National Library

of Canada du Canada

Canadiaﬁ Theses Service

Ottawa, Canada
- K1A ON4

-
[

4

CANADIAN THESES

NOTICE

The quality of this microfiche is heavily dependent upon the
quality of the criginal thesis submitted for microfiiming, Every
effort has been made (o ensure the highest quality of reproduc-
tion possible.

If pages are missing, contac! the university which granted the
degree. ’

Some pages may have indistinct print especially if the original
pages were typed with a poor typewriter ribbon or if the univer-
sity sent us an inferior photocopy.

-
)

Previously copyrighted materials (journal articles, published
tests, etc.) are not filmed.

S

Reproduction in full or in part of this film is governed by the
Canadian Copyright Act, R.S.C. 1870, ¢. C-30.

Y .

THIS DISSERTATION
HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
‘EXACTLY AS RECEIVED

NL=-339(r,86/06}

Bibliothéque- nationale

Services des théses canadiennes .

THESES CANADIENNES

-

AVIS "X

La qualité de cette microfiche dépend grandement de la qualité
de la thése soumise au microfilmage. Nous avons tout fait pour
assurer une qualité supérieure de reproduction.

§'il manque des pages, veuillez communiquer avec 'univer-
sité qui a conféré le grade.

La qualité d'impression de ceriaines pages peut laisser a
désirer, surtout si les pages originales ont é1é dactylographiées
a I'aide d'un ruban usé ou si I'université nous a {ait parvenir
une photocopie de qualité inférieure.

Les documents qui fon! déja 'objet d'un droi d'auteur (articles
de revue, examens publiés, etc.) ne sont pas microfimés. .

La reproduction, méme partielle, de ce microfilm est soumise
A ia Loi canadienne sur le droit d'auteur, SRC 1970, ¢. C-30.

LA THESE A ETE - .
MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE
NOUS L'AVONS REGUE

Canad'é'



. é ,
EVENT STRUCTURE

by

Jan ,van Voorst

A the§is submitted to

the School of Graduate Studjes and Research.® .
o% the University of Cttawa

in partial fuifi11mént of the requirements for

the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

Ottawa
April 1986
\

-‘a Jan wvan Voorst, Ottawa, Canada, 1986. —
-~ -

\



Permission has been granted
to the National Library of
Canada to microfilm this
thesis and to lend or sell
copies of the film.

The, author” {copvright owner)
has reserved other
publication rights, and
neither the thesis nor
extensive extracfs from it
may be printed or otherwise
reproduced without his/her
written permission.

7

. I88N

L'autorisation a 2td accordde
2 la Bibliotheéque nationale
du Canada de microfilmer
cette th2se et de prdter ou
de - vendre des exemplaires du
film.

L'auteur (titulaire du droit
d'auteur) se réserve . les
autres droits de publication;:

ni 1la theése ni de lonrgs
extraits de celle-ci ne
deivent . &tre imprim@&s ou

autrement reproduilts sans scon
autorisation ®Bcrite.

8-315-33256-5"



| &

@ UNIVERSITE DOTTAWA
| UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA

e ———




(c¢) Jan van Voorst #

- Al1 Rights Reserved

Department of Linguistics
University of Ottawa E

550 Cumberland

Ottawa KIN 6N5

Canada

- iii -



-

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

——
-

h ] N -

I wish to thank The University of Ottawa and the Social écience and
Humanities Research Council for their financia]zsupport without which
the accomplishment of this work would have been impossible. I would like
to thank toc the members of my thesis committee who have.supported and
stimulated me tﬁroughout the period that I was workiag on this thesis.
They'are; Keith Arnold, Paul Hirschbuhler, my thesis director, Shalom
Lappin and Marisa Rivero. I am grateful to Dana Mullen for having spené
many hours with me working on the English data and Marie-Odile Junker
for helping me with the French data. Finally, I wish to'thanf John

Coghlan for correcting my English and improving my sty1é.

_iv—



AV

-

ABSTRACT

In this thesis a relation is established between the semantics of

-

the subject and the direct object noun phrase and aspect. The notion of

event will be central to my analysis. Events have a beginning and an
end. THfs means in temporal terms that events have a point in time at
which they begin and 2 point in time ét which they end. However, events
are not defined in this thesis in temporal terms but in spa§1a1 terms.
This means that they are defined in terms of the location rhat can be
used to identify thefir beginning and the fohatioﬁ that can be used to
identify their end. These twor1ocations Are denoted by_the'subject and
the direct object NP respectively. The name bf the event is provided by
the verb. It is tﬁese three notions that make up Event Structure: the
location of the beginning, i.e. the object of origie; the location of
the end, i.e. the object of terminatioﬁ; and the event itself. The three
primitives are independently motivated in the domain of tense interpre-~
tations of sentences. Their presence or absence affects these inter-
pretations in a systematic way.

." An 1mpd}tant theoretical consideration of my analysis "is that seman-
tic notions are only relevant to a grammatical system when they strictly
tié in with phenomera accurring jn that system. This means in a more
traditional way that there must be a strong connectjon between form and
meaning. The relation between Event Structure and the grammatical system
is shown throughout this thesis. Different phenomena'inféqglish, Dulch

and French are explained in terms of Event Structurg.

-y -
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Subject semantics s analyzed  in terms of the notion of object of

origin or in terms of the related motion of object of actuaTization}
Unaccusativity is shown to be directly related to the presence of an
object of terminmation in an intransitive construction. Passive is sen-

sitive to the presence of an object of origin or of actualization in the

‘construction it operates on. Resultative constructions can be understood

better when &irect objects occurring in them are not analyzed as objects
of the action but as pure objects'of termination.. Finally, "a tentative
analysis is given of the semantigs of the French reflexive in terms of
Eyent Structure seﬁéntics. fhis analysis is also based on the theoreti-
cal assumption that there is a close relation between form and meaning.
The notion of Event Structure specifies the location of the origin
and the- termination of the event but not the location of the event
itself. The location of the event can be determined £hrough the semantic
system of Involvement, which is indirectly related to Event Structure.
This system also stands in a close relation to the grammatical system,
as it predicts pessibilities of intransitivization.’
- In short, when aspect is defined in nontemporal terms, an interest-
ing relation can be estabTisHéd between such obviously nontemporal phe-
nomena like subject selection etc. and temporal phenagmena like tense

interpretations of sentences. Aspect, under this approach, represents

the way people see events, as has often been stated in the literature.

However, it is not the way people interpret events at their own will

that. is important. What is important is the relation between the

&
structure of the event and the ways thgy are perceived®

_v-i-
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Chapter'I
INTRODUCTION

1.1 General Outline . “ ;5
In this thesis, I develop a.theory for a part of natural language
semantics that does not only play a role in seman£ic description but is
also rejevant to the functioning of the rules in a grammar. This'theOfy
_,_wiTT incorporate notions from studies on state and event semantics 1in
order to explain phenomena like the possibilities of passivization, the
reason why a subset of intransitive verbs have deriQed subjects, subject
‘selection etc. Data from English and Qutch will form the base of my
analysis. It is not my aim to give an indication of what a complete
system of natural language semantics may Jlook 1like, as has been
attempted in Katz and Fodor (1964), Gruber (1976), Ja;kendoff (1972),
(1975), (1983) etc. I will only concentrate on a subset of semantic
phenomena p}gsypposing that this subset fulfiils a very specific role in
the grammar.}'In terms of the model of grammér developed in Jackendoff
(1983), this implies that ; distinction is made between semantics that
figures in the congeptua1 component, Jackendoff's "semantic" component,
and a subset of this semantics that plays a role in the correspondence
rules. These rules relate conceptual structures ‘to the grammatical
system. I will returh to this model of grammar later on in this intro-

duction.



\\\\(
: N

- The study of semantics as closely related to the grammatical system

2
fs far from new. The semantics of case morpheme; has been siudjed from
this perspective since the ancient Greéks. as has been “outlined iﬁ
Hijelmstev (1935). Hjeims1ev's own semantic analysis of case systems of
different languages and Jakgbsdn’s (1936) study of thke Russian case
. system are interéstiqg modern examples of this type of approach. In
this historical context, my - thesis is a revitaljzation of such an
approach, but I use relatively recent semantic and syntactic notions, "’
such as Event Structure and unaccusativity. This way of analyzing
grammatical phenomena semantically has been neglected in more recent
times, as will become clear in the discussion of different semantic and
syntactic approaches to lexical phenoména in the next few paragraphs.

Although much fegearch has been done in the last 30 years, namely in
natural ]anguage‘éemantics, on the one hand, and the lexicon on the
other, it is hard to find studies that tie 1n semant{c research with
grammatical phenomena or vice versa. An extreme example on the "lexicon
side" of this spectrum is Lexical Functional Grammar. As argued in

Bresnan (1§820. verbs have to be specified in the lexicon accordiné to
the different environments in which they may occur in syntactic struc-
ture. These environments are related to each other using various lexical
rules. No attempt is made to uncover semantic generalizations in this
part of the lexicon. For instance, no explanation is gi;;n for why the
verb in (1) may occur in a passive context, as in (2) or in an intran-
- sitive context, as in (3). (2b) and (3b) contain the rules of passivi-
zation and intransitivization of Lexical Functional Graﬁmar. These rules
manipulate grammatical relations that are contained in so-called func-

tional argument structures, as in (1b).
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(1) a Fred reads Russian-nove]sl : .
b READ ({SUBJ}(0BJ))
~(2) a These novels were read by Fred
b READ((SUBJ)(OBJ))<->READ((QBL)/O,ESUBJ))
agent theme agent - theme ‘
(3).2 Fred reaés easily
b (0BJ)-->0

The introdugé;on to Hoekstra et al. (1980) givgs two basic reasons
for the formulation of lex%;a] rules to set them off from transforma-
tional rules. First they-are Tocal aﬁd“on1y operate in the subcategori-
zation domain of a verb which is not necessarily the case for transfor-
mational rules like wh-movement. Secondly, . lexical rules have
éxceptions. This is the case, for instance, for passivization which does
not apply to all .transitive verbs in English. Again.nothing-is said
about the reasons behind the exceptional nature of _lexical -rules.
Regardless of which model of grammar is chosen, this remains an impor-
tant linguistic issue and mere specification of the envirééﬁents in
which a verb may occur seems hardly satisfying from a more general
explanatory point of view. o )

Relational Grammar 1s-a model of grammar that tries to link seman-
tics and grammatical phenomena in some areas. In Perlimutter (1978),
intransitive verbs with a derived subject and the ones without a derived
subject are distinguishea in terms of fhe semafitic notion of activity.
The agent-subjects in (4) are nonderived; the patient;subjects in (5)
are derived. In terms of this model of grammar, this means that the

patient-subjects in (5) have been promoted from a 2, which stands for



4
the_grammatica1 reTat{on of direct object, to a 1, which stands for the
grammatical relation of subject.

(4) a He js sleeping

b He is working

(5) a The vase broke

" b The boat sank
I 3 claimed thgf in Dutch, and in other 1anguages; this division
correlates with the division the rule of impersonal passive creates
within the complete set of intragsitive verbs. IntransitiQe verg;, as in
(6): that can'uﬁaérgorthis rule belong to the subset of dintransitive
verbs that have non&erived subjects. Those that do not undergo the rule,
as in (7), belong to the subset of verbs with derived subjects. The

impersonal passive construction is characterized bywthe presenee of the

grammatical formative er 'there' in subject position and passive mor-

phalogy.

(6) a Er wordt daar geslapen
there is there slept
'Some people are s]egping thére‘
b Er wordt daar gewerkt
There is there worked
‘Some people are working there’
(7)*a Er  wordt daar gebroken (door de'vaas)
there is there broken  (by the vase)

*b Er wordt daar gezonken (door de boot)

there is there sunk (by the boat)

1 3

Z,
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Claims made in Relational Grammar regarding the correlations between
rules ;f grammar, semantics and deep structure, which is comparable to
_ their basic strétum, aré worth noting. 1 will show, in chapter 4, how-
ever, that they are. based on wrong assumptions. The phenomenon of
impersonal passive, among others, must not be linked up with semantic
notions like activity but with notions from the domain of aspect. This
can be demonstrated easily by using intransitive motion verbs in Dutch.
When'a verb is accoﬁpanied by & d?rectiona] PP; as ia (8b), imﬁersona1
passive is not possib1é. When .this directional is om%ﬁ;ed the construc-
tion is allowed, as in (9b). The subject in both sentences is actively
involived,  or can be c0ns%dered an agent. The sentences differ, however,
with respeff éo the. aspectual notion of accomplishment, which is dis-
cussed in detéi] in Vendler (i967). ",(8a) implies the accéﬁp]iﬁhment or
£he termination of the event; (9a) does not. I will come back to this
notion iater on.

(8) a Hij liep de deur uit
'"He walked out the door'
*b Er werd de deur uitgelopen
there was the door out walked
] (9) a Zij liepen daar -
'They were walking there'
b Er wordt daar gelopen
there is there walked
'People are walking there'
Semantics and rules of the grammar have also been linked up in stud-

jes within -the framework of case gramma™, as developed in Fillmore
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(1968). One example of this linkage is the subject §e1ection hierarchy.
NPs are marked for so-called case roles in this framework. These roles,
which are basically determined pragmatically, range from agentl and
?é?pject, or pafient in later studies, to instrument énd location. Using
| ‘this system, Fillmore has, triéd to explain the phenomenon of subject
selection in EHg]ish. The hierarchy in (10) predicts which case roles
can be found.in subject position. When the agent role.is absent from
the case role frame of the verb in (}la), the.instrument will occur in
“subject position (llc). When the instrument is also absent, the object

wj]I occur in subject position, as in flld).

(10) Subject Hierarchy:'If there is an Agent, it
becomes the subject; otherwise, if there’is
an Instrument it becomes the subject:; other-
wise the subject is the Agent.

(11) a Open + __ Object(Inst)(Agent)

b John opened the door with a chisel
c Thé wind opened the daor
d The door opened -
Howevér, this proposal is descriptively inadequate, because the
ungrammaticality of the sentence in (12) cannot be explained on the ‘base
of the subject hierarchy alone. The instrument is.rightly selected as
the subject over the object the soup, and the Agent NP is absent.
(12)* This spoon eats the soup
Although this attempt to link grammatical and semantic phenomena is also
worth noting, it is, like the Relational Grammar proposal, inadequate.

The failure of the Subject Hierarchy leads to two conclusions. One is
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that this hierérchy is ba}ica11y correct. In that caﬁe. we need either
;o modify it in qrder to accomodatel(IZ) in the theory of Case Grammar
or wé'ﬁéed-tb consider (12) as an.exception. The second conc1usioﬁ is
that case roles are not the right notions to expléin subject se]ectioﬁ.
"It is the latter conclusion which I will follow up in chapter 3. I will
show that assumptigns these authors make on the relevance of case role
semantics to the ‘semantic description of both subjéct selection and
other phenomena looked at in this thesis, are unfounded. One of the
most striking exampiés_of this is the division of intransitive verbs
into two groups: those verbs with derived subjects and those with non-
derived subjects. This distinction, as will be shown, is not based on
case role semantic notions, but on aspectual notions. The advantage of
using aspectual notions here is that they make up onf& a limited number
of primitives that are not freely expandable. A theory of case or the-
matic roles does not put a limit on the number of primitives. Case roles

. ,.
can be added at random or individual case roles can be subdivided to

o

create more primitives, as -is done in Peterson (1983). This makes this

type of theory difficult to prove wrong, as counterexamples can”;1gay§
be inCO(porated in i+. This is not the ﬁage fotrmy ownjﬁ&pe;tuh]
approach. Only a very limited number of primitives are contained 1nxit.'
Counterexamples cannot bz freely incorporated and each one forms a
potential” treat for the hypotheses made within this framework.

We saw that Lexical Functional Grammar lists grammatical phenomena

N = B R

] withou{‘taking into account semantic generaTizations that can be made

about these phenomena. Relational Grammar and Case Grammar try to do so,

but often start out from inadequate assumptions. On the other hand,
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tﬁere are purely semantic studies that make no yeference to rules of
grammér. One such type of'study is of crucial importance to this the-
sisr It deals with verbal aspect and related verb typology. Vendler

—(1967), Dowty (1979) and others have studied verbal -aspect in connecticn
to verb typologies in depth. étudiés 1ike these, however, do not take

‘into account phenomena like passive, intransitivization, etc: to moti-

s

vate the typé]ogies or the different semantic nbtions contained in them.
We ‘can thus find verbs that may and verbs that Esy not undergo passive
in one and the same semantic category. To have and to own in (13) are,
fpr instance, both stative in Vendler's approach, but oﬁ$§ 10 own can
passivize, as shown in (14),. and]er’s definition "states that nonsta-
tive consgtructions denote processes going on in time, but that stative
constructions do not.
(13)'a He had that car
*b That car was had by him
(14) a He owns that car
b That car was owned by him i
S It fo]1oﬁs from.the above that if we want to use aspectual notions, in
particular stativity, to explain where passive is possible, and where it
"is impossible, we have to redefine these hotions. Aside. from this
problem, it will become clear that the basic notions from research done

on aspectual semantics within the philosophical tradition are very use-

ful for the phenomena I will examine.



1.2 Model of Grammar

So far we have seen how‘certain ways of analyzing grammatica1“phgf
nomena fail to explain how these phenomena are related to semantics.
Most approaches stipulate some connection E:t, unfortunately, not in the
right way. All-of these aﬁproaches are embedded in a specific model of
grammar. Lexical Functional Grammar makes use of a huge lexicon con-
taining verbs that are s;ecified by using grammatical relations for the
different environments they may occur in, Relational ;S;ammar uses a
system of pfomo;ion rules that relate different strata, or levels of
derivation. Case Grammar uses a lexicon with verbs specified for the
case role ?nvironment they may occur in and a system of rewrite rules.
Studies in aspectual semantics do not use any formal mechanism in' par-
ticular, although Dowty (1979) makes use of the Montague framework .to
embed his proposa1§ in. Independently from considerations relating to
the formal mechanisms used under each of these approaches, we can still
consider their value for the iine of research pursued in my thesis.

As 1 will be concentrating on semaﬁtftzand‘Syntactic phenomena, we
need at least some kind of a semantic and éyntactfc gomponent in the
- model of grammar we will be using. As far as the sémantic component is
concerned, it can be said that it is lacking in Lexical Functional
. Grammar, Relational Grammar anq Case Gramﬁar: Certain semantic primi~
tives, however, are related to the elements at the basic level of deri-
- vation in these frameworks. These primitives are basica1jy equivalent
to case roles. This linkage is not a]way§ well motivateé, as said

before, in that it does not provide the right semantic base for the

different grammatical phenomenaiit is subpdsed to explain.
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A model of grammar that is better suited to the kind of program I
will develop is the one proposed in Jackendoff (1983). This model can-
be considered an addition tguﬁhe Government and Binding model of Chomsky
(1981). The advantage of it is that\}f’ﬁoes not only cover a subpart of
the gtégmgp, Tike the models discussed-above, but has a wider scope. Tﬁe
orgaﬁ%zation of Jackendoff's model is given in (15). The lexicon con-
sists of a list of words with their syntactic, semantic and phonological
properties. The Conceptual Structure Component contains the possible
semantic interpretation of sentences in Syntactic Structure. The com-

ponent of Correspondence Rules gives an account of how this interpreta-

tion is related to deep structure.

(15)

1 ]

| Phonology |--> <==|Correspondence]
| |  Rules i

[ |
| : |

Phonetic
Representation

Conceptual®
Structures

The Chomskian model contains the components and priciples given in (16).
Only the principle of B-role assignment and, to a lesser degree, case
assignmeng, will be of importance to my thesis. I will return to these

principies shortly. ' ”
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(16) a Subcomponents of Grammar
(3) Texicon
(i) syntax
(a) categorial component
(b) transformational component
(iii) phbno]ogica] form component
‘ (iv). Togical form component

b General Rules and Principles

(i) bounding theoéy ol

(i1) government theory

(ii1) &-theory

(iv) binding theory

(v) case theory

(vi) control theory

Problems o;.how to.integrate both models of grammar need not concern

us here. What is important to thé present discussion is that conceptual
notions that are mapped onto the grammatical system through correspon-
dence rules in (15) are to play an important role in tﬁe Qrammatica]

-

system covereq.by (16). The aspectual notions proposed in this thesis
have to be part of the grammar in (16) in such a way that rules of
grammar can be sensitive to the presence or absencéf;f them in a seman-
tic description. One way of including these aspectual notionsﬂﬁn the
Chomskian model is to consider them to be assigned in the form of
8-roles. This implies a change in the semantic content of these roles,

as they are usually said to cover such notions as agent, patient, theme

etc. These notions denote the roles played by various entities 1in an
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event within a terfa}n pragmatic setting. The aspe;tua1 notions devel-
oped in this theﬁis denote the position of an entity within what will be
callédAEvent Structure. They do not denote roles of participants in an
event but‘rolés of constituents of an event. _This approach may eventu-.
ally be extended to phrasal categories other than the subject and direct
object NP. This I will not do in my thesis, as I will alone concentrate

on these two syntactic categories.il]

Abolishing notions 1ike agent, patient etc. as the ones being cov-

ered by the semantic content of 8-roles im«the Chomskian model will not

pose too many problems, as their status in the grammatical system is

unclear anyw;y. It is not possible, first of all, to determine the
0-ro1es-of NPs in different argument structures without making reference
to iéterQretive phenomena, which are not available at the level of the
!exicon,ias argued in Styan (1983). For instance, Styan shows that the

role-of theﬁsubject NP Diana in sentence (17a) is not apparent. This

r -
NP ¢an be an agent, as well as a patient. In the former case the entity

denoted. by Diana. does the moving herself, as in (17b); in the latter

. case this entity is moved by someone else, as becomes clear from (17c).

(17) é'piana moved from Key hest to Charleston
b Diana moved from Key West to Charleston
_intentionaT]j
¢ Uncle Sam ﬁoved biana from Key Wes£ to
' + . Charleston
. We can add that it is notvpossib1e to prove that thes;'ro1és have’ a
function in the grammar on the basts of thé phenomena studied in this

thesis. It is;, for instance, impossible to say anything\intereéting
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about subject se1ection_or unaccusativity by using these roles, as will
be shown in chapter 3 and 4 respectively. It is clear that this pbint

relates to the-first point. The absence of thgee roles from the semantic

- -

structure of a sentence implies that rules of J;ammar cannot be sensi-

-

tive to them.

The notions that are grammatically relevant belong to the domain of

easpect, or Event Structure, as we will call-it. (17a), to give one pre-

. liminary example of my approach, represents an accomplishment in the

~

sense of Vendler (1967). It is the NP Diana that telils us that the
event'ﬁas an gnding apd that ;omethfng i; accomplished. In my approach,
“this NP functions as the object of the event's termination. Now the
meaning of (17a) iép]%es only tha£ an entity, Diana, has ended up in
Charleston, because it was part of the event of moving. Nothing is
implied in (17a) about the:entity that made the event get started. This
latter fact explains the émbiguity of -this sentence as expressed by .
(17b) and (17<). fhis analysis is ;n example of a fundamental diffe;-

ence between a semantic fheory that takes into account a close rela-

-

tionship between form and meaning, and one that does not. The former

theory will explain the reason why an ambiguity exists. The lqtter

 theory will only give a description of the different interpretatfons an

- -

- ambiguous construction allows.

Jackendoff's (1983) modei is"especially interesting for the prbgram .

of research that I w141'pursue: it allows one to make'a distinction

-

between semantics relevant to semantic description in general, Jacken-
doff's conceptual structures, and semantics. relevant to the functioning

of rules of grammar. The latter type of semantics is a subset of the
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,semantics contained in the,ConcépéuaT Strucﬁure Compbnent-and is.rele-
vant to the functioniné of‘correspondence rules that relate conceptual
) aqd syAtactic structures. Within this model of érammar it is assumed
that there exists a close re1atiénship between conceffual structures and
syntactic structures. This means in mor® traditional terms tﬁat there is
a close conngction between form and \meaning. .
The specification of verbs in Jaékendoff‘s mode]l looks as in (18).
Each verb has a number of argument p12ces that ;;e filled to form a

complete conceptual constituent. The capitalized words in (18) denote

major ontological categories.

(18) v

r Bl

| EVENT [

] _ o [

| [THING 7] JTHING ] TPLACE _ _ -

| PUT(] I, — |, . |THING [ 1]

[ |THE MAN] |THE BOOK| |ON (| DI

] T | . |THE TABLEJ | | P
| L J 1

L =

-

The wé& (18) is realized in deep structure is simple. The first argu-
ment stands for the deep structure subject; the second one for -the
direct object etc. Thus deep structure here is repeatéd in the éoncep--
£ua1 specification of a verb, though indirectly.

By formulating a correspondence ruleYwe can avoid this duplication
ofrstructures. _In the.Chomskian mode! this means that it will be pos-
_s{ble to predict B-role (semantic) role and case assignment features
using the conceptual structure. These two types of features predict the
deep structure configuration or the subcategorization frame a verb may

ocecur in. I will give one example of how this system of conceptual

r

s
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structures, correspondence rules, B-role assignment and case assign@ent

works. I will then go on to give an example of how this system predi?ts

how certain grammatical rules can be applied.

The conceptual structure that is of particular interest to us is the®

structure that can be attributed to events. Events are analyzed as in

(19), as being delimited by an object of origin and an object of termi-

nation.
(19) event :
et LTt 0 .
object of object of
origin termination

A correspondence rule uses this conceptual structure and links it to
deep structure positions in syntax. The deep structure subject denotes
the object of origin and the.object of termination is expressed by the
deep structure direct object in transitive constructﬁons. (ﬂ‘\\f

(20) Event Structure Correspondence Rule A

object of origin event ijéct of termination

subject NP direct object NP
The. correspondence rule in (20) explains, first of‘a11, why subject NPs
are indeed subject NPs in English and Dutch. The subject.NP in nonsta-
tive sentences (i.e. sentences that represent an event) denote, in gen-
eral, the entity that can be used to identify tH; origin of the event.
For 1ns;ance, the event of breaking in (2la) comes about because of the
interferen&e of the entity denoted by he and the event-of eating in
(21b), because of the initiative of the entity denoted Py Peter .
{(21) a He broke the vase

b Peter ate the pie

&

Y
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Sentences like (22) are one of the exceptions in'Epglish to the above
assumptions. The subject NP the key in (22) is not the origin of the
event. That origjn is the person who turned the key. The key, .in other
werds, does not do the openiﬁg by itself.

(22) The key opened the door

In chapter 3, i will discuss these cases and alter the definition of the
subject in EAg1ish to incorporate (22).

Stafting out from the concéptual structure of the event, we can pre-
dict, using corresponaence rule (20), what'the subject NP will be and
what the direct object a the. deep 'structure containing a transitive
construction. In (21); the entities denoted by bothudirect.object NPs
can be'u;ed to identify the termination or the accompliishment (Vendler
(1967)) of the event. The broken state of the vase and the eaten state
of the pie serve to identify these entities as an object of termination.
The case and B-role assignmen{ p;:ﬁerties of a verb can be determined
using the the derivation 16 (23). The argument the vase in (23) s
realized as the deep structure direct object and ‘gets objective case.

The' argument he is realized as the subject and gets nominative case

through the INFL node.



(23) : v -
Deep Structure- Lexicon -
NP INFL NP | — VNN
¥] ,case 8 ,case- _ .
o suBd suad 08)  0BJ ° / -

y
! ' i
|

Correspondence Rule

-

.

ds subject—===--- ds direct
' | object
& 4 I
[OBJECT OF| , [ GOBJECT OF |
LORIGIN | [IERMINAT_I_O@

.

N N

| .
f
! _ i
Conceptual Structure .f
r - - B i
1. | OBJECT OF | , |OBJECT OF]
| EVENT (LIERMINATIOQJ L.ORIGIN ])I '
| _ _ - R
| BREAK |THING | | THING| |
| (1 S I b B
| | THE VASE| HE ] I -
L |

The grammgticaf subsystem 1in t23) can be used to explain how one can
apply different rules of grammar. Passive, for instance, only applies
when the object of origin of an event is expressed in the conceptual
structure of a sentence. This e¥c1udes, among others, the passive of
stative constructions. These constructions do not denote an event and,
as such, they do not contain an object of origin. Nor do they contain
an object of termination. Passivization of the stative verb to have in
(24a) is not possible. Passivization of the nonstative to eat in (25a)

(]

is.
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(24) a He has a red.car
*b A red car is had by him
(25) a He ate the pie ‘
b The pie was eaten by him.
A proper definition of stativity is of crucial importance here. I will
therefore devote a large ﬁart of chapter 3 on subject selection and of
chapter 5 on passive to this_issue.'The conclusion will be that we have
to distinguish facts from events rather than states from events. The
.notion of fact, 1ike the other two noticns, has been defined in VeA;?er
(1967).; P e R |
A second phenomenon, that will be explained in chapter 4 using (23),
is the aistinction that is made between intransitive verbs that have a
detjved subject-and those having a‘nonderived subject. This division of
infrahsitive verbs can be found in Perlmutter.(1978) and Burzio (1981).
I will show that the former type of intransitive construction expresses
accomplishment and contains an object of termination accordingly. The
object of termination, according to (23), is always realized as the deep
structure direct object in transitive constructions. This may be a
reason to consider the only argument of an intransitive accomplishment
as occurring in direct object position in deep structure as well. The
class of intransitive accomplishment verbs includes most of the so-
called unaccusative verbs in Perlimutter's aghroach plus many others.
Examples of intransitive accomplishment verbs are given in (26).. A way
to show that we are dealing with an acéomp]ishment is the insertion of
an adverb denoting a time period. This leads to the ungrammaticality of

the sentence, as has been noted in Vendler (1967) and Dowty (1979).



- 19
. <

{26) a The vase broke (*for an hour)

b The boat sank (*for ;n hour)
{27) shows us the mapping of the conceptual structure -the event "the
vase broké"- onto deep structure. The case assignment system will take
care of the movement of the NP the !Eég.into subject position. The
derivation in (27) is only tentative. There are no strong argumen£s
against mapp{ng the object of termination directly onto the subject NP.
Nothwithstanding this problem, I wi11.assume (27) to be correct, because
it makes possible to generalize the mapping procedure over transitive

. o . A
and intransitive constructions.[2]

(27)

L -

!

I -— V NP
break vase | '
80bj |

-

——

r 1
[ subject NP====ew——eea direct

| 11 ' object NP
b— dL — L
| IOBJECT OF] , | OBJECT OF |
| LORIGIN | [TERMINATION|
L J

|'
|

[ 08JECT OF
EVENT( | TERMINATION]

)

l

|

| [THING 7

| BREAK (| 1)
|

B
[THE VASE]
L .

=
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1.3 Some General Consequences

1 .
The use of the conceptual structure of the event within & grammati-

cal model such as Jackendoff's, ma@es it pos§ib1e t9 explain various
phenomena in the grammars of Dutch and éng]ish; This conceptual struc-
ture” can also be put to use in another domain of research, namely in
that of language acquisition. As argued in Hornstein and Lightfoot
(1977), é child is confronted with a2 "threefold inadequacy in the evi-
dence one might reasonabiy a%sume to be relevant to the acquisition
process”. These inadequacies are:
1) The raw data are not always perfect
© 2) Ability attained applies to structures far
beyond those available in the data that the
- child is actually- exposed to. | |
3) Ability attained involves knowledge of prin-
ciples which are scarcely, if at all, attes-
ted to in the 5;imahy,1inguistic data avail-
lTinguistic data available to the chi1d1tii1e
acquiring the mastery it attains.
Hornstein (1977) shows how children can analyze tense semantics so that
using a few primitives they can learn this system. These are basically
Re{chenbach's (1947) notions of moment of speech, reference point and
moment of event. The articie, hoﬁévér, seems to conc;ntrate more on
theory-internal aspects of tense semantics than on acquisition. Horn-
stein tacitly.assumes that if £he 1inguisti¢ analysis is descriptively
and explanatorily adequate, the Iinkfwith acquisition comes about auto-
mét1ca1]y. One can avoid answering the question “where do the three

a

primitives come from in the first place” by saying that they are innate.

-

w
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2 . . .

We can use these ideas "to analyze things said earlier in this chap-
ter. First, suppose that the generalizations made in the domain of event
and state semantics are descriptively and explanatorily adequate. We
can say then that Event Structure provides us with the semantic
primitives or universals necessary for language acduisition. Mapping
thesé‘primitives onto syﬁtax using a correspondence rule generates_the
right deep structure. A different formb1atibn of the correspondence
rule may account for the variation that eiists among languages in this
domain. Now we can go one step beyond Hornstein and state that Event
Structure is not just a 1anguége universal like, presumabiy, the pr{mi-
tives in tense semantics, but that it is also a unit of cognition, or,
more specifically, a unit of perception.

