2022. Proc Ling Soc Amer 7(1). 5226. https://doi.org/10.3765/plsa.v7i1.5226.

An experimental investigation of the deep double-o constraint in Japanese causative
constructions

Abbey List & Yunchuan Chen”

Abstract. The double-o constraint (DoC) (Harada, 1973) was proposed to explain
the ungrammaticality of having two or more noun phrases (NPs) marked by the
accusative case marker -o in a single Japanese clause. Poser (2002) argued for two
types of DoCs: the surface double-o constraint (SDoC) and the deep double-o
constraint (DDoC). The DDoC prohibits two accusative arguments in a single
argument structure and is not affected by the number of accusative case markers on
the surface. The evidence is from Japanese causatives. Our study conducted an
experiment to test the DDoC and found that it may not exist.
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1. Introduction. In Japanese causative constructions, the causee can be marked by either the

dative case marker -ni or the accusative case marker -o when the causativized verb is
intransitive:

(1) John-ga Mary-ni hashir-ase-ta.
John-NoMm Mary-DAT run-CAUSE-PAST
‘John had Mary run.’

(2) John-ga Mary-o hashir-ase-ta.

John-NoMm Mary-Acc run-CAUSE-PAST
‘John made Mary run.’

According to previous studies (e.g., Kuno, 1973; Shibatani, 1973), the case alternation between
-ni and -o gives rise to a semantic difference: o-causatives always involve a coercive reading
while ni-causatives do not, as shown in the English translations of (1) and (2). In contrast, when
the causativized verb is transitive, the causee can only be marked with -ni:

(3) John-ga Mary-ni/*o ringo-o tabe-sase-ta.
John-NoM  Mary-DAT/ACC  apple-ACC  eat-CAUSE-PAST
‘John had/made Mary eat the apple.’

To account for why multiple occurrences of -o are prohibited in Japanese causatives such as (3),
Harada (1973) proposed a constraint dubbed as the ‘double-o constraint’ (DoC):

(4) Double-o constraint (Harada, 1973)

A derivation is marked as ill-formed if it terminates in a surface structure which contains two
occurrences of noun phrases (NPs) marked with o, both of which are immediately dominated
by the same verb phrase (VP) node.

* We would like to thank the Department of Asian and Middle Eastern Studies at Duke University for their support
and resources for this research. We are also grateful to Dr. Amy Herring for her invaluable advice and informative
discussions on the statistical analysis. Authors: Abbey List, Duke University (abbey.list@duke.edu) and
Yunchuan Chen, Duke University (yunchuan.chen@duke.edu).

© 2022 Author(s). Published by the LSA with permission of the author(s) under a CC BY license.


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
mailto:abbey.list@duke.edu
mailto:yunchuan.chen@duke.edu
https://doi.org/10.3765/plsa.v7i1.5226

Under the DoC, the accusative marker -o cannot occur more than once within a single VP.
This constraint was argued to be motivated by fokoro relative clauses (RCs). Tokoro RCs are a
special type of RC, headed by tokoro ‘place,” which serves as the argument of the matrix verb
syntactically but not semantically, as in (5).

(5) John-ga Mary-ga/*o nigeyoo toshi-ta tokoro-o tsukamae-ta.
John-NOM  Mary-NOM/ACC  run away try-PAST TOKORO-ACC  arrest-PAST
‘John caught Mary as she tried to run away.’ (Harada, 1973, modified)

In (5), it is the embedded NP Mary that semantically serves as the argument of the matrix verb
tsukamae ‘to arrest.” Note that it can only be marked with the nominative case marker -ga, not
the accusative marker -o. Harada (1973, 1975) and Sawada (2010) further observed that when
the embedded NP is clefted, it can be marked with -o:

(6) [John-ga t; [nigeyoo toshi-ta tokoro]-o tsukamae-ta no]-wa [Mary-o]i da.
John-NoMm run away try-PAST TOKORO-ACC arrest-PAST that-Top Mary-ACC COP
‘It was Mary that John caught as she tried to run away.” (Harada, 1973, modified)

The contrast between (5) and (6) regarding the licensing of -o with Mary suggests that multiple
occurrences of -o are possible as long as the NPs marked with -o are not dominated by the same
VP, which supports Harada’s DoC.

However, Harada (1975) and Sawada (2010) also found that the DoC cannot be saved by
clefting when it comes to causatives:

(7) John-ga  ringo-o tabe-sase-ta no-wa Mary-ni/*o da.
John-NOM apple-ACC eat-CAUSE-PAST that-Top  Mary-DAT/ACC ~ COP
‘It was Mary that John had/made eat the apple.” (Harada, 1975, modified)

(8) John-ga  Mary-ni/*o tabe-sase-ta no-wa ringo-o da.
John-NOM Mary-DAT/ACC  eat-CAUSE-PAST that-ToP  apple-AcC CoP
‘It was the apple that John had/made Mary eat.” (Harada, 1975, modified)

(7) and (8) are in line with (3), all of which disallow the causee Mary to be marked with -o. This
is not predicted by the DoC since the two NPs with -0 are not in the same VP.

Poser (2002) argued that Harada’s (1973) DoC does not apply to the surface structure only.
His evidence is below.

First, as shown in (3), multiple occurrences of -0 are prohibited in Japanese causatives.
Poser observed that topicalizing one accusative NP does not lessen the DoC violation:

(9a) *ringo-wa John-ga Mary-o tabe-sase-ta.
apple-top John-NOM Mary-DAT/ACC eat-CAUSE-PAST
‘As for the apple, John had/made Mary eat it.’

