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On the basis of the argument realization of Mandarin resultative verb com-
pounds, this paper argues that the Proto-Agent properties as well as the
Proto-Patient properties proposed by Dowty (1991) are not equal in status.
Specifically, the Proto-Agent property corresponding to the Causer and the
Proto-Patient property corresponding to the Causee are two higher-ranked
properties. In a non-prototype approach to thematic roles, this means that
the Causer and the Causee are two higher-ranked thematic roles that are
immediately relevant to the argument realization of monotransitive
causative predicates. The paper shows that, compared with Dowty’s equal-
weight approach, the alternative approach recognizing the Causer and the
Causee as two higher-ranked properties or roles can give a simpler, more
effective, and more straightforward account of the argument realization
associated with monotransitive causative predicates, including lexical
causatives, morphological causatives, and resultatives. This study has impli-
cations for research in the argument realization of causatives involving three
(or more) arguments as well. Meanwhile, it has implications for any theory
utilizing thematic hierarchy because (i) none of the thematic hierarchies
proposed in the literature includes both the Causer and the Causee and (ii)
a complete theory of thematic roles needs to take these two higher-ranked
roles into consideration.
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1. Introduction

In his prototype approach to thematic roles and argument realization, Dowty
(1991) proposes two Proto-Roles: Proto-Agent (henceforth, agent) and Proto-
Patient (hereafter, patient), which have their properties in (1) and (2), respec-
tively.

https://doi.org/10.1075/lali.00072.li
Language and Linguistics 21:4 (2020), pp. 601–635. issn 1606-822x | e‑issn 2309-5067 © ILAS

https://doi.org/10.1075/lali.00072.li
http://localhost:8080/exist/apps/journals.benjamins.com/lali/list/issue/lali.21.4


(1) Contributing properties for the Agent Proto-Role
a. volitional involvement in the event or state
b. sentience (and/or perception)
c. causing an event or change of state in another participant
d. movement (relative to the position of another participant)
(e. exists independently of the event named by the verb)

(Dowty 1991:572)

(2) Contributing properties for the Patient Proto-Role
a. undergoes change of state
b. incremental theme
c. causally affected by another participant
d. stationary relative to movement of another participant
(e. does not exist independently of the event, or not at all)

(Dowty 1991:572)

Crucially, Dowty does not present the properties as ranked, which means that the
properties are generally all equal in status and might all be relevant to the determina-
tion of whether an argument is agent or patient even when the event is a causative
one that involves a Causer and a Causee. However, Dowty (1991: 574) comments
that in some sense “causation has priority over movement for distinguishing agents
from patients” because movement appears to fail to be an agent property when it is
caused by somebody or something (e.g. John threw the ball) or when the movement
is interrupted (e.g. John caught the ball). As a result, he “would not rule out the desir-
ability of ‘weighting’ some entailments [i.e. the properties in (1) and (2)] more than
others for purposes of argument selection” (Dowty 1991: 574).

This paper argues that there is indeed evidence that the properties in (1) as
well as those in (2) do not bear the same weight. As pointed out by Davis &
Koenig (2000:76) through their examination of morphological causatives (see
below for more discussion), the causal structure expressed by the verb “appears to
take precedence over other entailments for purposes of linking.” Moreover, as far
as the agent properties are concerned, Koenig & Davis (2001:82) also state that
“[f ]or all verbs that denote causal events, the only proto-agent entailment that we
need to consider is whether the participant causally affects another participant in
the event.” This paper is intended to provide additional evidence particularly from
Mandarin resultatives for the priority of causative properties in the determination
of agent and patient. Specifically, it argues (i) that the third properties in (1)
and (2), which correspond to the Causer and the Causee respectively, are proper-
ties which rank over all the other relevant properties and (ii) that, when the event
is causative, the only properties that are immediately relevant to the determina-
tion of agent and patient are the third properties in (1) and (2).
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For the sake of argumentation, it should be pointed out that this study, like
Dowty’s (1991), does not postulate any underlying syntactic representations. That
is, only the surface form will be paid close attention to. Meanwhile, to be consistent
with Dowty’s study, which essentially examines the argument selection with respect
to monotransitive predicates, this paper will focus on monotransitive predicates as
well although, as can be seen below, it has implications for the argument realization
of causatives involving three (or more) event participants.

The paper is organized as follows. § 2 presents evidence for the proposal of ana-
lyzing the Causer and the Causee as higher-ranked properties. § 3 discusses cases
that can be given a much more straightforward account after the Causer and the
Causee are recognized as higher-ranked properties (or as higher-ranked thematic
roles if a non-prototype approach to thematic roles is adopted), i.e. as properties or
roles that are ranked higher than the others within a list of relevant properties or
roles. § 4 discusses the implications of this study for research in argument realiza-
tion. The final section summarizes the main points made in the paper.

2. Important evidence from Mandarin resultative verb compounds

Like English resultatives (e.g. (3); see Levin & Rappaport Hovav 1991, 1995, 2004;
Rappaport Hovav & Levin 2001; Goldberg & Jackendoff 2004; Beavers 2012 for
some representative studies), Mandarin resultative verb compounds (RVCs) (e.g.
xi-lei in (4)) involve a causing subevent and a result subevent and the two compo-
nents form a causative relationship (cf. Green’s (1975) characterization of English
resultatives like (3) as “instrumental causative constructions”). The example in (4)
still counts as a resultative in the sense that Zhangsan’s tiredness results from the
washing action. What is special about (4), however, lies in the fact that, although
the washing action is directly related to Zhangsan’s tiredness, what is construed as
the Causer is the clothes, presumably their amount or degree of dirtiness.

(3) Jill wiped the table clean.

(4) Na-pen
that-cl

yifu
clothes

xi-lei-le
wash-tired-perf

Zhangsan.
Zhangsan

‘That basin of clothes got Zhangsan tired after Zhangsan washed them.’

Crucially, conforming to the canonical SVO order (i.e. subject-verb-object) in
Mandarin, na-pen yifu ‘that basin of clothes’ in (4) is realized in the subject posi-
tion and Zhangsan is realized in the object position. The initial noun phrase (NP)
in (4) is in the pre-verbal subject position just as Lisi is in the pre-verbal subject
position in (5). On the level of information structure, the referent of na-pen yifu
can be analyzed as the topic of the sentence in (4). However, assuming that it is
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possible for the referent of the subject NP to be the topic of the sentence, an analy-
sis of the referent of the initial NP in (4) as the topic does not prevent this NP
from being the subject of the sentence. Moreover, if the referent of the initial NP
were analyzed as the topic of the sentence and if the subject of the sentence were
some other NP than the two overt NPs of the sentence, there would seem to be no
way to identify that subject NP. In addition, when youyi ‘intentionally’ were added
before the RVC in (4), the sentence would be unacceptable due to the incompati-
bility of the clothes and an intentional act as clearly conveyed by youyi. This also
indicates that the subject of (4) is the initial overt NP of the sentence, not some
participant that intentionally performs the washing action.

(5) Lisi
Lisi

chi-le
eat-perf

liang-ge
two-cl

pingguo.
apple

‘Lisi ate two apples.’

The argument realization pattern seen in Mandarin sentences like (4) poses a
serious problem for Dowty’s approach. As shown in Table 1, na-pen yifu ‘that basin
of clothes’ has the agent property of being the Causer and Zhangsan has the agent
properties of being sentient as well as being volitional with respect to the washing
action.

Table 1.
agent Properties patient Properties

‘That basin of clothes’ Causer Change of state

‘Zhangsan’ Sentience; Volition Causee; Change of state

Moreover, na-pen yifu has the patient property of undergoing a change of state
and Zhangsan has the patient property of being the Causee and undergoing a
change of state as well. This is so because Dowty’s agent and patient properties
are entailments from the predicate and because each of the two components of
the RVC xi-lei ‘wash-tired’ is part of and contributes to the meaning of the whole
compound. Given that with respect to xi-lei ‘wash-tired’ in (4) Zhangsan plays not
only the role of the Causee and the role of an entity undergoing a change of state
but also the role of a volitional and sentient doer, it thus bears multiple agent and
patient properties. Similarly, due to the fact that na-pen yifu plays not only the
role of the Causer but also the role of the entity undergoing a change of state from
the washing action, it is associated with more than one Dowty property, too.

