）． ln this respect， it is noteworthy that the interpretation ofthe verb

DRIVE in （1 1） is almost equivalent to the meaning ofmove．

6．3 Adverb－less middles and intransitives

Intransitive expressions can sornetimes merge into middle expressions at the edge of the

respective categories 一一 the categories of the lntransitive and the ｝vliddle Constructions．i3 lt is

not necessarily the case， however， that constructional merging is triggered only by the

semantics of the adjuncts （e．g． easily）． ln this section， 1 deal with cases where intransitive verbs

without an adjunct 一一b used in sorrze appropriate context 一一 can occasionally serve to predicate a

property of the Subject referent．

     First， consider （12－b）． The verb button， when used with a Patient Subject NP， can

norrnally occur with a manner or place adjunct （a typical ”middle－forming” verb in this sense）．

Therefore， （12－a） is less acceptable than （12－b）． Occasionally， however， the use of this verb

becomes ehgible even withouしany a（ljunct nor stress，迂used with some appropriate

contextualization or with certain pragmatic presuppositions．

（12） a．？？The dress buttons．

b． The dress buttons｛easily／at the back｝．

（12－a） is acceptable if uttered in the context of describing how a particular dress is fastened

（Fagan 1988： 201）． in this context， （12－a） can be seen as an instantiation of the ｝Vliddle
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Construction， in that the expression designates a property of the dress． Note that （12－a）， if

uttered in that centext， does not designate the occurrence of an event． 1 shall return to this point

shortly．

     Unaccusative verbs can also appear in the Middle Construction schema， where they serve

to predicate a property of the Subject referent．

Consider （13）：i‘

（13） a． Don’t throw this food away． lt’ll freeze！．

  （i．e． Preserve it㎞the deep丘●eeze．）

b． Look！ This stone fioats ！

The verb freeze may inherently be an unaccusative verb designating an inchoative process．（e．g．

：The／bod has frozen）． The use of this verb in（13－a）， however， d縦brs from an unaccusative use，

in that freeze in （13－a） serves to foreground a property of the food （almost comparable to the

reading of ”the food is freezable”）， rather than to describe an inchoative process designating

”fbod一丘eezing”． L止！ewise， fZoat in（13－b）can be understood as a middle verb that designates a

property of the Subject entity．

     The examples in （14） are further instances of this kmd of adverb－less middle：

（14） a． This umbrella folds up． （Fellbaum 1985）

b． Glass recycles． （Fagan 1992）

As Fellbaum （1985： 24） puts it， not all umbrellas are folding umbrellas， and folding is not the

prirnary function or purpose of an umbrella． The umbrella designated in （14－a） is asserted to be

such that it has the property of ”folding up”． Similarly， many kinds of materials cannot

necessarily be recycled 1ike glass in （14－b）． ln （14－b）， the speaker asserts that glass， by virtue of

its property， is recyclable． Nthough ad the middles in （12－a）， （13） and （14） might be said to be

peripheral exemplars of the muddle category （in the sense that they all lack an adjunct）， they

instantiate the Middle Construction schema in predicating a property of the Subject NP．

     The viabMty of these middles can be accounted for in terms of the qualia model． My

claim is that contextualization， together with appropriate pragmatic information， contributes to

the fbreground血g ofthe Subject referents with respect to their Qcs． In（12－a）， the contrast with

other ”normal” types of dresses （for instance， those that can be zipped shut） naturally serves to

evoke a salient quaie of that specdic dress 一一 which then results in supplementing the ”given－

feasibdity” that normal dresses are conventionaily supposed to have． The quale is that which is

ternporarily added to that kmd of dress in accordance with the construal given in this particular

context． ln the same way， the contexts in （13） serve to foreground the food and the stone with

respect to their textures （and， possibly， that of their constituents） by virtue of which both

entities get conteXtua皿y associated w並h the reading of”preservationl●or”weight”． In addition，

the pragmatic inferences also support the foregrounding to the effect that most 一一 but not all 一一

food can be preserved by freezing， or most stones cannot fioat in normal situations． In （14－a），

an unpredictable quality of the umbrella is acknowledged in association with the ”norm” of

general u血brellas． This quality iS the Qc intr㎞sic to that umbrella pertaining to its abdity of

”being tucked awaジ． The foregrounding of an entity vvith respect to its Qcs thus might then be

inrportant in an advertising promotion． The Qc foregrounded in （14－b） is the recyclabdity of

glass． This would be one of the properties intrinsic to glass in general． The specdication of that

property is thus worthy of reference due to the implicit contrast with other materiai involving
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no such property． For envirormntally aware consumers， moreover the recyclabdity of a

substance is ari important property of it．

7． MMDLE EXPRESSIONS

1 retum now to the question posited at the end of section 5． How does encyclopedic knowledge

place a limit on what can be achieved by coercion？ Since middle expressions are prirnarily used

to predicate a property， this question can be answered more substantially by an exploration of

how qualia roles of Subject NPs are specified in association with the context that the Middle

Construction （［NPi－V－Adjunct］ ） typically sanctions． The primary concern of this section is to

characterize middle expressions’ in terms of the qualia roles of the Subject referent and the

semantic association of these roles with the context．

7．1 Artifacts vs． Natural objects

Encyclopedic definitions of artifacts， in contrast to those of natural kmds of objects， strongly

tend to contain reference to Q（T）， telic qualia roles． Knife is usually defined as a tool or weapon

used for cutting； computer is a device which can be prograrmd to store and process numerical

．and textual in食）rmation；ノセrPつ1 iS a bOat f（）r tak血9 Passengers and vehicles across an area of

water． One hardly finds any Qr in the defmitions of natural objects like plants， animals， human

beings， or planets． lt would be sufficient to cite one example to Mustrate this． As the following

dofinition shows， what is mainly refbrred to in the pncyclopedic description ofルlars is its Qcs，

such as餌location四，”shape’サand。’sセe鴨：

Mars： the fourth planet from the Sun； the outermost

     of the terrestrial一・type planets， with an eccentric

     orbit at a mean distance of 1．52 AU， and a diameter

     about half that of Earth．

                    （Cambridge Encyclopedia 1993）

Middle expressions typically take artifacts as the Subject referent， rather than natural kmds．

This means that Subject referents ill middles， in most cases，血volve QT；they are products

created with a built－in aim or function， and are understood typically with respect to the

activities of （and the benefits for） a human Agent．is

     The next section proceeds to account for why middle expressions obligatorily require

adjuncts． The addition of some appropriate adjunct to a middle is a kind of contextualization

whereby the intransitive use ofcertain verbs is rnore eligible．

Z2 T7te Shift of semantic weight in eualia

The following are attested examples of middles that take artifacts as their Subject referents：

（15） a．

b．

c．

d．

This handy coat hanger hooks well．

This white board erases easily．

The door shuts badly．

The folding bed converts and folds away easily．

Consider丘rst the def㎞itions of some of these Subject no面als：

hanger： a frame with a hook and crosspiece which is put

       inside the shouldets of a dress， coat， etc． so that
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it can be hung up and wM keep its shape．

                               （LDCE 1988）

board： a flat piece of hard material used for a particular

      purpose （e．g， a notice board， blackboard， white board， chessboard）

                                     （LDCE 1988）

door： a flat， usually rectangular， object， often fored at one edge，

     that is used to close the entrance of something such as

     a room or buildmg， or the entrance itself．

                                     （CIDE 1995）

The above definitions all contain reference to the QTs of the o切ects． coo∫んan8er is．made with

the purpose of hanging clothes and keeping their shape． Board is mainly used for writing

somethng on or playing games with． Door is normally used for closing an entrance． Folding

bed is a bed that can be bent into two or more parts when it is not used for sleeping．

     1 assume that the obligatory requirement of adjuncts in middle expressions is motivated

by the shift of inrportance from QT to Qc． Recall that the Responsibility of the ACTs e f

”driving”， ”steering” or ”parkmg” splits between two qualia modes， Qc and （ tr．

（16） ＊γrhe car｛drove／steeredl parked｝． （＝（10－b））

The fact is iriii）ortant that most adjuncts in middle expressions denote the degree｛）f”faci撫ジ

with which one carries out the desig’nated activities． Of crucial interest here is the que／st・iofi e，f

what （or who） facilitates the activities concerned． ln contrast with actives or passives like （i7）