(9b) *Mary-wa John-ga ringo-o tabe-sase-ta.
Mary-top  John-NOoM  apple-ACC  eat-CAUSE-PAST
‘As for Mary, John had/made her eat the apple.’

Second, if we replace one accusative marker in (3) with another particle such as mo ‘also,’ the
grammaticality cannot be improved, as in (10a) and (10b):

(10a) * John-ga Mary-mo ringo-o tabe-sase-ta.
John-NoM  Mary-also apple-ACC  eat-CAUSE-PAST
‘John also had/made Mary eat the apple.’



(10b) * John-ga Mary-o ringo-mo  tabe-sase-ta.
John-NoM  Mary-Acc apple-also  eat-CAUSE-PAST
‘John also had/made Mary eat the apple too.’

Third, as shown in (7) and (8), clefting one accusative NP in causatives does not eliminate the
DoC violation. Poser further observed that the DoC violation still exists even though the
accusative marker of the clefted NP is deleted:

a) *John-ga  ringo-o  tabe-sase-ta  no-wa ary da.

11a) *Joh i b M d
John-NOM apple-AcC eat-CAUSE-PAST that-Top Mary cop
‘It was Mary that John had/made eat the apple.’

(11b) *John-ga Mary-o tabe-sase-ta no-wa  ringo da.
John-NoMm Mary-Acc eat-CAUSE-PAST that-Ttop apple-Acc CcoP
‘It was the apple that John had/made Mary eat.’

Fourth, relativizing one accusative NP also does not save the sentence from the DoC:

(12a) *John-ga Mary-o ringo-o  tabe-sase-ta.
John-NoMm Mary-Acc apple-ACC eat-CAUSE-PAST
‘John made/let Mary eat the apple.’

(12b) *kore-wa John-ga  Mary-o tabe-sase-ta ringo da.
this-Top John-NOM Mary-ACC  eat-CAUSE-PAST apple cop
“This is the apple that John made/let Mary eat.’

(12b) can be derived by relativizing ringo ‘apple’ in (12a). If the DoC is only a constraint on the
surface structure, the ungrammatical status of (12b) cannot be explained, as there is only one
accusative NP.

Lastly, Poser stated that the most striking evidence against the DoC as a surface constraint is
that the second accusative NP does not even need to be present for the DoC violation to occur:

(13) Taro-ga Jiro-o but-ase-ta.
Taro-NOM Jiro-ACC beat-CAUSE-PAST
‘Taro made someone beat Jiro.’
* ‘Taro made Jiro beat someone.’
(Poser, 2002)

Since (13) does not involve multiple accusative markers on the surface, the DoC is not expected
to apply. If so, the causative in (13) with a single accusative NP should involve two possible
meanings: (i) ‘Taro made someone beat Jiro,” where the accusative NP is the patient of the
embedded verb but ‘beat’ and (i1) ‘Taro made Jiro beat someone,” where the accusative NP is the
agent of but ‘beat.” However, Poser claimed that only (i) is possible in (13), which suggests that
(13) cannot be derived from the deletion of the patient of but ‘beat,” as in (14):

(14) Taro-ga  Jiro-o darcka-o but-ase-ta.
Taro-NOM Jiro-ACC someone-ACC beat-CAUSE-PAST
‘Taro made Jiro beat someone.’

Rather, it can only be derived from the deletion of the agent of but ‘beat,” as in (15):



(15) Taro-ga  dareka—nt Jiro-o but-ase-ta.
Taro-NOM someone-DAT Jiro-ACC  beat-CAUSE-PAST
‘Taro made someone beat Jiro.’

Based on the 5 pieces of evidence above, Poser (2002) argued that there are in fact two types of
DoC: the surface double-o constraint (SDoC) and the deep double-o constraint (DDoC). The
SDoC is equivalent to Harada’s (1973) DoC, whereas the DDoC accounts for the above five
observations that the DoC fails to explain. The DDoC was proposed as follows: two accusative
arguments are not allowed to occur in a single argument structure. According to Poser, DDoC
violations are unaffected by case markers on the surface and consistently produce ungrammatical
sentences that are not subject to variation among native Japanese speakers.

Note that the first four pieces of evidence provided by Poser all involved two accusative
arguments on the surface, although these arguments are not necessarily marked by the accusative
case marker -o. Only the last evidence involves a single accusative argument on the surface.
However, to the best of our knowledge, no studies have experimentally tested the interpretation
of a single accusative NP in a causative sentence involving a transitive verb. This study used a
picture-matching truth value judgment task (Crain & Thornton 1998) to investigate whether it is
truly impossible for such accusative NPs to be interpreted as the agents of the embedded verbs in
Japanese causatives.

2. Experiment. We describe the participants, design, materials, and procedure of the experiment
below.

2.1 PARTICIPANTS A total of 30 native Japanese speakers with ages ranging from 18 to 65 years
old participated in this experiment. According to self-reporting on our background information
survey, they all identified Japanese as their sole native language and had never lived outside
Japan for more than one year by the age of 17. Also, all their parents speak Japanese as their sole
native language.

2.2 DESIGN AND MATERIALS A picture-matching truth value judgment task (TVJT) (Crain &
Thornton 1998) was utilized. Four Disney characters — Mickey, Minnie, Donald, and Daisy —
were used in the materials. For each experimental item, participants first looked at a slide that
had an introductory sentence (e.g. (11¢)/(11d)) along with its corresponding picture (e.g. Figure
1/Figure 2).