Unfortunately, the notion of event structure has not been explored
) extensively in studies on event perception. Cutting (1981), in an arti-
cle of event perception, as;umes it to be common sense that evénts have
a beginning, a middle and an end. Other studies on event perception
like Restle (1979) and Johansson et al. (1980) concentrate mainly on

what it is that constitutes a unified event and not on how an event is

structured. A more recent collection of articles, Warren and Shaw

b3

(1984),-seems to stress the structﬁre of the event more. ‘i Q111 ciose
off this section by giving one example of how the findings in psycho-
logical studies can be of importance to 1jnguistics. Warren and Shaw
propose to analyse an event as consisting of transformational and
structural invariants. These terms are used to describe "the pfecise
information for-the style of change charécteristic of an event, and the

onhif

information for those structural properties that remain constant under

-»
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that change" (page 13). Warren and Shaw continue to describe motion
events in these terms. For instance, the event of a rotating book has

as its constant structura?;properties ihe rigidity of the substance of
the book and its 1ocation./ The transformational invariant of the event
is the rotational style of change. We can extend this line of reasoning
and consider not only the structiral propenties thit remain constant
under a chanée, but also those that are constant before and after the
change. One of the constant stfuctura] properties at the beginning of
an event is the rigidity of the entity in which the event originates.
Ope of the constant struciura] invariants-at the end of an event is the

rigidity of the object of termination. The above implies that my

approach to events can be easily transfgreqbpo the domain of perception.
]

- e
-

This is because events are analyzed injébaifg1 terms. Events are ana-
lyzed in terms of objects in reality that are'used to identify the
beginning and the end of the event. In different word§, events arek
analyzed in terms of objects that can be used to identify its location.
Events are not analyzed in temporal terms, as is done in so many lin-

guistic studies on aspect. I will discuss some of these studies in

chapter 2. ) . e

The above remarks are, however; highly speculative, because there is
little in studies on event perception that confirms my linguistic ideas
. concerning events. This will, therefore, bg all I have to say about the

%fifho1ogica1 value of the linguistic notion of Event Structure.



“ty

. 23
1.4 Qutline of the Thesis

.

This thesis is built up as follows. Chapter 2 discusses the seman-
tié;bﬁ?'aspect and verb typologies. In this chapter, I will introduce
the notion of Event Structure and contrast my own spatial definition of
it with other temporal -definitions. The event 'will be analyzed as
delimited by -an object of origﬁn or actualization and an objecf of ter-
mination. I will show the difference between notions from the aktion-
sarten demain and notions from the aspectual domain using the primitive
of Event Structure. In chapter 3, it will be shown how the semantic
nature of the subject NP in Dutch and English is predicted by Event
Structure. The subject NP denotes the object of origin of an event in
Dutch and the object of actualization in English. An important point in
this discussion is the distinction between nonstative and stative con-
structions. Nonstative constructions mark an event and exhibit event
structure. Stative constructions do not mark an event but only imply the
predication of a property, which is expressed in the VP rather "than the
entity denoted by the subject NP. A set of superficially similar data
in Dutch and English will be distinguished along these lines. These are

stative data jin Dutch and the middie data in Eng1ish. which 1is analyzed
as nonstative. In chapter 4, the semantics of a subset of intransitive
verbs will be explained using the notion of Event Structure. Thig is the

subset that is called ‘unaccusative' in the framework of Relational

Grammar and 'ergative' in the framework of Government and Binding. The
verbs, which occur in this subset, group together because they all
select a subject NP that denotes an object of termination. Case role

semantic notions, as has been assumed in the literature, are not rele-

o
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vant to typifying these verbs semantically. Again, the stative issue
will play an important role in the discussion. A large number of the
unaccusative verbs will be agalyzed as stative, rath.er than nonstative,
Stative verbs do not be]'o;ng to the class of unaccusative verbs. In
chapter 5, the ffndihgs of chapter 3 and‘chapter 4 are extended into the
domain of the passive. Passive constructions can 'bn]y be realized on the
base of argument structures that contain an object of origin or actual-
1z‘étion. For passive of intransitive constructions in Dutch, this means
that the passive of stative and unaccusative constructions is not pos-
sible. The only Dutch and English transitive constructions that cannot
occur in a passive environment are the statives; since there aEe no
unacéusative transitives. 1In chapter 6, the notion of Event Structure
will be used to explain certain semantic phenomena in resultative con;
structions. Chapter 7 extends the idea of the notion of Event Struc-
ture, and its definition, into the domain of intransitivization. A
system of Involvement Semantics will be proposed that in bart relates to
Event Structure. Chapter 8 1is devoted to the interactidn of tense
1'nterpretation's of sentences with aspect. The notion of Event Structure
will be used to give an explanation for different phenomena 1in this
domain. The anailysis of ihese phenomena gives independent evidence to
back up chapter two's analysis of Event Structure. Chapter 9 is devoted

to the French reflexive. A tentative semantic analysis of this con-

struction is proposed along the l1ines of Event Structure.
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A possible semantic description of indirect object NPs, preposi-
tional object NPs etc. using Event Structure can follow the propo-
sals outlined in studies on the semantics of case morphemes such as
Willner (1835), Hjelmslev (1935), Jakobson (1936) etc. It needs to
be mentioned, however, that it is not self-evident that the notions
developed in these studies are directiy applicable to Event Struc-

a4

ture, as they were not developed with this aspectual notion in

mind. Neither is it self-evident that NPs other than the subject

and the direct object NP can be defined using Event Structure. It
may be that these two NPs are the only ones that figure in this

conceptual structure. This view is upheld by tense interpretations

of sentences containing a certain type of adverb: these interpreta--

tions depend on the ﬁresence or absence of these NPs rather than
other NPs, such as the indirect object NP. This will be s@pwn in
chapter 8. |
Although'g;ent Structure only covegs the semantics of the sub-
ject and the direct object noun phrase, this notion ties %n with
analyses of case morphemes presented in the above studies. Event
Structure, as we will see in chapter 2, 1is defined 1in spatial
terms. The semantic analyses of Willner (1835), Hje]@§1ev (1935)
and Jakobson (1936) are alil localist analyses: they make use of
spatial terms to define the semantiés 6fﬂdiffergpt case markings or
of different argument NPs in'non-éﬁse marking 1angﬁages.‘ The cru-
cial primitive in Hjelmslev (1935) is directionality. Therefore,
it is very well concéivab]e that the aspectual semantics developed

in this thesis only represents a part of a localist system that
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covers more than the subject and the direct object NP,

~This issue is comparable to the éssumption made under thematic or

case role approaches. Here 1t1?s assumed that the pat1ent-ro1e is
a1ways 3551gned to the direct object NP and the agent—ro1e to the
subject NP. However, there is.ao theory from which it follows that

a particular role can only be assigned to a particular NP.



Chap{er II
EVENT STRUCTURE

2.1 Introduction ' ' A

Questions of e}ent‘and state éémantics have been discussed within
the linguistic tradition in: Vendler (1967) and other work.[1] Vendler
distinggishes four verb classes. One contains stative verbs and three

. contain nonstative verbs. States are mot processes going om in time, in
contrast to the nonstative activities. For instance, in English, states
do not allow the progressive form. The stative‘sentences.in (1) are
exampies of this phenomenon. Tﬁe sentences given-in this d{scussion are
mainly from Vendler (1967). _ -

o (i)*a [ am knowing the answer
*b I am having the car

Activities do allow the progressive form and can be characterized as

processes going on in time. Two examples of these verbs are given in

(2}).

*

t2) a He was running
b He was pushing the car
Except fo; activities, Vendier distinguishes two more nonstative verb
classes: accomplishments and achievéhents. Activities are contrasted

with accomplishments as follows. When an activity, like the activity of

drawing in (3a) is interrupted, it is still true that one has done this

-27_
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activity or "has drawn" as .in our example: When the accomplishment of

drawing a circle is dnternyptea, it cxﬁﬁot be séid that one has drawn a
circle. : R |

(3) a He was drawing
. b He drew.a circle

Accomplishments have a set terminal point: the .circle in (3b); activi-

ties have not. Accomplishments, for that reason,  "take" X amount of

time. Activities, however, "last" X amount of time.

-

(4) a It took him twenty minutes 'to draw the circie
e

b He was drawing for half an hour

The sentences jj[(S) are ungrammatical. The accomplishment in (5a) can-

not be combined with the adverb for half an hour; the activity in (5b)

cannot take time.
(5)*a He drew the circle for twenty minutes

*b It took him twenty minutes to draw

Achievements constitute the third ciass of nonstative verbs in Vendler's

classification. Achievements, in contrast to states and activities,
canhot last for a certain period of time. One can hate a person for a
certain stretch of time (Sa) -hate is a state- but one cannot reach the

top of a mountain (6b) during a stretch of time -reaching 1is an

achievement~. .

(6) a Hé.hatéd her for the rest of the summer
) *b He reached thpltop for ten minutes
Achievéments and accomplishments have different implications in the
context of the verb take, as shown in (7). - -

(7) a It took him 10 minutes to write the letter

b It took him 10 minutes to reach the top



4)

%

28

(72) implies that writing the letter lasted ten minutes. In contrast,
(7b) does not imply that the "reaching of the top" lasted the full ten
minutes. Achievements like statds can be distinguished from the other
tﬁo verb types.in that they do not allow continuous tenses, as demon-
strated in (8). =

(8)*He was reaching the top

In Dowty (1979), a more elaborate study of Vendler's four verb

classes is given. Dowty's division lirgely follows Vendler's prdposals,h,

but more tests are given to distinguish them. I will make use of some
of these tests in the chapters that follow this one. The sta&e-event
distiffction is of main concern to this chapter and I will focUs on Dow-
ty's proposals w{th respect "to this issue. Dowty uses the p;ogresssive
form, like Vendler, as one of the tools to distinguish states from
activities. In addition to this, foﬁr other tests are giver to distin-
guish states from adtivities. THese tests are taken from Lakoff (1965)
and they all imply, that states are not "done" but activities are. This
becomes clear in the sentences in (9). One cghnot'for&e somebody to be

in a state, as in (9a) and (9b). One cannot be in a state ¢n purpose

(9¢) and one cannot “do" or act a state (9d). The examples are from

Dowty (1979). I will show in chaptef 3, section &4, that these tests

distinguish activity verbs from other verbs rather than states from
events, if we follow the definitions for these notions given in this.
thesis.
(9)™a John forced Harry to know the answer
*b Know the answer
*c John deliberately knew thé answer

*d What John did was know the answer

b
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Activities™ can occur in the contexts in (9). One can be forced“to run,
as in (10a) and (10b); one can run in a certain way (10c) andaone\gsn P

"do" the running. _ ‘ - -

- (10) a John f%rced.Harry to run °

.

b Run! ' | ) —_— <:

' ¢ John ran carefuf]y_a
& What Johg%ﬁid was run \
. An Sverview of the four verb clisses discussed 56 far is_giQen in (11),
which is from Dowty (1979) (p545. The activitjg;, the'accomp1ish%ents

and the achievements are the events under my approach.

v
(11) STATES : ACTIVITTES :
- know . rﬁ% i
believe | walk
have swim .
desire : push a cart ‘
- Tove ‘ drive a car
ACCOMPLISHMENTS  ACHIEVEMENTS ~
paint a picturé recé;nize
" . make a chair " Spaf

deliver a sermon  find

draw.a circle . lose

: push a cart ‘reach:
recover trom die
an illness

\-

The four verb classes in (11)-are the four classes that will be dis-

tinguished in this thesis, although at times individual verbs may be

4 -

Iy . ~
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c]as§?fied differ }tly. 1 chapter 7, I will consiﬂer these classes from
a different poin‘ of view using the semantic notion of involvement
rather than the notions of ffhe‘and asﬁect Vendler uses. The/primitive
of invo}vement is used in an interesting way: if we set aside the clas-
sification of some ftems, it leads to the same four verb classes. How-
ever, the state-event distinction will be defined along different
semantic 1iné§ altogether and it is here that I diverge most from Ven;

dler (1967} and subsequent work on this topic such as Smith (1983). One
of the reasons for making this move will be discussed in the next .sec-
tion.

>
2.2 Stativity and the Progressive

.

In this section, I will givé three reasons why the use of the pro-
gressive 1in d{stinguishing states from events is problematic. Before
déing this, I will treat one more study on wverbal aspecp_name1y Smith
(1983). | -

The'_progfessive form constitutes in Smith §1983) as in Vendler
(1967), one bf the basic grammatical means to distinguish states from
events. Smfth ;hows, ho#ever.-that the‘division between, states and
events is not as clear cut as Vendler assumes. Verbs that are basically
stative under Smith's ;ssumptions can occur in the progressive form in
particular instances. States, it is argued, are viewed as events in
this way. Thus this still means one can distinguish states from events
by looking at whether a verb can occur in the progfessive or not. Smith
shows, for instance, that the stative verbs to know and to  ressemble in

L 4

(12), can occur in the progressive form. Used this way one does not

o
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"talk about stative situations, but situations that in§o1ve change over.
time" (p498). '
(12) a John is knowing the answer more and more often
thié semester
b Mary is ressembling her mother more and more
Smith defines events as involving a change of state. Achievements
and accomplishments have natural endpoints; activities are homogeneous
and can begin or end arbitrarily at ény staée. Endpoint here refers
both to the beginning and the end of an event. States are stable situ-
atidng; they do not deal in chanée. States have first or last moments
but they are not defined by endpoints. .
”’//"\ Let us 1§ok closer at Vendler and Smith's state-event distinction. A

problem arises from assuming that the progressive form indicates events

alone. First of"all, achievement verbs such as to see and to hear do
not, in general, allow t.he progressive form.[2] ¢ .

{13)~a He was hearing the fire-alarm

*b He was see}ng the downtown area

We are bound to say that both verbs in (13) are stative. Vendler, as a
matter of fact, says that these verbs have a mixed status: they are both
state and achievement verbs. Seeing is an achievement, because one can
see things as in (14), which implies the achievement 6f‘having spotted a
person. !
_ . (14) At that moment i saw him
Seeing can ;150 last a period of time and as such it is more like-@n:

activity or a state than an achievement.

(15) How long did you see the killer

_/
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Seeing, however, cannot be a4 process, since one cannot answer the ques-
tion in (16a) with the answer in (16b).
(16) a What are you doing? -
*S-I am seeing X

Vendler concludes that ;eeing is not an action but at.thé same time a
state and an achievement.

Moufe]ato; (1978) has.criticized this analysis as ‘counterintuitive.
He po{nts out that a qhestion such as "what happened next?" can be
answered by saying: "I saw him run". This question Lsua]]y refers to
the event status of verbs such as see rather than a state predication.
In chapter 3, section 2, I will give amother argument for the nonstative
nature of perception ve}bs. ‘ .

The second objection to the use of the ptogressive form in distin-
guishing states from events concerns the semantic definitions that go
together with these notions. It is pot always clear how these defini-
tions tie in with the two classes of verbs that can be distingﬁ%shed by
using the progressive form. The verb to miss in seﬁtence (l?é) can only

-~

occur in the progressive form, as shown by the ungrammaticality o%
(17b).
(17) a This table is missing a ieg
*b This table misses a leg ,;

It is hdrd to see, however, how (17) can denote a process going on in
time in Vendler's terms. It is equally qifficu1t_t6 use Smith's defi-
nition and describe:(17) aé fealing with a-change of state.‘(iYa) could
simply describe a table that was ‘badly made. This would mean that no

change of state to the legs has ever taken place. Similar examples like
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El?) are given ‘in (18)-(20). . In 411 three cases, ;hqre is né process
going on in fime and no cﬁfnge of state. As such, these sentences show
that the semantic definit}pns given for states and events sometimes
cannot predict when a progressive form occurs. )
(18) a This probiem is waiting for a solution
-b fhis problem waits for a solution
(19) a-The box was sitting on the table
b The box sits on the table
(20) a The picture is hanging on the wall
b The picture hangs on the wall o
Note that (19b) and (20b) have a habitual reading. The pure stative
reading of (19a) and (20a) cannot_‘be, expressed by using the simple
tense. a
A thfrd“difficulty with the use of the progressive form: it makes
the definition of the event-state distinction hiéh]y language specific.
Languages that d§ not have a progressive form probably exhibit this
semantic distinction ;n tﬁé;r Qrammathf This impties, of course, that
other grimmaticai means have to be used to get insight into the®state-
eveﬁt~é¥£tin5tign in these ?anguages. This problem was‘pointed out for
Swedish . in R]étzack (1979). Dutch, like Swedish, lacks, a progressive
form. One way to express.continuity in Dutch s to use auxiliary verbs
Tike zitten 'sit', liggen 'lie' and staan 'stand' followed by an infin-

Ttival,zas shown in (21). The use of this construction is not gbiiga-

tory. Usage of the main verb alone can express continﬁity as well.
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(21) a Hij zit te lezen-
he. sits to read
. 'He is reading’
b Hij staat te liegen
he stands to lie,
™ He is lying'
The mapping'between this construction in Dutch and the progressive form
in English is far from complete as becomes clear inq(ZZ) and (23). ?hé
5rogressive form in the a-sentences cannot be représented by a zitten
te. ligaen te etc.-construction in Dutch, as shown in the b-sentences.
(22) a The plane was f]yiﬁg to New York
*b Het vliegtuig zat naar New York te vliegen
the p]ane sat 10 New York to fly
(23) & He was having a headache :
*b Hij Zat hoofdpijn te hebben
he sat headache to have \
The above means that if we want to be able to .distinguish states
from evengs on a cioﬁs—ljnguistic basis, this cannot be done by using
constructions like the one in (21) in Dutch. On the other hand this also.
means that the progressive form in English is not necessari1y.sympto-

matic for this-distinctien.

“ .

Concluding this section, we can say that sentences that denote
states -sometimes take the progressive form like to miss in (17a). Sen-

tences ‘that denote events sometimes do not allow the progressive form,
]

such as perception verbs or verbs of emotion; as in (13). The definitons

given for state and event by Smith and Vendler do not always seem to tie

~
<
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in with this phenomenon. “This means“that ﬁatchiqg_the progressive and
the state-event distinction is not as clear cut as is generally assumed.

I will make the state-event distinction using Vend]é;'s distinction
between facts and events (Vendler (1967)), rather thah the language
specific criterion of the progressive and accompanying semantic defini-
tions. In gena1er (1967), chapte; 5, it is stated  that events take

place but facts do not. Facts are about the world, but they are not in
the world. An example of a fact is g{ven in (24). )
(24) It is a fact that for many years Africa was
dominated by .European powers. -

The semantic definition of facts can be carried over to states. States,
in contrast to events, do not take place in rea1ity.' Sta%es, as will be
argued in chapter 3, only imply the predicatiaﬁ of a phoper;y, which.is
expressed in the predicate, over the subject NP. Selection restrictions
imposed on the occurrence of certain adverbs in stative sentences will
be used to prove these ideas. The advantage of this way "of analyzing
states and events is that it is language-independent. In addition, it
ties in with certain language-specific g?ammatica] phenomgna, which'is
not the case with the other analyses. These phenomena are the phenomena

.
studied throughout this thesis.

2t3* Event Structure
e .

“In Smith (1983), events are analyzed as having aﬁfinitia1 endpoint
.and a final endpoint. This definition is based on a definition given in

Bennett and Partee (1972).
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" *Suppose (a) is true at interval I: (a) John eats the fish.  The inter-
val of John's eating the fish is to be regarded as having occurred dur-

ing interval I. If I has an initial point, then the event started at

that point. If I has a final point then the event stopped at that

point'.

States do not have endpoints but one can only speak of the first and
last moment of ‘a state, accerding to Smith.

In Bennett and Partee's definiton of the event, the 1ﬁitia1 point
and the.fina1 point are temporai notions .and denote tﬁo points on a time
axis. Events have been analyzed as temporal notions as we?i‘in Freed
(1979) but in a s]ightiy different way. Here events are analyzed in
;tages, instead of distinguishing a beginning and an endpoint. Under
Freed's analysis, an eventi cons%sts of an onset, a nucleus and a coda.
The nGc?eus is furthér analyzed as consist{ng of an intitial, middle and
a final stage.

(25) onset nucleus. coda
T R madte fna1

The onset of the eveﬁé o% sleeping is the process of failing asleep.
The onset of sneezing is the time interval during which 0g° starts to
sneeze but does not actually sneeze yet. The nucleus is the time seg-
ment during which the event is .n "progress". When one actually begins

-

to sneeze the initial point of the nucleus has been reached. Following
' L]

the initial stage -more than one time segment may occur at which the
event is.1in progressf Freed points out that events may be interrrupted
without losing their status as a unified event. Driving to work for

instance, does not imply that one is driving all the time. This event
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may be interrupted, when stopping for a traffic 1jght.or in other ways.
This makes it necessary to distinguish more than one stage following the
initial one. The final period of the nucleus is the last segment in
this row of segments. The actual nature of the activity during this
time segmenf is not different from the nature of it in the initial or
the middle: of £he nucleus. The coda designates the final time segment
of those eveﬁts that are not completed after the end of the nucleus.
Many events do not have endings which mark them as complete. Sentence
(26a) only mentions the final segment of the nucleus. (26b) gives the
final segment plus it mentions a terminal feature and (26c) gives a
f%na] segment and it mentions a terminal feature and the coda.

(26) a'Tom and Lynn ended their conversation
b Tém and Lynn ended thejr conversation
with an argument
¢ Tom and Lynn finished their conversétion
The analysis of events as time segments is useful to describe the

semantics of so-called aspectualizers. These are verbs like begin,

.

start, continue, finish, ehd etc. The main part of Freed's study is

devoted to this issue.

When we wart to_describe single sentences as the temporal notions
used bynFreed. we run into some problems. The sentences in (27) denote a
nuf]ear event in terms of Freed's system of analysis.

(27).3 He i; sleeping |
b He is eating sugar
In Freed's system, not a Tot more can be said about the§e sentences.

Except, perhaps, that they mark incomplete events, as they only. express
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a nuclear activity and not the onset and the coda. When we want to get
more insight into the nature of the phrasal categories contained in
(27a) and (27b), it is not possible to use these tempora]-notions. The
subject and the direct object NP, obviously, do not represent a time

segment. This makes it impossible to formulate a correspondence rule in
the sense of Jackendoff (1983) by using the temporal notions of (25) in
order to explain subject and direct object semanuﬁtéh A way to make it
possible to link aspectual notions and deep structure syntactic posi-’
tions is to interprete the event differently. i
Parfee and Bennett have 'argued that an event has two endpoints.
" These points in the definiton given at the beginning of this section are
points -in time, namely the points in time at which the event staris and
at which it ends. It is possible to interpret the endpoints of an event
in a different way. Instead of considering endpojnts as points in time,
we can interprete them as objects in reaTity‘that are used to identify
these endpoints. This implies that the temﬁora1 analysis of events fs
replaced ‘by a an analysis using spatial nmofions. This move-makes it
possible to give a semantic interpretation of the subject and direct
object NP using zspectua1 notions. We can say now that these NPs denote
the materialized endpoints of an event in reality. The subject NP
denotes the entity in which tﬁe beginning or origiﬁ of the event is
located. The direct object NP?dénotes the entity'that is the location
of the termination of th; event..Anothér way of saying this s th;t the
entity denoted by the subject NP is used to identify the origin of the
event. The entity denoted by the direct object NP is used to identify

the termination of the -event. To avoid confusion between the temporal

- Do ) ¥

-
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notions of beginning and terminatiqn and my own epaeial notions, I will .
consider the subject NP as denoting the object of origin and the direct
object NP as denoting the object of teemination. Object here can be
both a material entiey or a mental entity like a thought. It is in the
entity denoted by the subject NP that an event or1gxnates and in the
ent1ty denoted by the d1rect object NP that it comes to an end. This
can be 1T]ustrateq by the following data. _ .
(28) a He heard the record completely

b He received on1y five letters

¢ He ate the pie

¢ He dancee her dizzy : (\
The subject NPs in (28) all denote the cbject in rea{ity in which the
events of heariﬁg,‘recefving, eating and dancing originate. The hearing
event in (28a) does not originate in the sounds produced by the record
but %n the hearing organs of the entity denoted by he . Itbis the
functioning of these organs that brings a hearing event into existence.
The presence of certaih sounds, on the other.hand,‘does not necessarily
imply the‘exi;tence of a heariné event. The event of receiving letters
in (28b) does not originate either in the entities derfoted by the direct
object five letters . Nothing that relates to these Tetters as‘physica1
objects makes an event of receieing come into exastence. When they are
"still on their way to their destination one cannot seeak of a receiving
event yet. When they have reached this destination, it is still neces-
sary to interpret their presence jn a certain location through this
event. This 1nterpretat10n happens in the head of the person indigated.

by the subject NP, or in the head of another person. Receiving is

.
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interpreteﬁ this way as a mental relation that is established between a
- _recipient and another entity, as is &{;; the case with perception verbs.
The analysis of 'the 1asﬁ two subject NPs 1n (28c) and (28d) as objecis
of origin is more straightforward. Both entities initiate the events 6}
eafing and of dancing. The direct object NPs in (28c¢) and (28d) denote
the entities iﬁ which the events of eating and danéing-;ome to an end.
When the pié is finished the event of eating it is over. When the

entity denoted by her is . dizzy, the event of dancing hé; reached its end

point. -

<

We can intérpret Smith's definiton of events given earlier within
our own épproachl Events are said to inciude the changes of state that
initiate or conclude them under Smith's definiﬁion. The change of state
that initiates an event can be consiqered.the change of state occurring
in the object of origin. This obégct goes into action, as in (29a); or
it starts perceiving a cgrtain object, as in 529b). The causative (29¢c)
shows, however, that this change of state definition cannot be used to
genet§1ize about all subjects. This seﬁténce can still be true eveﬁ if
the enkity denoted by the subject NP does not change. This entity may
simp1y move around for reasons unrelated to the e;ent of bneaking-and
push his g]aéses, without noticing it, off a table, which results in
their breaking when they fall on the floor. Stili this entity is the
origin of the event. T |

(29) a He was throwing balls T,

b He saw me yesterday in Woolworth's

¢ He broke his glasses

o
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If we want to generalize about the subject NPs in (29) the best notion

seems to be our own of origin of an event. Whether the entity denoted _

N

by the subject NP undergoes a change of state when it functions 'as the
origin depends on the case. Events can be said to end in a change of.
state but therg arﬁiexceptions. In (29b): for insﬁgnce} we cannot speak
- of_a change of state th§} finalizes an event? The entity denoted by the
direct objec£ NP me does not need to undergo a chanrge of stéte at all in
order to be seen. The balls in (29a) and fhe glasses in (29¢) undergo a
cﬁange of state. The balls énd Lp in another place and the glasses g%t
‘broken.

The abave iﬁpIies that events are delimited by.at least one change
of state, as in (29b). Only one endppiht need be fh%é way.

The notions of object of origin and object of termination can be

used to formalize an event structure as in (30).

(30)  o---==—------- 0
object of object of
origin . termination

(30) can be realized in English and Dutch in the "three ways depicted in -

(31). . _ )
(31) @ o===----m- .
object of
origin
b Om=-=—==-- 0

object of object of
, origin®  termination

object of >
termination '
(3la} is realized in intransitive and transitive nonaccomplishment con-

structions like (32) and (33). (31b) ts -a tran?itive accomplishment
. .
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Tike (34) and (31c) is an intransitive accomplishment, as in (355. The'
Dutch b-sentences are the counterparts of thé English a-sentenceé.’ -
{32) a He was working ')f_— ) s
b Hij werkte |
(33) a He was drinking beer
b HijJ dronk bier
(34) 2 He tore the newspaper
| b HijJ scheurde de krant
.+ (35) a The vase fell
b De vaas viel
The subject NPs in-?§2): (33) and (34) represeht the object of "origin of
the events of working, drinking and tearing. The direct object NP in
(35) only represents the objebt o?.termination; The object NP in'(3§)-'
can not stand for the ocbject of termination, as it is & mass gerﬁj I
will exﬁ]ain the reasons for this shortly. .The subject NP 1ﬂy935) rep-
resents the gbject of termination; as it is the broked‘Vagé that marks
the outcome of the event.™ |
The notions of origin énd termination of an event are not new in the
study of natural language semantics. What is new, %that these notions ’
are related to objects in reality under my approach. Events are delim-
ited by objects-in space and not by .the beginning énd_end Ef a time
'segment. An_independeq} argumenf for this approach is that it explains
why indefinite p1gra1s and mass terms cannot function-as an object of
termination (Dowty (1979)). Under a temporal approach this would mean
that event; never have an endpoint when the direct object is 5 mass term

or an indefinite p%ﬁ?%]; i.e. an accomplishment reading is excluded.
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This phenomenon is demonstrated in (36) and (37)% The test with the
adverb-jg a period of time in the b-sentence shows that we are not
dealing with an accomplishment. a
(36) a He ate sugar L ‘ .
\y)/" . *b He ate sugar in an hour : ‘ ,
. . 7~ i
(37) a He ate candies _ o o
1 .

-

*b He ate candies in an hour
The temporal analysis of the event does.not adequately expliain this fact
about mass term indefimite pTura1s.‘ %he difficulty here concerns
the linkage b en the temporal notion of point of termination or last
point on a time axis and such physical notions as mass and plurality of
object;. When we follow our own spatial approach, this phenomenon makes
more sen:el Event; are delimited in terms of objects in reality. Dif-
ferent descriptions of "entities in reality infiuence the possibility to
interprete ihem as bbjects of termination. When we say that someone ate
sugar (36a) or .an indefinite number of candies (37a), nothing is
expressed about the exact size of the'quantity eaten.'As such, these
. .

sentences do not indicate how to determine whether the event they

express is finished. To do this, the entity denoted by the direct object

-
-

must- have undergone an identifiable change‘of state. A mass term and an
indefinite plural, however, do not provide ihe information that makes it
possiéle to identify this change of state in reality. This 1is so,
because they do not denote entities that are delimited in space. Say-
ing?’"He ate the sugar" or "He ate the candies" makes it clear which
quantity of sugar or candies were eaten. Now it can be determined now

/aaether the "particular quantity spoken about has disappeared or

“not. [3][4]
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The notion of point of origin can be found in the notion of initia-
tor of an event. Thjs'nptioﬁ can be found in ‘studies on the Frenﬁp
refllexive. Burston (1979) works foliowing Jakobson's idea that there is
w2 [one-to-one mapping between semantics and a grammatical category (or in
Jakobson's terms between signans ‘and signatum}. The subject in the
French ref1exiyé %g interpreted as both initiating, and suffering the
effect of, the verbal process. Or, using ;hema§2§ or case roles, as both
an agent and a patient. He also states that t?e subject is.tﬁe initial
focus and the ultimate reference pointlof the verbal process. The lat-
ter two terms are from Jakobson and can be be found, among others, in
his study on case syncretism in Russian (Jakobson (1956)). Benveniste
(1966) speaks of a process that is qccomp1isheq starting out from the
subject and taking place outside of it. 1In case of certain verbs like
naitre 'to be born' and gg:gig 'to s1eep') thé process is accomplished
inside the subject. Stéfanini (1971) states that the origin and the end
of the event {'tension') coincide 'in the same position in the .French
reflexive, which is the subject NP. -

The notion of object of origin is algo imp]%ed‘by the notion_of
cause. A caﬁse brings an event into existence and leads to the ultimate
state such as the broken vase in {38).

(38) He broke the vase .
Notice, however, that the cause of an event is not a]wéys the origin of
it. In (39) the key can be said to cause the opening of the door, but
the key does not turn itself to do this. An entity not mentioned in the

sentence tdrns the key around and functions as the origin of the event.

(39) The key opens_the door
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‘ \
Sentences 1ike (39) will be treated in greatex depth in chapter 3 where
I will speak of .subject . se1ectuon Ou:r not1on-Aof object of origin
implies both the notions of iniﬁiator and cauee. It is even more general
than this és {t-also pvers subjects of perception verbs, as we saw in

(29). We can conclude @hat afthough semantic metions similar to the

?otion of origin of an‘event.are implied by other semantic notions in

the.1iteratuee,.the notion itseif\has not been ?u}1y explored yet.