一一@where the ease with which the car is driven （steered or parked） is attributed to John or 3n

unspechied Agent （more precisely，’ the driving tecmique of the Agent） 一一 it is asserted by iiie

speaker in （18）， in terms of the Constructional meaning of middles， that the ease sheuld be

exclusively attrjbuted to the car （more precisely， to a property of the car）．

（17） a． John ｛drivesi steerst parks｝ the car easily．

b． The car was｛driven！steered／parked｝easily．

（18） The car ｛drivesi steersi parks｝ easily．

The assertion entailed in （18） is not literally true， in the sense that cars do not literally ”drive” by

thernselves． ln order to legitimatize this kind of assertion， reference to the manner of ”driving”

is almost obligatory． This is primarily because the speaker of （18） intends to attribute

Responsibdity exclusively to the car by specifically foregrounding those semantic aspects of

car that contribute to the reading of facditation in the car’s driving．i6

     A second reason why middles must take adjuncts is that exclusive reference to the telic

qualia of objects is insuthcient with respect to the informativeness of an utterance．i7 Qualia

roles in general （including Qr） are the specifications of conventionalized information typicaliy

evoked with the semantics of referential objects， so the exclusive reference to the （ trs ofobjects

is mherently less informative． Hence， if a proposition attains informational viabdity， additional

information must contextually be supplemented． My clairn is that the shift of semantic weight

made through the addition of adjuncts also serves to contextually supplernent this kmd of

噛㎜tiO幽SU価CienCy．18
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     Let us d給cuss the血：st reason more specdically． SupPose that there is a car that has a

special steering wheel which facditates the stee血g of that car． The kmd of information evoked

㎞association with曲w加e1比鳩much to do with the（b of that car． T㎞s曲㎜tion is

ultimately derived from our encyclopedic knowledge that the wheel controls one of the built－in

血nctions of car which every driver dh●㏄tly manipulates。 And， fbr the speaker of（18）， the

infbm皿tion evoked㎞ass㏄iation with the special wheel iS considered as one of the QTs of the

car that contributes to the facilitation of its driv海9． The釦mportant thing here is the”speaker’s”

assertion that the exce狐ent steerab皿並y of the car iS not dependent on the driver’s technique， but

rather， on the qua血ty of the car itself， In the speaker’s world， the ease of steering is now a

quahty att曲utable to the Qc of that car・In this．regard， the addition of easily一一express㎞g the

manner of driv血9一一〇ffers infbrmation that foregrounds someth血9 inherent to the脚activities”

of the car（namely， the Qc of that car）． This， I conclude， is what Langacker（1990a）calls

t’ `gent・賊ke璽璽characteristics：the characteristics to be constnユed in the conceptuaHzation of

Su切ect referents． On the other hand， the addition of easily also fUnctions to background the

             でdriving techniques of the Agent（i・e． the㎞owledge evoked in association with the car’s QT）一一

provided that the a（ljunct semanticaHy fUnctions to impose the exceUent steerab皿ity on the

characterization of the car．

     This claim suggests that the adverb easily in（18）serves to shift semantic importance

㎞mQT to Qc． In this respect， we can argue that the expressions like（16）一一those which

cont血neither凋unct nor adequate conte畑suppo丘（cf． e．g．（11・））一一a hurnan Agent

would strongly be evoked as the manipulator of”driving”血particular association with the QT

roles of the noun car． The role of Agent theref〈）re remains less backgrounded， which in tum

hinders an hltransitive hlterpretation． T屈s is the reason why the expressions in（18）are

acceptable， but not thos◎in（16）・

     My．cla加here蛤1eg孟timati2：ed by two pieces of syntactic evidence． First， on the basis of

the Cognitive Grammar thesis that syntactic elements are a皿overtly encoded， and that there is

no’曾underl如g”stmcture which refiects the deeper㎜derstanding of an expression（cf．

Langacker l 987，1991）， we can claim that the Middle Construction contai ls oniy one argument

that fUnctions as the Subject of its instantiations、 On the grounds that the Middle Construction

has its own rneaning一一the Su切ect entity， by vh’tue of its property P， enables the ACT

designated by the predicate verb一。 a皿the encoded e】k∋ments other than the Su切ect NP jn the

Middle Construction would also be assumed to bear semantic affmity with the spec塩cation of

the Constrμctional meaning itseif， In middle expressions， the necessity of an adjqnct and the

frequent use of the s蜘1e present tense are to be understood as factors contributing to that

㎞dof spec血ation． The膿a血9 of easily㎞（18）is， thus， seen to fUnction as a㎞guistic unit

f（）rthe predication of a property of the Su切ect referent．

     Secondly， recaH that an Agent cannot be expressed㎞middle expressions（e．9．＊The car

drives easil）， tわ：ソJohn！わy 50〃reわ04y〆by everyone｝）． This phenomenon supPorts a consequence

that fb皿ows丘om my】jne of argument；that is， the addition of aわy NP血nctions to fbreground

the QT（the Agent’s ab且ity to drive）， but not the Qc of the referent（the internal functj．oning fbr

drivabihty）， which is obv量ously incompatible with the Constructiona！mealling of middIes．

7．3 Verbs which are less eligible in micldles

There are quite a few verbs that are not acceptable in plain middles， i．e． those middles with an

adjunct like easily or well， vvithout any discourse contrast and／or pragmatic inference obtaining

from contextual support． Verbs of ”perception” （e．g． see， watch， hear）， ”understanding” （e．g．

explain， understand， comprehend）， and Caused Motion verbs （e．g． hit， kick， knock） are almost

impossible in the Middle Construction ［NPi－V－ADJUNcr］ （see also Fellbaum 1986，

Yoshirnura 1991， Fagan 1992）．
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（19） a．＊Those paintings do not｛seel watch｝we且

b． “His mathematical papers ｛explain／ understand｝ easily．

                               （Fellbaum 1986）

c． ’The car ｛kicks／ hits｝ easily．

     Let us begin with （19－c）． From the discussion so far， it is obvious that， in norrnal settings

conceptualized with what the designation of verb kick， it is impossible for one to evoke

encyclopedic knowledge that would be associated with any telic quale of car． Presumably， it is

the QF （the surface， for instance） of car that would be evoked in relation to the activities

denoted by the verbs of （19－c）． The reason why these expressions are semantically 一一formed is

twofold．

     First， no reference in the encyclopedic defmition is normally made to the qualia roles of

car that could possibly cospecifY these verbs． This is simply because one’s kicking a car hardly

works as an energy source that leads to the manifestation of any quale conceptually intrinsic to

the semantic component of car． The surface of a car hardly qualifies as an energy source that

causes a car to ”start”， ”move” or ”run” （the manifestation of information relevant to Qc）， nor

does it serve to ”drive”， ”steer” or ”park” the car （the manifestation of information relevant to

Qc and（tr）． Of course， vve can say that one can ”kick” or ”hit” a car． B ut， what is portrayed by

the expression （e．g． John kicks the car） is characterized as incidental in terms of the semantic

compositionality between car and kick． lt is incidental in the sense that no property of the car is

responsible for the occurrence of this activity． One can kick anything at all， provided only that it

is solid， of an appropriate size， and in an appropriate location． What is required in middle

expressions is， again， the reference to．an inherent property of the Subject referent． ln termg of

encyclopedic and typical characterizations of the entity car， it is reasonable to argue that the

surface of a car can scarcely be foregrounded as something intrinsic to it’s characterization．

Again， it must be emphasized that various qualia of an entity are not all of equal status；

regarding art血cts Hke cαr， it is the purpose（QT）and the internal fUnctioning（Qc）that have a

more salient status than others in its defmition．

     Second， the adjunct easily fails to cause the reading of the car to be responsible for the

act of ”kicking” because 一一 even with the addition of the adjunct 一一 it would be alrmost

impossible for one to evoke something intrinsic to car’s Qr （e．g． the ”accelerator”， ”brakes”，