The subject selection with respect to (4), however, is not rightly predicted by
Dowty’s approach if his argument selection principle in (6) is strictly followed.

(6) Argument Selection Principle
In predicates with grammatical subject and object, the argument for which the
predicate entails the greatest number of Proto-Agent properties will be lexical-
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ized as the subject of the predicate; the argument having the greatest number of
Proto-Patient entailments will be lexicalized as the direct object.

(Dowty 1991:576)

Specifically, by the principle in (6) Zhangsan should be realized in the subject
position because it has more agent properties. This, however, is not borne out,
as this argument is actually realized in the object position in (4). Moreover, with
respect to patient properties, Dowty’s approach predicts that Zhangsan should
be realized in the object position because it has the patient properties of being
the Causee and undergoing a change of state while na-pen yifu has only one
patient property of undergoing a change of state when being washed. As a result,
Dowty’s approach predicts that Zhangsan will be realized in both the subject and
the object position, which is an undesirable result and which is not borne out by
the data in (4) as far as its surface form is concerned.1 Moreover, given that the

1. The complex thematic relations of (4) (as explicated in (8b) below) and many other exam-
ples containing a Mandarin RVC might lead one to posit complex underlying syntactic repre-
sentations. In the case of (4), one might propose a syntactic representation in which Zhangsan
occupies both a position indicating its being the Agent argument of the washing action and
another position indicating its being semantically associated with the result predicate lei ‘be
tired.’ In the literature on Mandarin RVCs, there are indeed proposals in such a spirit (e.g. Gu
1992; Sybesma 1999; Wang 2001; Lin 2004; Liu 2014). Neither Dowty nor the present author
is committed to such an underlying syntactic representation of complex thematic relations. As
the focus of the paper is a discussion of Dowty’s prototype approach to argument selection, this
is not a proper place to compare purely syntactic accounts of complex thematic relations with
accounts leaving the complexity of the thematic relations to semantics. However, it is worth-
while to point out the following facts. First, as far as the surface form is concerned, (4) has the
same SVO structure as (5). The complexity of (4) lies in the use of a complex predicate and its
complex semantics and in the arguably non-canonical realization of the Agent argument asso-
ciated with the causing predicate in the object position. Although Zhangsan is semantically the
Agent argument of xi ‘to wash,’ it does not occupy the subject position of xi-lei in (4). Given the
realization of na-pen yifu ‘that basin of clothes’ as the subject of xi-lei, it is also quite a stretch
to posit an empty category that is coreferential with Zhangsan and occupies the subject posi-
tion (as far as the surface form is concerned). That is, this is a different situation from positing a
reasonable empty category in the case of an English example like Hectori promised to øi donate
some new books to the library in which the empty category is co-referential with Hector. Second,
crosslinguistically there are other cases of a (compound) verb having a complex semantics but
a simpler syntax. For example, “to bag” means “to place something in a bag.” However, such a
paraphrase does not entitle an analysis of the verb bag as requiring three participants in three
different positions of a syntactic diagram. Crucially, with respect to its surface argument real-
ization, bag in its use as a verb requires only two syntactic arguments which are realized in the
subject and object position respectively as in Hector bagged the apples. Finally and more gener-
ally, it is arguably not a viable approach to propose the same underlying representation for two
or more linguistic units simply on the basis of their being synonymous with each other (e.g.
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number of the agent properties of each of the two arguments in Table 1 is the
same as the number of the patient properties of the same argument, in this case it
seems impossible for Dowty’s approach to correctly predict the argument realiza-
tion pattern associated with (4), in which one argument is realized in the subject
position and the other in the object position.2

More generally, there is evidence that what is immediately relevant to linking
and argument realization of Mandarin RVCs are the two complex causative roles,
namely the Causer and the Causee, that are compositionally determined by the
components of the complex predicate formed by the causing component and the
result component (Li 1995, 1999; Li 2008, 2013; see Tham 2015 and Williams
2014 for recent overviews of studies of Mandarin RVCs and see Thompson 1973;
Li 1980, 1984; Ma 1987; Li 1990; Lu 1990; Gu 1992; Huang & Lin 1992; Cheng
& Huang 1994; Wang 1996; Lin 1998; Yuan 2001; Williams 2005; Her 2007; Shi
2008, among others, for some more representative studies of this important and

consider a pair involving those spacious houses and those houses which are spacious or a group
involving They did not come because of the rain, They did not come because it rained, and The
rain caused them not to come). As Fodor (1970) shows, there are good reasons for not deriving
kill from cause to die.
2. One anonymous reviewer expressed doubt about the problem posed by (4) for Dowty’s
approach. The motivation is that Dowty (1991:580, 587), in determining the agent and
patient of causative psych verbs like surprise in The birthday party is surprising Mary, takes the
position that, although the birthday party and Mary are equal in the number of agent proper-
ties, Mary is a better patient because it has the property of undergoes a change of state and the
other participant does not have any patient property. In this case, Dowty appears to assume
that, when one participant is selected as patient or agent, the other participant of a two-
participant verb automatically assumes the other Proto-Role. This assumption, however, may
in fact be against the argument selection principle proposed by Dowty, as when it is applied to
(4). It should be first made clear that (4) is actually different than Dowty’s example containing
a causative psych verb. As shown in Table 1, Zhangsan in (4) has more patient properties than
the other participant and it also has more agent properties. By following Dowty’s argument
selection principle in (6), the prediction is that Zhangsan would be realized in both the subject
and the object position, as mentioned above. On the basis of Dowty’s account of causative psych
verbs, one might think that, because Zhangsan has more patient properties, it is thus realized
in the object position and the other participant is automatically realized in the subject position.
This, however, is inconsistent with and in fact violates Dowty’s argument selection principle in
(6) because na-pen yifu ‘that basin of clothes’ in fact has fewer agent properties than Zhangsan
and thus should not be selected as the agent. Moreover, there is no a priori reason why we can-
not view the argument realization of (4) from the perspective of agent. As Zhangsan has more
agent properties, it should be realized in the subject position. If one adopts Dowty’s implicit
auxiliary assumption that the other participant is then automatically realized in the object posi-
tion, the result would be a reverse argument realization of what is seen in (4). Therefore, there
is good reason for viewing (4) as posing a serious problem for Dowty’s prototype approach to
argument realization.
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interesting topic in Chinese linguistics). The following are some core Mandarin
examples containing an RVC.

First, in (7) Zhangsan is profiled as the Causer and zhuozi as the Causee.3 Fol-
lowing Li (2008; 2013), I explicate the complex thematic relations of (7a) in (7b)
with a two-tier thematic representation that is inspired by studies by Jackendoff
(1987; 1990) and Li (1995; 1999).

(7) a. Zhangsan
Zhangsan

ca-ganjing-le
wipe-clean-perf

zhuozi.
table

‘Zhangsan wiped the table clean.’
b.

The individual thematic tier shows the semantic argument(s) from each individ-
ual predicate (i.e. the causing predicate and the result predicate) of an RVC, and
the composite thematic tier displays the thematic relations of the Causer and the
Causee compositely contributed by the RVC as a whole. In between the two tiers
are specific event participants relevant to each component of the RVC and to the
RVC as a whole. In brief, the different tiers are used to explicate the interaction of
the individual thematic relation and the composite thematic relation and to show
that the same participant can play different roles (just as the same participant can
have more than one relevant property in Dowty’s prototype approach). As can
be seen in (7b), Zhangsan is one of the participants of the wiping action, and so
is zhuozi ‘table,’ which is also a participant of the eventuality (i.e. a cover term
for events and states) expressed by ganjing ‘clean.’ Meanwhile, Zhangsan is asso-
ciated with the Causer role and zhuozi with the Causee role. As shown in (7), the
Causer and the Causee arguments are realized in the subject and the object posi-
tion, respectively. In this case, the fact that Zhangsan is also the Agent argument
of the causing component ca ‘to wipe’ and the table is also the Patient argument of
the same verb is not directly relevant to the argument realization of ca-ganjing.