' The termination of an event is imp]ied by jhe notion of accomplish-
- ment, as presant in Vendler's work.' We have to do here with a temporal
C:nption and our own notion of ;bject of tenpinetien cannot be covered by

it. Comrie (1977) calls accomﬁ1jshmepts telic and nonaccomplishments

atelic. Isacenko (1975) speakg of .resu1tative and nonresu1tetive
aktionsart. Comrie gives the exéﬁ%]es in (40) td illustrate the telic-
atelic distinction. |
k40) a He made a cheir-
b He was making-a chair

(40a) .implies ihe poiht of terminatéon. The chair needs to be fjhishea

in order for the sentence to be‘true, In '(.40b) this is not neeessary

-The chair may be left unfinished. Th1s meaes that under Comrie s tem-

pora] approach to the event reference is also made to the obJect of

termination, 1%wever, this object is not considered essential in defin-
ing event structure as we saw before. Under our own approach, the chair
in (40a) s the object of termination.<It is the finished §ta€€ this
chair that is implied by_the sentence, The chair is nex the object of

-termination'in (41b). It need not be finished and as such it cannot be

. used to identify the termination of the event in reality.’

.
-

-
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2.4 The Nature of the Event in Event Structure

Events, as analyzed in tHis thesis, are not delimited by points in
time, but by points in spaee or by objects in rggljty. What we hiye not
discussed yet is the,na§ure of the event taking-place between an object
of origin and an object of termination. I will show that one cannot use
Event Structure to generalize about the na;ure of this event: Many
different types of events can be delimited by an object of origin and/or
‘an object of termination. .

Evenfs with different éktionsarten can be delimited by an object of
-
origin, an object of termination or by both at once. Here I am using
ghe distinc;ion made in Bache (1982) between aspect and aktiomsart.
Aspect covers notions 1ike.imperfectivity -nonaccompiishment- and per-
fectivity -accomplishment-. The term of aktionsart covers Quch notions
as durati@ity, sunctuality or iterativity. In our own model this
semantic’ distinction is equiv$1ent to the dis{iﬁction between Event
Structure and the nature of the event that occurs in a particular
struéture. .Punctua1 and iterative events. can be used ‘to show this.
The punctual event in (4la) is not delimited by an object of terminar
Eioﬁ. The object of‘oriﬁin he is expiicitYy mentioned in this sentence.
The puncfua1 event +1in (41b) fs delimited both by an object of origiq and
“an object of termination. The event is gver as soon as the entity
denoted by the direct object goes to pieces: .,
(41) a He jumped once
b He smashed the vase to pieces
-Only the object of termination is mentioned in sentence'(42). This 1s

-~

the exploded house. To explode, like jump and smash in (41), denotes a

-

punctual event.

-

.
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[}

(42) The house éxp]oded

’

Iteratﬁve events, 1ike punctual events, can be delimited by an‘object-of

origin, an object of termination or by bdth: This is shown in (43).

(43a) only contains an object of origin; (43b) contains an object of

termination in addition to an object of origin ané (43c) only contains
an objéct of termination. o '
(43) a The ball Ebunced for ten seconds

b He bounced the ba11'iﬁto the room

¢ The ball bounced into the room - ’ -

e

An event that has both an object of termination and of origin may be be
‘ : 3

durative too. This is- the case with the verb to eat in (44). The event .

of eatPng a pie may take some time.

. (44) a He ate the pie

b It took him five minutes to eat the pie

When omly the object of origin is present the event may have a certain

L .t

duration as well

(45) He was eéting

[

You can also say that (46) has duration. In. (46) only the object of

termination is expressed. ° *

— -

(46) The .branch_bend slowly . g
The duration of the events in (45) and (46) cannot be expressed by using

adverbs like for five minutes , as both sentences contain an object of

. - L.
termination.

Platzack (1979) has argued for Swedish that duration is essential to
'sentences that contain, in our terms, an object of termination. She

views sentences that contain such an object as processes leading up to a

. ¢
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final state, P1atzackf?na1ysés events with tﬁe semantic features of a
Jackendovian (1975) semantic description. What 1is important is how
events with an object of terminaéion aée.descr%béa; *

Platzack distihguiShed-the same four verb classes Vendler distin-

guishes but names three of them diffe;éngly. These four categories are:
stategg—unbounded processes (Vendler's activities), bounded processes
. (Vendﬁef's accpmp]is%ment;) and punctual events. Vendler calls punctual
even£s achievements. Boﬁnded précesses are dist}nguished from punctual
events using the semantic primitive of graduality. A bounded process is
said to coﬁe about in.a gradual way. A punctual event simply occurs =it
is not ehe result of gradual development. (47a) can be distinguished
from (43b) along ‘theée {ines. The marital status in (47a) ' happens
ingtantane0us1y };ther thanlgradua11y. The thickness in (47b) results
frsm gradua]l dqve]opment.
(47) a Anna blev gift nar hoa var pa Island
'Anna got married when sﬁe was in. Igeland'
b Christer blev tjock nar nan var pa Island
"Christer got fat when he ;as in Iceland'

Let us go back to our own system. Take an event that is delimited by
both an 6bject of origin and an object of termination. Platzack's notion
of bouﬁded-process cannot characterize the event. As we saw in (41b), a
punctual event ﬁay have an object o% termination. In. case of this
puqctua] évent; it is difficult to see that.it is a process. Things
happen virtua11y_instanténequs1y in a punctual éven§: they do not happen
over time as is the case in a process. Two more examples of punctual
events with aﬁ object of termination (in P]atéack's terms, "bounded

events”) are given in (48).
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. (48) a The mule kicked me out of the room .

50

~ b He punched his opponent onto the rbpes_
Neither is it clear how you can‘use the notion of process to describe
"bounded events" such as those in the two Dutch sentences of (49).
(49) a Hij drukte het glas képot
He ‘pushed the glass to piégés
‘He crushed the glass until it broke®
b Hij sloeg de hond dood
'fHe-beat the dog to death!' .
The punctuality of the event does not make it hard to interprete the
sentences in (49) as. 2 process. The resultant State does. You can break
an object into sma11er.ana smaller pieces. But in Engjisw the resultant
state of drukken or crushing‘does not come ébout gradually but instan-
taneously. This is shown in (50). It is not ﬁossib1e to druk een glas
‘crush a g{Ass' a little bit to pieces.
(50)*Kij drukte het g]asAeen beetje- kapot -
he pushed‘thé glass a 1ittle bit to pieces
The resultant stafe‘in {49b) does not come about gradually either as it
is difficult to conceive of being dead jost a little bit.

. Platzack's naigon of process can noi characterize an event that has
an object of termination. For instance, as in (48), punctuai events may
have a{ object of termination. These events are cerfainIy.no{ procéss-
es. We can put ig more strongly and say that if an-event has an object
of origin, or gn object ofniérmination, or both, it does not mean that
you can say something speci%ic about its nature or about its aktionsart.

The event can be punctual, iterative, durative or a process. The only

2

k] 1 -
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thing we could possibly say in Platzack's terms is ﬁhat.an event can be
bounded or unbounded. |

( There is one important facticoncerning Vendler's 1967, i.e. Plat-
zack's categorisation of verbs that needs to be mentioned. The presence
or absence of ;n object of termination tells nothing about about an
event's aktionsart. Bdt it éoes tell us something about the cétegory of
verbs we are'dea1ing with when we consider the presence of an object of
termination. Activities, like accomplishments, can be delimited. by an
object of termination. This can be shown by inserting a resultative
predicate in the sentence. The activity of dancing in (5la) is not
delimited by an object of termination but in (51b) it is. The activity
of (515) has become an accomplishment in (51b). B

(51) a He was dancing

b He danced himself silly

Of course states can neither be delimited by an object of termination, -

nor by an object of origin, és they do not take place in rea]it}. - As
such, they cannot originate somewhere "and come to an end in anqther
1oca£ign. The nature of states will be studied in the following ch;p-
ters.e 1 will not eiaborate on this issue here. What is important here,
is that achievements can raver be de1ipited by an object of termiqaﬁion.
Since we can consider achievements as events, we cannot say they did not
happen in rea]i£y to explain this phenomenon. To win and to reach Hn
(52) are examples of aéﬁievements. The addition of a resu1£ative p;ed-

. s
jcate to turn them into accomplishments always leads to ungrammaticali-

ty, which is shown in (53).
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(52) a He has won many races
b HeAreaﬁhed many mountajq tops during His
expedition L

(53);a He has won himself sick with races
*b He reached himself s%]]y with mountain tops
during that expedition
Another set of achievement verbs, the perception verbs, cannot occur as
an ‘accomplishment either. 1 agree with Mourelatos (1978) that these
verbs express events though they-can not occur in the progressive form
in English in many instances. See for these problems the discussion in
sections 2.2. To hear and to see in, (54) canpot be followed by a

resultative predicate, as shown in (55).

(54) a He saw many paintings in New York

+

b He heard many records at her place
(55)*a He saw himself ;1tkﬁ;ith paintings in New
’ York | |
—— *b He heard hfmse1f silly with records at her
. place ’

The constructions in (53).and (55) are examples of only one instance of
resultative constructions. As well particles and directional PPs
express the result of an event. Théy also denote the state that makes
the entity denoted by the direct object an object of ‘termination. This
means that we’will not find aﬁhievement verbs with particles or direc-
tional PPs either, if the above is correct. These ve}bs, however, may
occur with a part{CTe but then, interestingly, their meaning changes’

from an achievement into an activity that is, in addition, an accom-

plishment. Two examples of this phenomenon are given in (56).
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(56) a He saw me out : - - : -

b He heard me out ' ' .

" .

Neither sentence in (56% refers to an achievement. But they denote “the
acquﬁiy of the entity denoted by the subject NP. Fgr ihstance, the
subject he in (56a) is not just perceiving something -it 1§'acting at
the same time. Yet'(54a) refers to the perception alone.

&% This mea&s that, though akf%onsarten cannot reveal much about the
hature‘of.the event in Event Structure, 1thcaﬁ help us to predict the
category of vérbs appearing in an event structure. Achievements cannot
have an object of term{nation. Reasons for this behaviour of achievement
verbs will be. given in chapter 7 on involvement. I will show in thae
chapter why Event Structure_is only indirectly related to this phenom- .
“enon, ) >

The notion of {nvclvement will be used as well to describe the
semantics of the direct object in Bonaccomp?ishment constructions. - In
our terms, this is the direct object tﬁat does not denote an object of
termination. (This is the case in the Dutch sentences fn (58).)

(57) a Hij dronk bier
.'He drank beer'
b Hij keek televisie
"He watched television
The direct:objects in (57} -still play a role in Even; Structure, which
. can be seen when we add the particle door to the sentences. 'This par-
\é\cle te11; us that an event continues. A direct object is impossible

\‘_ -
when it .is present in the VP. This is shown in (58).
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(58)*a Hij dronk bier door
‘ he drank beer through
*b Hij keek televisie door
he watched television through =
_Iﬁ does not matter whether the direct object is definite as in (59}, ang_
may function a? an objecf of terﬁ{nation, or not as in (58). |
(59)*a-H€j dronk het glas bier door ‘
" he dfan£¥€E;'§]ass of beer through;
*b Hij keek het programma door
he watched the pfogramm through
‘Without the direct objéct'NP, the presence of this particie does no£
-lead tb ungrammaticality.[5] |
; iEO)fa Hij dronk dqor van het bier o
he. drank through of the beer
'He continued drinking the beer!'
b Hij keek | door naar het programma
he watched through at the program
4 'He ceontinued watching the program
The explanation of this phenomenon may be found in the following.
We go back to Jakobson (1936). He says that that the direct object is
the ultimate reference poini of a.verbal process. In our terms, it is
the object in physical space that is the ultimate reference point of an
event. ‘This can be the object of termination, as in accomplishment
co;structions. But this does not need'to be-so, as, for example, in

nonaccomplishment contexts. The particle door means that an event con-
. . -

tinues but the ultimate rpference point has nvt been reached. The direct

")
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object NP, rather than a PP, denotes the ultimate reférence point. The
presence of a direct object in a sen£encerimﬁ1ies that the ultimate
reféfence point has been reached. And so sentences with the particle
door are grammatical only when the object of the event is absent, or if

it is expressed by a prepositional phrase as in (60). \

N
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[:5} -

Dowty *(1979) discﬁssea\;he literature of verb ciassificatioﬁ in
detail. ) -
(2]
These verbs can occur in the progressive form but then a change
over time is imp]ied in the visibility or the dudibility of the
| ,/gbject geen or heared.
(a) He was already seeing things better than before
(b) He was already hearing things better than .
before
Yet if you define an event as a change of state, you may rightly
* consider pérception verbs statives (a) and (b) are exceptions. I
will, however: not use thi; definition because in my approach,
events need nrot imply a change of state.
[3]
"Hoepelman (198%), page 113-11}, gives a different explanation why
mass terms éan net occur in accomp]ishhent constructions or, using;
our own terms, as an object of termination. When “John drinks
water', it means that "John drinks a certain. subpart of all the
water there s, and moreover, for all the subparts qf thistsubpart,
thai he drinks them as well." Hoepelman susﬁects‘that the - reason
" for the ungrammaticality of.(a) can be explained along these lines.
(a)*John drank water in an hour
ta).is ungrammatical, because if (a) is true "them it is true that

John drank a subpart of all the water in the world in an hour, but

for all spbparts of this subpart that he drank them in one hour".

(4]

-
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é£%6n “petween mass.terms, indefinite .plurals and accom-
p1ishments can aiso be found back in the following data, which we;e
suggesteé to me by Kolido Sainz. Nonaccomp1ishments can oc;ur with
the quantifier phrase a lot (a); accomplishments cannot (B).:

(a) He walked a lot ‘

{(b)*He arf?ved a lot ' .
In addition, the quantifier phrase a lot can only quantify over a

mass term (¢) or an indefinite plural (d) but not over a definite

NP (e). ~

(c) a 1ot of sugar .V -
{(d) a lot of Togs
(e)*a ot of log
The spatial approach“to the event maies it possible to generate a
sing1e'ex51anation for these two sets of data. A nonaccomplishment

can occur with the gquantifier phrase a lot, because it is not

delimited in space, i.e. 1ts‘object of termin®®ion is ]eft unspeci-

~ -

fied. An accomplishment cannot occur with this QP, because it is

delimited giN space by its object of termination. Mass nauns and

indefinite plurals can occur with a Jlot, because they are not
delimited in space, i.e. the exact size of the enf?ty they denote

is not specified. The NP log cannot occur with a lot, because it

denotes an entity with fixed contours, i.e. an entity that is

‘de1ﬁmited in space. The presupposition here is that quantifier

phrases” 1ike a Jot can only quantify over entities, i.e. objects,

events, that cannot be delimited in space.
. '

Y

English exhibits comparable phenomena but in a far less productive
. LY

4 >
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way. The particle on can be considered the counterpart of door in-~

Dutch. The verb to drink cam occur with this particle but only if

it is intransitive as in. (2). Both a definite (b) and an indefinite
direct object (c) are excluded in this environment.
{a) He drank on and on
i(b)*.He drank beer on and on

(c)™He drank the glass of beer on and on

N\~

. _
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Chapter 111
THE SEMANTICS OF TH?-SUBJECT . L ) S

an

3.1 Introduction ‘ ’

Chapter 2 presents® the notion of Event Structure, which can exb1ain
the semantics of the deep structure subject in languages like English
and Dutch. The subject NP, under our approach, marks the _object of

_ origin of an event, Iﬁe interesting aspect of using the notion of Event
_Structure to explain Subject\éemantics is that its reLSvance for the

grammar of English and Dutch can be established on independent grounds.

We w

-
.

i11 see in the chapters that follow how Event Structure predicts the
deriﬁég;status of the subject of certain verbs, the possibilities of

passi#ﬁ?atiog.and other phenomena. As such, my approach is different

- e

from fﬁgzpase role treatment of subject semantics proposed in Fillmore
(1968).ﬁgﬂere it is hard to find an independent motivation in other
démains of the gramhar for the semantic notions used for the description
of the subject and of other constituents. For instance, a process 1}ke
er-affixation that turns a verb root into a noun can be described as in
(1)‘ $ing thematic roles or, in Fillmore's terms, case roles. But
using case roles to describe this‘phenomenon semantica11¥$does not allow
us to make an interestjng.semantic generalization about ﬁhg data in (1).
Th}sé\dgza are from Keyser and Roeper (1984): the é:-affjxed rogt may

. - _
denote an agent, a2 theme (roughly the object of Fillmore), as well as an

instrument.

_sg_
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(1) a AGENT b THEME c INSTRUMENT ) . .
hitter stickef _ wee&er
pusher sleeper trimmer
fighter . sufferer strainer

I will return to these data in chapter 4 sectibn 5.

Case roles are used to describe the semant%cs.of arguments and non-
arguments. . ﬁi]]more's roles range from agémnt and object (pa;ieﬁt or
theme in later studies) to benificiary and instrument. The roles are
assigned to NP§ as in (2), where the subject NP is the agent, the direct
object NP the object and the NP the key the instrument.

(2) John opened the door with a key
agent _ object instrament

' \\ Later studies have taken up these roles, but often by modifying them oﬁe

\way or another. Studies that make use of ;hem range from purely seman-
. tic ones Tlike Gruber (1976), Jackendoff (1972), (1976) etc. to ones
implying more complete models of gramﬁér like Dik's (1978) Functional
Grammar and Chomsky's (1981) Government and Binding framework. In the
latter framework, case role notions represent the semantic content of
so-called thematic roles. These roles are assigned by verbs and prepo-"

sitions to their arguments or, compositianaily by VPs to an external

'argument (i.e. the subject NP). Thematic roles also have a syntactic

[

function in this frameﬁork: they determine the-we11-formedness of syn-
tactic structures. To do this, no reference to their semantiﬁlcontent
need be made (Styan (1983)). I will not touch upon the syntactic func-
tionrof thematic roles in my thesis. Instead I will concentrate on their

semantic content.
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Fillmore's proposal to explain the case role semantics of the sub-

ject was treated in Ehapter 1. It is repeated in (3).[1] .
(3) I

Subject hﬁerarchy; If there—~is an Agent,it
becomes the subject: okherwise, if there
[ S is an Instrument, it becomes the subject:
6therwise the .subject- is the object.
With this hierarchy, one can predict which case roles can be realized in
subject position. When the agent role-is absent from the case frame of
the verb in (4a), the instrument will occur in subject position, as in
(4c). .When this entity is also absent the object f111 pccur in subject
position, aé shown in (4d). H '
(4) a Open + [------Object (Inst)(Agent)]
b John obened the doo; with“a chisel
¢ The wind opened the door
d The door opened i
The inadequacy of Fillmore's proposal becomes apparant from tHe folliow- "~
ing set of data frbm Dutch and English. The E-sentences are the Dutch
‘counterparts of the English a-sentences.
(5) a This knife cuts the meat well
*b Dit mes snijdt het vlees goed
(6) a This knife cugs well
/Jb Dif. mes .snijdt.goed
(7)*a This spoon eats the soup well
‘*h De®e lepel eet de soep lekker

(8)*a This spoon eats well

b Deze lepel eet iekker

e

?
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First of all, Fillmore's formulation of the Subject Selection Hierarchy
in (3) wrongly predicts the grammaticality of the English sentence (7;),
aslwe have.already seen in chapter 1. The instrument is rightly selected
over the object and the agent is abse;t. Secondly, it‘is.hard to see
how ~this Hieéarchy can exp]éfn the erratic differences that exist
between Dutch &nd Engiish. Even a simple desctiption of the Dﬁtth data
alone leads .to complications. We can say that instruments are not
selected as the subject in Dutch to explain (5b) and (7b), but then we
exclude (6b)_ and (8b). A more specific descriptiop Qou1d be that
ipstruments are not selected as the subject of the sentence when a
patient (or object in Fillmore's terms) is present. Here, however, we
are doing nothing more "than recapitulating the dat; in the form of a
rule-like description. The exp]anatbfy value of this type of approach
is doubtful. What isxéére exp]anaiory is to qpproach the minimal sen-
tence pairs in (5)1(8) from 2 wider perspective Fhan individual case
roles can provide us with. It is exactly this line" of thinking that I
will explore i; this chapter.

As said before, I will use the notion of Event Struct;re to explain
the data in (5)-(8). Unfortunately, when we use Event Structure, as
formuiated in chapter 2, sentences (5)ﬁ$8)a§%}]1 remain a mystery. When
it is.said that the subject NP denotes the object of origin of an event,
all ungrammatical , but also all grammatical cases are excluded. The
ggiﬁg and het mes in (5) and (6) are not the object of origin of the
event of cutting, as it is the person that actually cuts that initiates
the event. Nor are spoon and the lepel in (7) and (8) the object of
origin of the event of eating. By using Event Structure (7a), (7b) and

(8a2) will be‘excluded, but also the grammatical (8b).
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In this cLapter; I will show that the situation #Epre;ented b;
~4£5)-(8) is }qr more complicated than the simple use of Evént Structure
suggests. Still the differences between the Outch and English sentences
Lcan befekplained with this semantic structure. Two things w;11 be of
crucial importance here. First, I will argue that the grammatical Dutch
intransitive data'aré stative_  which means that-they are not describable
in termsrof the presence of an event structure but only in terms of the
absence of it. Secpnd]y, I wiil show that the nature of the English
subject NP is different from the nature of the Dutch one. The English
subject NP does not denote the object of origin but the actualizer of
the event. This notion includes. the notion of object of origin, but
aiso a large number 6f additional cases like the subjects in (5a) and

(6a), but not the one in (73). ‘

3.2 Intransitive Constructions T

Dutch allows a subject NP denoting an instrument more freely in.

1ptransiti€e coﬁstructions than English. The fe]evant data are repeaped
in (9) and (10). the b-sentence is the Dstch counterpart of thé Engiish
a-sentence. | .
(9) a This knife cuts well
b Dit mes snijdt goed
(10)*a This spoon eats well
b Deze 1epe1 eet lekker . .
The grammaticality judgemeﬁts of the English sentences can be explained

clearly if (%a) and (10a) are considered the intransitives of their

transitive counterparts. The reason (1la) is grammatical bt not (11b),
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“ungrammatical.
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also accounts for the.gramma£ica1ity of (9a3) and ;he_ungﬁammaticé1ity of;
(10a). I will show in section 3 why (?ia) is grammatical but not (11b).

(11) a This knife cuts the meat well - '

*b This spoon eats the soup well

The grammaticality judgements of the Dutch sentences remain a mystery

L4

under such an approach as their transitive counterparts in (iZ) are
(12)*a Dit mes snijdt het vlees goed
.this knife cuts the meat well-
*b Deze lepeil eet de soep lekker
this. spoon eats the soup well
The Dutch sentences (9b) and (10b) like the English one in (9a) pose a

problem if oné assumes that the subject NP marks the object of origin of

"an event. It is hard to maintain that an instrument is the origin of an

event. To do this one would have to say that the instrument has some
self-propelling properties that make it possib]eafor.it to come into
action by itself. ) | .
To s§1ve this problem, we need look at two different éypes of

iﬁtransitive constructions in Dutch .and ‘Eng1ish. The b-séntence is
again the Dutch equivalent of the Ené]ish a-sentence.

(13) a He is s]éeping

| p Hij slaapt

(14j a This dog stinks

b Deze hond stinkt . \\

. The semantic relation between the subject and the predicate in (13) is

different from the one in (14). In (13), the entity denoted by the

@
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subject NP is involved in the event expressed in the sentence as its
body performs the function of.s1eeping. In (14), it dis not. Only a |
property of the dog is given in (14). How the smell came about and in
which way.thé doz is actively involved in c;eaping the smell is not
expressed. The smell may not even be his own. This can be %e
after the dog has been rolling around in a mud pool and carriﬁs home® the
smell of it. The difference between both type of verbs is thei? sta-
tivity.. To sleep and glgggg are nonstative;-gg stink and stinken are
stative. In Vendler (1967) states are not processes going on in time,
but events are. I will not use this definition for reasons outlined in
chaﬁter 2. However, for the time being this will do;

Dutch, in contrast to English, has a prodqgtive way. of making
intransitive nonstative verbs stative, as demongtratQQ‘in {15). The
subjecg NP in (15a) denotes an instrument; the ome in (15b) a location;
the suBﬁect in (15cj ref;rs to the circumstances under which the action

takes place and finally (15d) contains an impersonal subject.[2]

wf
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(15) a Deze pen schrijft lekker
'This pen writes well’ ’
b Dit papier schrijft niet lekkér
this paper writes not nice
'This is bad paper to write on'
~ ¢ Dat_schrijft beter ’
that writes better
"It {s more convenient to write this w;&"
: d Het schrijft beter met het licht aan
it writes better with the light on
'It is more convenient to write with the
1ight on'._
The relation between the subject- and the verb phrase in- statives is

equivalent to a ‘'bare’ subject-predicate relation. This means that the

predicate expresses a property of the subject and the sentence does not

r

refer to an event dealing with the entity named by the ‘subject. is
invoived. If we assume the above, we can ekp]ain why, in Dutch, soﬁe NPs
may not occur as the subiect NP of a stative verb.
(18) a Dit papier schrijft prettig
this paber writes nice . ) " -
'This is nice paper to write on'
??b Deze stoel schrijft niet Iekker
this chair writes -not nice
'This is not a nice chair to write in
*c Deze kamer schrijft n;et lekker
this room writes not nice

'This is not a nice room to write in'
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There is an intrinsic semantic relation between an event of writing and
its medium, the paper. As such, the paper in (l6a) can have "writing"
properties. This intrinsic relation does not exist between a chair and
an event of wfiting, which explains the .ungrammaiica1ity of (16b}).
Though the -body's position affects hhw you write, you can sti1{ write
without 2 chair. A room does not have any connection to the event of

‘writing. A room casnot have “writing"” proﬁerties, as in (16c). |
. The relation between a verb and its subject in stative contexts is
compafab1e to the one existing between a verb root and:'a noun in a nom-
inal compound.. |
(17) a schrijfpapier
‘writing paper'

E schrijftafel
'writing table'
The mapping between nominal compéunds and étatives is far from éomplete
in- that not all statives have a nominal counterpart.or vice versa.
Howevef, (17) can stiil serve our purposes. The root schrijf. and the
noun papjer are related to each other semgntica1]y because paper is an
intrinsic aspect of the event of writing. The same can be said of
{(17b). The tab1é, a support having a flat surface, is also an essential
aspect .of this event. Thus, to be grammatical, a compound needs this
semantic conpectiod between its subparts and nothing more. The same
goes for stative constructions. For the sentences in (15) to be gram-
mqtica1,'a stative verb's gubject NP need refer to one essential aspect

of the writing event only.
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When (8b) and (9b), which are repeated in (18) and (19), are cons1d- X
ered stat1ve they do not constitute a counterexamplie to the idea that .
the Dutch subgect Eenotes an object of Origf;. States, in c¢ontrast to
events, are not de]imited by an object of origin or an object of termi-
nation, as they do hot take p}ace in reality. The same may be true for
English: (18a)'is stative. It-does not contrad1ct the idea that the
English subJect NP -as in Dutch- indicates the obJect of origin. Then
we have to assume as well that the trans1t1ve counterpart of (8a), given

-

in (20), is’stative.
(18) (8) a This knife cuts well
b Dit mes.snijdt goed
(19) (9) *a This spoon eats well
b Deze iepel eet lekker -
(20} Th{s knife cuts the me;t weII'
The above however does not explain why (19a) is ungrammat1ca1 in Eng-
1ish, wh11e (19b) is not-in Dutch. I will solve this problem in the
next few paragraphs and come to very different cbnc]isions concerning
the aspectual nature of (18a) and (19a). . -
English has a construction that on the surface ipoks like a Dutce
intransitive stative. This construciion,fs normally referred to as the
midd1e;;r mediopassive.[3] Some examples of this construction are given
in (21). . _-
(21) a Thfs'orange peels easily

b This sweater irons easily . : -

¢ This fabric washes easily



@

69
In (21), the verbs have a subject that occurs.as the direct object in
nonstative ;ransitivé constructions as is~demonstrated in (22).
(22) a He was peeling thé orange R
b He ironed the sweater
¢ He washed that fabric
Dutch sfatives may also have pa;ieﬁt-]ike or object-like subjects. This
is -demonstrated ip (23).  Sentences (24a) and (245) are the nonstative
transitive counterparts of the sentences in (23). -
(23) a Deze bai gooit niet lekker"
this ball throws not nice
'This is not a good ball to throw'
b Deze biefstuk eet niet lekker
this steak eats not nice
'This is not an easy stéak'toleat'
(24) a Hij gooide de bal B =
'He threw the bali | : ' ) '\\k
b Hij at een biefstuk
'He was eating a steak'
fhere are th}ee ways in which the Dutch stative qnd the English middle
_data are different. )
Finst, the Dutch data in (23) are part of a larger set of déta;
namely the stative data, presented earlier in this section. Not only
__patients (i.e. objects), but also 4instruments, locations and circum-
stances may be denoted py the subject'Nb-of statives. This is not the

case in English, as most of the Dutch statives do not have a syntacti-

cally equivalent counterpart in English.. In addition, if they do have a
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couﬁterpart, it has a different semanéic nature, as i; shown in the'
following two points. -~

Secondly, the Dutch data are stative: the Dutch constructions do
not denoie an:event that takésﬂp]ace in reality. The proof: you can
ins;rt certaiﬁ ad@@rbs in them. The English middle data, in contrast to

the Dutch-statives, admit adverbs like with no effort or with no trouble

..Nonstative.verbs allow such ad;erbs in general, as shown in (25b) and
(ZEC); but stative verbs do not, as shown in (25d). The middle in (25a)
allows this type of adverb to occur witﬁ it. Nonstative vers allow such
agverbs in general, as shown in (éSb) and (25¢c), but stative verbs do
not, as shown in (25d).[4]
(25) a This teflon frying pan cleans without any effort

b He'forgot\his glasses, buf he was reading
- without much difficulty '

c The vases broke without any effort

*d Tﬁe dog smelled bad without any effort
The apparent Dutch equivalent (26a) of the English niddle does not allow
this type of adverb. As in English, this is the Cé&? for stative verbs
in general -stinken 'stink' in (26b)-is an exqmp?éi But this is not true

for the nonstative verbs in (26¢) and (26d).

e
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(26)*a Dézé bal gooit zonder enige inspanning-lekker
this ball throws without any effort nice

*b Deze hond stinkt zonder enige inspanning

v

this dog stinks without any effort-

verschrikkelijk
terrible

. -

c Hij zat zonder enige inspanning in de schemering

5 .

te lezen
'He was reading without any effort in the dusk'"

}Qq Hij viel zonder enige inspanning op zijn achierste

-

'He fell without any effort on his behind’

You can 'explain the data in (25) if you agsume that adverbs such as’

without any effort refer to the effory deeded to keep an event going. _

The same is true for Dutch counierparts of these_adverbs. This effort
need not come ?rém the entity denoteq by the ;ubject NP. For instance in
(26d) it 1is presupposed that 2 person not mentioned in the sentence
brings about the event of falling. A stative construction that exhibits
thE predication of a property over the subject NP does not aﬂlaw such an .
ad§erbu Séat'ves do not take place.” As swch, it is ungrammatical to

imply that a person took part in it, or was active during the develop-

L=}

‘ment of it.

This test can also be used to show the nonstative nature of the mid-

dles in fo). The adverb without any trouble can occur in each of these

constructions, as shown in (27). The interpreiation of the sentences in

(27) is that the peeling (27a), the ironing (27b) and the washinge(27c)

-can be performed without any problems.
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(27} a This orangé peels witﬁbut any trouble |
b Tkis sweater irons wiﬁhﬁut any trouble ..
¢ This fabric waghes-without aﬁy trouble

| The appa;ﬁﬁngutEh counterﬁarts in (28) of the middie data in (27) do
not ai?;w_ghis type of-adverb. This means that these sentences cannot
refer to an ungoing activity thai is dﬁne without any trouble. This is
indicative oé the stative nature of the Butch sentences.[5]
(28)‘5 Deze sinagséSpe] peat thder enige moeite
'This orange peels without any trouble'

*b Deze trui strijkt zonder enige moeite

_-A_Q' - .

'This sweater irons without any trouble'

o | .

*c Deze stof wast zonder enige moeite

'This fabric washes withoWt any trouble’

Note that this test a]so.&?ows that recipient and perception verbs,
Vendler's "achievements", occur in constructions expressing an event. .

This supports the comments made in chapter 2 on the state-event dis-

tinction. These verbs can occur with adverbs that denote the involve-
LT 3 4 . . .
ment of the entity denoted by the subject NP during the devedopment of

the event. The relevant English data and their Dutch counterparts are

: F

given in (29} and (30).



(29) a He saw the tower at the horizon without too
much effort

-

bglij zag zonder veel inspanning de toren aan
de horizon . ‘
(30) a He always receives letters from abroad with
a-1ot qf p1easure0

dﬁb Hij ontvangt altijd met veel plezier brieven

o

-~ ’

uit hei'buiténﬁand\

The third difference between thé-Eng]ish méddle and the Dutch sta-

2 T . .
tive concerns the semantic relatipn between the subject NP and the verb .

gﬁrase. It is this gﬁffcrence that explains the grammaticality Jjudge-

ments in (31). The English equivalent of the Dutch 'sentence is ungram-

- . g

matical.