”wheels”， etc． of the car） that could contribute to the facditation of the process designated by

kick， hence no shift of semantic weight occurs from QT to Qc． Even if a certain car needs to be

kicked in order for it to start， this property is so idiosyncratic and extrinsic to the car－starting

process in general， that there would be no reason to trade cars in terms of their kickability． This

situation would not be referred to in any encyclopedic defmition （but may possibly be in the

Guinness Book of Records）．

     Objects like paintings in （19－a） are the thngs which have ”weight” （Qc）， ”shape” （QF），

and are artifacts （QA）． Hovvever， since most artifacts normally have shape （therefore， weight）

which everyone caガ’see”or”watch”， it is quite d面cult to attribute any Responsib皿ty  to

that entity for this kind of activity． That is， ”seeing” or ”watchng” hardly designates an activity

that can serve to foreground a property intrinsic to that which is seen or watched． The verbs

explain and understand in （19－b） are used to cospecify the quale of ”information” contained in

the papers （QA）． lt is normal， however， to attribute the success with which one ”explains” or

”understands” somethng 1argely to the abMty of the Agent， rather than to the quality of what is

being explained or understood． ln this respect， corrrpare these verbs with read （His

mathematical papers read easily）． Read is an activity of looking ．at and understanding

somethng printed or written， while “nderstand is an activity of knowing or recognizing the

meaning of sorrrethng （LDCE 1987）． Although both read and understand designate mental
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activity， read does not necessarily entail a special effort or ability in carrying out the ．activity；

one can ”read through” a book， or make a ”quick” and ”random” reading of magazines． ln

contrast， however， to understand a book， an idea， or an argument， one is required to guess，

think over， and rationalize． In addition， physical aspects of an object such as ”size”， ”color” and

”shape” of letters 一一 the Qcs of book， for instance 一一 can serve as the qualia of an object in

carrying out ”reading”， although they are scarcely factors in the success of ”understanding”．

     It is now obvious why the following middles are all unacceptable：

（20） a． ＊These books won’t put on the shelves． （Taylor 1996）

b． ’Mary laugbs at easily． （Keyser and Roeper 1984）

c． ＊The cliff avoids easily． （Doron and Rappaport Hovav 1991）

     The Middle Construction coerces the verb’s mean血g i lto the Constructional mean血g of

the Middle ［X （by virtue of some property P） enables ACT］． All the expressions in （20）， in this

sense，制to血stantiate the semantics of the Middle Construction． The reason is that no quale

can be found in the Subject entities in （20） that cospecify the verbs in accord with the

Constructional meaning ofthe Middle．

     In order to make the utterance in （20－a） more viable as a middle， the book has to be given

the kmd of quale that can encyclopedically be associated with the semantics of the verb put． No

reference， however， wru normally be found in any encyclopedic description saying that a book is

an entity that wM be ”put” sornewhere， e．g． on a shelf． Of course， one can （and does） put books，

ot whatever， on shelves， but this state of affairs is incidental in the same sense as discussed in

the analysis of the kick sentence．

     Sirnilarly， Mary in （20－b） and the cli：ff in （20－c） cannot be associated with any quale that

cospeciftes the semantics of their respective verbs． First， consider （20－b）． lndeed， Mary may be

a person who happens to be laughed at occasionally， but we cannot say that Mary （or anybody

else） exists， frrst and foremost， as an entity to be laughed at．

     What then of （21）？

（21） ＊．2This joke laugbs at ｛weW more than that one｝．

Sentences like （21） are obviously quite bad， in spite of the fact that the telic quale ofjoke is

such that one should laugh at it （it is somethng that is said or done to make you laugh；

COBU皿，D 1995）， hence， we can say that jokes exist， fkst and fbremost， as entities to be

laughed at． ln contrast with （20－b）， joke is thus given a quale that is encyclopedically associated

with the semantics of laugh at． By virtue of this． defmition， （21） ought to be acceptable． The

reason why （21） is unacceptable is that laugh is an unergative verb， the argument of which is

closely 1inked with a hurnan Agentive participant； LDCE （1988） defines laugh as ”expressing

arnusernent， happiness， careless disrespect， etc．， by breathng out forcefully so that one makes

sounds with the voice， usu． while srniling”． Like other unergatives such as cough， sneeze， belch，

yawn， it invoIves certa㎞”involuntarゾ’bod丑y processes；that is， without the human Agent， the

process itself is not viable． This fact indicates that whether somethng could be laughed ”at” or

not 一一 let alone whether someone ． laugks or not 一一 crucially depends on the physical conditions

of the person who does the laughng． Tell is another unergative verb which 一一 unlike laugh 一一

scarcely involves this kind of”血volun呵1 bod避y process by virtue of its defmition（compare

Joe｛伽8舵4＠’ん8／oke）／ coughet〃sneezec〃belchedi yawned｝in spite｛）f himself）vs．？？Joe

told the 5’oり”o tん8 audience in Spite｛ゾん伽38ヶ）。 LDCE（1988）says that te〃is to make

（sornething） known in words to （someone）， with the bodily processes concerned completely

open；COBU皿．D（1995）defmes’θ〃such that if you tell someone something， you give them
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information． These definitions contain references not only to the volitionality ofthe Agent （e．g．

」∂θtold defini’θり1）but also to the information to be told一一which admits the possibility of

specifying the quale of what iS told（e．9． rhis／oke te〃5 w811）。

     Let us retum to （20－c）． lt is quite difficult to foreground a cliff with respect to its

avoidance：ill p血ciple， various verbs（ahd a（ljectives）can coerce the meaning ofc1ガkl light of

its ’oshape” （climb／ ovθr－hang／ reconnoiter， steer1／a8gedl bold）， 1’sL乙e” （scale， big）， ‘’coioゼ「

（black） or ”age” （eld）． No quale， however， wi11 be identified as a property intrinsic to the

characterization’ of a cliflr that would encyclopedically be associated with the activity of

四avoiding騨．

     Note that the coercion of verbs in the Middle Construction ［NPi－V－ADJUNCT］ （e．g．

’Zhe cli：ff avoids easily） differs from that in the ［NPi－V－NP2］ Construction （e．g． John avoided

the cli：OT）． The difference is clear： coercion in middles must defmitely be made to give rise to a

property reading， whereas coercion in the Transitive Construction has no such rigid restriction．

One can ”avoid” alirK）st anything， and can also ”avoid” practically any kind ofsituation； one can．

”understand” and ”explain” whatever contains information， but these states of affairs do not

obtain in the nianner required for middles． In middles， through completion of activities such as

”kicking”， ”avo．iding”， ”understanding” and ”explaining”， it is required to attribute a property

read血g to the S呵ect entlty；that is， some intrinsic（or more stable）prope賞y of the entky must

be specified， in association with the semantics of the predicate verbs and adjuncts．

Cospecdication in middles thus needs to be achieved， so that Constructional coercion can be

rnade to give rise to a property readng．

7．4 Obligue NP Subjects
My account of middles in terms of encyclopedic knowledge and its association with the

meaning of IVIiddle Construction aiso explains the semar｝tic well－formedness of oblique S ubject

middles．

     Consider Place－Subject middles in （24）：

（24） a． Studio B records well．

b． ？？Studio B paints well．

Here are some definitions of studio：

Studio： a room from which broadcasts are made or in which

       recordngs are made （LDCE 1989）

a specially equipped room where television or radio

programmes or music recordings are made （CME 1995）

From these definitions， it is obvious that the predication of a property with respect to stndio is

primarily based on encyclopedic information concerning its Qr， i．e． it expresses a room for

”broadcasting”， ”recordmg”， and ”television and radio programs”． The use of the verb record in

（24－a） is quite compatible with the lvliddle Construction scherna； studio， by virtue of its quale，

enables the Acr of recording． This means that the noun studio can cospecifY the verb’s

mea血g so that the Middle Constmct孟on can sanction the expression． In this sense， the entity

”studio” could plausibly bear Agent－1ike characteristics （Langacker 1990a） or pseudo－activities

（Jespersen 1927）． Note also that the adjunct well contributes to the attribution of more