Second, in (8), as discussed with respect to (4), na-pen yifu is profiled as the
Causer and Zhangsan as the Causee because the most significant thematic rela-

3. As far as Mandarin RVCs are concerned, the Causee can be identified as the entity that
comes into the state described by the result predicate.
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tion expressed by (8) is “the basin of clothes got Zhangsan tired.” The two argu-
ments are again realized in the subject and object position respectively. In this
example, the fact that na-pen yifu is also the Patient argument of the causing pred-
icate xi ‘to wash’ and Zhangsan is its Agent argument is not directly relevant to
the overt realization of these two participants with respect to the RVC xi-lei. What
is immediately relevant to the overt realization of the two participants is the fact
that one is the Causer and the other is the Causee. In this respect, it is also worth
noting that, while Zhangsan is the Agent of the causing predicate in both (7) and
(8), it is profiled as the Causer in (7) but profiled as the Causee in (8). As a result,
Zhangsan is overtly realized in different positions in the two examples.

(8) a. [=(4)]Na-pen
that-cl

yifu
clothes

xi-lei-le
wash-tired-perf

Zhangsan.
Zhangsan

‘That basin of clothes got Zhangsan tired after Zhangsan washed them.’
b.

Third, in (9) Zhangsan is realized in the subject position and dao in the object
position because they are construed and profiled as the Causer and the Causee,
respectively. This is so, regardless of the fact that Zhangsan is the Agent argument
of qie ‘to cut’ and dao is not a profiled core argument of the same verb.

(9) a. Zhangsan
Zhangsan

qie-dun-le
cut-blunt-perf

dao.
knife

‘Zhangsan cut (something) with a knife, and as a result the knife became
blunt.’

b.

Fourth, in (10) na-kuai paigu and san-ba dao are overtly realized in the sub-
ject and object position respectively, again because they are construed as the
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Causer and the Causee respectively. Although na-kuai paigu is the Patient argu-
ment of the causing predicate kan in (10), san-ba dao, like dao in (9), is not a pro-
filed core argument of the same verb. The fact that the Causer in (9) is the Agent
argument of the causing predicate of an RVC and the one in (10) is the Patient
argument of the causing predicate once again shows that what is immediately rele-
vant to the argument realization of RVCs is the two higher-ranked thematic roles,
namely the Causer and the Causee.

(10) a. Na-kuai
that-cl

paigu
sparerib

kan-dun-le
cut-blunt-perf

san-ba
three-cl

dao.
knife

‘That sparerib got three knives blunt as a result of the cutting (by some
specific person).’

b.

Finally, in (11) na-ge youmo gushi ‘that humorous story’ and Zhangsan de yao
‘Zhangsan’s waist’ are construed as the Causer and the Causee respectively, as the
most significant part of the meaning of the sentence directly relevant to argument
realization is “that humorous story made Zhangsan’s waist bend.”

(11) a. Na-ge
that-cl

youmo
humor

gushi
story

xiao-wan-le
laugh-bend-perf

Zhangsan-de
Zhangsan-mm

yao.
waist

‘That humorous story caused Zhangsan’s waist to bend as a result of his
laughing.’

b.

In this case, the fact that Zhangsan’s laughing made his waist bend is defocalized
and the bending of Zhangsan’s waist is construed as caused by the humorous
story. That is, a causal chain forms from the humorous story’s causing Zhangsan
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to laugh to Zhangsan’s laughing causing his waist to bend. In the case of (11), the
humorous story is profiled as the Causer that caused Zhangsan’s waist to bend,
and Zhangsan’s waist is profiled as the Causee. As seen with other Mandarin
examples considered so far, the Causer and Causee arguments in (11) are realized
in the subject and object position respectively. Interestingly, in this example nei-
ther the Causer in the subject position nor the Causee in the object position is an
argument of the causing predicate xiao ‘to laugh,’ and the Agent argument asso-
ciated with the laughing action is expressed merely as the possessor of the waist.
This further shows that, as far as Mandarin RVCs are concerned, their argument
realization is about the Causer and the Causee, the two higher-ranked roles or
role properties, compositely contributed by the causing predicate and the result
component of an RVC.

The Mandarin data in this section shows that the Causer or the Causee may
be identified with one of the arguments of the causing predicate ((7–8)), but this
is not necessary and is certainly not always so, as shown in (9–11). The facts from
Mandarin RVCs clearly show that what is immediately and directly relevant to
argument realization with respect to complex causative events are the Causer and
the Causee – two complex thematic roles – instead of simple thematic roles like
Agent and Patient.4 This offers strong support for the proposal that the Causer and
the Causee are two thematic or semantic roles that should be ranked over simple
event roles. When this is put in the perspective of Dowty’s prototype approach to
thematic roles, the argument realization pattern seen in monotransitive Mandarin
sentences containing an RVC strongly shows that the third properties in (1) and
(2), which correspond to the Causer and the Causee respectively, rank over all the
other properties in each group. In this respect, Dowty is wise in leaving open the

4. One anonymous reviewer comments that not all the causatives shown in (7–11) are equal
in the sense that (8) and (11), for example, cannot participate in the alternation with the
ba-construction while (7), for instance, can. My own judgment and my consultation with five
friends, however, point to a different conclusion, namely that all the sentences in (7–11) can
alternate with the ba-construction particularly when some element of the NP introduced by
ba is stressed and when dou is used before the RVC for the sake of emphasis (presumably
the judgment difference between my consultants and the reviewer is due to regional/dialectal
variation). For example, (i) alternates with (11) and it is a natural and acceptable sentence to
all the native speakers I consulted. Also, regardless of whether (7–11) can alternate with the
ba-construction or not, the key point, as far as the focus of this paper is concerned, is still
that these sentences exhibit the same way of argument realization and the same primacy of the
Causer and the Causee in this argument realization.

(i) Na-ge
that-cl

youmo
humor

gushi
story

ba
ba

Zhangsan-de
Zhangsan-mm

yao
waist

dou
emphasis

xiao-wan-le.
laugh-bend-perf

‘That humorous story caused Zhangsan’s waist to bend as a result of his laughing.’
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possibility that some property or properties may weigh more than others. Equally
importantly, the Mandarin data presented provides clear evidence that, when the
event is causative, the only properties that are immediately relevant to the determi-
nation of agent and patient of a monotransitive (complex) predicate are the third
properties in (1) and (2).5 As can be seen in the next section, adopting this proposal
leads to a much simpler and more straightforward account of the argument realiza-
tion pattern associated with monotransitive causative predicates.

3. Towards a simpler account of the argument realization
of monotransitive causative predicates

This section is intended to show the advantage of recognizing the Causer and the
Causee as higher-ranked roles or role properties. Specifically, this recognition
offers a much simpler and more straightforward account of the argument realiza-
tion of monotransitive causative predicates. Evidence for this comes from resul-
tatives, lexical causatives, and monotransitive morphological causatives. For each
type of causative predicate, I shall compare the “equal-weight” approach originally
conceived by Dowty and the alternative proposal of recognizing the Causer and
the Causee as higher-ranked role properties. As seen above, the former approach to
argument selection or realization sometimes makes wrong predictions; as can be
seen below, it also has the problem of being inefficient and unnecessarily clumsy
and cumbersome. In this respect, it should be pointed out that, although Dowty’s
original equal-weight approach is not a theory of derivation, examination and
“numerical comparison” (to use Davis & Koenig’s (2000) and Koenig & Davis’
(2001) words) of agent and patient properties are an essential part of Dowty’s
proposal.

First, with respect to the argument selection of Mandarin resultatives like (4),
it poses a serious problem for Dowty’s equal-weight approach, as discussed above.
On the alternative proposal that recognizes the Causer and the Causee as higher-
ranked properties or roles, the argument realization of (4) can be given a straight-
forward account. Under this approach, when the event is causative, the role

5. While it is true that, with respect to the argument realization of a monotransitive (com-
pound) verb, the Causer property of an argument automatically elevates this argument to the
status of agent and the Causee property of an argument automatically makes it patient, it is
not the case that any agent has a Causer property and any patient has a Causee property. For
example, although Hector in Hector passed the White House is an agent due to Hector’s voli-
tion, sentience and movement and although the White House is a patient due to its being sta-
tionary, Hector is not a Causer and neither is the White House a Causee.
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properties immediately relevant to argument selection are the third properties in
(1) and (2). As na-pen yifu in (4) is the Causer, it is realized in the subject position
by following the general or canonical argument realization principle that, when the
Causer and the Causee of a monotransitive predicate are two distinct participants
not coreferential with each other, the Causer is realized in the subject position and
the Causee in the object position for the sake of prominence preservation in the
mapping from the thematic hierarchy to the grammatical relations hierarchy (see
more discussion below). By the same argument realization principle, the Causee,
namely Zhangsan in (4), is realized in the object position, regardless of the fact that
Zhangsan has sentience and is the doer of the washing action.