(31) a Deze.bal gooit niet tekker

~

*b This ball does not. throw easily ‘
The ball in (3la) represents an intrinsic aspect of an event of throw-
ing. "Throwing"-properties of this entity are commented upon in (3la).

’

A stative construction is grammatical only if an entity can bgat the
properties expressed in the predicate.“But this dée; not explain the
grammaéicaiity of (31b) in English. If we assdme. however, that the
English middie is nopstaqive,‘ as was argued above, (31b) must be
ungrammatical for the same reasons that nénstative sentences may be
ungrammatical in general. That this is indeed the case has been shown
in Oosten (1977) and 0'Grady (1986) where a semantic ?éscriptjon of thé

middie is given that can be used easily for other nomstative construc-

tions. . -

.
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Oosten states that “properties of the patient-subject are asserted

¥

to be responsible for the occurrence of the predicate" and that “prop-

erties of the patient subject bear r®Sponsibility for the action of the

predicate in,ya way that properties of the agent subject normally do"

ecause of this simi]arity to agentive sentences, she says

(page 469).
that there is reason to believe that middle sentences éte afti:e sen~
tences. |, 0'Grady formulates the sémantics of the middle as foliows:
"Propeqties inherent® in the referent of the nonagentive grammatical
subject 'somehow facilitate or hinder the actualization of the event

+

expressef’Ey the verb" (page 68). The above remarks can be exemplified
by the examples in (323, which are from Oosten (1977).
- (32) 2 The book i; selling Tike hotcakes
*b The book is buying like it was going oug of style
Buying, accordiné to Oosten, implies that properties of the purchaser
are responsible; §ei1ing is not limited to the responsibility of the one
who sellgz selling can take place Qithout a sales person. For instance,
a book ma& sit oh:a table in a bookstore.- The purchaser simply pi;ks up
a copy and pays‘at the cash register. Buying éannqt.take place without
an entity that functions as the duyer. This may be a pe;son bup ai;o an
amoynt of money, as in the Eng]isﬂ)(BB).
(33) Fifty do]]érs buys a second hand car -

The ungrammaticality of (31b) can be explained as follows. According to
Oosten, a ball is not responsible for the action of the predicate,
throwing . The entity that does the throwing is totally responsﬁSfélfot
this action. Note that properties of the ball may hinder or facilitate

the actualization of Zhe event. For insténce, a2 heavy ball is more dif-

—

»

-



' | . o 75
ficult to throw than a light one. Thus O'Grady's deffnition does-not
heip us to understand the semantic properties of ;hé patient-subject
when it refers to the féci]itating or hindering effects -of the entity
the subject NP denotes. A definition based on 0'Grady's and Qosten's
ideas is more helpful in this matter.

The descr{ption of 4the semantics ;; the middle is applicable to oth~
er nonstative verbs if Qe replace the term "action" in Oosten's defini-
_tion by "event". We then include not only action verbs but also percep- g
tion gnd.causatige verbs. Properties.of the subject bear resbonsibility
for the event expresséd in the predic;ie. If we include O0'Grady's idea,
properties of the’subject help actualize. the event. Thus you have the
definition below:

(34) The Semantics of the Subject NP iﬁ English

The entity denoted by the subject NP.
helps actualizing the event
.E;&) brings u§?back‘to Event Struc;ure. The .subject in Event Structure
is the object of origin, as in (35).
(35) a He is sleeping ‘
- b He is. working

It is easy to see that the objects of origin in (35) help actualizing

the event. As a matter of fact, the objects of origin in (35) are the

+ I

only actualizers of the event. Not all events, however, are actualized
Y compietely by the object of ‘origjn. Sometﬁmes properties of 'ot;ér
entities that occur iﬁ-an event are important for the actualization of
it. The aétua]ization of an event-of eleaning may verxfwg11 be ?ﬂ{gU‘

enced by the object th;f'is cleaned. Properties of thig object may
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1nf1uence.the‘c1eaﬁiﬁg of it in such a way that they "do" part of.the
cleaning themseives. This is* not ‘on1y true for the object that is
cleaned (36a) but also fﬁr an jnstrument that is used to do.the c¢leaning
(36b). The object of origin is, of course, the person who does the
c]eéning. The "actualization of an event of reading may depend on the
material -read. In Qosten properties of this material may be responsible
for the action exp}sssed in the predica@é. The material read may be an
important ﬁps}or in Ehe actualization of the event of‘reading (36c). |

(36)‘%-This teflon frying pan cIean; easily
b This sponge does not clean very well
¢ This speech readﬁ easily
You often cannot predict whether another’entity from the object of
origin can play an impgrtént role in the actualization of an event. For -
instance, EE\EEE hardly ever allows the middle, as is pointed out by
Oosten. Onnythe‘fxample in (ﬁ?b) is given; (37§) is ungrammatical.
(37)*a fhisdgteak eats easily . — |
b Keep these pi]]s‘away from the baby. They're
powerful, but thgy eat like they were candy.
It should be noted that (37b) is not considered grammatical by all Eng-
lish speakers. (37a) can be explained when we analyze thé event of
eating as being actualized only by its object of origin, the eater. The

L

. object eaten does not contfibute to the actualization of the event,

1

L]
although it may facilitate or hinder it. Nothing in the object eaten

z LN ' -+ .
contributes to the different processes of the eating event. These are

-

the chewing and the ingurgitation, all of‘which are initiated and done
by the iject of origin. A possible grammatical reading of (37b) can be =

N -

&
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understood if it is said that.the substance of uhé pi1lsiheips_actua1ize

the eating of them. In case of pills, tﬁis:isueasier”tolihaQine than iu

" the case;df more substautia1 fbpd products, as no chewgng takes p1ac§

, ‘when Yeating™ them, but only ingurﬁitation. It ﬁs.this latrer aspect of

eating that may be partly actualized-by properties of the object ingur-'

gitated -propert1es such as size and taste-. A final example concernin{
the event of eating is’ guven in (38).[6]

. (33) This soup eats 1ike=a meal-

.t

/
This sentence was used in a teTev1s1on add on CBC television in 1985.

The add was_intended_to sell fish soup. The use of (38) in thxs context

can be understood if we assume the makers of the add intended to say
'/—/

that the soup is so good_it helps actualize the event of eating:

" To conclude this section, these‘findinés do rot refute thé argument
that Evert Structure is fundamental to understanding the semantics of
the subject NP. Dutch ‘counterexamples to this c1a1m were auu1yzed as
stative. English counferexamp1es Jed to the reformulation of subject
semantics in English. The subject in this language does not denote the
object of origin, but the object of actualization of an event. The lat-
ter notion 1nc1udes all objects of origin and a' set of entities that are

2

yery ciose to being an obgect of origin im that they he1p actua11ze an

event. ' ’

3.3 Transitive Constructions

* -

The range of NPs that Ray occur as the subject 'of transitive coe-
! 2

sfructions is less restricted in English than it is in Dutch. English

allows inanimate subjects in a larger number of environments than Dutch.

-
-

e L/
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The Dutch counterparts of the English §entencés in (39) and (&0), taken
from Fillmore (1977), are ungrammatical. - - | Y
(39) a Fifty dollars will buy you a .second-hand car ‘f_?—-f——-——\\“\\\_J
*b Vijfﬁig doliar 2;1 (je)~éen tweedehands auto kopen
(40) a The accident killed the woman . R
*b Hét ongeluk doodde de vrouw
Filimore staées, basing himself oh Rbhdénburg'(lQ?O) aﬁong others, that B .
English allows certatn kinds of enabling or occas1on1ng ¢ircumstances to
be thosen as the slbject, 1n.contrast to German, the language studied by
Rohdenburg. A similar statement can be ‘made with respect to the differ-

ence between English ang Dutch The descrtpt1ve statement 91299//;;\‘“\~

Fi]]more is, however, quite vague and it does not cover.all cases. For

%
instance, what 1is the status of the ‘postcard in (413)? Is it an
enabling or an occasioning LCircumstance, or is it more like. a
recipient-1ike entity? The Dutch equivalent of this sentence is ungram-
matical. b
)\:: (41) 2 A postcard will get it for you “
*b Een briefkaart zal het voor je krijgen ,) " L )
And how can- (42a) be interpreted? Does the sentence mean that the
ticket ehab]es a person, who is not mentjoned in the sentence, to win 2
._certain amount of money or that the ticket cauées'the”winning of an
“~

1 . . )4
amount of money. And why couldn't it beVpossible that the «ticket i< THe

winner itself? Again the Dutch equivalent ofuthe sentence is ungrammat-

Jdeal. 2 N N )

-

(42) a This Totto ticket can win 5,000 ‘ )

“*b Dit lot kan 5.000 winnen
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When we look at (39)-(42) by using Event Structure we do not get

much farther either. .The same goes for the sentences from section 1

that\gre repeated in (43) and (44).

—

(43) a This knife cuts the meat well
*d Dit mes snijdt het vlees goed

(44)*a This spoon eats the_éohp well

*b Deze 1epe% eet de soep lekker _ ‘

The notion of object of origin does not.make it possible to explain the
semantics of the subject in (39)-(43). The object of origin of an event
of buying "in (34) is the huyer and not the money paid for the object

, 4
-bought. The object of origin of the event of killing in (40) is not the

- accident,” as it does not come into existence by itself. The accident is

brought about by other factors that can be considered the object of
origin of the killing event. The objecty gk origin of the event of get-
!

ting something in (41) is the recipient. It is in this entity that the

D event originates, as we cam say that this is the entity that indeed got

something ‘when an object has reached it. Similar things can be said

about an event of winning something in (42). It is not the ticket that

wins "something but the owner of it. The owner functions ai;}he object

.of origin of the event when winning money in-a lottery is 1nte§p(53pd as

~—a relation that is established between.a winner and a price. The lottery

system in the minds of the.participants, not the physical entity a prize

- .

is, that brings about the,winning. Note that to win a prize’ is inter-

preted in the same way as t6 receivegan object . This example was dis-’

cussed in chapter 2. The object received does not bring into existence a

receiving eveqt, but only the relation that the receiver establishes
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between himself and this abject.. Finally, ;imilﬁr things can be said
about the knife in (4la).‘ The knife does not cut by itself, but “some-
bddy qses it to cut éomethi;;. Tnis éeans that- the knife is not the
object of origin. | B ' ‘ Lo

Again, as in the preceding section, we can take refuge in the notion
* L J

of actualization. The subject NP of transitive constructions in English

denotes the object of actualization of an event. The money in (39) is

essential to an event of buying. The accident in (40) actualizes the

-event of killing and a-gdstcard. in (41) is essential in actualizing the

‘event of getting something. The lotto ticket in (42) actualizes the

event of winning and the‘kn1fe in (43a) actua112es the event of cutting.

The ggg_é in (432) doeg,not actualize the event of eating. It does not
"do" anyth1ng thatone could possibly call eating, but the knife “does"
§omethi£g *hat one can call.cutiing.

Dutch does'not allow 2 subject ﬁf tﬁat denotes an entigy that oniy
aﬁtua]izes an event but is not the object of origin of it at the same
time. This difference betweén English and Dutch is illustrated by the
following interesting set of data. : 3 ) S _

(45)*a De steen brak,hgt raam
b The stone broke the window
' (46) 2 Het hete water brak het glas
—

b Thé hot water broke the glass ) d
The Dutch- equivalent of (45b) 1is the ungrammatica] (45a§? 'Again the
éhtity denoted by the 5Lbject:NP'on1y actualizes the event and is not
the origin of it. The stone is not prope]]ing itself towards the window
to break it It has been put 1nto motion by some eXterna1 force not its

&
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owﬁ'forces. The Dutéh subject NP of nonstative sen;epces may-on1y_denote
the object of origin which means that (45a) is excluded. (45b) is
grammatical because the English subject is defined in a broader way as

* the object of actualization of an event. (46a) is grammatical in Dutéh,
because the hot water is the only cause for the breakiﬁé of the glass.
It functions a; the object of origin of the event of breaking. No re
external forée is necessary for the heat of the water td break the
' glass. (465) in EA%liSh is grammatical because the entity denoted by
the subject Né actualizes the event and, in this case, it is‘a1so the
opject.of origin of it. . .
To c]oge off this section, I give in (47) 2 systematic overview of
) _the findfngs of this chapter sofar. ; : :
t
. N
.-

S




(47)
DUTCH » E : I,ENGLISH
TRANSITIVE SUBJECTS
nonstative
object of origin I ogject of.actua11£at10n
Hij brak de vaas I He broke the vase
*De steen brak de vaas I The stSnelbroke the vase
Het hete water brak - I Tﬁe hot wa%er éroke
het glas | the glass - 1 :
staIive
Hij heeft een auto I

IT INTRANSITIVE SUBJECTS

2

object of_origin. |

j I

Hij‘sIaépﬁ |
' |
I

Deze hond stinkt

!

Deze sinaasappel pelt- |
niet dekker ('This I

easily') :

’/ staIive

nonstative

object of actualization
He is sleeping

This orange peels easily

| .
[ This'dog stinks

T

orange does not peel |
o
_|

J
|
i
I
|
I
|
|
[
|
I
|
|
!
I
I
1
I
I
He has a car . |,
i
I
i
f
[
I
[
I
[
[
|
[
[
|
|
|
I
|
I
[
j
!
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3.4 General Consegquences

So far we have see; that the semantic nature of the subject NP in
English and Dutch \cambe explained "by Event Structure. To do this I
have separated stative from~a6/_f ive data, and 1 have redef1ned the
English subject as that which denotes the object'of actua]ization. This
approach has -some consequences which I w111 discuss in this aection.

First, we need notvmake comp]ex texical der1vatwons of tran51é*ve
sentences having cert;1q subJects, if we accep: thése 1deas.A One exam-
ple qf such a derivatio& is given in (48), taken from Ma}antz (1981).
Marantz proposes to der;ve sgn{ence_(48a3 from (48b). Jhe details ofe
this derivation need not concern us here.

(48) a Ten dollars buys this porcupine

b buy, V, ‘buy' (bought, means) ' ’

[-PRED SR], [+transitive] ¥

In Marantz system, the 1ex1£a1 éntry iﬁ {48b) expresses that the means-
NP ten dollars may occur as the subject since no o;her semantic role is
assigned to ft, because of the feature [-PRED SR]. This feature
expresses the absence of semantic role assigﬁment'to subjects of verbsl

We can .avoid the above type of derivation by consigering Event
Structure, rather than 1Q§ éﬁrse1ves be guided by the’case-zglé’of the .
,subjec;. 'NP in (4“83). This is a nice resul®, as derivations és in (48?
a;e in genefa1 poorly motivated and ad hoc. The semantics of the'Subiec&
NP in (48a) exceptional if we looks4t it from the perspective o% casé%
roles. It i§,a means NP and pot an agent, causer, pefceiver gtc., which

~

are often considered typical case :E1es for the §hbjeét NP. Note that

no ‘theory exists that predicts which ones are typical case roles for 2
; -7 .

- LS *
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| given argument position. . Still t ssumption un@er]ying (48b) is that -
agents etc. are more typical subjiZZf\:REF NPs-like fifty ggllgg . How-
ever, when we consider (48a) frqm thqapo;n; of view of Evgnt Séructure,

the semantics of the subject NP is‘nonexcéptibna1. The entity denoted

by the NP.fifty dollars actualizes the event and, as shcg, it is seman-
tically a»%egu{ar subject of English. '

The secoﬁd consequence of my approach is a-modification ﬁf the
state-event aist}nction as can be found in fhe ]iteréture. The state-
eveﬁt distinction made in the literature is usually based on whether it -

i; possible to u§e'aéverb in the progressive form or no&. This js_done
in Vend]ef'(19675 Smith (1983) and.Keyser and. Roeper (1984). I have
argued in chapter 2 that this is ﬁotié well-motivated assumption. The ¥
definition given for states in section 2 of this chapter.%é more helpful
in distinguishing states from events across lahguages, as the progres-
siwe form is tydical for EngTish.on1y. Moreover,.we'wi11-see that our
definition ties in with a number of syntactic phenomena like unaccusa-
tivit} {or ergativjty) whi;h will be treated in the fo}1owing chapte?
and passive that is to be,treéted iﬁ éﬁhﬁfer 5: ~The bas}@ idea;ﬁs that
staées 1nvo}ve the bréqication_o% a property, which  is expressed in f;ék
'VP. vé} a'sub&ect"éf.pred{capion, which is the subject NP in this case.
In :2:}\pn, sﬁétes’do’not take place in reality 1ike'events de. This
éﬁpect of hy definjtibﬁ'of sta;?s is used\in Vend]er (1967) to distin-
guish. facts from eQ%Bﬁg‘ratBer than states from events. Facts are dis- ~

cussed in chapter 5, page 47 of Vendler (1967). Facts, in contrast to

events, de not "occur, take place, begin, last and end." An example of 2

]

factis gi%én in (44). A ‘ D . ’ )

(49) The .collapse .of the Germans is a fact

N0
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’,fj The third consequence’ of our semantic analysis concerns the middle

“or médiopassivé in Eng1is:: It has been assumed in many. frameworks that-
the middle has'a.derjved subject. See Bresnan (1982), Marantz. (1981)
and mosi-recent1y Keyser and Roeper (1984). Our‘definiton of state and

event implies that the middlie is nonstative. This outcome stands in

sharp contrast to the assumption made in Keyser and Roeper (19é4). I
will devote the final part of this section to discussing their-argumeﬁtgg

for the stative nature ofﬂthe middle., First of all, Keyser and Roeper

A

argue that middles are often generic states. This becomes cliear from:

the data in (50) given by the authors themselves.

4

(50) a Bureaucrats brfbe easily

- b The wall paints easily

¢ Chickens kill easily o St

-

d The floor waxes'easi1y

The coné]us?bn presented is :haE‘geperics are-netessa}i1y ;taye progo-
sitions that do not denote particﬁ]ar evén:s in timé.'_Héwév;:, tge fact
that a sentence has a generic reading does not exclude j&jfrum exhipit-
ing Event Structure and being stative (Sl)aor nopstﬁmivé acbo;ding.to
this thesis and having an gccomplishment (52) or a ﬁonacéompiishmen:

P . . .
reading™(53). As stich, generic sentences are not stative when this

notion is defined as in this thesis. Note that no ‘definition is' given:

for stativity by Keyser and Roeper. o . Ny
N a4 . . e . . ' ) .
(51) ° This carpet stinks of mud - &3 - <~ E

", -
[ Ind .

(52) a People if North America work eight hours per day

»  *b People in'North America work in 2ight hours:

. (53) a A stratch-heals in five days . -
N b A stratc} hea]; fbr”five.quﬁ ) 2 ) 4

5, : . -
] s . . k . T . . / . .

- .
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The Srammatica1ity judgements in (52) and (53) are_ex;ctly the ref]ec;
tion of Ehe Judgements in nongeneric sentences. A Honaccomp]ishment can
last a certain amount of time (52a), but it cannot take time to accom- ~
_p1ish a nonaccomplishment (52b). An accomplishment can take time (53a)
but it cannot last (53b).

Furthermore, one of the tests g{ven by Keyser and Rbeper to prove
the stative Hature of the middie is not as unambiguous as it seems to
be..The a-sentences 1in (54)-(55)'anq‘the grammaticality judgements are
from both authors; the b-sentences aré mine and are much better. As
such this test does not_;hgy that middles are stative. Supposedly, only
nonstatives are allowed in the environment created by the time adverb.
This assumption is also refuted by the fact tﬁat the same syntactic

——

environment can be used with such typically stative verbs like to have

in (5%6).

-

(54)?a Yesterday, the mayor bribed easily, according

L4

to'the newspaper
b Yesterday, th; mayor still bribed easily
éccordiné to Peter, but today we did not manage
(55)7a At yesterday's house party the. kitchen wall
painted easily.

b At yesterday's house party the kitchen wall

still painted easily but today it is much more

-

difficult to paint it.
(56) Yesterday, the'mayor sti1l had two cars, but

today he only has one left
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Another test used by Keyser and Roeper con&erns fmperafive and voca-
tive environments. These environments have also been used by.Vendler to
show stativity.. fhg' assumption 1is that constructions that express
evénts, 1ike théﬁ;rgatives (or unaccusatives) in (57) may.be used in the
imperative or vocative mood. The supposédly stative verbs in (58) may
not.
(57) a Sink, boat!
b Close, door!
c Bouﬁce. ball!
(58)~a Wax, f1ooé! (The floor waxes easily)
*b Translate, Greek! (Greek transiates easily)
*c¢ Kill, chicken! {Chicken ki1l edsily)
However, many other verbs “that can clearly occur 1in constructions
expressing events, such as the ones containing achieyement verbs in
(59), cannot be used in the impetative or vocative mood, as shown in
(60).
(59) a (29) He saw the tower at the horizon without
. too much difficulty
b (30) He always receives ]ette;s from abroad
with a lot of pleasure
(60a) is grammatical, but then the verb means to visit, implying an
activity rather than a perception alene. o

{(60)*a See Peter! .

*h Receive the letter!

The ungrammaticality of (60) implies that the imperative test cannot be

used to set off states from events unambiguously.

-



-

| . ' - - 88
A fina1$ diagnostic tool Keyser and Roeperl_offer are perception
verbs foT1oJed by a_sm§11 clause. This clause is 'said to require an
.eventive or temporéry-state reading, as in (61). |
(Sli a I saw Mary 1eave' |
- b I saw Mary naked
*c I saw Mary tall
;b.I saw Mary 5'4'' in height
Middle verbs cannot appear in this context.
(62)"a I saw bureaucrats bribe eési1y
*b I saw the floor wax easily
Recipient and perception verbs can only occur in this environment when
the event described is visible. Thu (63b) is grammatical, but only if
the perceiver sees someone who_feels celd, and shows it by shivering.
However, the perception verb in (63b) turns out to be a stative under
Keyser and Rbéper's approach, because it Zj;not gccur in an imperative
construction. Whether (63c) describes a visible or nonvisible event does
not make a-difference with respect to its ungrammaticality. '
(62)*a I saw him hear the sonate
*y 1 saw him feel the cold .
*c Feel the cold!
The test with the perceptidn verb to see followed by a small clause does
‘not sepac&te states from nonstateﬁ, as is assumed by Keyser and Roepeﬁ,
but it separates visible from nonvisiblie events and visible from nonvi-
\sib1e states. A complicating factor is that.the visible states have to

be nonpermanent as was already mentioned above. The tallness in {61lc)

is a permanent property. Yet if this property is ronpermanent, it is the

~
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result of a distorted photograph .or a trick mirrdr; (61lc)s seems all
right when “referring to a ta11 projection of Mary.

In conclusion, the tests given by both authors do not show unambigu~
ously that the middle is stative. That the middle tends to have a gen-
eric reading does not—thange anything about this: generics may exhibit
event structure and be stative, or not exhibit event structure and be
nonstative given the definitions in this thesis.

It is interesting to observethere that the imperative test is also
used in Lakoff (1965), bage 121. Lakoff.yses the imperative (64), the
pseudo-cleft with do (60) and the progregéiye (66), to distinguisﬁ the
states in the a-sentences from the events in the b-sentences.

(64)*5 Know that Bill went there
b Lock at the picture

(65)*a What I'm doing is knowing that Bill went there "
b What I'm doing 1sllooking‘at the picture

(66)*a I'm knowing that Bill went there

e

b I'm_]ooking at tHe picture . -
In aadition, Lakoff gives a test using certain manner adverbs. Theb
state in (67a) does not; the eveny in (67b) does allow such an adverb
(Lakoff £l§§§), page 156-159).

(67)*a Everyone knew cleverly that Bill was tall

b John sharpened knives cautiously
When looking at thESe tests, one wonders what Lakoff's notions of state
" and event mean. What the tests actually do is separat;“activitiés from

nonactivities or "things" that can be done (65b) in a certain manner

(67b)s that can be forced on somebody (64b); and that can prﬁgress
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(86b). In this contextl it seems strange that ;hei;oti§n of event is
used to denote activities, as if simply “haming them activities is
enough. Ej?nts include not only "activities" as defi:j;\\n this thesis
but perceptions®@nd other achievements as well. This difference with
Lakoff may be a purely terminclogical matter concerning the use of the
notion of event. However. one thjng that is implic%t in tgese approashes
is wor;h meniiondng. This is the difference in emphasis of one or the
other notion. Chapter 1 states that thi§ tﬁesis presents a semantic
analysis that ties in with certain phenomena in the grammars of English
and Dutch. This analysis gives a definition of tne nction of event so
that it can explain various grammatical phenoména. Activities are only
one instance of events. My analysis of Dutch and English implies that
the notion of activity is not a primitive that can expla{n the the ﬁhe—
nomena .studied in.this’thesis. For insténce, unaccusativity does Hot
+ie in with this semantic notion, as will be demonstrated in the fol-
lowing chapter. Lakoff's emphasiﬁ on the nofton of activity or on events
as activities suggests a different point of view about the relevance of
this notion to English grammar. Lakoff's proposals do not distinguish
LT ; .
between semantics tfiat i§ mapped onto the grammatical syétem and seman-
tics that is not (see chapter 1)}. In this context, one can a1;o wander

how the tests Keyser and Roeper use tie in with phenomena in.Eng1§sh

grammar.
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[1]
- Another prppos%] has been made in Dik (1978) within the Functional
| Grammar framework. Dik prbposes a semantic function HRerarchy“(page~
76) to describe the possible semantics of the subject NP cross-
Tingyistically.Scheme (a) reads as follows: It is most likely that
g a subject bears the agent-ro1e; second most likely- that it bears
the goal-role etc.
: (a) Subé: agent > goal > recipient > beneficiary >
instrument > location > time
Each individual Tanguage may have a diffe;ent’"cut-offJ point on
_-'the hiefarchy. For instance, Dutch is said to allow only ageﬁt and
goal subject; but a language like Kalagan allows all the options
 provided by the hierarchy. In this chapter I will shsw that you do
not.ﬁeed to use case or thematic roTés.gs in (a) to explain the.
.semantics of the subject in English and Dutch.
2] - |
Fof a descriptive study of Dutch'staﬁivized intransitives Paatde-
.-kqopef (1983) and Vries (1910). Stative verbs in Dutch, and the
middle in English (see be]oé) are often accoépanied by qualifying
adjective. The presence of this adjective is not essentiéi'to the -
semantic nature of the respective const;uctions. Stativized verbs
~, in Dutch can very well be used without such\;n adjective, as 1in
(a). The English middle can also=occur without an adjective, as
~shown in (b). ‘
(a} Deze pen schrijft.

this pen writes

‘This is an excellent pen'

(



[3]

(4]

(b) This sgokxhoes not sell
The Dutch data given in this chapter and in others represent my own
intuitions abodt the Standard Dutcﬁ spoken in the suburban area ;%
Amsterdam. The English data are largely a reflexion of the Eﬁg1ish
époken in Ontario, uniéss‘a source hds.been méntioned. I do not
exclude d1sagreement as to the grammaticality of some of the middle

e

and stative sentences One reason for this may be that d1fferent
pragmatic factors play an-%mportant‘rolé here. It may be necessary
to place sample sentences in a ‘certain p%agmaticlcontext before one
can estimaté their grammatica]ity. This does not impiy that sta-
tivity and the qondiiions on the subject of the middle are-pﬁenome-
na tha£ have to be accounted for pragmatically. I shall argue that
a stative construét{on predicates a property over an entity repre-
sented by the subject NP. This fact is purely semantic. The condi-
tions on the subject of the middle vérbs -1 defime this concept
below- are semantic as well.

In Jespersen (1927) the construction is described as the activo-
passive use of verbs. 1In. later studies like Keyser and Roepeé

(1984) the term middle is most often used.

Adverbs like these form a subset of a larger class of manner
adve%bs. These adverbs show the involvement of the entity denoted
by the subject NP in the event. They were used .indiscriminately in
Lakoff (1965) to distinguish states from events. Under Lakoff's
app}oach, activitfes are events and nonactivities are stateé. Thg

grammatical means to distinguish these two categories will be dis-
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(5]

° ’ 9 3
cussed .at the end of section ¢ of this ghapter.:.The distinction
made‘by Lakoff has® surfaced in.Perlimutter (1928) and in Keyser.and

.-Roeper (1984). _They talk about is the semantic distinction between

activ?égeg?and nonactivities, but not the state-event distinction’

as it%is defined in this thesis. This is the d}stinction between
“something” that takes place; an event, and "something" that does
not take place, a state. By using thg notion o% activity, a subse%
of the events under my definition is marked stative. Tﬁese evégts

are actually the events that are static since no change or changes

.

: L N . |
of state seem to occur in-a hearing-, seeing- or an owning-event,

- L

Activities imply a readily perceivable change of state.

-

The case of the adverb zonder enige moeite is ambiguous: ~§s it a

manner advqyb or is it a speéker oriented adverb? [t may occur in
a Dutch_stafiye when it haifﬁpe interpretation of a speaker orient-
ed adverb, as ié (a) and,(ﬁ).
(a) Dit boek ve;kOOQ; zonder enige moeite binnen
vijf dagen
'This book sells without-any problems within
Five days' | ) Y
(b)?Deze sinaasappel pelt zonder eniJ;_mngigg/4€{kef
'This orange peels without any problems well’
{a) and (b) mean that it is the speaker's contention that the book
will sell within fi;e days and that the orange will peel well. They

do not mean that the "selling" or "peeling" will take piéce without

L A
neither problems.ror effort. I will discuss this ambiguity as well

in chapter 5.
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The ‘semantic relation discugsed in connection to (38) and. other

middTes is the one between the subject NP and the main verb. I do-

- .

not consider adverbs like easily or like glmea1 relevant to this

relation. These adverbs cannot make virtba11y any verb middles.

LY

(a)*This letter writes dike a poem

(b)*This book buys Tike an ice cream

(a) and {b) are ungrammatical because of the relation between the
. L -

subject NP amd the verb. A letter cannot actualize a writing event

and & book cannot actualize a buying event. The adverb does noth-

ing to change this.
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Chapter 1V

UNACCUSATIVITY

E -
—

Introduction

The mapping relation in (1) between the conceptual notion of Event
Structure and Syntactic Structures, or, in particular, deep structure,
predicts a number of linguistic phenomena. Ome of <these phenomena is

the semantics of the subject NP, As we saw in chapter 3, the Dutch

subject denctes the object of origin of an event and the‘Eng1ish subject

the object of actualization. Another prediction concerns the derived
status of the subject NP in certain intransitive constructions.

(1) subject NP--==--- V=m—e-- direct object NP

l - | m

o -
object of,origin (object of termination)
or actual#zation :

(l)jpredicts that the object of termination can only be realized as the
direct object NP. This is the cése in transitive constructions such as
(2): the object denoted by the direct object NP ends up in the state
that resultative predicates up and dizzy express. )
(2) a He drank the beer ﬁp ' ' -

" b He danced her dizzy ,
In intransitive constructions, the situation is different. When we
entounter an intransitive censtruction expressing accomplishment, the

object of termination is on{ous1y denoted by the subject NP. {n;(3a),

-

_95-
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the newspaper is the object of termination, as the end of the event -is
denoted by its torn state. In (3b), the final state is the collapsed
cér. The car, as such, is- the object of termination.

(3) a The newspaper tore
b The car broke down o
To maintain the corresppndence exemp]ffied in (1), we have to say that
the subject NPs in (3) are derived and originate in tirect object posi-
tion. Then, the object of termination is realized as the the direct
object in deep structure, as shown in (4).[1] |
(4) a NP tore the newspaper
b NP broke the car down

In this chapter, I will show t;at the predictions the Eorrespondence
rule in (1} about the derived status of the subject NP in English and
Dutch ére Justified. I will argue that other semantic reasons given in
the 1itératuré to motivate the derived status of t subject NP in Eng-
lish and Dutch are ill-conceived. \

It Qas been argued within the framework of Relational Grammar (Perl-
mutter (1978)) and within the Government and Binding framework (Burzio
(1981)).that intransitive verbs fall out in two classes: ; class coﬁ-
taining verbs like to sleep and to work of which the subject i's nonder-
ived and a class containing verbs like to break and to sink that have a
derived subject. The derivat{onlof the subject ih the latter class
takes place through a so-called promotion'ru1e within the Relational
" Grammar framework or through a movement rule that moves a NP from direct
pbject position intoe” subject position within the Government anq_Binding

framework.
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Arguments for this division of intransitive_vg?bs are both of a
_ semantic and a syntactic nature. Burzio shows that a number of syntactic
. Phenomena in Italian and English can be accommodated in the grammar
quite easily when the subﬁect-of éertain verbs is considered to origi-
nate in direct object position.. Perimutter exploits the distinction
between both'verb classes to explain phenomena of impersonal passive in
Dutch, among.others. The semantic motivation for dis;inéuishing‘these
two verb classes remains rudimentary under Burzio's approach where it is
based on19 on a subset of verbs that can have derived subjects. .Burzio
uses case roles such as thé ones proposed in Fillmore (1968) as the base
of his semantic remarks. Perlmutter gives a2 gore complete semantic
account of intransitive verbs having derived subjects. This account is,
however, nothing more than a highly descrﬁpfive enumeration of different
semantic classes of verbs. Again, case grammar is lurking somewhere, as
the notion of agent or activity is thought to be typical for the char-

acterization of nonderived subjects.