(11c) One day, Minnie asked Donald to punch Daisy and Donald did it.
(11d) One day, Minnie asked Daisy to punch Donald and Daisy did it.

Then, they moved to the next slide, where they viewed the same picture but read a new sentence
(e.g. (13a)/ (13b)). They were asked to judge whether the sentence and the given picture matched
by saying ‘match’ or ‘mismatch.’

Figure 1. Donald punches Daisy under the direction of Minnie.



Figure 2. Daisy punches Donald under the direction of Minnie.

(13a) Minnie-ga Donald-o panchi-sase-ta
Minnie-NOM  Donald-Acc punch-CAUSE-PAST
‘Minnie made someone punch Donald.’

? ‘Minnie made Donald punch someone.’

(13b) Minnie-ga Donald-ni panchi-sase-ta
Minnie-NOM  Donald-DAT punch-CAUSE-PAST
* ‘Minnie made someone punch Donald.’
‘Minnie made Donald punch someone.’

For (13a)/(13b) to match Figure 1, Donald in the two sentences must be interpreted as the agent
of the embedded verb panchi ‘punch.” On the other hand, for (13a)/(13b) to match Figure 2,
Donald must be interpreted as the patient of panchi ‘punch.” There were two factors in this
experiment: (i) whether the target NP was marked by the accusative case marker -o or the dative
case marker -ni, as Donald in (13a) and (13b); (i1) whether the target NP was an agent or a
patient in the given picture. These two factors result in four critical conditions: a. accusative NP
as an agent (ACC-AG, e.g., Figure 1 and (13a)); b. accusative NP as a patient (ACC-PA, e.g.,
Figure 2 and (13a)); c. dative NP as an agent (DAT-AG, e.g., Figure 1 and (13b)); d. dative NP
as a patient (DAT-PA, e.g., Figure 2 and (13b)).

A total of 16 sentences of different lexicalizations were created (see Appendix for a full set
of sentences), and experimental items involving these sentences were further created. For each
experimental item, there were 2 types of clusters (Cluster A & B) and there were 3 trials for each
cluster: ACC-AG, DAT-AG, and a filler for Cluster A, and ACC-PA, DAT-PA, and a filler for
Cluster B. Two experimental lists were made, each of which only includes Cluster A or B for
each experimental item. That is, every participant saw only one type of cluster for each
experimental item. Each critical condition had 8 items per list. The fillers were all non-causative
sentences such as (14a) and (14b):

(14a) Donald-ga  Daisy-o panchishi-ta
Donald-NoM  Daisy-ACC ~ punch-PAST
‘Donald punched Daisy.’

(14b) Daisy-ga  Donald-o panchishi-ta
Daisy-NoM Donald-Acc  punch-PAST
‘Daisy punched Donald.’

If the given picture is Figure 1, (14a) matches it while (14b) does not. There were 8 matching
trials and 8 mismatching trials in each list. The fillers were used to monitor whether our
participants paid enough attention to the experimental trials. Based on a binomial distribution, an
attentive participant was supposed to accept 7 or more matching trials and reject 7 or more



mismatching trials. The order of experimental items was pseudorandomized, and the order of
trials within each item was randomized.

2.3 PROCEDURE All participants used their computers to complete the picture-matching TVJT
online. They gave their answers orally, which were further recorded by the experimenter. The
participants viewed one trial at a time on their computer screen and were not allowed to go back
to previous trials. After the TVIT, each participant answered questions from our background
information survey. It took them about 30 minutes to finish the experiment.

3. Results and Analysis. The results of the fillers showed that every participant accepted all
matching trials and rejected at least 7 mismatching trials, which suggests all of them were
sufficiently attentive to our experimental trials.

3.1 SUMMARY STATISTICS Recall that there were four critical conditions: (i) ACC-AG
(accusative NP as an agent); (ii) ACC-PA (accusative NP as a patient); (iii)) DAT-AG (dative NP
as an agent); (iv) DAT-PA (dative NP as a patient). Table 1 summarizes the mean proportion of
‘match’ answers in each critical condition.

Condition = Mean Proportion Standard Error

1. ACC-AG 0.39 0.06
1. ACC-PA 0.86 0.03
1. DAT-AG 0.97 0.01
1Iv. DAT-PA 0.1 0.03

Table 1. Summary of Participants’ Mean Proportions of ‘Match’ Answers in Critical Conditions

We can also observe trends in the acceptance of each condition in Figure 3. Conditions III and
IV saw the highest rates of acceptance and rejection, respectively, with the least variability.
Condition II yielded generally high acceptance with some variation. Condition I has a mode of 0
sentences accepted, but it displays a large amount of variability, with half of the participants
accepting 4 or more sentences.

Figure 3. Number of each condition accepted by participants



3.2 MODELING A mixed effects logistic regression model was constructed to investigate the
associations between probability of acceptance and the experimental conditions. Logistic
regression was chosen to suit the binary nature of the response (‘match’ vs. ‘mismatch’), and
mixed effects were incorporated with random intercepts for participant and sentence to account
for variation introduced by these factors. The full model specification is as follows:

logit(P(y; = 1)) = Bo + i) + Sok[i] + Baccdat - ACdat; + Bagepar - agepat; + Biy, - accdat; X agepat;
y; = whether response i was Mismatch (0) or Match (1)
y,j: random intercept for participant j
8o x: random intercept for item sentence k
Baccdat: slope associated with whether item has dative (0) or accusative (1) NP
Bagepat: slope associated with whether item depicts agent (0) or patient (1) role
Bine: slope associated with the interaction between thematic role and case marker

The model results are displayed in Table 2.