Second, there are lexical causatives like (12), in which the crime scene and the
tiger are realized in the subject position and the jogging man and the child are real-
ized in the object position.

(12) a. The crime scene scared the jogging man.
b. The tiger scared the child.

This, however, is not so straightforwardly predicted by Dowty’s approach if his
argument selection principle in (6) is strictly followed. In the case of (12a) (see
Table 2), for example, the crime scene is the Causer, the agent property in (1c),
and the jogging man has the agent property of being sentient.

Table 2.
agent Properties patient Properties

The crime scene Causer

The jogging man Sentience Causee; Change of state

In such a scenario, the principle in (6) actually predicts that both arguments qual-
ify as being the subject of scare. It is only through the examination of the patient
properties of the two arguments of scare as a transitive verb that one can safely
conclude that the jogging man should be realized as the object due to its hav-
ing two of the patient properties in (2) – being the Causee and undergoing a
change of state – while the other argument has no patient properties at all. In
other words, although Dowty’s approach eventually can account for the argument
realization in (12a), it involves initial uncertainty and indeterminacy as well as the
wrong prediction from the first half of (6) that the jogging man, as the Experiencer
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argument of the causative predicate scare in its active form, can also be realized in
the subject position.6

However, by the alternative approach that recognizes (1c) and (2c) as two
properties that are ranked over all the other properties in (1) and (2) respectively,
the argument realization with regards to (12a), for example, can again be given
a straightforward account. Under this approach, the crime scene in (12a) is the
Causer and it is thus realized in the subject position; the jogging man is the Causee
and is thus realized in the object position. In this case, the fact that the jogging
man in (12a) has sentience is not immediately relevant to the argument realiza-
tion of a causative predicate like scare.7

6. Based on the fact that the “Experiencer-Subject form” (e.g. The child feared tigers) of a psy-
chological verb is normally analyzed as the basic form from which the “Stimulus-Subject form”
(e.g. The tiger frightened the child) is derived, Dowty (1991:580, Footnote 23) suggests that in
some sense “sentience (Experiencer) outranks causation.” If so, then the jogging man in (12a)
would be a better candidate than the crime scene to be the agent, a result that is not supported
by the argument realization in (12a).
7. As mentioned in a previous note, there are other psychological predicates such as fear and
like which do not show the same argument realization pattern as scare in (12) or frighten in (i).
However, as argued by Levin & Grafmiller (2013), frighten is actually different than fear. While
the tiger in (i) can be characterized as a Causer, it does not truly qualify as a Causer in (ii) (see
Li 2018 for some examination and discussion of the argument realization of psychological verbs
from a crosslinguistic perspective, particularly the type of psychological predicates exemplified
by fear and the type exemplified by frighten).

(i) The tiger frightened the child.
(ii) The child feared the tiger.

In more general terms, while verbs like frighten are causative psych verbs, those like fear
are non-causative (there are languages like Hindi with morphological causatives in which the
causative version of a psych verb may be morphologically derived from its non-causative coun-
terpart by adding a causative affix; more specific languages include Lakhota and Classical
Nahuatl (see Croft 1993:56) and ValPal languages like Bezhta, Chintang, Even, Evenki, Japan-
ese (standard), Ket, Mandinka, Sri Lanka Malay, Xârâcùù, Yucatec Maya, and Zenzontepec
Chatino (see Hartmann et al. 2013)). Semantically, while (i) means “the tiger caused the child
to become scared,” (ii) only expresses a certain disposition of the child towards the tiger. If verbs
like fear really expressed something causative, the existence of the morphologically-derived
causative counterpart in some languages with morphological causatives would be unexpected.
Given these observations, the different argument realization patterns found with these two
types of psych verbs illustrated with fear and frighten in (i) and (ii) are not so surprising. While
the child in both (i) and (ii) is arguably a sentient experiencer, it is realized in the object posi-
tion in (i) because it assumes the Causee role and it is realized in the subject position in (ii)
due to its being a sentient experiencer with respect to a non-causative psych verb. The scenario
with respect to fear and frighten illustrates the importance of examining whether the simplex
or complex predicate of a sentence truly expresses a causative meaning. If the predicate of the
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Finally, in monotransitive morphological causatives like (13), kodomo-no shi
‘the child’s death’ and ryooshin ‘parents’ have the agent properties of being the
Causer and having sentience, respectively, as shown in Table 3.

(13) Japanese
Kodomo-no
child-poss

shi-ga
death-nom

ryooshin-o
parents-acc

kanashim-ase-ta.
grieve-caus-past

‘The child’s death caused his parents to grieve.’
(Tokunaga 1997:294; with glosses modified to maintain consistency)

Table 3.
agent Properties patient Properties

‘The child’s death’ Causer

‘His parents’ Sentience Causee; Change of state

Like in (12), the principle in (6) predicts that both arguments in (13) qualify as
being the subject of the causative form of ‘grieve.’ It is again only through the
examination of the patient properties of the two arguments that one can find out
that ryooshin ‘parents’ should be realized as the object because it is the Causee
and arguably undergoes a change from the state of not grieving to the state of
being in grief. As a result, this is another case in which, although Dowty’s orig-
inal equal-weight approach eventually predicts the argument realization in (13),
it involves initial uncertainty and indeterminacy as well as the wrong prediction
that ryooshin can be realized in the subject position.

Moreover, as pointed out by Davis & Koenig (2000:75), there are even mor-
phological causatives that “violate Dowty’s argument selection principle.” For
example, according to Davis & Koenig (2000:76), ‘the women’ in (14) is both sen-
tient and volitional while ‘the news’ is the Causer. Thus, the former in fact has
more agent properties than the latter, as shown in Table 4. In this case, Dowty’s
argument selection principle in (6) predicts that ‘the women’ should be realized
in the subject position. Because ‘the women’ is also the Causee, which is a patient
property, it is predicted to be realized in the object position as well. Therefore,
Dowty’s principle in (6), when strictly followed, predicts that ‘the women’ should
be realized in both the subject and the object position, a prediction that is not
borne out in (14) because ‘the news’ is actually expressed in the subject position.

sentence does express a causative meaning and if a causative relationship of “A causes B to be in
a certain state/location or to perform a certain action” can be established, then “A” can be iden-
tified as the Causer and “B” as the Causee.
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(14) Finnish
Uutinen
news.item

puhu-tt-i
talk-caus-past

nais-i-a
woman-pl-part

pitkään.
long.ill

(Davis & Koenig 2000:75)‘The news made the women talk for a long time.’

Table 4.
agent Properties patient Properties

‘The news’ Causer

‘The women’ Sentience; Volition Causee

However, with respect to morphological causatives like (13) and (14), the
alternative proposal recognizing the Causer and the Causee as higher-ranked
properties or roles correctly and straightforwardly predicts that kodomo-no shi
‘the child’s death’ in (13) and uutinen ‘the news’ in (14) should be realized in the
subject position because they are Causers. As for ryooshin ‘parents’ in (13) and
nais-i ‘the women’ in (14), they are rightly predicted to be expressed in the object
position because they are Causees. That is, the two arguments in (13) and in (14)
are overtly realized in the subject and the object position respectively due to their
being the Causer and the Causee respectively, regardless of the fact that the child’s
parents in (13) have sentience (an agent property) and the women in (14) have
two of Dowty’s agent properties, namely sentience and volition.

The above discussion has seen the following problems for Dowty’s original
equal-weight approach: (i) it does not readily and straightforwardly predict the
argument realization patterns with respect to monotransitive causative predicates;
(ii) as far as monotransitive causative predicates are concerned, it sometimes makes
even wrong predictions particularly as to which argument should be realized in
the subject position. Compared with the approach presented by Dowty (1991), the
alternative proposal that recognizes the Causer and the Causee as higher-ranked
properties or roles offers a straightforward and much simpler approach to the argu-
ment realization associated with monotransitive causative predicates.