L.

Following Perlmu££ef‘k19?8). I will call intransitives with derived
subjecﬁs "unaccusapives" and those that have nonderived subjects "uner-
gative'. 'First, 1'will discuss the syntactic a&d morphological motiva-
tion given for_unaccusativity in English and Dutch. Then I wili gb into
the semaﬁfiq regéons given for this derivational process. After this I
will treat resultative predicates. Usage of these predicates makes 1£
possible to distinguish unambiguous1y‘between three, instead of Burzio's
and Perlmutter's two, intransitive verb classes. -And, fihaT1y, I will
show that the derived status of the subject NP depends on the accom-
plishment reading of the cﬁnstfuctioqs concerned, or, what I call in

this thesis, Event Structure,
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4.27"The Syntactic and Morphological Motivation for Unaccusativity

This section deals with syntactic and morphologicé1 cbnsjderations
that have led to the hypothesis that certain intransitive verbs have

derived subjects. First, I will discuss Burzio's (1981)’proposa1s fof

English. Secondly, I will discuss Perimutter's (1978) and Hoekstra's’”

—

(1984) treatment of Dutch intransitive verbs.

Burzio uses basically three phenomena in English to ‘argue for the.

derived status of certain intransitive verbs. These are: verbal exis-

tential sentences {5a); expietive objegts (5b) and er-affixation (5¢).

The hell in (5b) is an expletive object. Er~affixation in (5¢) turns a

verb into 2 noun. - The examples are from Burzio (1981)

(8) a Verbal Existential Sentences

There flew through the window a pair of shoes

b Expletive Objects

His attitude irritated the he}l out of me
¢ Er-affixation
He was a careful feeder

These phenomena affect some intransitive verbs differentiy. Intransi-

tive verbs of one class allow postverbal subject NPs in verbal existen-

.{?u

tial sentences to occur inside the VP in a more natural way than verbs
of another class as shown in (62). Verbs of the same class do not allow
'exp1etive objects (6b) and cannot undergo er-affixation. The examples

are taken again from Burzio_(}981)x
’ (6) 2 There arose a riot in the sﬁate penitentiary
*b New ideas developed the hell out of tﬁe |
Symposium

*c That idea .of yours is a real developer

-

~
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The first ghénomenon, also known under the name pf.presentationa1 sen-
tences, i§ far from productive (see Burzio (1981)). It can therefore not
be used to set off two different verb classes. In.addition, the verb
used in (5a) can be argued to- be unaccusative, although it is, accoraing
to Burzio unergative. Motion verbs like the one in (5a) usua11y.groﬁb
together with unaccusative verbs when they subcategbrize a directional

PP. To walk, for instance, allows a VP-external-NP quite naturally in

verbal existential sentences: Burzio classes it as unergative. The
- example given Sy Burzio contains, however, a directiona]~PP.

(7) There walked into the room a unicorn
I will show in this chapter that a small class of verbg_in Dutch and in
English change category wéen subcategorizing & directioqa1.PP. The verb
turns from unergative to unaceusat}ve.

The second pheqomenon provipes more possibilities .to distinguish
different classes o% intransitive verbs.'l will treat this phenomenon in
deptﬁ/;:\§edéion 4 of this chapter, where I will concentrate not only on
the expletive object but also on the second. element in the VP, the,
resultative predicate. '

%Ee third phenomenon, like the second, can be used as an indication
of the existence of different intransitive verb classes. -Unaccusative
verbs do not allow er-affixation; unergative verbs do allow the ruie to
“apply. In section 5, I will show tHat the notions of object of actual-
ization is essential iiké;g1aining this phenomenon in English and in
Dutch. —

Perimutter shows that it is fruitful to distinguish two classes of;

intransitive verbs in Dutch (and in many other languages) to account how

~ o
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they behave in a passive context. An impersonal passive construction in

Dutch contéins pasSﬁVe morphology ‘and - the grammatical _formative grl

1there' occcurs in subject position: Not all intransitive verbs may

occur in a passive construc;ion, as is sﬁown‘in (8).
(8) a Er wordt daar geslapen
tgere is there siept
;Some people are shz‘ep*in'g.there-1
*h Er ~ wordt daar gevallen
there is there fa1bsp

*c Er wordt daar gestonken

there is there stunk

&

‘ -
Indeed those verbs that can be considered unaccusative under Perlmut-

ter's approach éannot.OCCUr in an impersonal passive construction. Here,
the relevant semantic distinctions necessary to explain the impersonal
passive coincide with the division of verbs into unaccusatives and
unergatives. That this characterization is not in accord with the facts
will be shown in the following paragraphs.

One of the problems of Perfmutter's (1978) division of intransitive
verbs s tha;'it is not possible to account for auxiliary selection
using the unaccusative-unergative distinction. Unergative verbs as in
(9a) select hebben 'to have'; the unaccusative verbs in (9b) select zijn

'to be' and the unaccusative verb in (9c) selects hebben 'to have'.



101
(9) @ Zij hebben geslapen
they have §Iept .,
'They slept’ .
b Zij zijn gevallen
they are falien
'Théy fell!
c iij hebben gestonken
they have stqu
tThey staﬁk' ' -
Apxi1iary selection thus cuts across Per1mutter:§ unaccusative-
“unergative distinction, I; is possible to match these two pheromena by
cﬁnsidering the verbs of the subclass. Eontaining stinken unergative
rather than unaccusative. This step can be motivated when we take a look
at the set of data Ehat was introduced in chapter 3, where it w;s swan‘
that Dutch nonstative intransitive verbs can be used statively in a
productive way. The verb lopen 'to walk' can be used in the way indi-
cated in (10). The verb has a meang NP as its subject in (10a); 19
(lﬁb) the subject denotes the circumstances under which the walking
takes place; and in (10c) the surface that is walked on is denoted by

-

the subject. . -
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(10) a Deze schoenen lopen niet lekker
these shoes walk not nice
'These are uncovenient shoes for walking'
b Dat Tloopt beter,
that walks betier
'It is more convenient to walk this way'
¢ Deze viocer loopt niet lekker
.this floor walks not nice
'This is not a nice floor io walk on'
None of the gentences in (10) can be passivized, as shown in (11): they
all call for the auxiliary hebben 'to have' rather than zijn 'to be', as
in (12).
(11)*a Er werd door deze schoenen niet lekker gelopen
there was by +these shoes not nice_\ walked
*H Er werd daardoor niet beter §e1open
there was by that not better walked
*c Er wérd door deze vicer niet prettig gelopen
there was by rthis fioor not nice walked
(12)‘5'béze schoenen hebben nooit lekker gelopen
these shoes have never nice waiked
4{\ 'These were always unconvenient shoes for walking'
b Dat heeft nqoi; goed gelopen .
that has never good walked
~'It was never convenient to walk this way'
c Deze viver heeft nooit lekker geiopeﬁ
this floor has ﬁever nice walked

'This was never a good floor to walk on'
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Derivation of the subject of these nonactivigy‘sentences will com-
p]#cate the-grammar enormously. First of all, we wduld have to use
rules that move a means PP, a cirﬁumstancia? PP, or a locative PP into
subject position and delete the preposition. The nonstative counter-
parts of the sentences in (10} are given in (13).: The.prepositionaI‘
phrases match the subject NPs irn (10) more or less semanti¢a11y.
(13) a.Hij liep op hele moogie 5choenen
he wé]ked on very nice -shoes
'He walked with very nice shoes on' -
b Ik loop beter op de;e manier
1 walk better on this way
'T walk better this way'
¢ Ik loop niet lekker op deze vlcer
I walk nct nice on this floor
"I do not walk well on this floomn
Secondly, this type of treatment of statives cannot explain why some
locative, instrumental, means etc. phrases that may occur in postverbal
position in nonstative sentences, may occur in the subjgtt position of
stative sentences. This phenomenon has been discussed for the verb

¥
schrijven 'to write' in chapter 3. Here I give a comparable set of data

for lopen 'to walk'. N R



-.r,

, e | 104
(14) a Deze schoenen lopen niet lekker
these shoes walk not nice
'These are not good‘shoes for walking'
b Deze sokken 1open_n{et 1§kker
these socks walk- not nice

'These are not good socks for walking'

-

*c‘Deze h9ed loopt niet Tekker
“this hat walks not n%ce
*d Deze jas loopt niet Tekker
this coat walks not nice
The data in (14) can be exp1a1ned:-as the d;ta presenﬁed in chapter 3.
Stative sentences, as w?s'argued there, only imply the predication of a
property, expressed in the predicate, over the subjec£‘ﬁP:"States do
not take place in reality as events do. Schoenen 'shoes' and sokken
‘sétks' obviously have properties that could be ca11ed;_&gq1king‘--

v
properties. They influence the ease of walking in a direct way¥ This

o
is less so for the hoed 'hat' in (14c) and the ja&s 'coat' in (14d).

These entities may also influence the ease of wa1king'but they cannot be

N Lot "
related to the action-of walking in a direct way. They do not effect

the ease of moving the feet up and down and the movement forwards that
resu]t.s:from this. a

ConcTudiné the stative issue, we can say that if itfjs assumed, 1in
contrast to Perimutter, that stative verbs do noi have derived subjects,
it is easy to explain ;heir particular semantic behaviour and the dis-

tribution of auxliary verbs. We will see in section 4 of this chapter

that this class of verbs also behaves in a special way when they subca-

A
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tegorize a resultative predicate. Moreover,-the qut;ome of this chapter
will be that the defrivational status of thé{dejééi NP depends on Event
Structure which excludes derivation of th; subject of statives, becayse
statives do not have any even; structure: ThiS‘is.a matter we will
touch upon in section 5. - .

In Hoekstra (1984) two other diagnostic tools are.presénted for dis-

tinguishing the class. of unaccusatives from the one of unergatives.

Participles, as is shown on page 181 of this study, can only "be used as

predicates over nouns which correspond to their initial direct object.”

?

»
The participle derived from the unaccusative breken ‘to break' is gram-

matical (15a), but not the one derived from the unergative slapen 'to
sleep' (15b). Transitive Qerbs allow these particip]es‘_when ;heir
direct object occurs as the head noun, but not otherwise (16).
(15) a de gebroken vaas . . -
'the broken vase'
*b de” gestapen vrouw
the slept woman
(16) a het gegeven boek
'the given book'
*b de gegeven man
| r;héjbyﬁén'man-
The above data group together direct obje;ts of transitive verbs and

subjects of unaccusative verbs. I will show in section 5 that this phe-

nomenon indeed separates both verb classes. It will also become clear in

that section that more can be said about the semantics of this phenom- .

enon, because it 1is only the object of termination in terms of Event

Structure that may be modified by these participles.
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The second phenémenon-presented by Hoekstra is indirect object pre-
posing. He says on page.187 of his bodk that "it is never possible to
have'ad~object preceding "the subject if it is an initial ﬁubject. at
least in embedded clauses." The rule changes the order of the indirect
object and the subject, as shown in (17), which is taken from Hoekstra
(1984). The- verb opvallen 'ﬁo strike' s unaccusé&ive- in Dutch and

seiects zijn 'to be' as its auxiliary. ,
£1Jn Y .

(17) a Hij zei dat die fout de schoolmeester opviel .

SUBJ 10
he ..sai¢d that that mistake the teacher struck
b Hij zei dat- de schoolmeester die fout
i0 SUBJ
he: said that the teacher that mistake
opviel
struck
- 'He said that the teacher was struck by that mistake'

This phenomenon also occurs in sentences containing an unergative verb,
in contrast <o what one might éxpect of Hoekstr;'s remarks. The rele-
vant data contain an-adverbial phrase with te 'too' and an indirect
object. The verb in (18) is unergativé and selects hebben 'to have' as
its auxiiiary. The usage of this type of construction is fully procuc-

tive in Dutch. Indirect object preposing has been applied in (18b).[2]

\ .
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(18) a Hij zei dat de hond MQ?TE‘té vaak blafte

SUBJ 10
he said that the dog Mary too often barked

b Hij zei dat Marie de hond te vaak blafte
10 SuBJ

he- said that .Mary thé dog too often barked

- 'He said that the dog barked too often according

to Mary' /.

.

Thus, you cannot say unaccusative verbs can have preposed indirect

objects while unergative verbs cannot. In this section I offer two

means of distinguishing these verb classes: auxiliary selection and

-

participle construéti@ﬁé‘ Another useful way to distinguish them is the

presence of exp]etivé dﬁjeéts'in the VP. But firgt I will go into the

semantic reasons for the unergative-unaccusative distinction.

-

4.
4.3 Semantic Arquments for Unaccusativity

So far we have seen some Syntactic and morphological phenomena have
been usedf;o exp]ai;lwhy it is best to class subjects according to which
of the two intransitive verb classes they belong: the unaccusative or
the unergative ciass. Both Burz}o and Perlmutter a}so have used seman-
tics to Sustify the distinction between the two classes.

Bdrzio's discussion of the semantics of unaccusative verbs is ‘rudi-
mental. On page 40 and page 41 of'his thesis, Burzio refers to verbs
that have patient-subjects when intransitive Eut patient-objects when
transitive. Break  and sink are well-known examples of this. If you

assume that the patient-role can only be assigned to the direct object,

(18a) and (20a) 'have to have derived subjects.
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(19)Ta He broke the vase . )

b The vase broke \.f"
(20) a He sank the boat ' )

b The boat sank

Burzio adds a few verbs to the list of unaccusatives on page 263 of his

thesis. These are arise, emerge, develdp,. ensue, begin and exist .°°
These verbs are different from other intransitive verﬁs be&ause they
allow neither, er-affixation nor exp]etive_ objects.[3] As such ‘they
graup together wit% the intransitive verbs in (19) aﬁd-(ZO). Bu;ziw

_ does not efabbrate on the semantics of tl’iesé‘verbs'E it is easy to see, .
however, that usage of the notion of patient-subject is a clumsy way to

:'.7'-
decide whether those verbs from the above 1ist-that are always intran-

sitive, are unaccusative;}fThese are arise, emerge and exist The problem
here is that it i< difficult to determine the semantic role of the'%ﬁb-
ject using the agent-patient distinction. This brings us to another

objection %o Burzio's approach”™ If we say that the patient-role calls

— .

for an unaccusative verb, we are left with only a subset of verbs, that
can be unaccusative. We will see'?ﬁ'ébqgion 4 that there are many verbs
without a patient-subject ﬁﬂ?t group together semantically and syntac-
tically w%th the intransitive verbs in (19) and (20).

Perimutter (1578) presents an extensive list of "the diﬂfgrent seman=
tic classes of verbs that ére pither unaccusative or unergative. He
states that this division is universal, although some variation may
exist across languages. Predicates describing willed or volitional acts
. (speak, Egggg), and predicates denoting certain involuntary bod11y.pro-

cesses (cough), are unergative. The unaccusative predicates are the
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ones expressed by adjectives in English; predicates with a patient-

o

subject (burn, fall); predicates of existing and happening (occur, -
- 2

result); predicates e;pressihg qon-voiuntany emission of stimulae that

effect the senses (shine, pop); and aspectual predicates (begqin, start)

and duratives (last, remain). Unergative verbs are

-

basically the one&

4

that express activity. A'progﬁém with “the above list is (as well as

with Burzio's semastic account) that it does not follow Hécessa;i1y-from

it that vérbs Haying a particular type of 6 semantics (i.e: the non-.
' .

as&ivity-tyﬁé) must have a derived subject. One of the verb classes is

not unaccusative at all. . This is the class of predicates e;Eressing

non-voluntaty emission etc. or the stinken (c.q. stink)-type of verbs

that [ have introduced in the preceeding section. The verbs in this
class are’ all stative, in contrast to the other verbs in Perlmutter's
enumeration, which are nonstative. I wiii return to this class in the

next section. Secondly, we will see-in section 5 of this chapter that

the semantics used by Perlmutter does not divide intransitive verbs

*correctly. Activity yerbsﬁ‘&hich he says are ungrgative only, can be

- utaccusative in Dutch and English under specific circumstances. .This

\?o11ows from our assumptions abou£ Event Structure and its mapping onto
"deep structure. Note that this move woqu‘also have been necessary
within Perlmutter would have to admit this to his own framework to
‘maintain the relationship between unaccusativity and the impersonal
passive in Dutch. This is because motion verbs and unergative verbs do
no; always und?rgo impersonal passiviza£ion. When a motion verb sqbc;-

tegorizesla directional PP (2la) and an unergative verb the particle uit

(21b) the rule cannot apply. Still both verbs in (21) express activi-

ty.[4] -
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(21)*a Er werd daar de deur ‘uitgelopen

there was there the door out wé1ked

*b Er werd daar uitgewerkt -

there was - there out worked —’

'They finished working there' . (

I will say more about these data in the following sections of this

chapter. .

4.4 Resultatives

o

Mosf syntactic phenomena in section .2_distinguish poorly between
unaccusativity and qnergaqiviﬁy. Only two syntactic phenomena are useful
here: these are the occurrance of an explgtive object in the VP and,
péssiély, auxiliary selection in Dutch. The use of éxp]etive objects is
a phenomenon_ that is productiye both in English and in Dutch: It will
be -the main concern of this section. I w111/9a4n1y give English data,
implying that gyntactica11y equiva1ept data can be found in Dutch.
-Construc£ions tontainfng exﬁ]etiQe objeEtQ\ presented in éurzio

(1981) also contain a directional PP or a particle.

(22) a He was humming his head off _' AN
) N

b They charged the hell out of you

The constryctions in (22) are instances of so-called resultative sen-

tences. These sentences contain a resultative predicate that. expresses

the. result or the end of an action. A resultative predicate may be

realized as a NP, an-AP, a particle or a directional PP. As has been

noted in Boltinger. (1971), it is not aiways clear whether a result is

-

expressed by the pred{cate. Perhaps the notion of resultative predicate
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needs to be replaced by the notion of perfective.predicate. The pfes-
encé of these predicates seems to imply perfectivi£y or accomplishment
in general.

-

(23) a He called me a liar

b He worked h%%se]f sick

c-Hé broke the branch off

d'He pushed me %yt of the ijne

- ) _ .
Different proposals have been made for the formal analys

is of this c;n-
struction; see:. Stowell (1981), Williams (1980) and Sﬁnpson (1983).
Rgsu1tat1ves are imdbrtant to th{s discussion because if you combine a )
resultative predicéte and an intransitivé verbs, three effects may
ensue? the intransitive verb becomes transitive (ZQb)i the-Hntransiqire
verb remains 12}ransit{ve (in surface structure) (25b); or the sentence
becomes ungramm;tica1 (26b), (26c). )
(24) a He laughed r o
b He laughed himself sick
‘ 3*(25) a The branch broke
.b The branch brbke.of{
.(26)*a The aog stank awfully ‘ -
*» The dog stank off’
¢ The dog stank his head off
It is not difficult to explain the above data. First we assume that
a resultative predicate has to be coindexed with a ‘subject using predi-
cation rule in the sense of Williams (1980). Secondly we assume that the

subject of this predicate needs *to occur in direct object position. This

assumption will be explainred in chapter 6. In contrast to the type of
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Lt

predication exhibited in (27a), reswitative predication can never have

-

its subject in a position different from that of the direct wbject, as

7]

. - ]
shown in (27b). So (27b) cannot mean that the entity denoted by the

subject NP got off the stage.

(27) a He ‘ate the pie naked
i i

*b He laughed "her off the stage
i i

Unergative verbs have to become transitive because of this condition.
Unaccusative verbs may remain intransitive in surface structure as their
subject originates in direct object position in deep structure. Stink-

type verbs are different from the other two verb types in .that they

‘never allow resultative predicates. The fundamental difference between

this type of verb and other verbs is that it does nog(:}Eur in con-
structions expressing an event in which the NP denoted by the subject NP

is involved one way or another but a state. This class of verbs has

" been discussed extensively throughout chapter 3 and earlier .in this

‘hchapter. A stative sentence does not imply that the subject is involved

in the state. This can be seen in (28). Adverbs that refer to the
feelings or the activity of the entity denoted by the subject NP during
an event are not possible in stative senféhces, as -shown in (28).
(28)*a Uncle John always stinks awfully with a lot
of.pleasure

*b He looked tired without a Tot of effort

“An imaginable interpretation of a sentence like. (28a) could be that

: |
Uncle John took great pleasure in stinking awfully. (28b) has a gram-

matical reading. Then the predicate look tired would mean that a person
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is tryiag to look tired, rather than that the person has a tired
appearance. One can imagine such an unlikely siiuation in which a‘stage
player needs to look tired as part of his role, and may actively try to
bring this appearance about and maintain it. This grammatical inter-
pretation is excluded when the sentence has a purely stative reading.
The above— tyée of adverb is possible only in sentences- denoting an
evént. (29ai imp]ies that tﬁe person denoted by the subject NP takes
great pleasure in the event of eating. (29b) can imply that a person
fglt pain while falling. | , . )

{29) a He was éating Qith a2 lot of pleasure

b_He-feI1 down feeling a lot of pain . )

As is well-known from the literature on aspect, such as Smith
(1983), states cannot be delimited like events as having a beginning or
an end. In our own terms. this means that stative constructions do not
contain an objedt‘of origin or actualization nor do they cgatain.én
object of termination. Resultative prediﬁates a;e excluded from stative
contexts for this reason; asrthey denote a final %tate_an an end that

needs to be related to an object of termination.[5].

The behaviour of resultative predicates in the VP makes it possible

we- -~ 10" distinguish "three verb classes. One of them can be defined as sta-

tive. The other two are nonstative and denote an event that implies the
involvement of the subject NP. The latter two classes differ according

to their action is accomplished. Unaccusativey constructions contain an

object of termination; Dutch unergative constructions an object of ori-

| gin; English unergative constructions an object of actualization. Dis-

cussion of these matters is the primary concern of the next section.
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4.5 Accomp1ishmea§ Verbs ' 3

In this section, I wj1{ shog how the two nonstative versa;]asses
that were distinguished in the preceeding section cén be contrasted
semantica11y by using the notion of accomplishment or the notion éf
Event St%ucturé. The notion of accompliishment has been introduced in
Vendler (1967) to characterize one of four verb classes, which are

- repeated from chapter 2, section 1 in (30).

" (30) STATES AC%IVITIES -
know run
believe ﬁaﬂk
.have ’ swim
desire push a cart
Tove _ drive a-car

ACCOMPLISHMENTS AC)(IEVEMENTS
paint a picture recognize
make z chair spot'

deliver a sermon find

draw a circle lose
push a cart reach
recover from die
an illness

In Dowty (1979) the differences between these classes are discussed in
greéter' depth. A fundamental difference between accomplishments and
activities is that the forme} may not take p1acé over a period of time,
but the latter may. An adverb denoting a period of time is excluded from

(31a2), but not from (31b). _
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(31)*a John ate the pie for an hour %

b John walked for an hour \
Accomplishment verbs can be combined with an adverb that denotes the
final point of a stretch of time (32a2); activities may not (32b}. Note
that (32b) can have.aﬁ acceptable reading accérding to Dowty only whea
in an hour expresses tﬁe time that elapses befere John actually began to

walk but hot when it denotes the duration of John's action. I will come

back to this interpretation of the relation between Evemt Structure and

. tense interpretations of sentences in chapter 8.

(32) a John ate ;he pie in an hour
(*)b John walked in an hour .

A difference similar to the one illustrited in (31) can be found between
intransitive verbs. The event of sleeping in {33) can take p]acg over a
period of time; the event of breaking in (33b) cannot.

(33) a"He slept for ten minutes

*b The vase broke for ten minutes

To break from this perspective groupS'together.with transitive accom-
plishment verbs. The semantics of accomplishment vérbs implies the
final point beyond which an event, stops existing. The division of -
1ntransitiqe and transitive verbs in’ accomplishment and nonaccomplfsh-
ment verbs can be extended to a larger nuhber of cases. A resultative
predicate denotes the result or the end of an event. As such VPs con-
taining these predicates expresé accﬁmp]ishment (or, in BoTPiger's
terms: perfectivity). This can be seen in (34). An adverb denoting a
period of time is excluded when a resultative predicate is present in

the VP (34a), but not when it is absent (345).
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(34)*a They talked him into it for tws hours !
b They talked mathematics for two hours
When an dintransitive VP exﬁresses accomplishment the auxiliary zijn
‘to be' is selected in Dutch.[6] With intransitive verbs that do not
express accomplishment, such as glgggg-‘to sleep', Dutch uses hebben 'to
have'; with ac&bmp1ishment verbs 1iké breken 'to break’ Dutch uses zijn
"to be;. THe endpoint of the event is implied in constructions con-
taining the latter verb. This is when the object is broKen.
(35) a Hij heeft vier uur lang gesiapen
he has  four hours long slept
'He slept for four hours'
b De wvaas is gebroken x
the vase 1s.broken
. 'The vase broke'
As well, Dutch motion verbs have zijn ‘to be' if they occur with a
directional PP or a particle (see (36a)).’ When the PP %r the particle
does not occur hebben 'to have' is selected, as in {36b).
(36) a Hij is daar de deur uitée1open
. he = is-there the door out walked
*He waiked out the door there'
b Hij heeft daar gelopen

he -has there walked

, 'He walked there'

We encounter, by the way, a difficulty for Perlmutter's semantic divi-

sion of unergative amg unaccusative verbs in (36). Both verbs in (36)

L)

are activity verbs but only } can undergo impersonal passive (36a)

~.
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though cannot. With Perimutter’s proposals we would expect that only
nonactivipy vérps -the unaccusatives- are not covered by this rule.
(37a) is the impersonal passive ofit36a) and (37b) of (36b).
(37)"a Er werd daar de 'deur uitgelopen
there was there the door out walked . ..
b Er werd daar gelopen
there was there walked
'People are walking there'
There is one more argument structure expressing accomplishment that
I wish to discuss here. Both English and Dutch allow a resultative
predicate to occur with most” intransitive verbs, but without making them
transitive. This would be expected because of the condition on resyl-
tative predication outlined in section 3. Since resultative predicate
needs to find a subject of predication in direct object position, we can
expect two things: ar intransitive verb becomes transitive when it is
unergative; or it remains intransitive, when it is unaccusative. =In
English, apparently, unergative verbs may - remain Jintransitive when a
particle is added to the yP as in (38a) and (353). However, we can see
iq (38b) and (39b) thaé-the sentences express accomplishment. AN
(38) a He read up on those things -
-*b He read up on it for hours
*(39) a They lived up to a big reputation
*b They lived up to a big reputation for many years
Another way to demonstrate the accomplishment reading of (38a) and (39a)
is to use one of Vendler's (1967) tests. Accomplishment, as Vendler

+

observes, may take a certain amount of time to fulfil];_activities may
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not. This is shown in (40). When the particle is_ left out, the sen-
tence with the %erb _f.__ag becomes ungrammatical:

(40) a It took him five days tcéread up on tho;e things
*b It took him five days to read on those thing%

F )

Intransitive unergatives in Dutch may subcategorize the particle uit

'out'. This particle shows that the event has ended or is accomplished.

The verb always cooccurs with the auxiiiary zijn 'to be' when subcate--
gorizing this particle. )
(41)-a Hij is uitgelezen
he 1is out read
'He finished reading'
b Hij is uitgewerkt
he 1is out waorked
'He finished working'
(41a) and (41b) are not copula constructions. This can be easily shown.
Predicatés in Dutck copula constructions cannot follow the main verb of
-an embedded sentence (see (42a)). The particle uit and its participie
can follow the main verb in this context, as shown in (42b).
(42)*a Hij zei dat hij was ziek
he said that he was sick -
b Hij zei dat hij was uitgelezen
he said that he was out read
"He said that he had finished reading'
Agai6-we can make a side remark on Perimutter's sem&ntic foundation of

the unergative-unaccusative distinction. Use of the notion of activity

T .
cafnnot explain the ungrammaticality of the impersonal passive of (4la)
’ad
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or (41b). Both verbs are activity verbs and as sqchlthey group togethef
with the unergative verbs under Per1ﬁutter's approach. These verbs can
undergo imggrsonai passive, in coritrast to (4la) and (41b). The
ungrammatical impersonal passive of these sentences is given in (43a)
and (43b).
| (43)=a E; werd daar uitgelezen PN
-there was there out read
. *b Er werd daar uitgewerkt.
there was there out worked
Impersonai passive of the sentences without the particles is correct.
(44) a Er werd daar gelezen ) . *
there was there read
‘People were reading there'
b Er werd daar hard gewerkt A if}i
there was there hard worked
'People were working hard there' _
We have seen so far how 1n;ransitﬁve verbs can be divided intc three
different semantic classes. We alsc encountered some syntactic phenom-
ena that correlate with this divisién; ~The reason for the existence of
one of these correlations, namely the one between accomplishment and
unaccusativity, can be explained quite easily by using the mapping
relation between the conceptual notﬁon of Eveni Structure and deep

structure. Before going into this, I will give a schematic overview of

the subject matter covered so far.
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| 1 _ 1
| | stative | nonstative
fsemantics |-———w==esmse- |[===mmmmsmssmmm s s om o i
] | jnonaccomplish—{ accomplish-
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| I I ment [ ment
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! 1| stink | sleep | drive+dirPP
| ] : | I
| | stinken | slapen | rijden+dirPP
|° I | I '
| data o | | read+up
BER ! | !
] 2 | | werken+uit-
o | | I
| I I | break/breken
| 2= | --mmmmmmoe- R — | =-mmmmmmmem e
] unergative unaccusative
Rl B
English | no | resultative resuitative
) I ' I
------ | resultative | predicate

| |
Dutch | predicate | + dir.object

|mo impersonal] impersonal

I I '

| passive | passive
|

predicate

ne overt DO

auxiiiary

no impersonal

passive

In scheme (45) we can see how certain semantic phenomena about accom-

plishment and stativity appear in syntax. Intransitive accomplishment

A

verbs do not have an overt direct object when they subcategorize a
resultative predicate. In Dutch as well these veéps are different in
that they select the auxiliary zijn and do not allow the impersonal
passive. In Dutch, the latter phenomenon is not typical for this type

of verb alone, since stative verbs disallow the impersonal passive as

well.

I
|
I
I

120
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The class' of intransitive accomplishment verhs in my approach par-

- tially overlaps the class of unaccusative verbs of Perlmutter's (1978)
approachi The semanticléeason for the unaccusativity of .verbs under the
latter approach is based on case role assignment. Verbs witH agentive
subjects are uperééﬁive; verbs having . Ronagentive ' subjects: {which
includes all patient-subjgcts) are qnaécusatiﬁe. We h;gg already seen

that this is not always true. Verbs with agentive subjects are some-

-

wtimes put in the same class as unaccusative verbs according to the sub-

categSNﬁzation of a part{c1e or a directional PP. This happens both in
English and Dutch. Moreover in Dutch, auxiliary selectidn also decides
whether the verbs witH agentive subjects can be classified with unaccu-
sative verbs. (I will get to motion verbs subcategorizing a directional

PP in English shortly). "In addition, not alil verbs having nonagentive

subjects are unaccusative. This is the case for the cliass of stative

‘ .
verbs -These verbs do not allow a resultative predicate to appear in

their VP: 1in contrast to unergative and unaccusative verbs and to Dutch
usage, they select the auxiliary hebben like unergatives.

We now have ﬁg ask the following question: If unaccusativity is not
based on the nonagentivity of the subject NP, what is it based on? Note
first that this question seems to be extremely easy to answer with a
case role approach within the Government and Binding framework if you
suppose, contrary to what I argue in this chapter, that the patient role
is the relevant notion here. It has often been said ;hat patient sub-
Jects must be in direct object position in deep §trhcture to simplify

the Texicon. Then verbs have to be specified to assign the patient role

to the direct object in deep structure. There is an argument against

O
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this: herg simplification of the lexicon causes a ‘Eomp1ication on
angther Tlevel of grammar, since a rule has to move the NP from the:-
direct.object position into subject position. This derivation, howeve;t‘
comes at no cost as it makes use of two subcomponents of grammar that
exist already: namely, the components of B-role assignment and case
assignment. Unaccusative verbs do th assign case to their direct
object nor do they assign a 8-role to their subject. Derivation of the
direct object follows automatically to avoid violation of the case* fil-
ter. (See Chomsky (1981) for details).