Term Estimate 95% Confidence Interval P-Value
Bo 391 (3.01, 4.81) < 0.0001
Baccdat -4.43 (-5.40, -3.47) <0.0001
Bagepat -6.46 (-7.49, -5.43) <0.0001
Bint 9.06 (7.84,10.27) < 0.0001

Table 2. Mixed effects logistic regression model results (not exponentiated)

From Table 2, we find statistically significant associations for both case marker and thematic
role, as well as for the interaction between these factors. We can calculate the expected odds and
corresponding probabilities of acceptance for each of the four conditions as follows:

Condition I: The expected odds of acceptance for a sentence with an accusative case
marker and agent thematic role are 0.59 for a typical participant and sentence, corresponding to a
probability P(acceptance) = 0.3724 = 37.24%.

Condition II: The expected odds of acceptance for a sentence with an accusative case
marker and patient thematic role are 7.99 for a typical participant and sentence, corresponding to
a probability P(acceptance) = 0.8887 = 88.87%.

Condition III: The expected odds of acceptance for a sentence with a dative case marker
and agent thematic role are 49.97 for a typical participant and sentence, corresponding to a
probability P(acceptance) = 0.9804 = 98.04%.

Condition I'V: The expected odds of acceptance for a sentence with a dative case marker
and patient thematic role are 0.08 for a typical participant and sentence, corresponding to a
probability P(acceptance) = 0.0727 =7.27%.

In addition to the odds and probabilities of acceptance in each condition, we can calculate odds
ratios to compare the odds of acceptance within each case marker or thematic role, utilizing
model results and contrasts of model parameters to obtain p-values:



Within the accusative case marker (Conditions I and II): When the case marker is
accusative, the odds of acceptance for the patient role are expected to be 13.46 times those for
the agent role with a typical sentence and participant (z=-10.03, p <0.0001).

Within the dative case marker (Conditions III and IV): When the case marker is dative,
the odds of acceptance for the patient role are expected to be 0.002 times those for the agent role
with a typical sentence and participant (z = -12.26, p < 0.0001).

Within the agent thematic role (Conditions I and IIT): When the thematic role is agent,
the odds of acceptance for the accusative case marker are expected to be 0.01 times those for the
dative case marker with a typical sentence and participant (z =-9.00, p <0.0001).

Within the patient thematic role (Conditions II and I'V): When the thematic role is
patient, the odds of acceptance for the accusative case marker are expected to be 101.87 times
those for the dative case marker with a typical sentence and participant (z = -11.39, p <0.0001).

Across case marker and thematic role (Conditions III and II): For a typical sentence and
participant, the odds of acceptance for an agent thematic role and dative case marker are
expected to be 6.26 times those for a patient thematic role and accusative case marker (z = 3.73,
p =0.0002).

Across case marker and thematic role (Conditions I and IV): For a typical sentence and
participant, the odds of acceptance for an agent thematic role and accusative case marker are
expected to be 7.57 times those for a patient thematic role and dative case marker (z=-5.73, p <
0.0001).

From these results, we observe a statistically significant difference between odds of acceptance,
and thus probability of acceptance, between all conditions. Case marker, thematic role, and the
interaction between these factors appear to be associated with the likelihood of grammatical
acceptance. This is particularly notable between Condition I (proposed to be universally
unacceptable by Poser (2002)) and Condition IV (the least acceptable condition overall).

3.3 INDIVIDUAL DATA The results from modeling are further supported by the individual data.
Since there were 8 items in each critical condition, then based on a binomial distribution, a
participant would be considered to consistently accept/reject the items in a condition if they
accept/reject 7 items or more. The data show that 19 participants (63.3%) did not consistently
reject the ACC-AG items. Also, 15 participants (50%) accepted 4 or more out of the 8 ACC-AG
items, suggesting that when Japanese causatives involve a single accusative NP on the surface, it
can be interpreted as the causee or the agent of the embedded verb.

4. Discussion. Both our group and individual data suggest that Poser’s (2002) DDoC may not
apply to causatives involving a single accusative NP on the surface, indicating that there may be
no constraint on the deep structure. If ACC-AG items were universally ungrammatical to native
Japanese speakers, we would expect them to be rejected at least as often as the least acceptable
condition in the experiment overall (DAT-PA). However, the probability of acceptance for ACC-
AG items was 37.24%, compared to only 7.27% for DAT-PA items, along with a statistically
significant difference in odds of acceptance between the two sentence types. Given these
findings, we argue that the DoC is a surface constraint, and the DDoC can be revised as follows:

(15) Double accusative argument constraint (DAAC)

Two accusative arguments of the same verb are not allowed to co-occur on the surface.



Recall that Harada’s (1973) DoC is a constraint on multiple occurrences of the accusative case
marker -o on the surface within a VP. Like the DoC, our DAAC can also rule out sentences with
multiple accusative markers. Furthermore, the DAAC is compatible with the first four
motivations that Poser (2002) used to argue against the DoC, which all involve two accusative
arguments. Thus, instead of having a Surface Double-o Constraint and a Deep Double-o
Constraint, we propose that the DAAC alone is sufficient, which applies to all surface structures
in Japanese.

4.1 METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS. Although the present methodology yields several
insights into the nature of the DDoC, there are several important considerations which should not
be ignored when interpreting results.