4. Discussion

Haspelmath (2011) discusses Bickel and others’ approach of generalized semantic
roles or proto-roles (see, for example, Bickel et al. 2010 and Bickel 2011) whose
properties are very similar to Dowty’s (1991). He comments that “[i]t is not quite
clear whether these agent and goal/patient properties all have equal status.” In this
respect, recall that Dowty (1991:574) himself points out that he “would not rule
out the desirability of ‘weighting’ some entailments more than others for purposes
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of argument selection.” We have seen in this paper that there is strong evidence
from Mandarin RVCs that the third property in (1) and the third property in (2),
which correspond to the Causer and the Causee respectively, are higher-ranked
properties. In a non-prototype approach, this can be translated as the Causer and
the Causee’s being two higher-ranked thematic or semantic roles with respect to
monotransitive predicates.

As far as monotransitive predicates are concerned, we have also seen that the
recognition of the Causer and the Causee as two higher-ranked properties or roles
leads to an effective and straightforward account of argument realization with
respect to complex causative events expressed by lexical causatives, morpholog-
ical causatives, and resultatives. While a prototype approach that recognizes the
Causer and the Causee as two higher-ranked properties is technically different
than a non-prototype approach that regards the Causer and the Causee as two
higher-ranked thematic roles, the point is that, whichever approach is adopted, it
is desirable to rank the Causer and the Causee over the other properties or roles.
In the following discussions, however, I shall view the Causer and the Causee
as two separate thematic roles and this is mainly because Dowty’s prototype
approach has at least the following drawbacks (for further discussion, see Croft
1998, 2012; Davis & Koenig 2000; Koenig & Davis 2001; Levin & Rappaport
Hovav 2005). First, as pointed out by Davis & Koenig (2000:74), “[m]etathe-
oretically, implementing a numerical comparison approach within declarative,
monotonic approaches to grammars does not seem feasible.” Second, as can be
seen from our discussions above and from the discussions by Koenig & Davis
(2001: 82), one single property (e.g. being the Causer) can be sufficient for the
event participant with that property to be realized in a specific syntactic position.
Finally, although on the surface Dowty’s prototype approach reduces the inven-
tory of thematic roles (or even abandons the use of thematic roles in Croft’s (1998)
assessment), most of the agent and patient properties proposed by Dowty are
in fact reminiscent of individual thematic roles used in the literature8 and they
can be said to form pairs as well (though the relational nature of the two proper-
ties in each pair, in Croft’s (1998: 37; 2012: 192) view, is not truly recognized or
captured by Dowty’s prototype approach to argument realization). For example,
aside from the Causer and the Causee already identified and discussed above, the
agent property of “sentience (and/or perception)” corresponds to Experiencer
and the agent property of “movement (relative to the position of another partic-
ipant)” is reminiscent of Theme, which is defined by Gruber as “the entity which

8. In Levin & Rappaport Hovav’s (2005:54) assessment of the agent and patient properties
proposed by Dowty, “[t]he only notion that does not figure in work on semantic roles is ‘incre-
mental theme,’ an aspectually based notion.”
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is conceived as moving” (Gruber 1965: 48) or as “the entity which is conceived as
moving or undergoing transitions” (Gruber 1976: 38) and is utilized by Jackendoff
(1987: 377–378; 1990: 46) to refer to “the object in motion or being located.” As
for the pairing of the properties proposed by Dowty, we have seen that the agent
property of “causing an event or change of state in another participant” and the
patient property of “causally affected by another participant” form a comple-
mentary pair. As another example, the agent property of “movement (relative to
the position of another participant)” and the patient property of “stationary rela-
tive to movement of another participant” also form a complementary pair. In fact,
as pointed out by Croft (1998: 37; 2012:191), these complementary pairings form
“mini-hierarchies” (to use Croft’s (2012: 191) words) and are essentially like tradi-
tional rankings like “Agent > Patient” and “Theme > Location.” From this perspec-
tive, the recognition of Causer and Causee as two higher-ranked thematic roles
does not truly complicate a successful account of argument realization. As argued
in the previous section, such an explicit recognition actually offers a straightfor-
ward account of the argument realization of monotransitive causative predicates.

The proposal of the Causer and the Causee as two higher-ranked thematic
roles has implication for any theory that utilizes thematic hierarchy because on
the one hand none of the thematic hierarchies proposed in the literature (see (15)
for some examples) include both of the roles of the Causer and the Causee and on
the other hand a complete thematic hierarchy or a complete theory of thematic
roles needs to take the two higher-ranked roles into consideration. On the basis
of the discussion so far, it can be concluded that a complete thematic hierarchy
should start as something shown in (16).

(15) Examples of thematic hierarchy
(see Levin & Rappaport Hovav 2005:162–163 for more examples)

a. (Baker 1989:544)Agent > Instrument > Patient/Theme > Goal/Location
b. (Belletti & Rizzi 1988:344, note 36)Agent > Experiencer > Theme
c. Agent > Beneficiary > Recipient/Experiencer > Instrument > Theme/

(Bresnan & Kanerva 1989:23)Patient > Location
d. Agent > Goal > Recipient > Beneficiary > Instrument > Location > Time

(Dik 1978:70; 1997:37, 266)
e. Actor > Patient/Beneficiary > Theme > Goal/Source/Location

(Jackendoff 1990:258)
f. (Pesetsky 1995:59)Causer > Experiencer > Target/Subject Matter
g. Agent > Effector > Experiencer > Locative > Theme > Patient

(Van Valin 1990:226, 230)

(16) Causer > Causee > …
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Regarding the listing of the Causer and the Causee as two higher-ranked the-
matic roles in (16) with respect to the argument realization of monotransitive
predicates, several things related to previous proposals should be pointed out.
First, while Reinhart (2002) proposes a “Cause” role, her theta system does not
recognize a Causee role. Second, while Pesetsky (1995) includes a Causer role
in his hierarchy used to account for the argument realization of psychological or
psych verbs, the Causee role is not part of that hierarchy. Third, while Grimshaw
(1990), in discussing the argument realization of causative psychological pred-
icates like frighten, proposes that such predicates involve a “Cause” (i.e. our
Causer) argument, she does not discuss notions like “Causee” either. Moreover,
to Grimshaw (1990:25), verbs like frighten involve two dimensions, one being the
“causal dimension” (which involves “Cause” and other unspecified elements) and
the other being the “thematic dimension,” under which frighten involves an Expe-
riencer that ranks over a Theme. It can be seen from this that Grimshaw does
not consider the causal relation a type of thematic relation, which is another dif-
ference between my proposal and Grimshaw’s. In addition, although Grimshaw
does not make it explicit that the causal dimension outranks the thematic dimen-
sion, it is clear from her discussion that, for frighten to have the right argument
realization, this outranking relation must be assumed. Given this, Grimshaw’s
proposal of a causal dimension adds further support to my account of the argu-
ment realization of causative psych verbs that relies on the recognition of the
Causer and the Causee as two higher-ranked thematic properties or roles. Fourth,
Li (1995; 1999), in discussing Mandarin RVCs, proposes two causative roles,
namely “Cause” and “Affectee.” However, he also proposes two hierarchies which
are called the “thematic hierarchy” (cf. Grimshaw’s “thematic dimension”) and
the “causative hierarchy” (cf. Grimshaw’s “aspectual dimension”) respectively, the
latter of which only concerns the hierarchy of the two causative roles. This way
of naming the two distinct hierarchies at least leaves the impression that Yafei Li
does not truly consider his Cause and Affectee to be thematic roles. Finally, while
Li (2008) recognizes the Causer and the Causee as two higher-ranked thematic
or semantic roles on the basis of his study of Mandarin RVCs, no discussion of
this recognition with respect to Dowty’s prototype approach to thematic roles and
argument realization is conducted. Moreover, although Li (2013) relates the sta-
tus of the Causer as a higher-ranked role to Dowty’s agent properties, no discus-
sion of Dowty’s patient properties is made and neither is there any examination
of the significance of the recognition of the Causer and the Causee as higher-
ranked roles in accounting for the argument realization of causative psych verbs
and monotransitive morphological causatives.