(46) NP fell  he

-8 +B
+case -case . ' : y
*He fell!

However, the verb fall in (46) has to be specified for not assigning a

B-role to its subject. This extra feature complicates the lexical entry

-
-

of the verb, because yerbs (er VPs) in general assign a 8-role to their
subject. A more serious problem with the abové analysis is that its
basic reasoning may be wrong. Their is no well-worked out theory of
B-role assignment that specifies which semantic 7éles can begassigned to
which syntactic positions. Without such a theory, you cannot argue that
it is better to assign one type of B-role to a given argument position
rather than anotner. It may be true that the assignment of the patient
role to the subject NP comes at no cost at a11f

'The right answer to our problem can_be found, of course, in the map-
ping relation that exists between Event Structure and'dgep structu;g,
As can be seen in (45), all unaccusative constructions express accom-

plishment. In terms of Event Structure this means that they contain.an
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object of termination, instead of an object-of origin orfactuaTization,
-as the unergative constfﬁctions in (45) do (i.e. the ﬁnonaccompIish-
ments). The Event Structure corresbondence rule in (47) predicts that
objects of termination c;n only occur in direct object position in deep
structure. This explains why the subject of intransitive accompIishment
constructions is derived. The notation in (47) is Jackendoff's and was

introduced in chapter 1.

(47)

e e e e e e e e e ——————— e —————— +
I - |
| NP INFL break vase |
| S I
+ e et T --------------------------------- +
e e e e e e e e e e e e e e — e e e mccc——————— +
I ' |
[ OBJECT OF---EVENT---0BJECT OF [
| ORIGIN TERMINATION |
I ) I |
| subject NP direct object NP . |
I |
el it ToL oLt P e e e —— e ————— +
L S +
I I
| I 1 [
| | EVENT OBJECT OF TERMINATION| |
| I o | I
| |BREAK .. |THING| | I
| I | a g [
| I LVASE_] | -1
} L . J I
e !

The behaviour of verbs in certéin morphological processes can be
explained easily with the notions of iject-of origin or actuaIizatIOn
and object of termination. Burzio, as was shown in section 2, uses
er-affixation to show the difference between urergative and unaccusative

verbs. When er-affixed verbs are considered to denote an object of—
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actualization in English, we-have no difficulty understanding the dita
in (48). Cases like (48c) and: (48d) are excluded as the g;—affixed
verbs denote an object of termination. The data in (48) are from Bur-
zie. . . "
(48) a That baty is a godd eéﬁer

b The outfielder is a good thrower

"ciThat man is a good goer

*d That vase is an excellent breaker
The data in (1) of chapter 3 from Keyser and-Roeper (1984) also repre-
sent objects of.actualigi}ioh; I h;ve répeated these data in t49).
Each of the three categories can be interpréted as fo]lows. A hitter is
an entiiy that actualizes a ﬁitting event; a sticker 1s an entity that
actua]fzes the sticking, because of iés.“sti;king" prope}ties; and a

weeder actualizes the weeding of certain plants.

(49) a AGENT b THEME ¢ INSTRUMENT o )
hitter sticker weeder ’
pusher sleeper t;i$ﬁer
fighter sufferer sffaingr’

\
Dutch has comparable morphological phenomena. One would expeét he;e
that the er-affixed stems in Dutch denote an obiec{ of.origi% ﬁgd not an

~object of actuaiizétion as in English, beéause the'subjecﬁlNP‘Tn Dutch-
is defined as an‘object of origin.” The data‘?n (Sﬁj show that this %s

not the case and that er-affixed nouns in Dutch may denote an object of

actualization as in English’
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N ~
_(50) a AGENT "
' eté} 'eater’ )
« Schrijver ‘writer' ' - ‘ : P
leider eader

b THEME
p1akke( 'sticker'
1ijqer . 'sufferer!
houder *holder'

¢ INSTRUMENT

opener. 'opener! \
kijker 'fieldglasses’
veéer ‘brush’ P

Intéresting]y,_g:-affixation-aTso applies to some stative verbs in Dutﬁh
and English. {his ‘seems strange as statives do not exhibit event
structure and for this reason are never “dccompanied by an object of
actualization or origin. However, in bbth-1anguages er-affixation to

statives results in a noun that denotes an object of actualization. This

(51) a sticker

b hanger (cloth-)
¢, ruiker 'bouquet'

d hanger (kieren-) 'hanger’
A sticker is an object that- actualizes the sticking'-begause of its

properties. It_does not denote just any object that may be stuck to

another object, like the subject NP in the stative sentence with the

verb Eglsticknin-(SZa). (52a) does not imply that the object stuck to

3

oy,

o't
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the table actualizes the stickings It may be that glue has done the
work, or that the table was sticky one way or another and causedlgﬁé'“
object to stick to it. Likewise, the (cloth-) hanijzi%ctua1izes the

T —_— hanging of the clothes put on it. The word ggggzr cdnnot denote Jjust

s ) anything that hangs, such as the c¢iothes on a hanger. In stative con-

structions containing the verb to hang , like (52b), it ?s'not implied
tha£ the object that-hangs actualizes this "hanging”.
(52) a The sheet of paper sticks to the table
(*sticker = sheet of p:oer) . T
b The rope is hanging on the wal
(*hanger = rope)
Thé Dutch word ruiker depotes an entgty that produces a smell which
means that it actualizes the smell. The subjgct of the stative verb
~2Hi5§ﬂ 'to 5me11' in (53a) does not necessarily denote _an actqa]izer.
Whether the eqtity denoted by the subj;ct NP in stative constructions
actua1§zes the staté itself is not made explicit. Yfif was igégzépr the

hanger in English can also be said for.-the word hanger in .Dutch. So

here I will limit myself to giving th; Dutch stative sentence with the
verb hangen 'ta h;ng‘. .
(53) a Deze kamer ruikt’niet 1ekker -
'This room does not smell nice'
b Je camera hangt in de kast
'Your camera is hanging in the closet'
As well the Dutch particple data presented in Hoekstra (1584) can be

- explained by using Event Structure. The participle can only modi?y an

object of termination. So (54a) and (54b) are correct but not (54c).
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(54) a de geceten maaltijd
'the eaten meal'
b de gebroken.vaas
fT:hb broken'vaseﬂh
*c de geslapen man : s o \
@ - the slept man ' ot
It is interesting to see here,that unergative verbs when @ccdmpanied by
the pérticiple uit 'out' or a directional PP c&gﬁbé used in a participle
construction. This agrees with my analysis of ghe§e constructions: they
express accomplishment and so contain an object of gg;hination. The
data are given in (55) and (56). (55a) and (56a) are ungrammatical, buésn
when the particle uit (55b) or a directional PP (56b) is added to them,
they become grammatical. The NP man in (ééa)'anHV(SSa):is, of caursé,
én objeét of origin, but in (55b) ;nd (56b) ;t is an object of termina-
tion.
_(55)"a de ge]acheﬁ man
| the laughed man : .
b de uitgelachen man
ihe out laughed man
.(569*a ded gelopen man
th; walked man
b de 'négr Amsterdam gelopen.man
the to 'Ams;erdém walked man v
English ggta s{m1a7‘to those in (5?) are given in (57). (56b) does not
have a counterpart.in English, as shown in.(58b). Replacing the direc-
tiong] PP by a ﬁartic1e with directional <.meaning does not make a dif-

ference {58c).
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(57$ a the eaten applé: ~

b the broken vase - o
*¢ the slept man Q
- {58) a the walked man a . .

*b the walked to Améterdam man
. *c the walked éqay man
) Eng1ish'does a1&ow_partic1es in NPs, as shown in (59a). But not always,
as shown by (58¢) and (59b). I do not'have an explanation for these
differences between English and Dutch NPs.
(59) a the broken down car
*b the read up man

In noun;'phrasés too, it #¥s possible to see a 'difference between
obﬁects of origin or actuaiization, ané objects 2f termination. The
preposition door in Dutch typically selects an object of origin, which
is also the case in passive constructions, as will be shown in chapter
5. The preposition ggﬁ in Duteh is used with objects of termination. It
can alsc be used with an object of origin (60), though it seems more
correct to me to use door The relevant Dutch data are given in (605 and
(61). The subject of nouns from yne?@ative verbs in (60) méy occur in a-

e
door-phrase.

-
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'(60) a Het-Qoortdyrend praten door (?van) dje' twee
the continuous talking by (of) these two -
daar in de hoek stoort me
there in the corner disturbs me
'That continuous ta1king~by‘these two there
16 the corner disturbs me'
b.Het heen_en. weer lopen  door (?van) de
the back and forth walking by (ofj the
kinderen op zolder bezorgde hem de kriebels
children on attic brought "him the ticklings
'The running back and forth of the ",
children in the attic got him irritated
Thg subjects ofﬂﬂgggsﬁirom unaccusative vefbs occur in a van-phrase.
(61) a Het vallen van (*door) zijn vader op straat heeft
the falling of (*by) his father on street has
haar erg veel gedaan
her very much done
'The falling of his father in thé street hurt her -a lot'
b Het- geruisloos wegsluipen van (*door) de
the noiceless awaysneeking of {(™by) the
indianen was een echt staaltje van vakmanschap
indians was a  real examp1é of mastership
'‘The noiceless sneeking away of the indians was
ﬁ&;#;al example of mastership’ |
It is much more difficult to detect comparable phenomena in English.

The nouns froﬁ-pnergative verbs in (62) take“a by-PP, although an of-PP
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. The nourfs from the unaccusative verbs in (63) take an

_j-PP1 but some native speakers also accept_ the by-phrase, as in

(632).[7]

(62) a That running by (of) John really bothers me

b The

(63)?a Al

yelling by (of) these children really upset me

_that running to the store by John really

bothers me

b That rdhning to the store o% John's really bothers me

??c That running to the store of John really bothers me

The final phenomenon that I want to consider concerns verbal exis-

tential sentences in Burzio's terms or, in more general terms, presen-

tational sentences. Although only a subset of unaccusative verbs may

occur in these
beha#iour using
arrive- in (64a)
" (64b) and (64c)‘
QErectiona1 PP

" lres

(65).[8](9)

sentences, it is still interesting to look at their
Event Structure. A typically unaccusative verd like
can occur in these constru;&ions. The motion verbs in
occur in them too, but only when they subcategorize a

they cannct when no directional PP is subcategorized

(64) a There arrived three men

b There rushed three policemen intoc the room

¢ There burst a new actor onto the stage

(65)*a There rushed three policemen

*h There burst a rew actor
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4.6 Conciusion

It follows from what has been a}guéd in the ﬁreced}ng séctions'that
l;he sentences inm (65) to (67) ;I] have a derived subjec£; since they-
contain an object of termination. The correspondence rule that maps
Event Stnyct;re onto deep structure predicts that only the direct object
NP may denote the objéct of termination éf an event. (65b) and (6%b)
-are the Dutch counterparts of (ESa) and~(66a) - '

(66) a The bomb exploded
b De bom exp1odeerde
fn (67) a He ran to the bus st;tion Lo
b-Hij hoide na;r'het busstation e
(68) a He read up on sports
b Hij is uitéewerkt
he is put worked
'Hgifinished working®
The bomb can be used to determiﬁe the termination ﬁf the event in (66):
the egtnts end when the bomb is explodes. The termination of the event

of Eggg;ﬂgfcruﬁb11en in (67) is related to the entity denoted by he or

hij . The event is terminated when these entities are at the bus sta-
tion. When the he is "up" on sport@, the event of ‘reading in (68a) is
terminated. When the hij is "out of" an event of working, this event is
terminated as well. co .

If the deép structure subject is thé oniy pesition you can assign
the agent role to, then what of the verbs in (67) and (68)? These verbs

group together with the verbs in (66), But_they are normally considered

unergative, in contrast to those in (66). In the present approach, .

L)
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however, the agentive NPs in the sentence pairs (67) and (68) do not
origiﬁéte in direct objéct position because of case (c.g. thematic role
assignment), but because of aspect. Case roles, as ; have said in this
chapter, have nothing to do with unaccusativity. Thus 'these roles
explain the semantic basis for_;his derivatfon in Dutch very poorly.

A way.to conceptua1ize.this outcome 1is. to say that events have a
HEAD and a\TAIL. Sometimes only the HEAD (i.e. the object of origin or
actualization) is mentioned in the sentence, as is the case with ordi-

nary unerggtiye-constructions; other times oniy the TAIL (the object of
termination) is_ment{oned, as jn-(66). In (66), it is only expressed
that 2 bpmb ended up exploding, but the cause is not mentioned. We can
copsider sentences like (67) and (68) in the same way; They only  mention
the tail of an event:lthe state of the person denoted by he ‘being at

the busstation because of a running eveht'; the states of a person ‘be-
e

[H i

ing "up" on sports.in (68a) because of a reading event'; the state wof

'‘being "out of" an event of working'' in (68b). That fact that the

. events in (67)_and (68) also have a head or an Object of origin or,
‘ . ,
actualization, is left unmentioned, as_in (66).

fhe above is-not a strange result. This begomes even'CTearer Qhen we.
consider the following. Linguists haJé done very little about how the-
matic roles cap explain grammatical phenomena,'élthough they have doné
"much work on the ro]es‘themselves.‘Moreove;,.what they have s;id aSout
th{s is of little use. For instance, case roTe.semantics cannot explain
the semantic n2ture of the subject NP in languages like English and
Butch, but Event Structure c¢an, as we saw in chapter 3. Thus, it dogs

not follow automatically that case role semantics can explain Gnaccusa-
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tivity. It is strange that so many peoﬁle belieye that a patient- or.
theme-NP in subject position calls for unaccusativity ™

4.7 One Consequence  °

It has been argued in the literature that the so-called middie or
medio=passive in English has a derived subject. This has been done most
recently in Keyser and Roeper (1984). Bresnan (1982), Marantz (1981)

are examples of other studies that represent this point of view. Two

-

oEjections can be made against this move ﬁow.

First, the semantics of the subject of the middle is éna]yzab1e-as
the semantics that i% typical of nonderived subject in English nonsta-
tiver constructions. This subject NP," as was argued in’ chapter 3,
denotes the object of actualization of an event. The derived subject NP
of intransitive accomplishments, in contrast, does not denote the ébjeét

of actualization but the object of termination.

Secondly, the correspondence rule that maps Event Structure onto

deep structure predicts that-the subject NP of the middle or medio-

passive is only- derived when it denotes an object of termination.
) : :

Intransitiye'constructions express accomplishment when containing this

object. The middle or medioipassive sometimes allows an accompiisHment

reading, sometimes ‘not. The presence of the adverb for X minutes does

not lead tc ungrammaticality in (69), but it does in (70). Nonaccom-

plishments allow this adverb; accomplishments do not.
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(69) a This patato peels-well for one minute

b These ;1othes iron easily for five minutes
when damp -
(70)*a This suit cleans easily for ten minutes
* *b Ihét peach bruises for two seconqs
Moreover, most'midd1es that'aTlow-a nonaccomplishment reading alllow an

-

accomplishment readfng as well. The middles in (69) can occur as accom-

p1ishments,:as shown in (71). The middles in (70) always have an accom-
plishment interpretation, as shown in (72): - | .
(70) a This patato will peel well in one minute
b These clothes will iron easily in five minutes
(712 a2 This suit will ciean easily in ten minutes
b This peach will bruise in two seconds
The Event St;ucture Correspondence Rule predicts that only a subset
of middle subjects is.derjved, namely those that can appear in a con-
struction expressing accomp]ishmen;. Middles that do not occur in such ae
-construction are predicted to have a nonderived subject. The difference
between these two types of middle data is that the middle-subject in the

former case denotes an object of terminaiion{and the subject in the

latter case an object of actualization.[10]

»r
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Note that there is no theory of correspondence rules that can be
used to predict this correspondence on the semantic level. More- .
over, intransitive verbs allow the semantic primitive of object of
termination to be mapped directly onto the subject position, as in
(a). .
(a) subject NP==—--- v
| .
I
object of
termination
The addition of (a) makes the system more complicated as it now
contains two rules instead of one. Although there is no firm seman-
tic evidence against (a), I will assume (1) to be the correct for-
muiation of the rule. Note that the system-is also made more com-

plicated semantically by '(a). The subject NP of nonstative

constructions now is not describable anymore as d

enoting an objeci
of origin or actfualization. Instead a new semantic.éenera1ization
has to be found which also covers NPs that denote an cbject -of—ter-
‘mination (a). Syntactic evidence may be more conclusive, but thjs
evidence is not the subject of this thesis. For more information on
this topic, ; refer to the literature Qited in this‘chapter. In
contrast to what is argued in,ScEermer-Vermeer (1985); think that
syntax and semantics can be studieé independently in this area. On
the one hand we find syntactic phenomena that can be studied from a
purely formal perspective. On €ﬁ?‘other.hand we find verb c1asse;
that are created by these phenomena, as they do not apply to all
verbs. These verb classes can be studied semantically without fur-

ther 1mp1ica£ion of syntactic structure. For instance, a class of
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intransitive accomplishment verbs can be established without refer-
ence to the synactic status of the subject of these verbs.

O
This observation is also made in Schermer-Vermeer (1985), where the

following two exampies are given.

(a) ----dat mijn doghtertje die schoentjes toch
----that my daughter those shoes anyhow
P niet meer passen

- not more fit
'-——-that those shoes do not fit my daughter
an;more'.
(b) ----dat oudere mensen zulk gedrag bijzonder
that older people such behaviour very much
ergert ‘
annoys

'-———that older people are véry much annoyed by

such behaviour’

Words like developer and beginner are derived from the transitive

counterpart of the unaccusative deveiop or begin . Both words

‘denote entities that actively develop (a) or actively (b).begin

something, rather than entities that develop or begin because of
external forces such as in (c) and (d).
(a) He deve1qped't%e_ﬁity inte a lush paradise for
the rich |
(developer = he)

(b) He began the protest
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(beginner = he)

(c)\The discuS?ion did not develop into a nice
argument |
(*developer = discussion) b

‘(d) The lesson began around three o'clock
-(*bpginner = lesson)

[4]

Note that a lot of directional PPs are ambiguous between a pureiy
directional reading and a path re;ding. This difference is reflect-
ed in Dutch by the auxiliary that is selected. The PP in (a) has a
directional. interpretation;, the PP in (b) denotes a path that goes
‘intc a certain direction. i e
- (a). Hij is naar Amsterdam gelopen
he 1is to Aﬁsterdam walked .
'"He walked to Amsterdam'
(b) Hij heeft naar Amsterdam gelopen
he has to Amsterdam walked
" 'He walked to Amsterdam'

[5] . . -

This fact can be used as another piece of evidencé for my analysis
of the.midd1e as nonstative, in contrast to the superficialjy simi-
| Tar Dutch stative data. Middles do allow resultative particles, as

. .
shown in (a) and (b). This is an indication of their nonstative

nature. The constructions in (a) and (b) with the resultative par-
ticle off expresg accomplishment.
(a) This table top wipes off easily

(b) These threads just won't brusﬁ off
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[7]
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_Copu]g verbs too select zijn 'to be' as their .aux11a1ry like
intransitive_accomp]ishmgnt verbs. This zijn copula does not occur
in accomplishment contexts. Exémp1e$ of two Dutch copula verbs are
. ~
given-in (a) and (b). S T
' (a) Hij is ziek geweest ‘
| he 1is sick been
"He has been sick'
(b) Die Jjas is mij.te‘ groot gebleken
that coat is me too b{g seemed
'That coat séeméd too big for me'
I thank J. Pustejovsky. for thesé data

(64a) and (64b) are from Lappin (1985)

This means that' these verbs have changed from an unergative motion
verb into an unaccusative motion verb. Thus again we find a phenoq:
enon that is sensitive to Event Structure. It should be mentioned,

however, that this phenomenon is far from productive and it cannot

‘be used to distingu{sh constructions with or. without a directional

PP. Both presentational sentences with the verb to roll in (a) and
(b) are ungrammatical. -

(a)*fhere rolled a ball onto the stage

(b)*There rolled a ball

A better way to distinguish motion verbs with a directional PP from

r

motion verbs without such a PP is the use of pseudo-passive con-

structions. This phenomenon will be discussed in chapter 5.

>
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Middles can be accomplishments or non-accomplishments. This may be

the explanation for the fact that middles sometimes behave like

-

unergatives and sometimes like unaccusatives. This has been

observed in Keyser and Roeper (1984). To'prove this, each of the

phenomena discussed in this aﬁfic1e has to be reanalyzed - from the

perspective of aspect. Examplés of these phenomena are: re-

o ) -
. . . . . . . RS .

LPrefixation, out-prefixation and ing-suffixation. It is conceiv-

. N _ o

able that some of these phenomena apply to intransitive nonaccom-

plishments only and others to intransitive accomplishments.



Chapter V
PASSIVIZATION S

5.1 Introduction

- Qo
In chapter 4, I have shown how certain syntactic phenomena relate to
.the semantics of aspect. The different correlations are given in the °

scheme in (1), which is taken from chapter 4.

I - e T 2 e o o _—---—--—--—--I

|no impersonal| impersonal

I - ] - ‘\\

| passive | passive
[

no impersonal

passive

- )
| _ | stetive | nonstative |
| semantics|-====r~======= | ====—m————- ittt |
i ] |nonaccomplish=] accomplish- |
I | | - I
! [ | ment | ment |
| =mmmmmmmoe | ~-momermmmee- T | ==mmmmmmemaae :
] | stink | sleep | drive+dirPP |
I | - I | |
] | stinken - | slapen | rijden+dirPP |
| I I o | ‘ I
| data [ | | read+up |
| T | | I
| 1 | | werken+uit | L
I I | [ [ o~
| | | [ break/breken |
R | ==mmmmmmmmee o S T | ¥
| | unergative | unaccusative |
| T B mommrmeomeee- |=-mmmmmmmmee |
| English | no | resultative | resultative |
| I -l | |
| m————— | resultative | predicate | predicate |
| [ | I o
[ Dutch | predicate | + dir.object | no ovprt DO |
| syntax = |———---w—-—mro—m—mmmmmmeeeeeo e bt ]
| | hebben N zijn |
l I | o I
| | auxiliary | auxiliary |
| |
| |
I |
I I
I l
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Stative verbs never cooccur with a-resultative predicate, because these

)
-

p;edicates neeqd an object of’éermination as theijr subject of predica-
tion. States, unTike event@, are neither de{imited by an object of
drigin or actu;1iza£fon, nor aré they delimited by an objeﬁt of termi-
nation, as- they do pot take place in reality. The nonstativevnoﬁaccomf’
-p]ishﬁent and accom ishqsnt constructions do ~ take rgsulgstive predi-
cates as the ev s denoted by them can be delimited by an object of
xerminatibn. The unaccusativ?ty Bf verbs deﬁgnds on the mapping of fhe

conceptual structpyre of the event onto deep structure. An intransitive
[ 1

~

[

accomp]ishméﬁzfverb has a derived subject, because its one argument NP
denotes the object of teyminat Only the dire;t object NP can.be
this object of terminatien. Dutch auxiliary selection depends on the.
%&t;;us of the subject NP as derived or nonderived and, as such, depends
indirectly on Event Structure. _
The only; releiationship between syntactic and semantic phenomena in
(1) that ha}\ﬁﬁi—geen treated in chapter 4, is the passive. The Butch
impersonal passive can only apply *to nonstative nonaccomplishment coﬁ-
structions. It cannot apply to stative and accompiishment. construc-
tions. I conclude that this impersonal pabsivé only adplies to con-
structions that .contain an object of origin. Only nonstative
'n0nacfomp1ishment constrpctio;s'contain such an object. The other two
constructions dq not. In this_E?apter I will show that thif is indeed
the right conclusion. This does 561 only app1y to the Dutch. It applies

to the English personal passive and pseudo-passive too if we.rep1ace the

notion of origin by the notion cf actualization.

. /



142

I wij1 first di?ﬂ!ss the persona} paﬁsiye construction and give the
dgza‘for the impersonal passive. This will be followed by the‘discus-
sion of the relation between Event Structure apd passive. Finally, T
will devote one sé jon to discussing how pﬁiiogophiﬁa1 approaéhes Bn

state and eventefgpantics tie in with the grammatical phencmenon of the

passive.

-

5.2 Personal and Impersonal Passive e

A well-known fact of English and Dutch is that the rule of the per-
sbnal passive applies to most transitive constructions, but not to all.
A number of trans;tive constructions that may unde%go the-ﬁassive in
Dutch and English have semintic counterparts that do not undergo the

rule. An exampie of this in fnglish is to own- in (2) and its counter-

-

part ‘'to have in (3): To ows may passivize; tc have may not.
{2) a He owns that red car '
_,prhat;red car is owned by him
(3) #‘H; has é_red car
*h A red car is had by him

Dutch exampies are given in (4) and (5). The verb leiden 'to lead' 1in

(4) can be passivized, but not its apparent synonym in (5).
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{4) 2 Hij leidde de hele organisatie

'"He led the whole organisation’

| b De hele organisatie werd déor hem gelejd il
"The whole organisation was led by éim' . h .
(5) a Hij heeft de leiding over de hele orgapisatie
b‘ has  the lead over the thie organisation - .sz
' \%e leads the whole ordénisation';rm o
*b De 1eiqi}g‘wordt door hem over de hele
the Tead is by him over the whole
q<; - " . organisatie gehad ) ¢
organisation had < -

" Other verbs have two readings,_bdt only one of them can océu% fn passive
contexts.. An examp]e‘o%“ihis is to miss in English a;d its counéerpart
missen in Outch. When to miss or missen are exper‘l@.c;f \'¢er-bs, as_in
(6} and (7), thex can be passivized. '

(6) a He misses Méry‘a Tot L - ' -
b Mary was gre$t1y missed‘sy him o . ‘ 1
(7) a Mary miste.zijn vrien&eﬁ“erg
'Mary missed his friends a lot' ST
b Zijn vrienden werden erg door Mary gemist
his friends were very by. Mary missed
"His frienas were missed a lot by Mary'  °
When the verb has the reading synonymou5'witﬂ "to lack something' it

cannot be passivized, which is shown in (8) for English and in (9) for

ad
Dutch. . E ' (//
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(8) a This table is missing a leg

\ . 144

*b A leg is being missed by this table

(9) a Deze tafel mist een poot

'This table is missing a leg'

*b Er wordt een poot- door deze tafel gemist . .

-

there is a leg by this table missed : -
Finally, ‘there remains a number of verbs that cannot be grouped in the

-

two categories above. Two English examples are To reseﬁb1e in (10a) and
.Eg know in (10b). Two Dutch examples are weten 'to know' and bevatten
'po contain' in (11): ¥ ) | - .
_(la)fa John was :ééemb1éd by Bill
*b These-quqstions are not known by Peter
(11)*a Deze dingen werden door zijﬁ broer niet geweten
these things were by his brother not k:nown

7 .
»5 De bal wordt door de doos bevat

the ball is by.‘ the box contained
Unlike English, Dutch a11bws péssiviza{ion of intransitive construc-
tions or impersonal passive. This rule, like the personal passive
applies only to a small number of constructions. Stative and‘accom-
pliéhment constructions cannot be ﬁassivized,las follows from (1). This
i's demonstrated in -(11)-(13). The non;tative nonaccomplishment con-
struction containing slapen 'io sleep' “in (12a) can be passivized; the

stative construction.in {13a) cannot and; the accomplishment containing

inslapen 'to fall asleep' in (14a) cannot either. )

.
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(12) a Zij pébbeh in die kaﬁer ges1apén
. 'They have §1ept in that room’ N
b Er wordt Tn die kamer geslapen (door hen)
‘ there is  in that room s1ep£ (by them)
- (213) a Dat bed slaapt niet lekker - -
- that bed sleeps not nice B
. 'fhis is not a nice bed to;s]eep in'-
*b Er wordt niet Tekker gesiapen (door dit bed)
there is not nice _§Tept (by this bed)
(14) a Hij is %nges]apen ST
) ' . he s in slept ~

. \Ykm fell asleep'
: "B Er

werd ingeslépen (door hem)
phe?é was in.glepi '(By chim) .
Béiﬁgg ‘to smell! aéd smaken 'to tésté' are other examples of verbs that
do not undergo impersanal‘ﬁassive._ This i; sho;n in (45) and (16).
.'(15) a peze hondrrdikt naar modder -
'This dog smells of mud’
*b Er werd door deze Eond naar modder gerﬁkén

there was by this dog of mud smelled

(16) a Deze drop smaakt naar anijs — :
'This licorice tastes of anise’
*b Er werd door deze drop naar ahijs gesmaakt

there was by this 11cqrfce of anice tasted

) ' N .
From the intransitive data in (12)-(14), I conclude that only intransi- .
tive constructions that contain am object of origin can be passivized in

Dutﬁh.
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In English, coqparablé pheﬁomena can be observed in the domain of
p§euao-passivization.[1] Pseudo-passives are only grammatical when they
are based on an intransitive consfruction Qhat contains an object of
actualization. This is shown in (17). . i

(17) a The bed is often slept in
b This picture is occasionally ltooked at -
Construction; caﬁtaining aﬁiobject of termination -the accomplishments-
cannot be used to create a.pseudo-passive, as shown in (18).
(18)*a.This room is run into ' : ’
*b The town is driven towards
‘When a locative PP insteéﬁ of & dirBctional PP is used, pseudo:passive
is possible w{bh motion ver®s. The construction, pseudo-passive is based
on, contains an object of aq;ua]izatjdn'ra{her'than an object of termi-
nation, as jﬁathe case witﬁ the sentencés in (18).
(19) a This sidewalk should not be walked on
b This pole is meant to-éun aréund -
Stative-'ébﬂgtructions can nevér occur as a pseudo-passive, whicH"1s"
shown in (20). . ‘ .
) (20)*a Perfume was sﬁe11ed of (by the room)
" b Pepper was tasted of '(by the patatoes)

¢G;;;;}zation. as_is shown.in (}); ties in.witH the éemagtic gis-

tinctions that can be made émdné verbs using aspect. I wili show in the

next section that this also goes for passivization of transitive con-

structions or personal passive.
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5.3 \ Stativity N

-

The observation that passive of intransitive constructions only
applies when an object of origin or actualization (in Engiish) is pres-
ent can be generalized to transitive 6on§tructions. This implies that

you can use the passive only when the subject NP in a transitive con-

struction denotes an object of origin or actualization. To.explain the

data pFesented in section 5.2, I must now show that the subject NP of .

“the transitivé“honstructions that can not occur passiéized do not denote
an object of érigin.or actualization and are stative. I exclude a third
option: tﬁat the subject NP denoEeS'an object of termination, . because
the Evept Structure correspondence rule predicts that_'only direct
objects in transitive construcéions may denote an object of termination.
In-this sectioh; I will show that it is indeed the case that nonpassi-
-vizable transitive constructions are stative under ouérdefinition.

I have defined states as predications of a property -e;pressed in
;he p;edicate- over 2 subject of predication, uenotgd by the subject NP.
States do no@ take place like events do: the en;ftjes dencted by the
© various NPs im a stative sentence do not take part in an event.. Events
take place in rnf1ity and‘the entities denoted by the Eubjgét and the
direct object NP in nonstati{e constructions can be 1ﬁLoTved in them.

This difference between states aq&; events can be demonstrated by

inserting adverbs like with a lot gf pleasure-met veel plezier into the

sentence. These adverbs, however,“pn1y apply to animate entitied. In

order to show whether a sentence.with an inanimate subject is stative or-

not we can use another type of adverb: namely, without any effort-zonder

veel inspanning or'without any difficulty or zonder veel moeite . The

.s' .

ALk
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former type of adverb ,te1ls' us how much the entity was engaged
-involved- in the event. The latter type tells us how much effort is
needed to keep an event goiné or‘to make it happen. States dp not take
place in reality. So the latter iype of adverb cannot be in a stative
construction: staies do not come about because of effort.

The transitive sentence pairs given in section 5.2 can be distin-
guished as follows. One can be involved in oWning something (2la) but
not in having something (21b).[2] ]

(21) a He has always proudly owned that Chevy
“*b He has always proudly had that Chevy
The verbs lijden 'to suffer' and hebben 'to have' in Dutch can be dis-

tinguished as follows. One can pijn lijden 'suffer pain' without moan-

ing or zonder te kermen as in (22a) and thus be involved in the gpffé?;

ing. One cannot pijn hebben 'have pain' without moaning, as shown in
{220). © |
(22) a Hij leidde zonder veel inspanning de hele
he led without much effort | the whole
organigatie —
organisation
~'He led the gho1e crganisation without much effort!