Respomsibdity to the Subject entity， shifting the semantic weight from （ltr to Qc．



KIMIHIRO YOSHIMURA 129

     On the other hand， sttidio血（24。b）enth’ely fails to cospecify the mean血g of the verb

paint， as it lacks a quale that can be evoked in association with the meaning of paint． No

reference can be found in the definitions of studio which could be associated with the act of

”painting” （except for the meaning of studio as a room where artistic paintings are produced）．

Therefore， the use of paint does not fit well with the semantics of the ）vfiddle Construction．

Although one can， of cotirse， paint in a studio （or wherever）， one is not able to say that studio，

りyvitue of its quale， enables the ACT of pa血tj血g j血any meaning血1 fashion． The success of

painting Ues exclusively血the ski皿of the pa血teL It is㎞this sense that the stndio短（24－b）fa丑s

to bimg itself any proper understanding of Agent－like characteristics．

     Depending on it’s construal in a particular context， however， （24－b） could become

marginally acceptable． Suppose that there is a group of painters at work in a complex of studios

which differ one from another in various aspects． Some studios are outfitted in such a way that

pa血ting is rendered d二三cult（e．g． because of their lighting）． Compared with other studios， an

artist might utter the expression （24－b）， with the implication that Studios A and C don’t paint

well． As 1 shall point out， contextual information and pragmatic inference can occasionally

serve to add qualia that cospecify the meaning of a verb； ultimately， the expression’s well－

formedness is thus likely to be improved．

     Consider next lnstrument Subject middles：

（25） These scissors cut very well．

One definition ofscissors is as follows：

scissors： two sharp ．blades having handles at one end with holes

       for the fmgers， fastened at the center so that they open

       in the shape of the letter X and cut when they close．

                                       （LDCE 1987）

This definition implies that scissors have the following qualia； Qc （having handles and blades as

its parts）， QF （the shape of the letter X）， （ tr （they cut when they close） and QA （artifact）． The

defmition of scissors first and foremost contains the mode of explanation describing how they

are art血cts to cut someth㎞9・The spec迅cation of’雪cuttab逓itジdesignated by the verb c躍is．

adequately cospecdied by the noun scissors， hence the verb instantiates the Constructional

meaning of the Middle． Note that’ the QT given in scissors is highly conventional information

shared by all the people who use thern， and obviously this is why the act of ”cutting” （QT） is

referred to in the definition． Reference only to this QT， however， inevitably fails to give

suthcient information to the designated entity （’These scissors cut）． The need for some

appropriate adjunct can also be motivated in．this regard。 By s圃血g tbe㎜er of”how the

scissors cut” （e．g． quite welb， the quale intrinsic to those particular scissors is clearly

foregrounded．

     The following are Experiencer－Subject middles：

（26） a． Mary discourages easily

b． “Mary encourages easily．

Note first that what distinguishes these middles from the middle Mary does not photograph

well resides in the difference in the qualia roles． ln the expression， Mary does not photograph

well， Mary is perspectivized in terms of an object related to the feasibMty of her

”photographng”一一 namely， a perspective of whether a person has poor facial expressions，
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inelegant posture， and so on． The qualia evoked in relation to this sense are obviously Qcs，

especially， the physical parts or whole of the body．

     Contrary to the above example，ルtaり， in（26－a）and（26－b）is perspectiviZed hl tenns of

her mental attitude． Both are intended to designateルtar：y with respect to her personahty（or

mood）， which wru， in turn， be manifested in association with the ACT of what discourage （or

encourage） designates． No reference is normally made in encyclopedic defmitions that specify

the q曲roles of humari beings with regard to the personality． This state of affairs strongly

suggests that a person’s personality can vary in accordance with one’s construal of the person in

a given context， hence the acceptabdity of middles involving reference to a person’s personality

is essentially variable．

     It seems that discourage， compared wi由encourage， denotes a mental state as being

more remote from the normal state of a person’s feelings． While encourage expresses the act of

making someone believe they are able to do somethng， discourage expresses the act o f

preventing someone from doing somethng by makng things difficult or unpleasant． At the risk

of overgeneralization， one might say that a person’s facial expressions and behavior w一 be

more欺ely to re且ect－and悦more敬ely to u血versaUy㎜i艶st一一the mentai state of ”being

discouraged”rather than of”be血g encouraged’。． Assum血g then that discourage expresses a

human feelmg that entails a change from a normal to a less normal state， encourage， a change

from a less normal to a normal state， Gricean rnaxims would also contribute to an explanation

of the difference in （26）． By the Quantity and the Relation maxims， the mental state designated

by discoura8e iS clearly more info皿ative than that designated by encourage in that the former

entails as its endpoint a sense more remote from the normal state of human feelings．i9

7．5∫一円fc co－compositionalめ，

The account of middles given so far can explain why some entities， but not others， occur as the

Subject of middles． Just as in the case of （18）， where various verbs were seen to occur with one

and the sarne Subject， so various Subject NPs can occur with one and the same predicate 一一

although acceptabdity judgments may vary somcwhat：

Consider （27）：

（27） a．

b．

c．

d．

e．

f’

g・

The book

Paperbacks／ Hardcovers
This vending machine

Shakespeare

The c血ne

OJ．S血npson／Princess DI

Sex
h．？？’rhat corner

i．？＊Ear里y even血gs

sell（s） well．

The sentences in （27） exemplify the fact that middle expressions are sanctioned to the extent

that the Subject NPs cospecify the semantics of their respective verbs． ln （27－a）， the QT of the

noun book cospechies the semantics of the verb sell． Sell designates an action of ”giving or

passing property or goods to sorneone elSe in exchange for moneジ（LDCE 1987）． On the other

hand， book 一一 in its encyclopedic and conventionalized meaning 一一 can be understood as a

commodity for a transaction， the semantic aspect of which is especially evoked in association

with the meaning of sell． ln （27－b）， the sernantic aspect of ”cover” （for book） is spechically

fbregrounded with respect to the sale of the book；the sales f1gures of books not h1丘equently
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depend on whether they have ”paper” or ”hard” covers． The reading of （27－c） is ambiguous；

one reading is that 一一 due to some excellent features in its built－in functions， or maybe other

factors 一一 the machne sells somethng well； the other reading is that this type of machne，

compared with others， is sold well for its own quality． Of importance here is that， in both

readings， the QT of the machine is foregrounded in association with the meaning of sell， by

which it is possible to specify the property mherent to that machine． In the examples from （27－

d） to （27一一g）， the Subject NPs are understood as riretonymical extensions of referential objects：

Shakespeare in （d） designates the works written by Shakespeare； the crime in （e） designates the

articles or scoops written about it； O．1． Simpson， Princess DI and sex are understood as

referring to incidents and general topics involving the persons designated by the respective

nouns． All of these referents are construed in light of ”merchandise” for the purpose of

commercial transaction， which contributes to the cospecification of the meaning of sell with

their respective construals． ln the norrnal sense， it is difficult to identify any quale in the nouns

corner and evenings that would cospecify the verb sell． This is because one hardly identifies a

semantic aspect of coη昭r or 8vθηfπ8 that woUld be related to the sale of books；no reference

wM be found in any encyclopedic definition of books that contains reference to comer or

evening in any meaningfu！ fashion． As 1 discuss in the next section， however， given a context

that adds a quale to the concepts of these objects in relation to the seinmtics of sell， the

semantic well－forrnedness of these expressions improves．20

Z6 Contextualization and variability

Z6．1 eualia in context

In this section， 1 argue that qualia can be variable in accordance with contextualization and

discourse settings．

7．6．1．1 The Foregrounding of a quale

The argument for the import ofencyclopedic knowledge does not preciude verbs like kick， hit，

and acquire丘om occurring in middle expressions． Instead， I w皿argue that contextual

information can make these verbs more or less feasible in middle expressions． Contra Fagan