Therefore, my proposal of the Causer and the Causee as two higher-ranked
thematic roles is conceptually different than earlier proposals like Grimshaw’s and
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Yafei Li’s even though they may be viewed as sharing the same spirit. The current
proposal is an attempt to explicitly recognize both the Causer and the Causee as
two distinct thematic roles and to recognize their immediate relevance to argu-
ment realization when the eventuality expressed by a verb is causative in nature.
This explicit recognition is necessary and important, given that the traditional
thematic hierarchy normally does not include any of these two roles (unsurpris-
ingly, Davis & Koenig (2000:58) even suggest that the traditional thematic hier-
archy cannot truly handle causatives, including the issue of why the Causer is
consistently realized in the subject position). However, given the primacy of the
Causer and the Causee in argument realization with respect to causative events,
it is time to explicitly recognize these two roles not only as two distinct thematic
roles but also as two higher-ranked roles in both Chinese linguistics and general
linguistics.

With the above general point made, I would also like to make the following
points with respect to thematic roles and the hierarchy in (16). First, I suggest
that thematic roles can be used for two different purposes. On the one hand, the-
matic roles and their hierarchy can be used locally for a construction-specific and
language-specific purpose. In fact, many, if not most, of the thematic hierarchies
proposed in the literature are for this purpose. From this perspective, it is under-
standable why the same thematic role (e.g. Instrument) is in different positions
of two different hierarchies. On the other hand, thematic roles and their hierar-
chy can be used for a crosslinguistic comparative purpose. Given that no theory
can handle everything, it is not unreasonable to have a modest use of the the-
matic hierarchy to handle linguistic universals as well as a modest use of the the-
matic hierarchy to handle local argument realizations. While a full and successful
account of argument realization must take into consideration of the semantics of
the verbs or predicates involved, this does not mean that we cannot have both the
general (near) uniform linkings and the particular linkings. I thus advocate that
we can have both a macro view and a micro view of linking and argument realiza-
tion. In the case of the macro view, it concerns the big picture and the (near) uni-
form patterns across languages and will be useful for us to better understand how
human languages are generally structured. While we should acknowledge excep-
tions if necessary, we should not use exceptions to ignore the big picture and the
(near) uniformity observed with respect to argument realization. Additionally, the
macro view will also be very useful from an acquisitional perspective because the
general linking patterns, which are associated with semantic bootstrapping, will
aid a child or a second language learner to grasp the regularities in an efficient
and effective way.

In my conception of the global hierarchy for purposes of crosslinguistic stud-
ies, an event named by the verb may use zero, one, or more than one thematic
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roles on the hierarchy. However, as far as the focus of this paper is concerned, the
point is that what is immediately relevant to argument realization is the Causer
and the Causee as long as the monotransitive predicate in question expresses a
causative event. Moreover, for comparative purposes as well as for the purpose of
positing (near) universals of argument realization with respect to monotransitive
predicates, I suggest that four roles in the form of the ranking shown in (17) be
recognized.

(17) Causer > Causee > Agent > Patient

Drawing on the insights of Croft’s (1991; 1993; 1998; 2012) and Talmy’s (1976;
1988; 2000) study of force dynamics and causality, I couch the ranking in (17) in
event semantics expressed by the verb, particularly in the causative directional-
ity from the Causer to the Causee (see more discussion below) and in the trans-
mission of physical force from the Agent to the Patient. Meanwhile, the ranking
means that the Causer has the highest priority of being realized in the subject
position and the Causee has the priority of being realized as the next highest
grammatical relation, i.e. the direct object. If there is neither a Causer nor a
Causee available, the Agent (i.e. the volitional or sentient doer) will have the
highest priority of being realized in the subject position and the Patient (i.e. the
entity being acted upon) will be realized in the direct object position. Given that
the Agent is a volitional or sentient doer, the hierarchy in (17) nicely captures
Koenig & Davis’ (2001: 82–83) observation that the Causer is mapped to subject
in causative verbs and the sentient or volitional participant is realized as subject
in non-causative verbs.

With regards to the hierarchy in (17), it should also be pointed out that,
when the same event participant assumes two (or more than two) roles, the role
that is immediately relevant to argument realization is the highest role associated
with that participant. For example, in (18) ‘that basin of clothes’ assumes both
the Patient role and the Causer role and ‘Zhangsan’ both the Agent role and the
Causee role.

(18) (=(4))Na-pen
that-cl

yifu
clothes

xi-lei-le
wash-tired-perf

Zhangsan.
Zhangsan

‘That basin of clothes got Zhangsan tired after Zhangsan washed them.’

Because of the hierarchy in (17), it is the Causer role of ‘that basin of clothes’
that is immediately relevant to argument realization. In the same vein, it is the
Causee role of ‘Zhangsan’ that is immediately relevant to argument selection.
Due to the fact that the Causer outranks the Causee, ‘that basin of clothes’ is
realized in the subject position and ‘Zhangsan’ in the object position as a result
of prominence preservation in the mapping from the thematic hierarchy to the
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grammatical relations hierarchy in (19), which is assumed in various linguis-
tic frameworks (e.g. Bresnan et al.’s (2016:97) Lexical-functional grammar and
Dik’s (1997: 37) Functional grammar) and has its roots in Keenen & Comrie’s
(1977: 66) as well as in Comrie’s (1989:156) use of an accessibility hierarchy to
account for relative clause formation from a crosslinguistic perspective (see Levin
& Rappaport Hovav 2005: 141–142 for further discussion of the hierarchy of
grammatical relations).

(19) Grammatical relations hierarchy
Subject > Direct Object > Indirect Object > Oblique

Second, as far as monotransitive predicates are concerned, the proposal of the
Causer and the Causee as two higher-ranked roles is also compatible with many for-
mal representations of causatives in tree diagrams and predicate decompositions
that involve at least one of the following components: VoiceP, vCause node, causp,
light verb caus(e), and predicate primitive caus(e) (e.g. Lin 1998; Sybesma 1999;
Lin 2001; Lin 2004; Folli & Harley 2006; Huang 2006; Pylkkänen 2008; Legate
2014; see also (20) for examples of predicate decompositions of causatives).9 The
intuition of the core causative meaning expressed by causatives and the idea of the
Causer occupying the highest syntactic position among all the arguments are
shared by formal syntactic accounts and my own proposal, and the difference lies in
how much of the causative meaning is dealt with in the realm of syntax. Meanwhile,
my proposal of the Causer and the Causee as two higher-ranked roles can be readily
translated into an Optimality-Theoretic (OT) account of the argument realization
of monotransitive causatives in the spirit of Aissen (2003).

(20) Examples of event structure decompositions of causative predicates10

a. [x cause [BECOME <MANNER> [y <STATE>]]] (the ‘pure’ causative tem-
plate) & [x cause <MANNER> [BECOME [y <STATE>]]] (the ‘causing-with-

(Huang 2006:24)a-manner’ causative predicate)

9. While it is true that, as pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, Causer and Causee have
already been used in the literature on Chinese syntax and semantics (the present author’s ear-
lier work on Mandarin resultatives has also explicitly used Causer and Causee as two thematic
roles), it is also true that argument realization studies utilizing thematic hierarchies rarely
include Causer and Causee. The significance and contribution of this paper lies exactly in (i)
relating Chinese linguistics to general linguistics, (ii) relating the study of Mandarin resulta-
tives to Dowty’s influential prototype approach to argument realization, (iii) advocating not
only the explicit recognition of Causer and Causee as two thematic roles in general linguistics
but also the inclusion of them as two higher-ranked thematic roles in the thematic hierarchy,
and (iv) discussing the implication of this proposal for the studies of causatives and argument
realization.
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b. [IP This bottle of wine cause [VP drunk-fall a bunch of people]] (represen-
(Lin 2001:173)tation for (21))

c. [[x ACT <MANNER> ] cause [BECOME [y <STATE>]]] & [x cause
(Rappaport Hovav and Levin 1998:108)[BECOME [y <STATE>]]]

d. NP caus [VP V [XP le [SC NP YP]]] (causative resultatives) (SC =small
clause; le functioning as an aspect marker in Mandarin)

(Sybesma 1999:96)
e. α cause β, where α, β are “logical structures” of any type

(Van Valin 2015:717; see also Van Valin 1990:224 and Van Valin &
LaPolla 1997:109)

(21) Zhe-ping
This-bottle

jiu
wine

zui-dao-le
drunk-fall-perf

yi-pi
a-bunch

ren.
people

(Lin 2001:173)‘This bottle of wine made a bunch of people drunk.’