??b Hij had zonder veel inspanning de leiding
he had without much effort ~ the lead
over de hele organisatie
over the whole_ organisation

The two readings of to miss or missen in Dutch can be distinguished

along similar lines. One can miss a person very much, as shown fn (23a)
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for English and in (23b) fqr_Dutch. This implies ;hgt you can take part
in the event. One cannot miss a tooth very much and, under the inter-
prétation that one can, we are back to the mearing expresséd in (23).
In other words, one cannot lack a tooth very much. This is why the
English (24a) and the Dutch (24b) are‘ungrammatical.

(23) a Hé missed Mary've;y much d
b.Hij miste Marie heel erg
*He.missed Mary very much'
(24)'a.He is missing that tooth very much
*b Hij mist die tand heel erg
'He is migsing that tooth very much'
Finé?iy, I will show that the sentences in (10) and (11) are stative.
There you cannot have an aaverb showing the way in which the entit;
denoted by the subject NP is involved in the event. Nor can ¥ou have an
adverb showiﬁg how easy it_is to b;ing about the eventil It is not pos-
sitle to proudly resemble a person (25a) and thus be 1nv%1veg one way or
another in the “resembling". Iﬁ (25b) it is shown that it is not po§§iﬁ
ble to "proudly know" something‘and thus be involved in some way in the
"knowing",
(25)"a Bill resgmb1ed the prime m%nistgf proudly
*b Peter proudly knew these mattérs
The éame goes for the Dutch sentené;s in {11). One cannot weten 'tq
- know' something met veel plezier 'with a lot of pleasure’ (26a) -3
box cannot beva;ten ‘contain' spmething without any effort or, in

Dutch, zonder enige inspanning .So again, the entities denoted by the

subject NP cannot be involved in stative contexts.
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(26)*a Hij wist die dingen Eein veel plezief
he knew these things ﬁwith much pleasure
.*b Deze doos kan de .bal zonder enige
‘this box.”can_the ball without any '
inspanning Qevatten
.e%foft ‘ contain
One problem of using the above tests to show stativity Tslthe ambi-
“guity of the reading of certain adverbs. This means tha£ the tests do
not $1ways provide ZS yith black and white proofs. I want to g{ve here
.éne-examp1e to_make the reader aware of this prob1em: It is not only
the grammaticé{fﬁy judgement that is of importance pui_a]so the semantic

interpretation of the sentence.

One adverb in Dutch that seems similar to the English without diffi-

culty is zonder‘veei moeite . This adverb can be used in the nonstative
sentences in (27) but also in the stative (gza) and (28b). |
“4'}~-‘(27) a‘Hij reed de auto zonder veel moeite de
' garage in' . _ S o
"'He drove the car‘jn;o the garage without

difficulty'
b Hij sliep altijd zonder veel moeite op die T

harde bank -

'He always slept without difficulty on that

hard couch’
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(28) a Deze doog kan zonder veel moeite alle bpeken
bevattenl |
'‘This box can cqptaiﬁ.a11 the books without -
difficulty’
b:Deze doos had zonder veel moeite nog ruimte

voor vijf boeken

'This box had space for another five books-

-

without difficu]iy’ - -

The adverb zonder veeT moeite in (27a) (amd—(27b) shows how much the

entity denoted by the ;ubject NP myst take part in_the event for the

event itself to happen. The adverb zonder veel moeite in (28a) and

l(28bi has a speaker ériented reading and does not specify that some
person needs to make.a great effo;t to bring about a “containing-evént".
It only specifﬁes that it will pose no problems, according to the
" utterer of ihe sentence, to fit all books .(28a), or the five books
(28b), into the box. .

The outcome of the preceeding section and this one is simple and can
be easily fitted into the ideas éut forward in thiS»thegis. A con-
struction can only be paﬁ!ivizea when it contains an object of origin or
actualization. This implies that the preposition by in the by-phrase in
English and the preposition door in the door-phrase in Dutch subcate-
gorizé an object of actua]izat{on and an objéct'of orig}n. This is not
limited to passive contexts - it can be extended iof other syntactic .
contextsrsuch as noun phraseg. The by-phrase in (29a}, and.thg door-
phraée in (29b), both tn a noun phrase, also contain an object of actu-

’

alization and of origin respectively. These objects can also occur in a
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Tike the objects of termination in (30). An object of ter--

mination never occurs in a by- or door-phrase. The b-sentences are the

Dutch counterparts of the a-sentences.

(29)

(30)

a The attack by (of) the Normans has devastated
the whole countryside

b De aanval door (van) de Noormannen heeft het '

hele platteland verwoest

a The collapse of (*by) the bridge really T,

surprised me

b Het ineenstorten van (“door) de brug heeft me

echt verrast

My analysis of passive refutes the idea that passive applies to con-

structions

depending on the specification for the rule of verbs in the

iexicon, as has been suggested in the Lexical Functional Grammar Frame-

work (Bresnan (1982)). My analysis also refutes the idea that the*

notion of activity is important in exp]ainihg the apb1icabiiity of pas-

sive, which has been arqued within the framework of Relational Grammar

(Perlmutter (1978)). This is all I have to say about. passive. I w111-

use the next section to go on a sidetrack and discuss more in depth one

of the differences between philosophical studies on state and event

semantics and my own approach. The passive will be an important ingre-

]

. coed
dient of this discussion. E*-q; :

b

>
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5.4 Definitions of Stativity - o

/

In-this sectioﬁ, I will focus on the relation between semantic defi-

nitions given in some of the philosophical literature and grammaiica]

phenomena, in particular passive. A multitude of definitions for sta-

tivity has been given in the.philosophical tradition on verb typologies.

Vendler (1967) bases his definiton on the semantic. notions of aspect and

time. Unlike events, states are not processes going on.in time. You can

see this in English aswfollows. Stative verbs cannot appear in the pro-
gressive form, I. have outlined the probfems of this definition in
chapter 2. Nordenfelt (1977) not on]y‘criticizes'Vend1er's aspectual
approach to verb typology, but also gives a new de%inition of states.

An object is said to be in a state at a certain time when it has a con-

.tingent property or stands in a costingent relation of some kind.

Mourelatos (1978) wuses the notion of activity and the distinction _
between mdséﬁand count to_éet off states from the other semantic cat-
egories he distinguishes. ‘

Vendler's definitioﬁ of statives groups together verbs not grouped
together under my definition. Te have and to own both have to be con-
sidered stat{ve\jnIVéndler's approach. They do not denote a process
going on in fime and they exclude the use of the progressive form (31).-

(31)*a He is‘hévipg a red car -
*b He is owning a red car
Vendler'srdefiniti;n cannot help us to distinguish transitive verbs that
passivize from those that do not. To own can occur in a passjve context

but to have cannot. Verbs that do not allow impersonal passive in Dutch

cannot be distinéuished either using Vendler's typology. Dutch does not



© _ 154.
have a pf!bre;sive form: this implies thag only the semantic part of
Vendler's definition can be used. We now have to distinguish (32a) from
(32b), since (32a) can be passivized but not (32b), as shown in (33).

(32) a Piet drinkt veel
*Peter drinks a lot'
b-Dit glas drinkt niet.lekker
this glass drinks not pleasant
'This is not a nice glass for ‘drinking"

~ (33) a Er  werd veel door Peter gedronken

— ~,H_/

there was much by  Peter drunk
‘A lot wa; drunk‘by Peter! ; -
*b Er werd veel door dit glas gedronken'
there was much by this glass drunk
13'15 not clear on an a pFiori basis whether (32b) means the glass is
used in a process of drinking or whether it refers to a property of the

glass, as I have argued in chapter 3.

- s

Nordenfeit and Mourelatos have argued that the progressive formmin
English cannot heip us to decide upon verb classes, in contrast to what

is assumed by Vendler. Nordenfglt goes even as far as to i:ate_gmag,
only the semantic definition is a workable tool to distinguishestatives
fro& nonftatives. Aﬂ‘object is in a state when it has a Eontiﬁgent
property, or stands in a continéent relation of some kind. By a con-
- tingent property (relation), Nordenfelt means: "a property (relation)
which does not beﬁdhg to its bearer as a logical consequence of the

simple fact that the b&arer is an object of a particular kind" (page

44). . Exampies of these properties or relations include existence,

~
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location, classmembership, quality, possession. To own refers to a

y

possession énd classifies as a stative here. lThis shows immediafeTy the
d{fferenc; between qudenfelt's_approach and my own, I have defined
states as predicétibns of a propé?ty, expressed in the VP, over the
subject NP. This matches Nordenfelt's definition if we interpret rela-

tions as the propérty of "having a certain relation to another entity.

What is missing is that state’s do not take place. Tike events do. Some- .

_ times the differences between states and events are hard to perceive.

"Often it is only after the insertion of adverbs of the class with a jot
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of pleasure etc.gghat we can see whether we are dealing with a state or®

an event. This is what I have dohq'in section 5.3 for the verbs to own
aﬁd'gg have . To own occurs in conmstructions expressing an event; to
have does not when we follow my approach. This goes against Norden-
felt's typology. A cdmparqb]g minimal pair is to have a swim and to
E!ié . You can say that both expressions denote an eQént. &gwever,
under my definition thesé two expressions in (22) differ according. to
stativity. to ggiﬁ "takes place”, ﬁg Eggg'g swim does not, as shown in
(34). ' . .
(34) @ The beaver swam in the lake s{1ent]y
*b He had a swim in the lake silently

Mou}elatos (1978) uses the mass-count distinction to set off states

from events. States, in contrast to events, cannot be counted in the

way outlined in (35b). Events can be counted this way, as shown in

(36b). The examples are from Mourelatos.

-

-~

J
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(35) a John hates liars -
h =h There is a hating by Johq of 1iars<jé

(36) a Vesuvius erup;e@

b There was an eruption of Vesuvius

When states occur with cardinal count adﬁerﬁs. reference is made to the
occasions of the state réther than to the state itsg]f. With events, .
reference fslmade to the occurrenﬁe of it when ;his count adverb is
used. Note that this point'agrggs with my own definiti;n of states as
‘not taking place iﬁ reality, which means «that*they do not occur like
events. The phenoﬁenon is illustrated in (37a) and (37b).

(37) a Vesuvius erupted three times

Ed

. b John hgzed liars three times }A his life
The sé;antgé typology of Mourelatos does gt distinguish between
states and events alone, but between states, processes and events.  In
Vendler's analysis, processes have simiiarities with both states and
e
events. This category is, however, not important to this discussion.
What is important is that Moure]a}os' verb typology does not tie in with
the passf@é.- First of all, to own and Eé have cannot be distinguished
using the criterion of countability. Both sentences in (38) are
ungrammatical. |
(38)*a There is a havihg of John of a book
*b There is an owning of John of a book

Secondly, using cardinal count.adverbs is not suitable for separating

states from events. Although 1 agree with the semantic distinctions

" Mourelatos makes, the fEEE'E;;;’;ot aiways show these. At first sight,

AW

(392) and (39b) hardly diffé? in stativity. But as we saw in (34), a

S, r >
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d1st1nct1on can be made between them according to whether they are sta-~
tive or not. The presence of count adverbs does not help us to d1st1n-
guish these two sentences. .

(39) a Hb swam on the Take three times while in tFe park
b He had a swim ;; the lake three times while in
the park
Thirdly, Mourelatos g1ves English intramsitive verbs to illustrate hxs,
four basic verb types, but n;ne of their Dutch c0unterparts can undergo
the impersonal passive. If a verb typology could tell us whether a verb
can passive or not, we would expecf that at least one verb type cou{d
undergo the rule. The examples are given in (48)-(43) together with the
ungrammatical Dutch impersonal passive sentence. In Vendler's typology

processes are.ac:ivities;‘deve]opﬁents are -accomplishments; and punctual’
pccurrences a;;\anievements.
(40)., Sia_t_e' ‘. N
a The air sme11s of jasmine
*b Er werd naar jasmijn gercken door de }ucht
téere was of  jasmine smelied by the air |
(41) Process : ory
a It'ﬁ snowing |
*b Er werd‘gesneeuwd

- there was snowed
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(42) Development , _ _ -
a The

un went down .

*b Er rd ondergegaan door de zon
under, went by the sun ”

(43) Punctual Occurrence ' . -~

a The Zable snapped
v *b.Er werd dSor de kabel geknapt.
there was by: the cable snapped.

In this section we have séén that verb typologies developed in the
phiﬁosophica1 literature do not deal with the passive. Because of these
findings, I want to suggest that it is helpful to study verb semantics
b; looking more ciose1y_a£ how rules of grammar divjdé a1} verbs in a
language into cIassés. In this chapter we have seen which semantic
factors help to separate verbs that do énd verbs that do not undergo
passive. It is more or less p]ausib1e'that these factors play a role in
verb typologies as well: i.e. verb typologies with a certain grammatical
relevance or that tie in semantics and the grammatical system. ~This
approach reduces the number'o% possible Q;rb typologies and, as such, it

limits the number of possible semantic theories.

n

P/\
- /‘
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This was suggested to me by Shalom Lappin. The data. in (17), (18)

~

"\___.-/‘ ~ =

and (19) are his.
o

—r

~ An-exception to this aré-sentences like (a), where to have means

v

‘to give birth'. These data were pointed out-to me by Marisa Rive-
ro. .

(a) She had the baby without much effert )
If you mean possession, the subject NP entity cannot be active.in
the event, as shswn in (b). .

(b)*She had the baby with a Tot of pleasure

Sti11 the (a)-sentence cannot take the passivize.

(c)*The baby was had without much effort
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Chapter VI
RESULTATIVES

6.1  Introduction "

«

In‘simpTe transitive constructions, the direct object can, but need
not, denote the object of ﬂefmination of an event. The pie in (la) is an
object of termination. The sugar in (1b) is Hot.

{1) 2 He ate the pie
b He ate sugar

If there is -a resultative predicate in the verb phrase, the direct

_ object may be the object of termination only, as in (2). The mass noun.

sugar cannot be,in a resultative context because it cannct be an object

of termination. N
(2) a2 He ate the pie up

*b He ate -sugar up

In this chapger, .l analyse the direct object in resultative contexts
. N )

using Event Struc%pre. In addition, I will define the direct object as

. . : &
the subject of a uqﬁt of predication rather than an argument of the.main

verb. -This analysis goes against proposals made for resultatives in

Simpson (1983). She uses different semantic notions. In this section I

will g the relevant data followed by my own analysis in section 2.
Zz,

Ins on 3 I criticize Simpson's proposal.

&

~
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English and‘Dutch result phrases are part of the ve%b phrase and
follow the direct.object.[1] The result- phrase may be an- adjectival
phrase (3), a pfepositfonal phrase (4) or a partiﬁ1e (5): The phrase
denotes the state in which tﬁe entity denoted by. the direct object
' k\occurs'after being part of the e;ent expressed in the sentence. The
- b-sentence i; éhe English coﬁnterpart p% the Dutch a-sentence.
(3) a Qij at_zich ziek .
' b He ate himself sick
(4) a Hij smeet het bord in ddigen
b He dashed the dish into smithereens
(5)-a Hij dronﬁ het bier-op
b He drank {hg beer up
(6), in addition, is an example of a-NP-result phrage in Duzch.
(6) Hij at zich  .een ongeluk |
' he ate himself-an accident
'He ate himse]f.gick'

'The phrase modified by a result phraée need not aiways be the direct
objecf of a transitive or semi-transitive verb as in (3)-(6). Resulta-
tives can also occdr with intransitive verbs. As we saw in chapter 4,
their presence in-the-VP of an inpransitive verb may have .three differ-
Ent effects. First, the intransitive verb becomes transitive, as in, the
Outch (7a) and (8a) and their English counterparts in the b;sentences.

(7)*a Hij liep zijn sch@enen ' ‘ '
*b He walked his shoes-
(8) a Hij liep zijn schoenen képot . .

b He walked his shoes to pieces

Ie,
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.Secondly, the intransitive verb remains intransitive, as is the case
with the unaccusative verbs in (9a) and its English counterpart in {9b).

(9) a De vaas viel kapot Low

L L

b The vase fell to ﬁieces
Thirdly, the sentence becomes ungrammatical, as is the case with stativ;
~verbs, like in (10). (11) is an examble cf a stative with a direﬁt
ocbject and a resu]tat?ve. (12) contains an example o?'a stative fol-
lowed by a resultative without a direct object. Both sentences in (12)
have a grammatical reading when the APS are intérpreted as describing
the state of_hanging but not the result of th; hanging. )
(10) a Dit schilderij hangt aan de muur
b This painting is hanging on the wall
(11)*a Dit schilderij hangt de muur mooi
*b This painting hangs thg wall beautiful
(i2)*a Dat schilderij hangt mooi ' )
*b That painting is hanging beautiful
The resultative ‘predicate denotes the state in which an entity
occurs because .of an action performed on 1t;..The.re1ation between this
entity, which .is denoted by the direct object, and the resu]tat{ve can
be considered a relation of predication.[2] The resultative is the
predicate and the direct object the subject of predication.. This rela-
tion can be expressed in the grammar through coindexing, has been
proposed in Williams (1980).[3] It is not always possfbﬁe, owever, to
express this rg1atipn in a copula construction. This is shown in (13)
and (14). The resultant state of the event of throwing is that the ball
i; up/op or in the air. The copula construction in (14) that associates

this property with a ball is ungrammatical.

s

=F
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(13) a He threw the ball up
b Hij gooide de bal op
(14)*a The ball is up:
*b De bal is op
-The above data show that.there is a difference between both fypes bf
predication; {.e. resultative predication and predication in copula

constructions. I will explain why this is so in the next section.
- ' N o .

6.2 An Analysis In Terms of Event Structure

-

The noticn of Event Strqcture‘agd the mapping of it onto deep struc-

tﬁre exp1ain§ why resultative predicates f%nd their subject of predica-
tion in direct object position. The resu1;aﬁﬁdé’predicate shows the
final state of an event. This state relates to the deep structure
direct object only; Even; Structure calls this object the object of
termination. Thjs explains in a mptivated_way why this predicate can-
only have the direct object as its subject of predjcation in transitive
constructions. It also explains th unergative verbs become transitive
_when subcategorizing a resultative; and why unaccusative verbs remain
intransitive in surface structure when followed by a result phrase.

These predictions are outlined in (15).
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(15) B -
I |_ | 1 1 |
[Event | object of| V | object of. | resultative|
- | | : | I ' I |
|Struct- | origin I | termination | |
| | I I ' | |
Eure ! I I I |
] | ==-=mm- | -mmmmmm e | -=-eme rasad b
| . | I ' | : |
]trans= | he | dashed| the dish [ into \ I
I R . I I |
|itive | - A | smithereens]
I I | i - I o
| verbs | hij | smeet | het bord | in duigen |
[ | I | I I
j==mmmee |==mmmmmens | === | <o | =ommmmmemeee !
! [ | | ! o
|unerg- | he - | walked| his shoes ] to pieces |
I i | I ' I I
jatives | hij | liep | 2ijn schoenen| kdpot [
R | ! |- !
It R Attt | =m=mmmrmmeme s | ==mmmmees L
| o | | SR !
unaccus-| the vase | fell | e | -to pieces
1 - i B i B | -
Jatives . |- | | | |
I | de vaas | viel | ~ e | kapot |
| - i I i | l
I | I I ! I

~

v . . - ‘ El . -
Stative constructions cannot contain a resultative predicate because
A

they neve?"contatn in object of termination, since they do not take

place in reality. This explains the ungrammaticality of (12) in the

last section.

Iﬁe pﬁenome;a relating to trén;itive, unaccusative and unergative
-verbs hagé'aIsq’peen observed for Eng}ish IB'SImpson {(1983). The dif-
ferencelsetweqh§my apprqach and Simpson's is that 1 caﬁ explain them
better using.the-gemantIt:nbtion of EQent Structure and the mapping of
it onfs deeg“structuée. sjmpson (1983), rather than explaining these

phenomené, simply makes this generalization: only the direct object can

be the subject of a result phrase. However, it is better to use Event

+
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Structure. Event Structure has to deo wi£h much more than resultatives
alone; it de;]s with many other grammazica1 ﬁhenomena too, as I show in
other chapters of this thesis. |

Simpson goes on to say that a resultative greaicate caﬁ only be part
of a sentence expressing an aétion that affects thg direct. object. Pe;-
ception verbs, for instance, éannot subgategoﬁize a resultative predi-
cate, as is ;hown {n (16) from Simpson (1983). The entity denoted by
the diréct object in (i6) is not éffected whatsoever by bging part of an’
event of seeing. - '

(16)™Medusa saw the hero stone/into stone

In chapter 7 I will use Event Structure to explain this. Meanwhile, it
is enough to say that objects of termination must be affectéd by the
event - or as I say, invoived. They cannot be unaffeéted - or non-
inQo]ved - like the entity denoted by the direct object of perception
verbs.

The diréct object joins with the rpsu]t phrase to_make a subject-

predicate unit. It is easy to see that this relationship is different

from that of copula constructions. I have given some data in (13) and

(14) in the last section. Some moré data are given in (17) and (18) to

make this difference clear.
. (17) a He wiped the table off
b Hij veegde de tafel af
(18)*a The ﬁab]e is off
*b De tafel is af
(18b) has a grammatical reading but only if it means that the table has

been finished after a it has been put togeiher. (18b) cannot mean that

>

L
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the tébTe'fs‘gf as in (17b) or wiped off. The situation in (17) and (18)
does not always occur. Often thé copula counterpart of a resultative -
relation of predication is grammaticé1j"§§T§%pwp_in (19) and (20).:
(19) a He turned the light on
'b Hij deed het licht aan
(20) a2 The light is on -
b Het licht is aap
Resultative pred{cates and 'pred{cates in qopUTa are different: -\phe
former denote a state that delimits an evént; the '1at£er denotes \é\
property. In (20) the light s property is that it can be gg-op.gjf (in-
Dutch, aan and wit). But the table in-(18) cannot be off or af though
it can be clean or dirty. The gff or af in (17) only denote the direc-
tion of the wiping or the !ggég on_the tq@]e'p surface. The papt1c1es
off and af as such denote the end point o% an event like directional PPs
or other particfes with directional meaning. The state denoted by these
particles, as well as the state denoted by the particles on and/gig in
-(19), delimits an event. 'This means that properties of an entity,.as
expressed- in copu]g conspructions, can delimit an event. When these
propertjes have been brough£ about the event is finished. Events can be
delimited in other ways too. You can-refer'to the point in space at’
which it ends. Th1s can be expressed with directional PPs or particles.
It may be a'bad .idea to use the not1on of result here {see Bo11nger
(1971)). It may be bettte; to speak of a predicate of delimitation (of
l an event) instpad of 'resultative predicate'.‘

/!
o ' o . . ‘ .
“~'Since resultative predicates form a unit of predication with its

-

subject, the direcp_object NP can explain another interesting semantic

Eary
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fact about resultative constructions: the difference in’ selection
.-restrictions of a verb that subcategorizes or does not éﬁbcategorize a
.resd]tative predisate. it is‘easy to understand this ﬁheﬁgaenon if you
assume that the direct object is not in the same. predication unit as its
vé}b{ Thus so far, the direct object in resu]tapjve constructions fis
limited ;emantica]1y by one thing?eﬁt is the object of termination of an
event. In ordinary transitive éonstructions, the objept of termination
is restricted as we11 by the selection restrictions of the verb. This

difference becomes clear in such sentence pairs as in (21}.
N -

(21) a [ . He ate[ himself sick] ]
SUBJ PRED sSuBd PRED

b [ He  ate the pie)
SUBJ PRED

X The changes in selection restrictions of the verb drukken ‘to push'
in Dutch are easy to explain. Drukken does not allow the Eirect objects
in the a-sentences of (22)-(24). But these objects arerpossible when a

resultative pfedicate is added, as shown in the b-sentences.

c—
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(22)*a Hij drukte de doos
b Hij drukte de doos kapot .
he, pushed the box .to pieces
"He crushed the box until it came apart'
(23)™a Hij drukte het raam
b Hij drukte het raam _ 1in
he pd?ggé\the-window in
: '"He pdzﬁéd against the window until it broke;
(24)*a Hij drhkte zijn k]é?ep
5 Hij drukte zijn kleren de kast - in

he pughed his clothes the closet in

'He squeezed his clothes into the ‘closet'

Transitive drukken without- a resultative allows a direct: ject, but

2

only when the meaning is to print, as in (25). Note t '(2éa)-(24a)
are.grammatica], if the verb is interpreteg as to print . In this case,
the direct object'must be the image of the entities they denote - not
the entities themselves. In other words, these entities must be ﬁrinted
on paper or something eise.
(25) Hij drukte -een boek
he pushed-a ‘booz\;
- 'He printed a book'
Yet if you-analyze (22b)-(24b) as-ié (26), the above becomes clear. The

-verb in (26) is semantically intransitive. The only semantic function

of the direct object is to 5kﬂimit the event as an object of termina-

tion.
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(26) [ Hij  drukte[ de doos . kapot]] -~ e
SU PRED . SU  PRED '
[ het raam 1n].
-!\ . )
SU PRED - .

K

[ 1Jn kieren de kast in]

sy : PRED

Intransitive drukken .has the same meaning as the verb in (26). Thi§ is

-

demonstrated in (27). o . . .
(27) Aij drukte op het knopje

'He pushed on the button'

Cbmparab]e Ehg]ish data are g%ven in’ (28)-(30). The verb to talk
LT . . .

can'onlxvoccur with the direct obiects.ini(28)-(30)'ﬁﬁen a, resultative

predicate is present.

(28)*a He
b He
. (29)*a He

b He

(30)"a He

”» ", b He

The mean1~g of to talk in (28)-(30) is equivalent to the’ mean1ng of -the "

1ntrans:tave to ta]k M (31la),

(310). |
(31) & He

b He'

- € He

_talked himself

talked mathematics all da¥eryy”

talked himself sick "§5

'taIReq her

talked -her iste it
talked  that problem with her
' - &

talked that brob1em out with her

talked about it all day
. 8

-

talked problems all day

- ®
™ .S

but unilike the meaning expressed_ in

13T
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Againf.tﬁe?direct objeéts in (28)-(30) denote objects of terminétion
that-deiimitfan event but do not denote what comes out of the event. In
(31b) and (31c) the direﬁt object does describe what cames out of the

event of talking: a conversat®n about mathematics; and a conversation

about problems.

[

6.3 Simpson's Analysis of Resultatives

. &

- The semantic an#lysis of resultatives in the abovg_ section differs

from an ana]ysis‘that'1ooks at'resu1tativeslfrom a different semgntic
" point of view. I have propesed that the .direct object in resu1t§tive
-contexts stands for the object of termination. Thé.main verb limits
'thi?'objéct sémanit5311y in no other way t%an ﬁhose 1 han shown above
- such as seléﬁtion restrictions. This mdy seem coqnte}inpuitive if we
considechonstruciions of thé type in (32). The only difference between
thé_twq sentéhces iﬁ'that-one hés.a resultative predicate, the other
does ngf. tI will give mainly English data in £hi;‘§ection assuming that
Dutch Eas comparable phenomena).

(32).a He wrote the speech

b He wrote the speech down - . .

In (32a) and (325), the direct object NP denotes the ubjett-of termina-
tionfégut }n {32b) this objéct is in a different-unit of predication
from the verb. This means that the direct object 1in (32b)- is "not
restriZted by thg se1ection'restrictions_of tﬁe verb: that isiwhj 50
Bany direct objects are possib]eafh resultative environments but noﬁ in
ordinary transitive)cbnstfuétions (see (33)). -
(33) a He wrote himself sick )
b He wrote his pen td pieEesl

LIS
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Still the direct object in (32b) looks like an ordinary direct object:

~-

s0 why give a d1fferent semantic analysis for this sentence?
Sumpson (1983) assumes that there are two d1fferent types of resu1-
tatives: oné w1th an ordinary direct object as in (32b) and one where

the direct obJect is not an arguyment of the verb, as in (33) However,

/
there are some arguments aga1us sufh a move.

First, there i's the [argument of semantic generalization. From the

- point of view of semantic|generalization, there is nothing against say--

ing that the direct objeck in (32b) is 1E§e the direct objects in (33);

namely, an object of term\nation that is not semantically selected by .

the verb. You\ may object that this is not the compiete semantic
description of the sentence n (32b) because this sentence also means

that the speech is “written". But this is nbt true as I explain below. -

‘Hene again we see two different ways of studying semantics and how -

~ they are different. One zims at giving a "full" semantic descriﬁtion of .

LY

natural language; the other considers semantic primitives that are rel-

evant to the grammatical system. I follow the 1attexwpath, as I have

outiined in chapter 1. Thus, I do not aim at giving a complete

description of the semantics coveréa by a sentence, whatever this

semantics may be Rather I. aim to describe features of sentences that

both have to do with semantics and show up in the 1aﬂéuage s system of
"h.

grammar. When going'for the broadest level of generalization that is

made possible on the base of the grammar of a language we have to ignore

2 lot of semantic factors that do not find their reflexion in the gram-

matical system. For instance, we have looked at the stative and nons-

tative subject when we analyzed subject-semantics, but not at things.
L . ™

'
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1ike animacy, agentivity etc. These semanth notfons do not show up in
the gramma’ica’l system of Dutch and English - at. least not in tliie phe-
nomena studied in this thesis. With many resultatives, Fhe only way to
analyze the direct object is to assume that its semantics is limited
only by EQent Structure but not by the vgrb. The only important seman-
tic factor is whether it can denote aa'object_of termination of the

event expreééed in thé sentence. This does not 1mp1j, of Course, that
ahy object may_de1imit any event. . In fact the possibilities “in this
domain are quite limited since all objects of term{nation must be
affected by the event they are phrt.of, even if they do not show up in
resultative contexts. I will get back to this problemyin thé next
chapter, to iook at how it relates to verb classes. ‘

The only difference between nonresultative and resu]tativé contexts
is that the verb iﬁ ﬁhe_former impoées its selection restrictions on the
direct object - the ]attgr does not. You can analyze all resu1tatives-.
this way, as long as there are no grammatical d}fferehces between them.
It can be imagined that onre type ofsresultative Eannot,_but ancther type
can passivize. Thaidiﬁis is not the case is shown in (34). (34a) is
the pagsive of a resu1tatiye whose qriginal direct object could be con-
sidered selected by the verb; (34b) is a sentence where this seemsTjess
Tikely.
| (34) a The speech was written down by the minister

b*Mary has been danced tired Sy:her boyfriend

The verb to write illustrates on the differences between resultative
. -7 . :

) .
and nonresultative contexts. When it is not accompanied by a resulta-

tive prnedicate as in (35a), the dirgct obﬁect of this verb'can only be

o .
. T - \//‘:")A
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an object created by the subject NP he by a writing event.[4] When the

resultative predicate down is added to the verb, it does not mean that

the object of wr1t1ng 15 created by this entity. It may be that the he
cop1ts the comments by writing them down.
(35) a He wrote my comments

¢ D fe wrote my comments down ' .

The semantic relation between the verb and its direct object is looser

in (35b) than in (35%a3). This can be'explained if the direét object in
\

(25a}) is an object of creation as well as an object of termination. The

-

d1rect object "in (35b) is on1yhan ObJECt of termination. Note that it

is not even implied in (35b) that "the comments are written", because
this would mean that tﬂey are created during the writing event. The
interpretation of (35b) using Event Structure is that a writing event
that has originated in an entity denoted by‘gg énds when the comments

e “down" {(i.e. on papeﬁ;. The data in (33) show that it is & bad idea

, to give the-direct object two B-roles in a resultative context. In an

approach that takes predication intd achount such as Hi]]iams‘(lQSﬁ)

-

both the predicater down and the main verb assigﬁ'e-ro1es. The B-role

assigned by the main verb is similar to the one assigned to the direct

’

object when it is not accompanied by a resultative phedicate. This means

that the semantic content of this role implies that the object of action

—

is an object of creation. The B-role assigned by the predicate down will
also limit the number of direct objects or subjects of predication pos-

sible. This contradicts the basic observation made Ehrodghout this

o
<

chapter that there are fewer semantit restrictions on the direct object '

in resultative contexts’ than in contexts without a resultatfve-predi;\fy-

by
) 1 »
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cate. But if you assign two B-roles to the direct ob¥ect in sentences

Tike {35b), the object is limited by factors semantics cannot exp1éin.

e G
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5
Result phrases in Eng]ish-have been dealt with in Green (1872),
Green (1975), Jespersen (1940) V(18-38), Riviére (1982)',. Simpson
(1983) ana_Wyss,(197§), among others. )
[2] S :

A similar analysis is presented for English in Jespersen (1940),

V(18-30), where the subject-predicate unit is called a nexus.
(3] o
. o

From a much different domain of grammar, anaphora binding, comes

more evidence~supperting the view that resultatives are part of a

larger unit oi\fredication that includes the NP in direct object
position. As is welil-known, directional PPs in Dutch and English
behave differently with respect to anaphor binding from other PPs.