（1992： 75）， my argument predicts that these verbs can be used in middle expressions， provided

that contextualization supplies irrformation that serves to foreground some ofthe qualia roles of

the referents：

     Consider （28）：

（28） a． ？This ball kicks easily， but that one doesn’t．

b． These baseballs hit 1ike a dream． （Massam 1988）

c． ？French acquires more rapidly than Esperanto when children are

  under six． （Rosta 1995）

Although （28一一a） is not completely acceptable， it is better than The car kicks easily． What is

important is that the activity of ’“kicking” is not as incidental to the notion of ball as to that of

car． Why is this so？ This is because the qualia structure ofball contains the role （i．e． QT， here）

associated with this kmd of activity， whereas that of car does not． Consider the mode of

expヨanation of how a加〃（e。g． a baseba11， soccer baU， etc．）comes about． It is an art血ct which

people create with the purpose of playing with 一一 more specifically， an artifact which one ”hits”，

”kicks” or ”throws”． ln （28－a）， the predicate verb kick 一一 in contrast with other objects of the

same㎞d’伽tha’doesn’ご）一一bre暫ounds眺teHc role of加〃． Similarly，㎞（28－b）， the

basebans are fbregrounded with particular respect to theh’”res鑑encゾ’， a Qc which contributes
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to the feasibdity of the Aer ”hitting”． The foregrounding of the quale comes to be corripleted，

especially with contextualization by the adjunct like a dream． The context in （28－c） shows that

two languageS are being compared with respect to the property of their”learnabihtジ． AU these

qualia are contextually added， while other possible qualia are being overridden．2’

     Let us consider the examples in （29）：

（29） a． ？？That corner sells well．

     b．【conversation between the staff血abookshop on

        a book that is newly－published］

           A： Which corner shall we use to display the book？

           B： 1 think， ．．． That corner seds well．

              It’s far better than this one．

With respect to （29－b）， discourse context provides background inforrnation which contributes

to the speci血cation of the information relating to a quale of coη～εr（i．e． QT）． Encyclopedicany，

in fact， no reference is normally made to the telic roles of corner． Nonetheless， the discourse

se四es to e面ch the contextual information surrounding the middle expression， organiZing an

association of a quale of comer with one of book； the corner in this expression is perspectivzed

in terms of a ”place” in which somethng is to be displayed （for the benefit of sale）． The example

（29－b） exemplif7ies my claim that the QT of comer is contextually added and foregrounded．22

     Contextual information also can serve to advance the acceptabdity of the verb dance．

（30） a． ’This waltz dances easily． （Fagan 1992）

b． This music dances better than the other one ［i．e．， piece of

   music］．．． We’il just have to see how the other piece

   dances． （Van Oosten 1984）

（31） a． ＊This stage dances easily．

b． ？［said by a professional dancer when she frrst saw the stage for

    the pre即tion of her帥㎜ce］

   This stage doesn’t dance very well； the station platform

   does better．

The Middle Const則ction fails to sanction the expressions in（30－a）and（31・一a）． It is irnpossible

to see how stage， by virtue of any of its qualia roles， enables the ACT of dancing； instead， it

would normally be a dancer who enables the ACT of dancing． ln order to niake these middles

imore viable， waltz （or music） and stage need to be contextually foregrounded with respect to

the qualia that cari semantically be associated with the various activities of ”dancing”． ln （30－b），

two pieces of mnsic are being compared with respect to the’「【rerformabilitジof dancing；this

serves to add and foreground the qualia of music， i．e． the rhythn and／or harmony inherent to it．

In（31－b）， a stage iS being co卿ared with a station platform with respect to the帥㎜b亜ty

of dancing on it， thereby adding and foregrounding the qualia of stage 一一 Qcs such as structure，

space， acoustic effect， or even the color．

7．6．1．2 eualia in various construals of settings

An account of middle expressions within the framework of encyclopedic knowledge and

contextual suppert also explains the flexibdity in the use of many verbs． ．

（32） ’These cabinets ｛constructi build｝ easily． （Fellbaum 1986）
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Fellbaum （1986： 17） explains that （32） is rejected because the verbs refer to the ”creation” of an

object and do not refer to a change of state 一一 the result of a so－called Affectedness

Constraint．23 However， as we saw in the discussion of the verbs hit and kick， it is not necessarily

the case that only affected verbs occur in middle expressions． The following are some examples

that contain unafliecting verbs， or the non－affective use of verbs：24

（33） a． ？An extension bridge ｛constructs／ builds｝ easily．

     b． London approaches easily， when there’s not much traffic．

                                         （Rosta 1995）

     c． Bert doesn’t interview very well． （Taylor 1996）

     d． 1”The house entered easily， once the barricades were removed．

                                             （Rosta 1995）

e． SupPose  Louisa pliak  had  been  血volved  in the  plant sabotage  and

   Humboldt was protecting her． May be he’d called Carolme and pushed her into frring

   me． Nthough Caroline was not the kind that pushed easily．

                   ’」 （Toxic Shock． Sara Paretsky； 1988）

Conceming （33－a）， quale is evoked relevant to the structure of an extension bridge in implicit

contrast to knowledge pertaining to o由erりrpes of bridges． This quale serves to pr（）ject並s

”creation” meaning to the process of what construct designates． Bridge in association with the

spec遁cation of a qua血ty（extension♪is fbregrounded with respect to its”creation”aspect． Thjs

motivates the cospechication ofthe rneanings of these verbs．

     In this respect， it is interesting to compare construct and build with assemble：

（34） These toys assemble ｛rapidly／ easily｝．

      （Keyser and Roeper 1984， Fellbaum 1986）

Contrary to construct and build， assemble can be used in a plain middle． All of these verbs

generally express the notion ”making sonrethng by putting bricks or materials together”．

However， while the meaning of assemble stresses the aspect of integrating parts of a whole， the

meaning of construct and build puts more emphasis on the coming about of the created objects

一一
@especially entailing a sense of creation for somethng which is large in size， such as buildings，

edifices， etc． Normally， the integral parts of a toy， in terms of their shape and structuring， are

closely 1inked with the feasibility of the process designated by assemble． That is， the success of

assemblmg a toy is largely dependent on the quality of its parts． This means that the Qc of toy

（i．e． the part－whole relationship） can be foregrounded more easily than that of bridge． Again，

however 一一 contrary to Fellbaum （1986： 17－18） 一一 this account does not lead to the claim that

certain semantic aspect（s） of bridge can never be coerced by construct or build in， the Middle

Construction， as is exemplified in （33－a）．

     In （33－b）， apparently， the city ofLondon does not undergo any change ofstate when it is

approached． Given an appropriate context like （33－b）， however， one can imagine how difficult

it is to approach London， presumab！y due to its heavy traffic． Here， London is foregrounded in

terms of its geographical configuration （QF； a Formal Quale）， specifically concerning itS

accessibdity by road． Viewing London from this point of view， the speaker succeeds in making

his assertion viable as a middle in that London 一一 by yirtue of its geographical configuration 一一 iS

responsible for the act of what is designated by approach．
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     Unlike artifacts， it is generally diffTicult to identifY any telic qualia for human beings． This

does not necessarily irrean that hurnan beings never appear in the Subject of middles． This is

because a quale can be added， depending on the construal of a situation． ln （33－c）， Bert is

foregrounded as an ”information source” （QT） which the interviewer intends to utilize． ln this

case， the act of ”interviewing” can properly be cospecified by the qualia mode， because Bert is

perspectivized as an entity involved in the ”aim” of this act． As an interviewer， Bert is regarded

as a ”container” that the interviewer aims to take information from， and the success of it should

exclusively depend on the characteristics inherent to the interviewee （Bert）， rather than those of

the interviewer．

     The verb enter in （33－d） is an unaffecting verb that the Affectedness Constraint would

exclude from use in middle expressions． Following the claim that the Subject referent in middle

expressions must be a Patient （Lakoff 1977； Van Oosten 1977； Fellbaum 1985， 1986），

moreover （33－d） should be rejected， since the Subject referent house is to be understood as

Goal． As （33－d） exemplifies， however， enter can occur in a middle． Encyclopedically， house is

defmed as a building for people to live in； typically， it has doors， windows， a roof， and

occasionany a porch， fence and gate． Conventionally， no qualia role would be identj血ed in

defining a house that could be associated with its entrance． ln （33－d）， what is important is that

the speaker aims to foreground the ”path” to the entrance of the house through which people