Third, while the mapping from (16) to the grammatical relations hierarchy in
(19) is crosslinguistically uniform in the canonical argument realization of mono-
transitive causatives, the mapping can only be regarded as a near universal or a
strong tendency when it comes to monotransitive-based morphological causatives
(MMCs) (i.e. morphological causatives formed with a base that is a monotransi-
tive predicate). Moreover, even when the mapping is viewed as a near universal
or a strong tendency in the argument realization with respect to MMCs, it is still
only true with respect to the default or canonical linear ordering of the arguments
with the Causer as the starting reference point, not with respect to the specific
morphological forms of the arguments involved. Specifically, when the base of a
morphological causative is transitive, the adding of a causative affix also adds a
Causer argument and makes the Agent argument of the original base become the
Causee. In this case the Causee is not necessarily realized as an argument bearing
the accusative or absolutive case in a case-marking language and in fact in most
languages it is typically realized as an argument with the dative case or an oblique
case, as shown in (22).

(22) a. Japanese
Taroo-wa
Taro-top

Hanako-ni
Hanako-dat

zibun-no
self-poss

huku-o
clothes-acc

ki-sase-ta.
wear-caus-past

(Shibatani 1976:20)‘Taro made Hanako put on his/her own clothes.’

10. It should be pointed out that the lexical or event structure decompositions in (20), strictly
speaking, do not use thematic roles although it is reasonable to assume that “x” is the Causer
and “y” is the Causee (as confirmed, for example, by Huang’s (2006) and Lin’s (2001) explicit
use of “Causer”).
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b. Finnish
Matti
Matti

rakennuttaa
build.caus.pres.3sg

Pekalla
Pekka.adessive

talon.
house.acc

(Paulsen 2011:57)‘Matti makes Pekka build the house.’

It is reasonable to assume that the different formal realizations of the Causee
argument in MMCs is due to the competition of the Causee argument and the
original Patient argument of the base verb for the accusative or absolutive case
in a case-marking language (see, for example, Comrie 1975, 1976; Song 1991,
1996; Dixon 2000; Li 2009 for discussion of the possibilities of the formal realiza-
tion of the Causee and/or the ways of predicting such possibilities). The crucial
question is whether there is any reliable diagnostic as to whether the Causee is
the direct object or not. For the sake of argumentation, I shall use passivization
as a diagnostic and adopt the assumption that only the direct object of an active
transitive sentence can become the subject of its passive counterpart. As shown
in (23–24), although in both Japanese and Turkish the Causee argument of an
MMC is canonically realized as bearing the dative case (see (23a) and (24a)), only
the Causee ‘the boys’ can be realized as the subject of the passive counterpart in
Japanese ((23b)) and only the Patient argument (i.e. ‘this house’) of the base verb
can be realized as the subject of the passive counterpart in Turkish ((24b)). That
is, the use of passivization suggests that the direct object in (23a) is the Causee
and the direct object in (24a) is the Patient although the argument realization pat-
terns shown in these two examples can be said to be identical as far as the active
surface form is concerned.

(23) (Mana Kobuchi-Philip, personal communication)Japanese
a. Karera-no

3pl-poss
chichioya-wa
father-top

sono
that

otokonoko-tachi-ni
boy-pl-dat

kono
this

ie-o
house-acc

tate-sase-ta.
build-caus-past
‘Their father made the boys build this house.’

b. Sono
that

otokonoko-tachi-wa
boy-pl-top

karera-no
3pl-poss

chichioya-ni
father-dat

kono
this

ie-o
house-acc

tate-sase-rare-ta.
build-caus-pass-past
‘The boys were made by their father to build this house.’

(24) (Ümit Atlamaz, personal communication)Turkish
a. Baba-lar-ı

father-pl-poss
çocuk-lar-a
boy-pl-dat

bu
this

ev-i
house-acc

yap-tır-dı.
build-caus-past

‘Their father made the boys build this house.’
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b. Çocuk-lar-a
boy-pl-dat

baba-lar-ı
father-pl-poss

tarafından
by

bu
this

ev
house

yap-tır-ıl-dı.
build-caus-pass-past

‘This house was built by the boys and it was their father who made the
boys do so.’

Therefore, the use of passivization as a diagnostic does not lead to a crosslin-
guistically uniform pattern of associating the direct object with the Causee argu-
ment or with the Patient argument of an MMC. In this respect, it is worth
mentioning that Kozinsky & Polinsky (1993) examine the cases of Dutch and
Korean causatives where the Causee and the Patient of an MMC are both coded
in the same way as how the canonical direct object of a monotransitive verb is
coded in the two languages in question. They conclude that in those cases of
causatives having a coding conflict, the Causee in Dutch is an IO (i.e. indirect
object) and the one in Korean is a DO (i.e. direct object). If this is right, it also
shows that the Causee of an MMC may bear different grammatical relations in
different languages. It can thus be concluded that crosslinguistically the Causee
of an MMC varies as to whether it is the direct object of the sentence.11 Given the
different case-marking realizations of the Causee of an MMC in different case-
marking languages and given the existence of differential object marking in at
least some languages with morphological causatives (e.g. Hindi and Nepali), it
can also be concluded that the case marker of the Causee is not a reliable indica-
tor of its grammatical relation.

While crosslinguistically whether the Causee of an MMC is the direct object
of the sentence differs from language to language, in terms of linear ordering of
the Causee and the Patient there is a strong tendency for the Causee to be placed
before the Patient (as far as canonical realization is concerned) and this is partic-
ularly true in an SO language (i.e. an SVO, SOV, or VSO language) where the sub-
ject of a monotransitive verb precedes the direct object, as pointed out by Kozinsky
& Polinsky (1993). Given that the vast majority of human languages with a dom-
inant word order have the S preceding the O (see Dryer 2005), it can thus be rea-
sonably postulated that in the majority of human languages the Causee of an MMC
precedes the Patient, as evidenced by languages from different regions and families
in (22), (23a), and (24a) above and in (25) below. Meanwhile, it seems that this also
holds true as a strong linguistic tendency in the case of periphrastic causatives that
involve three participants, as shown in (26).

11. There are analyses of specific languages in which the Patient is placed in a higher position
than the Causee in a syntactic representation (e.g. López 2012). This is consistent with the fact
that in some languages the Causee in a monotransitive-based causative can be better analyzed
as bearing a grammatical relation lower than what is borne by the Patient.
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(25) a. Modern Standard Arabic
Kattaba
caus.write

l-muʕallim-u
the-teacher-nom

ṭ-ṭulla:b-a
the-students-acc

d-dars-a.
the-lesson-acc

(Salih 1985:256)‘The teacher made the students write the lesson.’
b. Chicheŵa

Nŭngu
porcupine

i-na-phík-ítsa
subj-past-cook-caus

kadzidzi
owl

maûngu.
pumpkins

(Alsina & Joshi 1991:8)‘The porcupine made the owl cook the pumpkins.’
c. Javanese

Sri
Sri

nguyak-ake
chase-caus

asu-ne
dog-def

marang
dat

Bambang.
Bambang

(Suhandano 1994:67)‘Sri held out [i.e. got] the dog to chase Bambang.’
d. Imbabura Quechua

Taita-ca
Father-top

wambra-man
boy-dat

papa-ta
potato-acc

alla-chi-rca.
dig-caus-3past

(Jake 1983:260)‘Father let [or had] the boy dig potatoes.’
e. Swahili

Mwalimu
teacher

hu-wa-som-esha
hab-3pl-study-caus

wanafunzi
students

kurani.
Koran

(Vitale 1981:156)‘The teacher teaches the students the Koran.’

(26) a. They had him bake that cake.
b. Greek

O
the

ðáskalos
teacher.nom

vázi
put.3sg

tus
the

maθités
student.pl.acc

na
subj

γrápsun
write.3pl

ékθesi.
composition.acc
‘The teacher is getting the students to write a composition.’

(Kaili et al. 2009:408)
c. Macushi

Imakui’pî
bad

kupî
do

Jesus-ya
Jesus-erg

emapu’tî
caus

yonpa-’pî
try-past

Makui-ya
Satan-erg

teuren.
frust

(Abbott 1991:40)‘Satan unsuccessfully tried to make Jesus do bad.’
d. Mandarin

Zhanzheng
war

shi
caus

tamen
them

sangshi-le
lose-perf

henduo
many

tudi.
land

‘The war made them lose many lands.’
e. Portuguese

Eu
I

fiz
make.past.1sg

Carlos
Carlos

pintar
paint

a
the

parede.
wall

(Aissen 1974:354)‘I had Carlos paint the wall.’
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f. Tariana
Nuha
1sg

pina
2sg

kalisi
story

Yuse
José

isiu
for

nu-a-de
1sg-caus-fut

nu-kalite-de.
1sg-tell-fut

(Dixon 2000:42)‘I will make you tell a story to José.’