Firstly, although the mixed effects logistic regression model assumes independence between
observations (i.e., one response of either ‘match’ or ‘mismatch’ has no bearing on another
response), there may be a violation of independence between the ACC-AG and DAT-AG
conditions, as well as between the ACC-PA and DAT-PA conditions. Because participants were
presented with both ACC-AG and DAT-AG within a single cluster (or both ACC-PA and DAT-
PA within a single cluster), it is possible that their response to one condition may have primed
their response to the other, and this is especially plausible for the ACC-AG condition, as
participants were often quite unsure and deliberated extensively before responding to the ACC-
AG condition.

For instance, a participant who accepts the DAT-AG condition may then observe the ACC-
AG condition and reject it on the basis that it is very different from the DAT-AG condition.
Perhaps if this participant observed only the ACC-AG condition alone and was not primed to
compare it with the DAT-AG condition, they may have been more likely to accept it. We
attempted to account for this possibility by varying the order of sentences within clusters; this
may have partially mitigated the potential bias that participants might exhibit when seeing a
certain condition consistently after another and comparing the two. Nevertheless, because data
were gathered on both ACC-AG and DAT-AG conditions for the same experimental item, we
cannot completely rule out the possibility of non-independence between these conditions (and,
similarly, between ACC-PA and DAT-PA conditions).

Another notable methodological decision was to display written sentences to the participants
rather than audio recordings. Because we believe the DDoC and our usage of an accusative case
marker to denote the agent in a causative sentence are not explicitly taught in Japanese textbooks
(either for native speakers or second language learners), we did not anticipate participants
possessing any textbook knowledge about the phenomenon; thus, written sentences should be
sufficient. While we did not find evidence that participants utilized any memorized prior
information, we did observe a “sentence repetition” strategy. For each cluster, participants first
read a sentence like (15a):

(15a) Aruhi Minnie-ga Donald-ni Daisy-o  panchisuru yoo ni itta.
One day Minnie-NOM Donald-DAT Daisy-ACC punch-PRESENT  tell-PAST
‘One day, Minnie told Donald to punch Daisy.’

After the expository sentences, participants were presented with sentences such as (13a) and
(13b) (replicated here), as well as a filler. Upon reading (13a), some participants would verbally
repeat (15a) to themselves and quickly reject (13a). Similarly, upon seeing sentence (13b), these
participants would verbally repeat (15a) and immediately accept (13b).



(13a) Minnie-ga Donald-o panchi-sase-ta
Minnie-NOM  Donald-Acc punch-CAUSE-PAST
‘Minnie made someone punch Donald.’

? ‘Minnie made Donald punch someone.’

(13b) Minnie-ga Donald-ni panchi-sase-ta
Minnie-NOM  Donald-DAT punch-CAUSE-PAST
* ‘Minnie made someone punch Donald.’
‘Minnie made Donald punch someone.’

From this observation, we believe the parallel structure between (15a), (13a), and (13b) may
have been utilized by some participants as a strategy for determining whether sentences were
labeled ‘match’ or ‘mismatch’: (13b) employs the dative case marker for the agent, which agrees
with the expository sentence (15a), leading the participant to label (13b) as a ‘match.’ In contrast,
(13a) employs the accusative case marker for the agent, which conflicts with the dative case
marker used in (15a), leading the participant to label (13a) as a ‘mismatch.’ Participants who
displayed this process often made these decisions quickly, while those who did not appear to use
this strategy were more hesitant over their responses (especially to (13a), or the ACC-AG
condition).

If the experiment were to be repeated, a mitigating factor for this sentence repetition strategy
might involve utilization of audio recordings rather than written sentences. The written medium
allowed participants to commit sentences like (15a) to memory for later reference and repetition,
while audio recordings would make this memorization less likely. Alternatively, the expository
sentences might be altered to convey the same meaning using different language that removes
the parallel structure with test items, reducing the likelihood that participants will make direct
comparisons. Because most participants did not seem to employ the sentence repetition strategy,
we believe the experimental results remain sound, but this phenomenon may be of interest in
further experiments.

4.2 IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE WORK. This study investigated the validity of the claim in Poser
(2002) about the universality of the DDoC among native Japanese speakers, and based on the
results, we see that the DDoC is not supported by experimental evidence. As native speakers do
not display evidence of the DDoC, this indicates that there is no violation of the DoC when a
second -o is only implied by the sentence structure rather than provided on the surface.

In addition to refining current knowledge of Japanese linguistics, these findings can
contribute to research surrounding second language learners of Japanese. The causative structure
involves the merging of main events and sub-events into one clause, in addition to a more
complicated verb conjugation, making it more difficult for L2 learners of Japanese (Kawaguchi,
2009). It appears that the accusative marker can be utilized with the agents of causative sentences
if no other accusative NPs are overtly present, and this absence of the DDoC in native speaker
interpretations presents a significant observation for learners — some popular Japanese textbooks
provide instruction that in causative sentences, -o may mark the causee when 1. the caused action
is reflexive (e.g. nakaseru ‘cry’, warawaseru ‘laugh’) or 2. the verb did not originally utilize the
particle -o (e.g. ikaseru ‘go’, suwaraseru ‘sit’). Under these guidelines, a verb such as nomu ‘to
drink’ would not allow -o to mark the causee, but given that the DDoC constraint has not been
observed, a sentence such as (16) would be acceptable, contrary to the textbook information.
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(16) Tanaka-ga Chisato-o nomaseta.
Tanaka-NOM Chisato-ACC  drink-CAUSE-PAST
‘Tanaka made Chisato drink.’