（presumably， soldiers） might come in． ln other words， what is of special interest for the speaker

in this utterance resides in the ”settings” surrounding the entrance， which in effect facilitates the

way the soldiers entered the house． The second clause（oπc8 the barricades were removeの

serves to foreground ”tbe path to the entrance” with respect to its constitution． This contextual

support， with its associated reference to the qualia roles Qc （a component of the house ） and QT

（built－in aim for the purpose of one’s entering）， contributes to direchng more Responsibdity

to the Subject referent．

     In （33－e）， the verb push is used to express roughly ”force someone to do something by

putting pressure on him／her”． Without contextualization， the middle expression Caroline

pushed easily would probably be rejected． With the contextualization exemplified in （33－e）， we

understand that Caroline is a person with a mental fortitude such that the act of ”pushing” can

be associated with somethng inherent to it． Assuming that a person’s mental habit is one of the

qualia roles of human beings （Qc）， the crucial point in （33－e） is that the speaker succeeds in

asserting that Caroline’s mental constitution is foregrounded in particular association with the

act of ”pushing”． The contextualization in （33－e） supports the speaker’s assertion． Note that the

passage preced㎞g the middle expression refers to a situation血which Carol㎞e had been

involved （May be he’d called Caroline and ”pushed” her into firing me）． This passage offers

the background information that contributes to f（）reground血g the mental constitution of

Caroline in the subsequent middle expression， spechically serving to characterize Caroline in

terms of mental fortitude．

     As already mentioned， the acceptabdity judgments of （35） fluctuate considerably：25

（35） Bureaucrats bribe easily．

It would be natural to see， in its normal sense， that the kind of people designated by the noun

bureaucrats fust and foremost do not exist in order to be bribed． This indicates that it is hardly

possible to assume a telic quale in the sernantics of bureaucrqts which is evoked in close

association with． the act of”bribing’t． The quaha of professions， u面ke art血cts， can be

construed in different ways from person to person． lt is no wonder that some inforrnants 一一

presumably in implicit contrast to other professions 一一 strongly evoke a greedy aspect of

bureaucrats in particular association with their occasional corruption． For those， （35） will
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possibly sound good； they can construe bureaucrats in temis of their greediness， which in turn

serves to cospecify the semantics ofbribe． Consequently， greediness comes to be interpreted as

a property that enables the ACT of what is designated by bribe．

     In order to rnake （35） more firrnly viable， some contextualization may be needed （capital

letters indicate that emphatic stress fails on these elements）：

（36） a． Bureaucrats do not bribe easily， but politicians do．

b． Bureaucrats DO bribe easily．

c． BUREAUCRATS bribe easily．

In（36－a）， bureaucrats are being compared with poHticians with respect to their”bribabiUtジ．

The emphatic stress on the verb（or the nom血al）also helps to fbreground the quale of

”bribab皿tジ， contdbut血g to the幽ce㎜nt o舳㎜tivity． In particular， bribab血ty is
foregrounded here as a quale which is variable with reference to bureaucrats and other

（unexpressed） entities like politicians． ln conclusion， foregrounding with pragmatic inferences

serves to enrich the understand血g of the concept of bureaucrat．

     To conclude this section， 1 wru briefiy discuss one further example． Based on my

arguments so far， the last sentence in （37） shouid be considered as a peripheral instantiation of

the middle． It is peripheral in the sense that it lacks an adjunct， but it is still a middle in that it

predicates a property of the subject Np．26

（37） A hungry lion cairre across two men in the jungle． One was reading

      a book and the other was writing a book． The man reading the book

      was quickly devoured while the writer was ignored． Even a lion knows

      that readers digest and that writers cramp． （boid is by K．Y．）

                                  （Otago Daily Times； 23／9／1997）

As in the case of （11）， the speaker of （37） asserts that s／he has unexpectedly succeeded in

identifying the qualia that can temporarily be attributable to the proper reading of the lion in this

context． Of special interest in relation to the present discussion is the creative aspect of qualia－

foregroundmg． The readers and writers designated by the Subject nomirials pQtentially contain

various kinds of qualia that can be contextually foregrounded． Those qualia皿y in principle not

only be intrinsic （or less intrinsic） to the semantic characterization of the designated entities， but

also variable from one cntity to another． ln （37）， contextual information serves to perspectivize

the meaning ofa lion in light of its carnivorousness， which contributes to foregrounding the iess

intrinsic （maybe extraordinarily unconventional） qualia roles of the Subject NPs 一一 i．e． the

digestibdity of readers and the crampabMty of writers．

     In principle， various qualia can be identhied in an entity． Some qualia， as Pustejovsky

（1991a，b，1995）assumcs， are㎞t血sic and rather fb【ed to the semantic component of a nom血al．

In this ’respect， the construal of a property readmg in the ）vliddle Construction schema wM

p血cipally be motivated and substantiated by the semantic co－compositionality between the

Subject nominal and the verb 一一 i．e． the intrinsic qualia of the nominal wM be closely associated

with the semantics of the verb． As discussed earlier in this section， however， qualia can be

added by contextualization including adjuncts， sentence stress， and other pragrnatic inferences 一

一whne o中ers are suppressed or overridden． Besides conventiona1 qualia， London， fbr instance，

can be perspectivized in terms of its accessibdity from outside areas 一一 a new perspective from

which one can specify unconventional quaiia
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8． CONCLUSION

The semantic well－forrncdness of血ddle expressions is determined by the foreground血g of

qualia roles inherent to the Subject referent． Various sorts of information obtained from the

context also serve to add and foreground the relevant qualia roles． The range of inforrnation

available encompasses not only the addition of an adjunct but also discourse information． ln

predicating a property in the IVfiddle Construction， particularly stressed is the import of telic

qualia of the Subject nornina1s． With the contextual information given by the semantics of

a（勾uncts， this ultimately contributes to the property construal of the Su切ect entity． AgenトHke

characteristics are a manifestation of the qualia that are asserted 一一 through contextualization 一一

to be”㎞tr血sic”to Subject nom血aB． Instantiations of the Mddle Construction can vary㎞

acceptabdity dependmg on the construal of the Subject referent with respect to qualia． The

account of middles presented here 一一一 made in terms of the encyclopedic structure of nominals，

and their semantic association with verbs and other contextual information 一一 not only can

substantiate why some verbs， but not others， are more eligible to occur in middles， but also

explahls why middles o負en contain art血cts in the Su切ect referents， and why m孟ddle

expressions fluctuate so much in terms of acceptabdity judgments．

NOTES

     ’The present paper is partly based on a presentation read at the fifteenth national Conference of the

English Linguistic Society of Japan， held at Tokyo Metropolitan Uniyersity on November 23－24， 1997． This

paper deals with one of the basic ideas integrated into a portion of a thesis submitted to the Uniyersity of Otago，

New Zealand． 1 am gratefu1 to J．Taylor for his helpful comments and suggestions． 1 thank M． Carnpana for his

stylistic improvements． 1 also thank R．Cairns for his comrnents of an earlier draft of this paper． Of course， 1 am

solely responsible for remaining inadequacies．

     1． 1 do not enter into discussion of the details of the Construction schema， of the Construction semantics

of middles， nor of their conceptual relationships with other related lntransitive Constructions． For details， see

Yoshimura （1998a）．

     2． Besides these， netions such as Pseudo－activity （Jespersen 1927）， Quasi－agentive role （Condoravdi

1989） and Archagonist （Rosta 1995） concern the semantic characterization of Subject NPs in middles． 1 do net

discuss these in the present paper．

     3． For details on the survey of the bureaucrats example and rniddles， see note （24） and Yoshimura

（1998a）．・

     4． ln order to specify the meaning of a verb in a given context， Pustejovsky assurnes one lexical sense of a

verb， any other readings being derived through a generative mechanism in cornposition with its argument．

Therefore， co－compositionality between grammatical elements 一一 in particular between a verb and its

complements 一一 underlies the birth of polysemy， The notion of cospecification has been proposed as a generative

device that accounts for the disambiguation process of’this kind of verbal polysemy inyolving Co－composition．