While Kozinsky & Polinsky (1993) attribute the predominant Causee-Patient
order largely to the information structure and communicative function of the
Causee (being a secondary topic and being typically given) and the Patient (being
a focus and being typically new), the Causee-Patient order, I contend, is also a
good reflection of the extension of the Causee-over-Patient ranking to MMCs.
Moreover, the predominant order of Causer-Causeei-Agenti-Patient in MMCs in
different languages is arguably an iconic linguistic reflection of the directionality
of the causative chain in the real world from the Causer to the Causee (which is
coreferential with the Agent) and then from the Causee to the Patient.12

If the above reasoning is reasonable, then between case-marking and linear
order the latter is a better indicator of the thematic hierarchy proposed when all
the different types of causatives are considered together.13 That is, in the sense of
iconic linear argument realization, the ranking in (16) holds as a strong tendency
crosslinguistically, regardless of whether the predicate involves two or three par-
ticipants.14 As to why the Causee of the MMC typically bears the dative or oblique

12. Given that the Causer of an MMC can be said to be always (or at least normally) realized in
the subject position, the Patient-Causee-Causer order is expected to be the typical order in OS
languages (i.e. languages displaying the OVS, VOS, or OSV order as the dominant word order)
if the subject Causer is regarded as a starting reference point of the causative chain. Due to lack
of enough data, the test of this prediction has to be left to future research.
13. There is thus good reason for Keenan (1976:324) to place position at the top of the hierar-
chy for the three coding properties of subject, namely position, case marking, and agreement.
Moreover, with position as the most important coding property of subject and with the Causer
as a starting reference point, it can be said that, as far as canonical linear realization is con-
cerned, the Causee typically occupies the direct object position even in the case of MMCs (the
validity of this claim relies on the assumption that position, not case-marking or behavior and
control properties like passivization, should be given the primary role in the determination of
grammatical relations). From this perspective, with respect to MMCs, prominence is also gen-
erally preserved in the mapping from the thematic hierarchy to the grammatical relations hier-
archy. Finally, it is worth pointing out that in the case of monotransitive causatives we have
actually also used position and canonical linear realization instead of case marking (note that
there are languages without a case system) in discussing the mapping from the thematic hierar-
chy in (17) to the grammatical relations hierarchy in (19).
14. In this paper, I do not take a position as to how to analyze the internal structure of the sen-
tences containing an MMC; however, in terms of the number of participants, these MMCs, as
far as the surface form is concerned, do involve three event participants. This, as far as I can
tell, is also a standard view in functional and typological linguistics. In this respect, it should
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case in a case-marking language, it is due to the fact that morphological causatives
result from the competition and compromise between the causative morpheme
and the other part of the verb complex. That is, the causative morpheme con-
tributes the Causer and this argument normally bears the nominative or ergative
case in a case-marking language. The other part of the verb complex in an MMC
contributes the other two arguments. To maintain the base function of the origi-
nal verb and to make sure that the beginning and the end of the causative chain
are fully represented, the original Patient of the base verb thus typically gets more
attention in terms of case marking and then assumes the accusative or absolutive
case in a case-marking language, a case that is normally associated with the direct
object of a monotransitive verb.

Therefore, from the perspective of the mapping from the thematic hierarchy
to the grammatical relations hierarchy, the mapping is crosslinguistically uniform
and can be regarded as a universal as far as monotransitive causative predicates –
the focus of the paper – are concerned. The reason why this can be a universal lies
in the fact that in the case of monotransitive causatives, there are only two core
arguments (i.e. the Causer and the Causee) directly relevant to argument realiza-
tion. Meanwhile, there are two core grammatical relations (i.e. subject and direct
object). In such a scenario, it is like a perfect match for the Causer to be realized
as one of the core grammatical relations and the Causee as the other core gram-
matical relation.

The mapping universal discussed above, however, cannot be readily extended
to MMCs because of three arguments competing for two core grammatical rela-
tions and because of the complexity of determining which argument in this case
is realized as the direct object, the second highest grammatical relation. How-
ever, regardless of whether a causative predicate involves two or three event par-
ticipants, the ranking in (16) can be understood as showing the directionality
of the causative chain among the core arguments of a causative predicate. This
directionality in fact naturally explains why the Causer outranks the Causee and
why the Causer, not the Causee, is universally realized as the subject of a regular
active sentence, the highest grammatical relation. Linguistically, this directional-
ity is also reflected in the canonical linear realization of the core arguments of a
causative predicate, a realization using the Causer as a starting reference point and
being constrained by the dominant word order option(s) of a specific language.

be pointed out that this view, however, is not inconsistent with an analysis that regards two of
the three participants as components of a small clause. Moreover, as we focus on linear argu-
ment realization of MMCs, (25–26) can be used to support the hierarchy proposed in the paper
regardless of whether these examples, in their fine analysis, involve sentence embedding or not.
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That is, there is an iconic relationship between the causative directionality in the
real world and the linear realization of the causal chain in human language.

5. Summary and conclusion

This paper has shown that not all the agent and patient properties proposed by
Dowty (1991) are created equal. There is strong evidence from the argument real-
ization of Mandarin monotransitive RVCs that what is immediately relevant to the
argument realization of such resultatives are the Causer and the Causee roles. This
shows that the agent property corresponding to the Causer and the patient prop-
erty corresponding to the Causee are in fact two higher-ranked properties.

The paper has also demonstrated that, with the recognition of the Causer and
the Causee as two higher-ranked properties (or, even better, as two higher-ranked
distinct thematic roles), the argument realization associated with monotransitive
causative predicates (e.g. lexical causatives, morphological causatives, and resul-
tatives) can be given a simpler, more effective, and more straightforward account
than Dowty’s numerical comparison approach.

Moreover, this study has implications for any theory using thematic hierarchy
to account for argument realization because (i) none of the thematic hierarchies
proposed in the literature includes both the Causer and the Causee and (ii) a com-
plete theory of thematic roles needs to take these two higher-ranked roles into
consideration.

In addition, this study has provided a reasonable account of why there is
more uniformity in the argument realization of monotransitive causatives than
in the argument realization of MMCs. Specifically, in the case of monotransitive
causatives, there are only two core arguments (i.e. the Causer and the Causee)
directly relevant to argument realization. At the same time, there are two core
grammatical relations (i.e. subject and direct object). Thus, in the mapping from
the thematic hierarchy to the hierarchy of grammatical relations, the above facts
create the perfect scenario in which the Causer is realized as one of the core gram-
matical relations and the Causee as the other core grammatical relation. However,
in the case of MMCs, it creates a situation in which three arguments compete
for two core grammatical relations. The fact that the Causee of the MMC typi-
cally bears the dative or oblique case in a case-marking language is a result from
the competition and compromise between the causative morpheme and the other
part of the verb complex. In order to maintain the base function of the original
verb and to make sure that the beginning and the end of the causative chain are
prominently represented, the original Patient of the base verb typically receives
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more attention in terms of case marking and thus assumes the accusative or abso-
lutive case in a case-marking language.

Finally, the paper shows that, regardless of whether a causative predicate
involves two or three participants, the “Causer > Causee” hierarchy reflects the
directionality of the causative chain among the core arguments of the causative
predicate. This directionality naturally accounts for why the Causer outranks the
Causee and why in terms of linear ordering, one important aspect of argument
realization, the Causer typically precedes the Causee. In this case, an iconic rela-
tionship between the causative directionality in the real world and the linear real-
ization of the causal chain in human language can be observed. This relationship
offers additional support for Halliday & Matthiessen’s (2014) proposal that one of
the metafunctions of language is “ideational” or “experiential” and is to represent
patterns of experience, among which causality is one of the most important parts
of human experience.
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dat dative
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fut future
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IO indirect object
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morphological causative
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part partitive
pass passive
patient Proto-Patient
perf perfective
pl plural
poss possessive
pres present
RVC resultative verb compound
sg singular
subj subject
top topic
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