Future research may focus on whether learners can overcome this potentially misleading
textbook instruction and accept the interpretation of the missing NP as a direct object even in
sentences that utilize transitive verbs.

Additionally, Chung (2015) notes that double accusative structures exist grammatically in
Korean. The existence (and grammaticality) of double accusative sentences in Korean provides a
possible confounding factor in L1 Korean learners’ acquisition of Japanese sentences relating to
the DDoC — given the lack of evidence for the DDoC, would L1 Korean learners perform
differently from learners with L1s that do not utilize case markers, such as English or Chinese?
Exploration of the implied double accusative causative structure in Japanese presents many
opportunities for further experimentation with L2 learners.

5. Conclusions. The DoC was proposed by Harada (1973) to account for the ungrammaticality
of having two or more NPs marked by the accusative case marker -0 in a single VP. Poser (2002)
argued that two types of DoCs should be distinguished: the SDoC and the DDoC. The DDoC
was argued to disallow two accusative arguments in a single argument structure and is not
affected by case markers on the surface, indicating that the DDoC does not just apply to the
surface structure. The evidence is from the interpretation of a single accusative NP in a causative
that involves a transitive verb: it can only be interpreted as the patient of the verb, not the causee
or the agent of the verb. Using a TVJT to experimentally test this argument, our findings suggest
that, contrary to Poser’s claim, it is possible for the single accusative NP to be interpreted as the
causee or the agent of the embedded verb, which further indicates that the DDoC may not apply
to the deep structure. We proposed the DAAC instead to account for what the DoC and DDoC
fail to explain in Japanese causatives.
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Appendix
EXPERIMENTAL ITEM LISTS

Sentences numbered in parentheses (e.g., (1), (2), etc.) are expository sentences that were
intended to provide context, requiring no responses from the participants. Sentences numbered
with a numeral and a letter (e.g., 1a, 1b, lc, 2a, etc.) are test items which participants labeled

‘match’ or ‘mismatch.’
List1
Number Sentence Translation In Context
@) LB, IvF—RTA VLRV RETDEICE ST, One day, Mickey told Daisy to kick

ZLT, FAT—E R KRR 57,

Donald. Then, Daisy kicked Donald.

la TAV=B RNV RET o, Daisy kicked Donald.

1b IvF—NTAV—EITOHET, ? Mickey made Daisy kick [someone].

lc IR —RTA VI bR, Mickey made Daisy kick [someone].

®)] HHA, FIAVFRRI=—ZIvF—%LE->ZFT25L5ICE> One day, Donald told Minnie to carry
oo LT, S=—13IvF—%2oZ LT, Mickey. Then, Minnie carried Mickey.

2a RINVRERI=—%E> T 38T, ? Donald made Minnie carry [someone].

2b RPNV RN =—2725 2 &7, Donald made Minnie carry [someone].

2c =B IvF—FELILL, Minnie carried Mickey.

3) LB, TAV—PI=—ICIvF—2nID L5 CE -7, One day, Daisy told Minnie to decorate
ZFLT, I=—lFIvF—ansolk, Mickey. Then, Minnie decorated

Mickey.

3a IyvF—NI=—FnEolk, Mickey decorated Minnie.

3b TATV=NIvF—IInI b, Daisy made Mickey decorate [someone].

3¢ TATV—BRIvFxF—2nIbHi, Daisy caused Mickey to be decorated.

@ LA, I=—RBTA VI RTLREESDDLLIICE ST, One day, Minnie told Daisy to touch
ZLT, TAYV—E RV RESbol, Donald. Then, Daisy touched Donald.

4a ==L RICEbbLETL, Minnie made Donald touch [someone].

4b FA =N TN RESbol, Daisy touched Donald.

4c ==L FESDbLETL, Minnie caused Donald to be touched.

5) LA, TATV—BRI=—ZIvF—%n LIHICE 2T, One day, Daisy told Minnie to draw
ZLT, I=—lFIvF—%hi, Mickey. Then, Minnie drew Mickey.

Sa TA V=B F—IIhht, Daisy made Mickey draw [someone].

5b TATV—=BIvF =", Daisy caused Mickey to be drawn.

5¢ ==y F—EMV, Minnie drew Mickey.

©) BHHH, FIARRI=—IIvF—%2BT LIIE o7 One day, Donald told Minnie to push
LT, I=—lFIvdF—%&BLL, Mickey. Then, Minnie pushed Mickey.

6a FINV BRI =—2BIET, ? Donald made Minnie push [someone].

6b RV RAR I =—Ilk 387, Donald made Minnie push [someone].

6¢c SyF—BI=—FBLE, Mickey pushed Minnie.

@) LA, TAV=RI=—ICIvyF—%RTHLIICE 272,  One day, Daisy told Minnie to pat
FLTC, I=—FIvF—%R T, Mickey. Then, Minnie patted Mickey.

Ta TAV—NRIvF—ERTIH, Daisy caused Mickey to be patted.

7b SYyF—BI=—FRTE, Mickey patted Minnie.

Tc TAT—NI v F IR T3 Daisy made Mickey pat [someone].

® HDLHA. FTAVFBRI=—ICIvF—ZFDDHLIICE 2T, One day, Donald told Minnie to praise
LT, I=—l3F I vF %1307, Mickey. Then, Minnie praised Mickey.

8a RNV RRI=—2i3D S, Donald made Minnie praise [someone].

8b TyF—AI=—FIIOT, Mickey praised Minnie.

8¢ FFIN BRI =—2 3D I ET, ? Donald made Minnie praise

[someone].