     5． Qualia （the singular form， quale） is a word originating from Latin． lt generally expresses the quality of

a thing； as a thing having certain qualities （S．O．ED． 1973）．

     6． The part／whole relationship here is comparable to the notion of immediate scope of predication． For

more details， see Langacker （1991）．

     7． ln general， the qualia knowledge of nominals specifies how one conceptualizes things； one can

conceptualize a thing in terms of its being a ”container”， ”space”， ”surface”， ”figure”， ”artifact”， and so on （see

also Taylor 1991）． The noun kntfe can be conceptualized in terms of various qualia； its ”color”， ”shape”，
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”weight”， ”material”， ”purpose”， etc． ln a broader sense， qualia structure may be comparable to the notion of

”domain matriズ（Langacker 1990a，1991）， or”frame”（Finmore l977，1982）， but a disti昇ction can be made in

that qualia structure is mainly applied to account for semantic compositionality of syntactic constructions， such

as the qualia roles of the complement in VP （verb and noun）， or those of the Subject in ［NP－Predicate］， etc．

      8． Preferred jnterpretations can occasjonally be ovenidden

contextual factors in later sections．

by contexL 1 shall discuss the problem of

      9． ln principle， it is difficult to demarcate the range of environments that can determine a specific reading

of a word」飢he present paper， folloWing Pustejovsky（置991，1995）， hake VP and S as the”environments”that

can serve as the bese for coercion．

      10． See also Goldberg （1995： 167） which claims that no cognitive decision in the meaning of encourage

can mediate between the causing even； and the entailed motion．

1 1． For more details， see Yoshimura （1998a）．

      12． For rnore details，

transitivity of yerbs．

see Yoshimura （1998b） for the syntactic tests that are used to diagnose the lexica1

13． For more details， see Yoshimura （1998a）．

14． Example （13－a） is due to J． Taylor （p．c．）．

      15． There are counterexamples showing that humans can appear as the Subjects of middles； for instance，

John doesn’t interview ver y welll Mary photographs very well． 1 shall give an account of why humans can

occasionally appear as the Subjects of middles in section 7．4．

      16．The term RespOnsibility is due to Lakoff（1977）． In middles， Responsibility二split is ruled out by

means of the semantic distribution of adjuncts， as well as of that verbs． For more details， see Yoshimura （1998a）．

      17． Gricean Maxims are highly relevant to this issue．

more details， see Yoshimura （1998a）．

1 do not enter into details in the present paper． For

      18． Besides adjuncts， the location of contrastive stress （on verbs or nouns）， the discourse contrast， and／or

the pragmatic inference that obtains from discourse information may serve to supplement this insufficiency．

      19． 1 do nct enter into discussion of （hicean Maixms and informatiyeness in relation to the semantics of

middle expressions． For more details， see Yoshirnura （1998a）． Also， it is interesting to note the fact that

Experiencer Su切㏄t midd！es often take verbS expressing rnentallジdownward”states． Some examples are Mary

｛shockS1 pan’cs／ノ冠8ん8η5／astonishes／ discoura8es！プ’rustrates｝easily． Compare these with the fbllowing；Mary

｛？？わπ’8htens 1＊encourc；885ノ？＊anirnatesノ？？co〃ヴbπ∫1 amusesノ＊ゴeli8h’∫｝easilン・

      20． Let us note here the major differences in qualia roles advocated by Pustejovsky （1993， 1995） and

myself． Both Pustejovsky and 1 take the view that nominals contain information specifica｝ly invoked in

association with contexts． Not only does this contribute to the identi・fication of the creative sense of nominals，

but also， to the disambiguation of contcxtual meaning as a whole． Our differences reside in the view of hOW

qualia roles are structured． Pustejovsky presupposes that qualia roles are basically fixed to a nOlnig9！，

determining its meaning just as a list of arguments detemines a verb’s meaning （cf． pustejovsky 1995： 86？一

Contrary toT @this view of’ @q’浮≠撃奄＝C 1 emphasize the aspect of ”open－endedfiess” for qualia roles． Although 1 admi｝

that、。m・q・a1呈・訂・m・・e i磁i・・i・（hen・・， m・・e inva・i・bly盛xed）t・…minal than・thers，蜘・us c・・textual

fa、t。r、，． a、 l have devel・岬i・th・p・醐ゆ・Per－can add・r f・・eg・…dl・ss i・t・1・・i・・…n－i・t・i・・i・q・・ha

to a nominal． See also the n（冗ion of’。domain matriズwith respecロ◎this open－endedness proPe「ty（c£

Langacker 1988： 56 ff； Haiman 1980）．

      21．・Th，魚、t th、t di、c。。，se c・n廿・・t，e，ves t。・dd ce，t、i， q・aii、 t・・n・血nal・b・i…ly hおm・ch t・do

with an increase in informativity． Again， any given property is p6tentially variable from one entity to another，

crucially depending on which quale is being foregrounded in a discourse．
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     22． This line of argumentation is comparable to that of （11），

intransitive use of the ve1も〃’vε．

where contextual support enables the

     23． Some GB adherents appeal to the Affectedness Constraint to restrict the applicability of rvfiddle

Fo血g Rules． See， fbr example， Fagan（1988）and（㎞er and Randa11（1992）．

24． The example （33e） is due to Ken－ichi Seto．

    25．In皿y survCy， ten inforrnants showed a variety ofjudgments・Two of the infbrmants（New Zealanders）

flatly refused the sentenoe， vvhile two Americans accepted or rnargifially accepted it． One British and one

Singapoτeall did not accept it completely， noting that othefs皿igkt possib且y accept it The sentence was

presented without any contextualization， except for a note that bureaucrats do not designate persons who

commit bribery on sorncone else．

26．． ’lhis example （37） is due to J．Taylor．

RI FERENCES

Band夏ero， L．」．（1978）．、肋、4nalysis of English Activo一一pa∬ive＆？ntences． Ph．D． Thesis． University of

     Wisoonsin， Wisconsin． University Micro丘㎞s． Am Afbor：Michigan．

Carrier， J．， and Randa1蓋，」。 H．（1992）． The argument structure and syntactic stn巌cture of resultatives、

     Ljnguistic In luiry，173－234．

Condo職輔， C．（1989）． The醐e：恥ere se㎜tics㎝d moΦhology燃耀7献血’ng Papers in
    五ingrlistics． l l．Cambridge：Mrr．

CrofしW．（1991）．勘如。が。（）ategories and Gra〃lmaがool reloが。η5． Chicago：The University of

     Chicago Press．

Cruse， D． A G 973）、 Some thoughts on agentivity，，Journal ofLinguistics 9，11一23

Dixon， R． M， W．（1982）． PP7）ere Have A〃伽麺θc伽es Gone2 and Other E∬【ワ、s in Semantics and

     SLyntczx． Ber㎞：Mouton Publishers．

一一一一一 C（1991）．、4漉wApproach’o English Gra〃1〃lar， o刀Se〃tantic Pn’nciples． Ox負）rd：Clarendon

     Press．

Doτon， E a鑓d M．Rappapo宜Hovav．（1991）． Af籔ectedness and extema盈ization．㎞TSherer（ed．）
                                      コ    Proceedings ofthe 1＞br〃置］E ast Linguistic 5boゴeリノ21，81－94．

Eradcs， P． A．（監950）． PointS of modem E119肢sh syntax． English StUdies 31，153－157．

Fagan， S． M， B．（1988）． The Eng雌sh middle， LingUistic、吻雄y 19，181－203．

  一一一．（1992）．7he 3吻tex and Semantics（ゾルtida’εCons’ructわη∫． Cambridge：Cambridge University

     Press．

Fenbaum， C．（1985）． AdveIわs i皿ageロdess actives and passives． Chicago Ling：tゴ∫々。＆〕ciety 21，21－31．

一一一一一
D （1986）． On the midd重e construOdon 血 ．Engl孟sh． Indiana 乙「nれ，ersiりノ L’ngπistics Club．

     Bko（mington，血直ana．

Fmmore， CJ．（1977）．S㏄nes－and－f㎞es sema載tics．ln AZampolli （ed．） Linguistic Structures