)] HHH, =BT A VIR F A REETFL2X5I5- One day, Minnie told Daisy to save
oo LT TAV—IERF AV RELEFT T, Donald. Then, Daisy saved Donald.

9a S=—N R REETIT S, Minnie caused Donald to be saved.
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9b RINERTA V=%l T T, Donald saved Daisy.
9¢ =B RFFARZETIT S, Minnie made Donald save [someone].
(10) &) S5H, F ﬂ*/l/ PRI =—IZIvF—2 ST LTS o7, One day, Donald told Minnie to stab
ZFLT I=—lFIyvF—%LT, Mickey. Then, Minnie stabbed Mickey.
10a == IvF—EILL, Minnie stabbed Mickey.
10b ]\ JIV NI =— 72 I SH/T, ? Donald made Minnie stab [someone].
10c RNV RRI=—C 33 HT, Donald made Minnie stab [someone].
(11) HHH, TyF— 7337‘/1' VLR RERSDESICE S One day, Mickey told Daisy to hit
2o TLTC, TAV—IEI RNV RERS ST, Donald. Then, Daisy hit Donald.
1la SYF—RNTAV—ERBET, ? Mickey made Daisy hit [someone].
11b TAV—B IV RERS o7, Daisy hit Donald.
l1c IYvF—RTA VRS BET, Mickey made Daisy hit [someone].
(12) 5B, TA /~f}>‘ ==y F =BT HEOIZF > One day, Daisy told Minnie to chase
7o TL T S=—lFIvF—2Bndk, Mickey. Then, Minnie chased Mickey.
12a -7“/1’ TRy F—ZBLniT St Daisy made Mickey chase [someone].
12b TyF—AI=—FBLNTT, Mickey chased Minnie.
12¢ TATV—BI vy X —FBLINTIER, Daisy caused Mickey to be chased.
(13) LA, IvF—BTAV—IZ RV FENTEIICE - One day, Mickey told Daisy to hide
Joo ZLTC TATV—IE RV REN LT, Donald. Then, Daisy hid Donald.
13a RPNV ERT A V—%mn< L, Donald hid Daisy.
13b Ly F—BTATV—ENL ST, ? Mickey made Daisy hide [someone].
13¢ Ly F BT A VT ST, Mickey made Daisy hide [someone].
(14) HOHA, IvF—BTAV—IC R RELIEDEIICE - One day, Mickey told Daisy to tie up
oo ZLTC TAV—E RV RE LIS, Donald. Then, Daisy tied up Donald.
14a LyF—BTA VI LE LT, Mickey made Daisy tie up [someone].
14b Ry XF—RNTAT—F LIEDET, ? Mickey made Daisy tie up [someone].
14c TAV=BRFNVRE LIEoT, Daisy tied up Donald.
(15) BOHA, I=—BNTA VIR TV FENTTLHEIICES One day, Minnie told Daisy to hug
oo ELTC TAV—IE RV RENT L, Donald. Then, Daisy hugged Donald.
15a S=—RRFAFENTSEE, Minnie caused Donald to be hugged.
15b S=—MW RNV RN TIHT, Minnie made Donald hug [someone].
15¢ TATV=BRFINRENT LI, Daisy hugged Donald.
(16) LA, I=—BTAV—IC KTV RERCFTHLEIICE > One day, Minnie told Daisy to punch
oo LT TAV—IERF AV RERUVTF LT, Donald. Then, Daisy punched Donald.
16a S=—DB RPN RN FEET, Minnie made Donald punch [someone].
16b S=—BRFAREACVTFIET, Minnie caused Donald to be punched.
16¢ RFVRERT A =% F Lz, Donald punched Daisy.
LisT 2

Number Sentence

Translation In Context

(1) LA, TAV=BIvF—IlI=—%n< LIHILE 2T, One day, Daisy told Mickey to draw
ZLT, IyF—lFI=—%hW, Minnie. Then, Mickey drew Minnie.

la TAV=BI vy F—Ehhtl, ? Daisy made Mickey draw [someone].

1b -7“/1’ DA AN e s (oV/AY/ Ry Daisy made Mickey draw [someone].

lc T yF =R I=—F T, Mickey drew Minnie.

?2) HDHA, I=—B RV RETAV—%IbDLIICEoT One day, Minnie told Donald to touch
ZLT, RIARETA V% Ebol, Daisy. Then, Donald touched Daisy.

2a S=—B R RFESDbLETL, ? Minnie made Donald touch [someone].

2b S=—MRRFFARIZEbbEk, Minnie made Donald touch [someone].

2¢ RFINEIRTA V=% Zbol, Donald touched Daisy.

3) HHH, SYF—RRFFARITAV—%2F5L91CF 27,  One day, Mickey told Donald to kick
ZLT, RNV RETAV—%ITol, Daisy. Then, Donald kicked Daisy.

3a IyFR—RTAT—FIF R, Mickey caused Daisy to be kicked.

3b LyF—NTA VT bE, Mickey made Daisy kick [someone].

3c R F?ﬁ‘i?%’ V—FIFol, Donald kicked Daisy.

@ LA, IYyF—RRFFNLVRETA V=N TEIECE- One day, Mickey told Donald to hide
oo ZLT RIARETA V%20 L, Daisy. Then, Donald hid Daisy.

4a Ty F—NTA V= S/ Mickey made Daisy hide [someone].

13



4b TATV=B RV REN LI, Daisy hid Donald.
4c Ly F—RNTA =L SHT, Mickey caused Daisy to be hidden.
®) HHH, F ﬂ*/l/ [RVZARN / 5? WZI=—%7Z>Z92%5L91Z5>  One day, Donald told Mickey to carry
to FLT IvF—FI=—%EoI LK, Minnie. Then, Mickey carried Minnie.
Sa TyF—BI=— 75:7’:‘6 Z L7, Mickey carried Minnie.
Sb RINAV NI =—%TEo T S8, Donald caused Minnie to be carried.
5c FINVRRI=—IIE-Z ST, Donald made Minnie carry [someone].
6) LA, I=—N RNV REZTAV—%NTTHEIICE- One day, Minnie told Donald to hug
7o ZLTC. RINRETA V=% T LT, Daisy. Then, Donald hugged Daisy.
6a RFVERTA V=% T Ui, Donald hugged Daisy.
6b S=—DB R REANT ST, ? Minnie made Donald hug [someone].
6¢ S=—BRFARINTSH, Minnie made Donald hug [someone].
@) BHBHH., FIAVRRIvF—IlI=—2FDDHLIICFEoT, One day, Donald told Mickey to praise
TLT, IyF—iFI=—%1307, Minnie. Then, Mickey praised Minnie.
Ta ==y F—E2IEDT, Minnie praised Mickey.
7b RV KA =—213D S /72, Donald made Minnie praise [someone].
7c RNV RIRRI=—%13O I /T, Donald caused Minnie to be praised.
®) bHOH, TA /—ﬁl: X —IZI == BT LHEOIZE > One day, Daisy told Mickey to chase
oo ZLT, Sy F—FI=—2BWL» ik, Minnie. Then, Mickey chased Minnie.
8a TA V=R yF =BT S, Daisy made Mickey chase [someone].
8b =By FR—FBVLNTTL, Minnie chased Mickey.
8¢ TATV=BIvF—2BOMNT IE, ? Daisy made Mickey chase [someone].
©)] HHH, F FR f)) S F—llI=—%BTLIICE T One day, Donald told Mickey to push
TLT, IyF—iFI=—%BLT, Minnie. Then, Mickey pushed Minnie.
9a =By F— 75:3‘6 L7, Minnie pushed Mickey.
9b ]\ FIRRI=—ICB ST, Donald made Minnie push [someone].
9¢ FIARRI=—%BI ¥, Donald caused Minnie to be pushed.
(10) LA, IyF—BRFTARCTAV—%2 LIEDLEIICE- One day, Mickey told Donald to tie up
oo ZLTC. RINRETA V% LiIEoT, Daisy. Then, Donald tied up Daisy.
10a IyF—RTAVI LELET, Mickey made Daisy tie up [someone].
10b RINEIRTA V=% LiEoT, Donald tied up Daisy.
10c IvF—NTAV—FLIELRT, Mickey caused Daisy to be tied up.
(11) LB, I=—B RV RIETA V=% FFT5H5LIICE>  One day, Minnie told Donald to punch
7o ZLTC. RFINVRETA V=%V F LT, Daisy. Then, Donald punched Daisy.
1la S=—B RPNV REASCFIET, ? Minnie made Donald punch
[someone].
11b FA =B RFN REARCF LT, Daisy punched Donald.
l1c S=—R RV NI TFEHT, Minnie made Donald punch [someone].
(12) LA, TAV—NRIvF—IlI=—%RTLHLIIIEST, One day, Daisy told Mickey to pat
ZLT, IyF—FI=—%R Tk, Minnie. Then, Mickey patted Minnie.
12a TAV=NRIvF—ERTIHL, ? Daisy made Mickey pat [someone].
12b ——PIvF—ER T, Minnie patted Mickey.
12¢ TATV=NIvF IR TSI, Daisy made Mickey pat [someone].
(13) HDHH. TyF—n F‘fﬂ/ RICTA o= 95 - One day, Mickey told Donald to hit
oo LT RV RETA V%K< ok, Daisy. Then, Donald hit Daisy.
13a Iy F—RTA VIR BT Mickey made Daisy hit [someone].
13b Ry XF—RNTA TR DR, Mickey caused Daisy to be hit.
13¢ RFVERTA V%< o7, Donald hit Daisy.
(14) HDHH, l\ﬁ‘/l/lvﬁ:: XL I=—E ST RIIE 2T One day, Donald told Mickey to stab
ZLT IvF—FI=—%LT, Minnie. Then, Mickey stabbed Minnie.
14a ]\ FIRBRI=— 72 I3H¥, Donald caused Minnie to be stabbed.
14b SyF—MNI=—%LT, Mickey stabbed Minnie.
14c IR I =—IZ S ST, Donald made Minnie stab [someone].
(15) HDHH. 74 /~f}) Iy F—ICI=—ENED LIS T, One day, Daisy told Mickey to decorate
TLT, IvF—iFI= ~¥f75) ol Minnie. Then, Mickey decorated
Minnie.
15a TAV=NIvF—2nI b7, ? Daisy made Mickey decorate
[someone].
15b TATV=BNIvF—IInI b, Daisy made Mickey decorate someone.
15¢ =PRIy F—ENnE ol Minnie decorated Mickey.
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(16) LA, I=—N RNV RITAV—%7T 1T L OIEE- One day, Minnie told Donald to save

oo ZLTC, RIARETA V%707, Daisy. Then, Donald saved Daisy.
16a TA =N R REZTTT, Daisy saved Donald.
16b S=—NRFAVREETITSET, ? Minnie made Donald save [someone].
16¢ S=—N NIRRT ST, Minnie made Donald save [someone].
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