    Proce∬ゴηg．55－81．Amsterdam：North・Holland Publishng Cornpany．

一一一一一 D（1982）．Frame sernantics． ln the Linguistic Society of Korea（ed．）Lingπistics加theル（orning

     （）alm．111－137．Seoul：Hanshn Publishers Co．

一一c，Kay， P。飢d M． C． OICo㎜。r．（1988）． R幽脚d i由。蜘in gmmatical construCtions．

    Language 64，501－538．

Goldberg， A． E．（1995）． Consかuctions． Chicago：The University of Chicago Press．

Haima穐J．（1980）． Dictionaries and encyclopedias． Lingua 50，329・357．

Hale， K． and KCyser， S．」．（1987）． A view丘om the middle． Le；ロ’con PrOjec’夙）面ηg Papers 10．

    Cambridge：Lerdcon Project Center for Cognitive Sci㎝㏄．

H訂cher， G．（1943）． Mτ． Howard amuses easy．ルtbdem Languageハro tes．58：8－17．

Hopper， P．」．， and Thompson， S． A．（1980）． Transitivity in grammaf and discourse． Language 56，251－

    299．



KIMIHIRO YOSHIMURA 139

Jespersen， O． （1927）． A Modem English Grammar 3． reproduced by Meicho Fukyuukai． Tokyo： Meicho

     Fukyuukai．

Keyser， S． J． and Roeper， T． （1984）． On the middle and ergative constructions in English． Linguistic

     Inquiry 15， 381－416．

Lakoff， G． （1977）． Linguistic gestalts． Chicago Lingui’stic Spciety 13， 236－287．

一一一一一一一一
D （1987）． VVomen， Fire， and Dangerous 17；ings． Chicago： The University of Chicago Press．

Langacker， R． W。（1987）． Foundat’ons of Cogniti昭Gramntar， f， Theoretical Prerequisites． Stanfbrd：

     Stanford University Press．

一一一一一一一
D（1988）． Toward a coherent and comprehensive linguistic theory． ln B．Rudzka－Ostyn （ed．） Topics

     in Cognitive Linguistics． Amsterdam： John Benjamins． 3－161 （Chapter 1）．

一一一一一
D（1990）a．Concept， Image， and、Symbol’η昭Cognit’ve Basis of Gramnvar． Beriin：Mouton de

     Gruyter．

一一一一一一一
D （1990b）． Settings， participants， and grammatical relations． S． L． Tsohatzidis （ed．） Meanings and

     Prototypes； Studies in Linguistic Categorization． London： Routledge．

一一一一一一一一一 D （1991）． Foundations of Cognitive Grammar， ii， Descriptive Application． Stanford： Stanford

     University Press．

Levin， B． （1993）． English Verb Classes and Alternations． Chicago： The University of Chicago Press．

Massam， D． （1988）． Middles， tougli and recipe context constructions in English． NELS 18， 315－332．

一一一・一一一一
D （1992）． Null objects and non－thematic subjects． JL 28： 115－37．

Moravcsik，J．M．（1975）．Aitia as gerierative factor in Aristotle’s Philosophy．Dialogue 14，622－638．

0’Grady， W． D．（1980）． The derived intransitive construction in English．乙ingua 52，115－172．

Poutsma， H． （1928）． A Grammar ofLate Modem English 3． Amsterdam： Noordhoff．

Pust句ovsky， J．（1991a）． The generative Iexicon． A∬ociation／br ConceptuaムLinguisitcs．17，409－441・

一一一一一一一
D （1991b）． The syntax of event structure． Cognition 41， 47－81．

一一一一一一一一・一
D （1993）． Type coercion and lexical selection． ln J． Pustejovsky （ed．） Semantics and the Lexicon．

     Dordrecht： Kluwer Academic Publishers． 73－94．

一一一一一一一一
D （1995）． The Generative Lexicon． Cambridge： MIT Press．

一一一一一一一
@and B．Boguraev （eds．）．（1996）．Lexical Sempntics． Oxford： Clarendon Press．

Roberts， 1． G． （1987）． The Representation of lmplicit and Dethematized Subjects． Dordrecht： Foris

     Publications．

Rosta， A． （1995）． How does this sentence interpret？ The semantics of English mediopassives．

     in Aarts， B． A and C．F．Meyer （eds．） The Verb in Contemporary English． Cambridge： Cambridge

     Uniyersity Press． 123－144．

Schlesinger， 1． M． （1979）． Cognitive structures and semantic deep structures： the case of’the

     instrumental． Journat ofLinguistics 15， 307－324．

一一一一一一一一
D （1989）． lnstrumentals as agents： on the nature of sernantic relations． Journal of Linguistics 25，

     189－210．

Shibatani， Masayoshi． （1985）． Passives and related constructions： A prototype analysis， Language 61，

     821－848．

Talmy， L． （1985）． Force dynamics in languago and thought． Chicago Linguistic Society 21． PART 2，

     293－337．

Taylor， J． R． （1991）．Thngs，places，and directions．Cognitive Linguistics，Squib 2－4，357－60．

一一一一一一一一 D（1992）． How many mmgs a word have？ LA． U．D Series A： General and Theoretical Papers．

     No． 322． Duisburg： Universitat Duisburg Gesamthochschule．

一一一一一一一一
D（1995）． Linguistic Categorization： Prototypes in Linguistic Theor），． second edition． Oxford：

     Clarendon Press．

一一一一一一一一
D（1996）．Possessives in English．Oxford： Clarendon Press．

一一一一一一一一
D（1997）．to appear．Syntactic constructions as prototype categories．in M．Tomasello （ed．），The New

     Psychology ofLanguage．Lawrence Erlbaum．

Van Oosten， J． H． （1977）． Subjects and agenthood in English． Chicago Linguistic Society 13， 459－471．

一一…一一一
D（1984）．Theハlature（）f Subjects， Topics and Agents：ACogniti昭Exptanation． Ph． D・Thesis・

     University of Califomia， Berkeley， Berkeley． Ann Arbor： UMI Dissertation lnformation Service



140 ENCYCLOPEDIC STRUCTURE OF NOMINALS ＆ MIDDLE EXPRESSIONS IN ENGLISH

Yoshhnura， Kjn〔血血。，（1990）． On the verbs discourage and encourage． Faculty Bulletin：Humanities

     and Sciences 1， 147－152． Kobe： Kobe Gakuin University．

一一一一一一一一 D （1991）． On the successfu1 occurrence of English activo－passive sentences： A cognitive anaiysis

     1． Faculty BuUetin： Humanities and Sciences 3， 1 13－138． Kobe： Kobe Gakuin University．

一一一一一一一一
D （1995a）． Middle constructions in English． oral presentation at the 1 l th New Zealand Linguistic

     Society Conference． WeMgnton．

一一一一一一
D （1995b）． Ninchi lmiron no Hoho． Kyoto： Jinbun Shoin．

一一一一一一一一 D（1997a）．On the causal relationship in middle expressions： With special reference to the

     rnanifestation of the properties in a referential entity．Kansai Linguistic Society 17，176－

     185．Osaka： Sanyuusha．

一一一一一一一一 D（1997b）．The Predication of a property in English middle expressions．Faculty Bulletin：

     Humanities and Sciences， 159－168．Kobe： Kobe Gakuin University．

一一一一一一一一
D（1998a）．in preparation．A Study of the Middle Construction in English．Ph．D．thesis submitted to

     the University of Otago，New Zealand．

一一一一一一一一
D（1998b）．in preparation．On the notion of Causality in the lexical meaning of verbs．ms．

ENCYCLOPEDIAS AND DICTIONARIES

Cambridge Encyclopedia． 1993．Crystal，D．（ed．） Cambridge： Cambridge University Press．

Longrnan Dictionary of Contempprary English． 1987，1988．Harlow： Longman．

Cambridge lnternationql Dictionary of English． 1995．Cambridge： Cambridge University Press．

Cobuild English Dictionary． 1995．London： Harper Collms Publishers．

The Shorter Oxford English Dictionary．1973．