The pronoun occurring inside a directional PP in English can be

”

bound by the subject NP in (a). Dutch allows the use of thé

r
reflexive zich {b).instead of the anaphor zichzelf which occurs in

-

subcategorized PPs.

(a) ﬁe,\pushed her away from him
j “. i
(b) Hij duwde haar van zich af ) R
i i -
o - .
In'English a personal pronoun can never b2 bound by the subject NP

in the same sentence if it is in a subcategorized PP. Instead you

must use the reflexive, as in (c).'THe anaphor zich neggr occurs in

\\ Shbcatégorized PPs in Dutch, but the reflexive zichzelf is used.

X
ATy

This is shown in (d).' o - -

L L,
{c) He talked about himself 7*him
i . i i
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(d) Hij préatte over zichzelf /*zich
i i i
Directional PPs do allow the reflexive pronoun himself in English
- *,
-and the reflexive pronoun zichzelf in -Dutch, but I do not exclude

dialectal variation here.
(e) He pushed her away from himself

1 1

-

(f) Hij duwde haar van zichzelf af
i ' i

I have given an éxp]aﬁation for the dagta in (b) and (d) in Voorst
(1983). Here I have analyzed the subject-predicate unit; in which a
directionai PP is in the preditatg bosit{on as a small clause. Eng-
lish data as in (a) ére d{scugsed in Williams (13§0) and Pustejov-—
sky (1985). wWilliams (1980) replaces the notion of small cTéyse by
2 system of ceindexing, th1e Pustejovsky (1985) makes use of the
notion of predicative domain.
: _ o
(4] _ b
The semantic rigtrictions on the direct object of trapsitive con-
structions without a résultative predicate‘ére compjicated and need
‘more research. The following differences between Dutch and English
show this. A Dutch transitive construgtion with thé verb schieten
always imp1{es a huniing event’(a).lA sentence with & airect object
tha%\deﬁotes'a human being gets the funny interpretation that th?
human being 1;_%unted (b). o
| (a) Hij schoot het hert .
#»  'He shot the deer' o s
(b) Hij schoot zijn buurvrouw

'"He shot his neighbour'

-
Y

In English this is not the C3% Although (a)'s counterpart (c) may’
[ ., . e R ) .- - = . i ty
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imply a hunting event, this "is not decessari]y so for (b)'s count~

erpart (d).
. (c) He ;hot the deer

{d) He shot his neighbour
Dutch t;;Egen and Eng1}sh kick are examples-of the same phenomenon.
Dutch a11§ws a direct object th;t denotes an animate ehtity ér.a
ball as.Eng1ish, but not one‘that‘denotes an obgect like a wall.
(f). (h) and (j) are the tounterﬁérts qf (e), (g) and (i).

(e) Hij trapte zijh hond

(f) He kicked-his dog.

{g) Hij trapte de ba]

(h) He kicked the ball . .

{(i)*Hij trapte dL muur

(J) He kicked the wall
The differencé between'thg Cutch and the‘Eng1i$h data "is that the
ent:ty denoted by the Dutch direct obJect needsﬂfo be part of-a

precess defined by the human m1nd A huntwng event is such a pro-

cess, as we]] as the kicking of a dog. This is & process of _commu-

» -

' nication and the kicking of a ball, itself part of a process called

‘a game'. English does not have this restriction, so it allows (d)
without thé—funny interpretation Dutch (b) has and it allows (j)},
an act that is neither an ingredient of a process of communication
: ' 3 k\' - v ' t3 ’ ) - P
nor part of a game. The object NP of the transitive write in (35a),
which is repeated in (k), is restricted in the same way: it denotes
the product,of a mental process’ of creatiop, as'definéd by the
human mind. ’ ] - -

| _ g e T
(k) He wrote my comments . : SN E
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These Bgservations are only useful to a semantic description if

we .can fit them into a sem;ntic theory.r% shall not deal with this
in my thesis, yet I do have a suggestion here: restrictions on the
Dutch and English direct object NP modify an’ involvement pattern,
The direct object NP of action verbs isrmarked'as-[+invo1ved] as
;? will see in thapter 7. The nature of this involvement is now

“defined differently in English and in Dutch.

\-—\\ : ' -



Chapter VII
INVOLVEMENT

7.1 Introduction

-

Using the mapping.reiation between Event Structure and deep struc-
ture, it is possible to describe the subject and the direct object N#
sgmantica?]}. The subject deﬁotes the object of actualization in Eng-
lish, the object of origin in Dutch. The direct object can Qenote the
oSSEct of termination in both languages. Stative constructions contain
neither an object of origin nor an object of actuaiization. Nor do they
contaih an object of termin5£fon. As has been noted in ear]ie} chabte&gﬁ;
not a11 direct objects can be described <emant1ca11y using Event Struc-
ture. The direct object "in nonaccomp11shment constructions as in (1)
does not dencte an object of termination. '
(1) 2 He drove a Chevy around the city

. b He saw Peter downtown - ____ﬁ///ﬂ‘

In this.chapter, I will describe this direct object with a system of

+semantic description that uses the notion of involvement. This system

describes the direct object in nonaccomplishment constructioms; the

subject NP; ‘and other direct object NPs. But it describes them in a way

that 1is different from the way Event Structure describes them.

Involvement Semantics agrees in part with the semantics of Event Struc-

_ : -
'~ ture. Event Structure specifies the Tocation of the object of origin or
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actualization and the location of the object of terminaiion. Involvement
Semantics specifies where the event is actually taking place or where it

is Tocated. An event is located in those entities that are fully

»

involved in it.

-
'

The relevance to the grammar of JBnvolvement Semantics needs to be

shown qsing independent evidence, as has been done the notion of
Event Structdre. I will do so in this chapter. After int oducing'ihe
se@antic system of iavolvement in section 2,‘{ will show how it predictso
two types of intransitivization. Thesé‘arg unergative intransitiviza-
tion, discussed in section 3 and unaccusative 1nt;ans{;§vization, di;L
cﬁssed in section 4. The semantic system of involvement can also explain
why certain verbs allow an accomplishment reading wh11e-otﬁers do not.
This will be shown in section 5. I will close off this section by giving
'an example of a semanti; apa1ysﬁs that ;ses a notion comparable to the
.notibn of involvement. This is Saksena's {1980) analysis of case mark-
ings in Hindi. I will use mainly English data jn this chap?er, assuming
that similar phenomena can be fqund in Dutch. Whére Dutch and English
diverge I will give data from both languages.

7.2 The Semantics of Involvement

' -
‘States and events are distinguished in this_ thesis as fal1ows:
events take place in realdty, which means that the entities that take
4 Y -
part in the event, are involved in it. These are the entities denoted

by the subject and the direct object NP. States diﬁppc“ﬂaké place:
P

&

they are a predication of a property over the subject . This differ-

ence can be demonstrated by using' adverbs showing how the entities
- : . < . :
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. : r
v denoted by the subject and/or direct object NP %ﬁe.involved in dt. An
example of this is given in (2). The adverb denotj e way_ the sub-

" ject 1s involved in an event causes ungrammaticality in the stative (2b)
but not in the.nonstative (2a). | ) .
(2) a He rgg]ized,thgfe things with a lot of p]eaéu:é
*b He knew these things with a 1o£ of p]egsure:
Invﬁ]vement is,more compT%cated. however, éhan I have assumed up to
here. It js not afways true that both the entities denoted by the syﬁf
ject and the direct object NP aFig;‘;olved in an event. For instance,

the entity denoted by the direct object of perceptfon verbs is not

involved in the event of perceiving it.. In (3) there is nothing that

{ . . . . . =
_///,/ . this entity to do that relates to the seéing of it: it é6nly needs to be
visible to the perceiver.. : : ‘ _ _t
v a (3) a He saw Peter on the bridge -
- -' ‘/‘
: b He saw the rock ’
KA c He saw the, light in the room
The same is true of hear .. The object .heard in (4) needs to 5roduce
some noise to be heard. But this noice does not come about because this
entity is part of hearing event. The noice is there anyw:3 and it ¢an be
perceived consequeptly.’ T, 7 .
" (4) a He heard the car . - @ . =
N b He heard the ldafs of ‘the tree .
. c He heard the explosion e . \
- So ragain, the 6bjec£ perceived is not really lﬂiolved in an event of
- ) . . . - - *

- - ‘perception. It is percéived, but %t does not make itself perceivable.

Neither is it affected by being perceived.

- g -

.

»

be
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entity denoted_by the subjecE\NP may'really work on breaking or tearing

182

Another observatipn one can make about involvement: some verbs 21low
us to make inferencey about the nature:of the involvement of the entity

denoted by theirQSubject NP or direct object NP, others do not. The

——
-

b . . & .S .
entity denoted by the subject NE of perception verbs in (3) and (4) is
r
obviously involved through. the® physical and mental processes taking

place in its head. These are either the process of seeing or of hear-
< . -

ing. 'The)involvement of -the entity denoted by the subject NP of causa- '
tive verbs as in (5), however, is very difficult to describe.

(5) a He broke the vase ° _ .

2
1Y , '6'
o He tore the newspaper
L
"

(5a) and" (5b) say .nothing about the entity denoted by the subject NP has
to-do to break or tear'annobjecp. In one ewwreme case, this antity

would hardly be involved. 1t may, for instance, simply pass by and step

v

on a vase or a newspaper and break c¢r tear it. In Event Structure, we

can say only that it is the object of aziualization of the event in

English. Very little can be.said about its actions and its involvement

{(i.e. the role it plays in the event). In another extreme case, the

-

an object by acting in‘certain ways. Note that the meaning o; the verb.ir
still does not tell us wE;; kind of actions these aréu The meaning éf i

o L.
the constructions in (5) thus do not allow us to make clear 1nfgrencesh;' .
about the mature of the activity of the entity denoted bg the subject-
NP. 'But-this is not the case for (3) ané (4) where the ;ﬁtity denozéd
by the subject NP can oniy be involved ;§ a'"séer" or a "hearg;é:*‘ ;’ BN

A "

- A™ -y .
You gan find our how the entity" denoted by the qubjeét NP s,

- .
involved, inu£€€:;2ent if the verbuig a perception,verb. However, you

. .
~ . .

- . . :

b4 -

Y

L)
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cannot find out how -the enéity denoted by thelsdjreét object NP s
involved in such ar event. With causatiQe verbs the opposite happens.
Here it is uﬁc1ed?\how the entity denotéd by the subisct NP is involved
in the event: but it is clear how the entity dencted by the‘direct‘
object is involved %n it.. It is cPear what happens to the latter enti-
ty: it breaks or tears. The abov® two types of verbs allow inferences
about only oﬁe of .their subject and direct object arguments. With still
other verbs, it i; possip]e to make inferences about the invb?vemen: of

both the entity dencted by the subject NP and +the one denoted by the

direct object nP. To eat and to throw in (6) are examples of verbs of

b
'

this type.
(6) a He ate a carrot
.b He threw the 5a11
In (82}, it is clear how the carrot and ﬂg_are-in¢o1ved. The eﬁtit§ he
does all the actions necessary toc perform the. eating and the carrot
undergoes ali the effects of this action - it is chewn to pieces and
. - ]
ingurgitated. In (6b), the entity'oenoted by the subject NP acts by
moving his arm etc. to" throw: the ball is 1ifted consequently énd
trave]slthrOugh the air as a result. -,
The gbové remarks on involvement can be>forma1fzed using the binary
feature [+invo]vem?ntj or [;idvo1vement]. The notion of involvement is
defined in (7).
(7)
An NP is marked [+invo1vgd] when the meaning of the
verb allows you to make ciear inferences about the

way in which the entity denoted by it is iavolved; in

in all other cases the [~involved]-feature is assigned.
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Subject NPs and direct objeci NPs are marked as either [+involved] or

[-involved]. This leads to the f011owing'fbur ciasses of transitive,

and two classes of intransitive, verbs.

(8) NP+ VNP . NPV
a) + eat + e) + Taugh
b)‘+ see - f) - stink
c).- bre;k_-+' -
d) - have -

When there is at ieast one 'involved' NP we are dealing with an event.
This is the case in (8a)-(8c) and in (8e). When no ‘inveclved' NP is
present” at all, the construction is stative, as in (Bg) and (8f). The
above implies that the defiﬁition of events needs to be made more spe-
cific as follows: >

(9) .o e

An event takes place in reality and at least one

entiiy thaf makes up its structure {(i.e. the sub-

ject NP or the direct object NP) is marked as

{+involved]. |

The notion of invoivement gives the location of an event(/ The event
. - N

of eating in (8a) is located in the eater and the object eaten. A per-
ception event, as in (8b), is only located in the perceiver. The event
of breaking in (8c) i% only located in the object tha& breaks and the
event of‘Taughing in (Be) is located in the person that Tauéhs. This
insight isfimportant; as it makes it possible to relate semantically

Event Structuré and the syétem of Involvement. Both semantic primitives

tell us something about the spatial nature of the event. Event Structure

P
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spegifies the location of the origin or actualization .and of the termi-

1

nation of the event. Involvement Semantics specifies where the event is

actualiy taking place or where it is located. .

(8)%shares some feature; with Vendler's (1967) verb typology: (8a)
and (8e) ‘con;aip the action verbs; (8b) the achievements; (8c) the
accomp]ishmentsr'(Bd) and (8b) the stative verbs. "But there are two
important di{ferences between (8) and Vendler's “typology. Firsf, not all
verbs with'tﬁe patterns in (8a) and (8e) are action verbs. An intran-
sitive verb 1like to sleep -a verb with (8e)'s pattern” does not denote
an action but a physical activity of a person that sleeps. Despite this
incongruence, I will go on using the term 'action verb' for convenience.
Secondly, you can express accomplishment with verbs not covered by (éci.
Action verbs in (8a) can express accomplishment as well But they are
still different from the ve?bs of the category (8¢c) - there subject and
direct object NP are both marked as [+involved]. My approach takes this
into account: it separates accoﬁp}ishment -a notinsn in Event Structure-
from involvement. In.te?mS'E?'E;ent Structure, verbs of the category in
(8a) may.or may not occur in.écE;ﬁp1ishment constructions and verbs of
the category in (8;) a1ﬁays occur in accomplishment constructions. In
terms of Involvement Semantics, the action verbs in (Ba) have' two
involved NPs. The class of-verbs in (8¢c) only one.

The separation of the semantic domain of Invoivement and~of Event
Strubtu;e is motivated'by the fact that each of these primitives makes .
p?edic;ions the other cannot make. Event Structure, as we saw, predicts

the semantics of subject selection; tells us where we will find unaccu-

sative constructions; and where we can use_ the passive for all verb

Ty 2
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cateéonies in (8). - not just for the accomplishment- verbs. These phe-
nomena do not follow from (B)J_ Subjects of nonstativ; verbs may be
marked as [+1'nvo'b..yed], i.e. (8a), (8b) and (8e) or [-involved], i.e.
(8c).. The direct objects of nonstative verbs may be [+involved] as in
(8a) and (8c) or [-involved] as in (8b). This means that 'Involvement'
cannct predict whigh one of the two arguments of a transitive verb will
be. ihe subject NP. I argued- that unaccusativity and passive hang
togethgr’with-Event Structure. The notions contained in Event Structure
are ;ot predictab1e.on the base of (8). Origins or -actualizers may be
[+jnvo1éecﬂ or [-involved] and objects of termination may _only be
[+invp1ved], as we will see in section 5 of this chapter. But not all
[~invoived] direct objects are objects of términation. This is the case
with the action verbg; they do not have to express accompiishment. To
avoid confusion, I will call verbs of the category in (8c) 'causative'
verbs . not 'acccmp]iéhmentf verbs. The subject of these verbs denotes
the object of orfbin_or éktua]izationﬁon]y. Action verbs tells us more
‘about how the entity denoted by the.subjecé NP is involved inﬁthe evgnt.5
This means that it also tells us more about the nature of the origin or
the/éctu;??zation of the event.

It is interesting thaﬁ a more philosophical analysis of agency and
causation as in Vendler (1984), can be easily fitted into the system of
Involvement Semantics. Vendler says that actions are done and not
caused by something. Events, 1in turn, can be caused by actions. Under
Vendler defines events as changes of state. An acticn may cause a vase

to break, but an action cannot cause an arm to rise - this is something

done by the actor. There is a strictly linguistic explanation for this
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difference. The sEPject of action wn{bs is marked as t*invo1ved1.and-as
such it is clearly part of the evqp% expressed by the sentence. The
subject of causative verbs is ﬁérked as [-involved]. Consequentiy, it
stands for the object -of origin or actualization of the event only.
Involvement Semantics doés not exc1ude- the interpretation that the
jnvolvement of this entity in another event or, more specifically, in an
action, fuhctions‘as‘the origin or actua]ii!tion\ Involvement Semantics
'predicts‘this, albeit in a round about way: you may wonder how an entity
can be the object of origin or, actua]ization. pf an event, if at best
it plays only a marginal role in it. This can on]y be if it is~invelved
in énother event and dogs someth{ng or has something happening to‘it,
rather ﬁhan wﬂen it just sits around statically. 7
In Davidson (19715, activity and causétjve verbs are digtinguisﬁéd
in a different way. Certain verbs can only be considered actions after
we know more about them than what the verb tells us. But other verbslet
us know right away whether they are an action verb or not? For some-
thiﬁg to be called an action under Davidson's approach, it is necessa;Q
that the agent does something intentiona11y._When-somebbdy sinks a boat,
this ig an action when done in a p1aﬁned way, but it is~qot when done
through the pushing of a button, because of falling on it, with the
resglt that a torpedo is fired that sinks the boat. Drinking cannot be
done unintentionally. An agent may drink coffee instead of tea uniﬁ-
tentionally, still he -is performing the action of drinking intentional-
Ty. This.dichotomy in terms of intentionality matche; our distinction

between causatives and activities. Causatives do not tell us whether an

intended action is involved or not; activities always imb1y an intended
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action, a1though'this action may have an unintended outcome. Cauﬁatives
sometimes imply an interided act. Yet even df they do, there is no reason
to consider them activities in my'systgm.of Involvement. 1 categoriie
causative verbs differently because they do allow for this ipbiguity,

. S
;;?T;“Ectivity- verbs do not. Even when 'causatives have 31 5ubject
denoting an agent that acts intentionally, their behaviour with respect . -
to different.grammatica1 phenomena does not change. For example, they

do not allow unaccusative intransitivization; when the subject is an

agent in Davidson's terms nor do they allow this rule when it is a mere
. Fs

-

causer,

7.3 Unergative Intransitivization -

In this section I will talk about unergative intransitivization. An
example of this is the.a1ternatﬁon between the transitive and intransi-
tive verbs in (10) and (11). e

(110) a He was drinking beer~—- -

| b He was drinking

(11) a They were read}ng a book
b They were réading

The semantic system of involvement predicts that only verbs with -the

3 ' . .
involvement pattern in (12) can undergo unergative intransitivization.

(12) NP »= ¥ NP
+iny +iny
eat
drink
read
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Perception verbs like the one in (13), causative verbs like in the one
in (14), and stative verbs like the one in (15) cannot be intransitiv-

ized. ’

(13) a2 He felt the wind in his hair
+iny =iny

*h He_feTt

(14) a He broke the glass
=iny +iny

*b He broke (i.e. an object)

(15) a The painting dominated the whole room
©oriny _ . =inv

*b The painting dominated
When the Jérbs in (13)-(15) ;ake on a éif%erent meaning, they can be
.intransitivized or else they can have'an intransitive counterpart with
the same meaning (16b). In that case the involvement pattern is 1;;;
that of verbs such as to eat; That is.verbs of group (12). The count-
erparts of (13)-(15) having a different involvement pattern are given in

(16)-(18).

(16) a He felt my arm
+inv +inv

" b He was feeling about
+inv

(17) a He broke his relation with her
+inv +iny

b He broke with her -
+iny

(18) a The big guy dominated the whole group
+iny +iny

b The big guy dominated
+inv
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Tﬁe verb meaning tells us in which way the enti}ies denoted by ?Hg sub-
Ject NP in-(16)-(18) are involved. In (16), tﬁe entit§ denoted by he is
actively involved in an act%on qf feeling wnlike. In (13), he does not,
since we have a perdepiioq verb. In (17), the entity denoted by thé
subject NP is actively involved in breaking up a ng]ﬁtion. ‘The sentence
does not imply that he can just do anything which can have the effect of
. the "breaking" comﬁng‘about, like in (14). The ﬁbbject NP in (17) is
more than a causer - it an entity that is actively makes some mental In
(18),';he involvement of the entity denoted by he ié easy to determine
as well. This entity performs certain acts which Téad.to its domination
over a group of persons. This entity cannot just do anything to domi-
.'nate "this group 11}9 passing by on a sidewalk, without being further
involved. In (15)) deminate is used statively and no involvement fis
implied Qhatsoeve;; only a re{gtion-between two objects. (18) also has a-
stative interpretation, but here intransitivizat?gﬁ is not possible.

The entities denoted by the direct objects in (16)-(18) are involved
as follows. In (16) this entity is acted upon.by being touched, but not
in (13). 1In (1?), thig entity is broken ;slfn (13). In.(18) th;s'entity
undergoes the effects of the domination, ‘unlike in (15) where no
invoiv;ment is implied. (5______4,,/(

it iﬁ.qdite common to consider ihtransitivization 2 process that
depends on the lexical idiosyncracies of transitive verbs: This is
implicit in studies done within the Lexical Fuctional Gfammgr Framework
such as Bresnan (1982), which was discussed in chapter 1. My approach

does not predict unergative intransitivization using verb idiosyncra-

cies. Rather, it uses the semantics of transitive constructions. to do



so. However, this is .only possible if we use a system of semantic

descr¥®¥tion based on the notion of involvement. o

7.4 Unaccusative Intransitivization

By unaccusative 1ntransitivffatioq. I mean the change of Qerbs in
(19)-and (20) from transitive to intransitive. |
(19) a He op;ned the door
b The door opened
(20) a He tore his shirt

b His shirt tore
Both Per]ﬁutter (1978) and Marantz (1981) use this.change to motivate
unaccusat%v{ty. But .in chapter 4 I argued thgt Event Structure is at
the base- of unaqcusativity, not .the agent-patient alternation 1in
. subject-position of these sentence pairs. The intransitive verbs in (19)
and. (20) are unaccusative because they are accompiishments, not because
they have patient sub}ects. The aspect of the a];ernation in (19) and
(20) that I wish to consider in this section is its predictability when

usﬁng Involvement Semantics.
The prediction is that unaccusative intransitivization is only pos-
sible with verbs that have an involvement pattern as in (21). This is

the pattern of causative verbs.

{21) NP v NP
-iny break +iny
tear

explode
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Verbs other than the ones represented by (21) cannot undergo thjs type
of intransitivization, as in (22)-(24).

(22).a Mary saw the museum of modern art

+iny. -iny
*h The museum of modern art saw ~ '
-inv

(23) a Martha was reading the newspaper
+inv ' - +iny

*b The newspaper was reading

(24) a He had a headache .
CoT o+Hiny -inv

*b A headache hid
Sometimes verbs with the involvement pattern of (21) occur wiﬂh a dif-
ferent patt%;n. This is often the pattern of action verbs. Unaccusa-
tive in;ransitivization is not possible in these cases. Two examples
are éiven 16 (25) and (26).

{25) a He opened the cardgame
+iny +iny .

*H The cardgame opened

(26) a.That row of trees breaks the wind
+iny +inv .

*b The wind breaks.
The entity denbted by the subject NP'?n (25) needs to do a few well
defined acts in order to open a cardgame. He cannot just do anything to
cause the game to start. In (26) some well defined properties ;f‘the
row of trees make the wind chanée direction. It is not just' some
indefinite cause that is at the base of this. Unaccusative intransitiv-
jzation is impossible in both cases because theLFonstructioﬁs do not

exhibit the right involvement pattern. Only a verb with a [—inggﬁved]‘
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_subject and a [+involved] direct object allows this type of intransi-

piviiation. The verbs in (25) and (26) have counterparts‘tﬁat do a11ow’
unaccusative intransitivization. But their subject NPs are [-involved]
because jt can take on any role to be a cause or the object of origin or
actualization of the event expressed in the construction.
(27) a He opened the box
b The box‘opened
(28) a He broke the plank !
b The plank broke ,

The entity denoted-by the subject NP in (27a) and (28a) can act and open

or break. objects using his hands. ~ The sentences, however, may also

denote situation§ in which the entity denoted b;\the subject NP in (27a)
simply* throws over a box wi- the }esu1t that it opens, or in (28a)
simply steps on a piank ind passing by and break it, Every type of
"action" is allowed as long as it can be the cause or the bfigin or
actualization of'the event described in the sentences.

Unaccusative Tiké uﬁergative intransitivization is predictab1e. on
the base of Involvement Semantics. iELis means thaf‘it.is not necessary
to také refuge to lexical specification in the lexicon o% this alterna-
tion. It is on]f necessary to také into‘accouni the semantics of the

o
constructions at hand in ‘terms of involvement.[1] ’

Involvement Semantics can explain why achievemeqt verbs never allow
an accomplishment reading. We saw in section 1 that action verbs allow

an accomplishment rééd{hg optionally and that causative verbs é1ways

i
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have an accomplishment reading. The iat;er two verb classes share an¥
important featuré: the direct object of both is marked [+involved], as
in (29a) and (29b). The involvéﬁent pattern of-achievement vérbs, such
as (29c) contains a [~invotved] direct object.

(29) a Jerry wrote a poem
+inv +iny

"b He sank the boat
-iny +inv

¢ He heard the sonate ' "
\ - +igv -inv

- m
{

Ibe/a{rect object in constructions expressing accompliishment denotes the
| object of term{hagion.“ This object identifies t@é termination. of the
eventL In ijoa) the event is over when all the beer has been drunk., In
(30b) the event %s_over when the bomb has expioded. -
(30) ; He drank the beer )
b He.-exploded the bomb
In (30a) and (30b), the entity denoted by the subject NP starts the
actién and “directs it “towards the entitypdenoted by the direct object
NP . ' The event denotéd by achievement verbs does not imply such a
directicnality. The entities denoted by the subject NPs in (315 are all
objects of origin. Nothing happems, however, to the entity depqted by
the direct object.
(31) a He found the house
b He heard Jane's new record
¢ He reached the top of the hil}l
Noihing happgns to the house in (31a). The event of finding consists af

he setting up a Félationship to the house. In other words, the event is

mental, not physical. The same can be said about (31b). Nothing hap-
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pens te the sounds of the record = thesé sounds do not creat; a hearing
event. Rather, the event originates in the head of the subject he; it
allows hiﬁ to notice sounds. Neither does 'reaching a certain place in
(31c) imply tha£ something happens to this place. Again Qe have an
entity that sets ﬁp a2 relationship with the object - hgre a place.

One re;u}t of the semantic djfferences between achievement verbs,
action verbsland causative verbs.is that they do po£'a110w erga;q;; and
unaccusative #ntransitivization. This is demonstrated in (32) End in
(33). - ’

(32)*a He found o H
~  *b He heard
*¢ He reached
{33)*a The house found -
*b Jane's new record héérd
' *c The top of the hill reached o )

The events denoted by (3la)-(31c) are not directed ;bwards the enti-
ty of the direct object NP. This 1mp1ies that this entity does.not tell
us when ‘the event finishes - the status of the direct object-NP as
(-involved] stops it from being an-object of termination. And this also

-

explains Simpson's observation that achievements cannot occur «in resul-

-

tative context (see chapter 6 section 2). - Now if an achievement verb

takes a resultative predicate, it looses i;s achievement status and gets
the readiﬁé of an action verh. The resq]tative preaicate tan only be
predicated over an object of termination markgd [+involved]. When a
resultative predicéte is added the involvement pattern of achfevement

verbs changes, as in (34). .
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(34) a + -
b+ + Resultative Predicate
‘Examples of this change in meaning aré given in (35). All constructions
in (35) imply some mental and physical activity undertaken by the sub-
ject NP. This activity is directed towafds the entity denoted‘by the
direct object ﬂP. In shoét, these Eonstructions are no 1ohger ‘pure
: achieverst.,.r . |

(35) a He found her nice
| b He heard him out
¢ He reached his hand out to her =

(35a) denotes a mental act: assigning a ﬁropertytto something; (35b)
denotes the act of listening; (35¢) goes further. It shows the role of
he and bié.ﬂiﬂg in the event; thus it is more than just an achievement.
(34) e;pléins another phenomena; an achievement verb combined with a
resultative prédicate.wiil never end up having the involvement pattern
of causative verbs like to break etc. These verbs have a [-involved]

subject, but achievement verbs have a [+involved] ‘subject to start out

with. If we assume that nothing changes in the derivation™ in (34),

except for the feature of the direct object, only (34b) can be the out-

cbme, which is the pattern of action verbs.

7.6 "The Affected Agent"

e

‘The system of Involvement Semantics developed in this chapter grows -

out of the wiy states and events are defined in this thesis - that is,
Event Structure definitions of state and events. Nothing can take part

in a state. But something must take part in an event (section 7.1). The

S
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notien of invo]vehént includes the notion of affectedness. This notion .

—

is used in Saksené {1980). to expiain the semantics of embeddéd subject
case marking in Hindi causative constructions. Saksena's ﬁoint of view
jg as .follows: “the semantic properties of affected agents serve to
indicate what the GRAMMAR“considerg.re]evant to the semantics affected”
(page 822, note 5). Thus he makes a subtil distinction between semantic
aspects reie;ané to grammar. and those that are not. . In this way,
Saksena's éhproach follows in the footsteps of other semantic analyses
of case magking systems such as those I .Spoke of in chapter 1: Willner
(1835), Hjelmslev (1935} and Jakobson (1936). Saksena's approach also
agrees with my own, which aims at finding semantic primitives that are
re]evanf ta grémmar, or that tie in with grammatical phenomena. In this
section 1 will discusa Saksena's proposals to show hows Involvemént
Semantics cén be applied. Indeed, these proposals héfped inspire, my
ideas orn involvement. . - °
Causees 1in Eausative. constructicns in Hindi are marked by the
dative/accusative morpheme -koo-or by the instrumental csee . The causee
in the causative (36b) of (36a) needs -koo; the causee in %he causative

(37b) of-(37a) needs the -seemorpheme. D/A stands for dative/accusative;

DC stands for direct causative suffix and IC for indirect causative.
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(36) a raam-nee khaanaa khaa~yaa
_ Ram-AGT food  eat-PAST

*Ram ate dinner’

’ b midT-nee raam-koo/*see khaanaa khi]-éa-yaa
I-AGT  Ram-D/A food  eat-DC-PAST
'I.fed Ram'* '
. (37) a'raam-nee peer kaat-aa
}

A ' Ram-AGT tree cut-PAST
‘Ram cut the tree'
b mai-nee raam-see/s koo peer kat-
- :
1-AGT  Ram tree cut-
aa-yaa
DC-PAST(m.)
. ’ . i
Saksena argues that case role notions sich as agent, patient étc. can-
not efp]aih the semantic differences behind each of these case markings.
Thus he introduces a new notion to explain them, affectedness. The mor-
pheme -koo always marks NPs that are affected by the verb activity in an
event. The indirect objéct in (38a}, the patient in (38b) and the
experiencer in (38¢c) are al]‘governed by this rule.

,

- . s
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(38).2 mdi-nee siitaa-koo santaraa di-yaa .
I-AGT  Sita-D/A  orange give-PAST(m.)
'T gave Sita an orange'
b mdi-nee siitaa-koo piit-aa
I-AGT  Sita-D/A  beat-PAST(m.)
'l beat Sita"
C raam-koo gussaa aayaa
Ram-D/A anger come-PAST(m.)
'Anger came to Ram (=Ram got angry)'
When the NP does not denote an affected entity ancther caﬁ@ morpheme is
selected, such as -nee in (39). (3%) forms a minimal pair with (38c)
through the subject's + or -affectedness.
(395 ;aam-nee gussaa kiy-aa
B Ram-D/A anger do—PAST\(m.)
"Ram showed angef'(without necessarily
experiencing it)
Yet just because the morpheme -see is present does not mean that ycu are
dealing with affectedness. In (40), the causee agent 'Ram' can take
either -see and the -koo . Saksena states that the -koo morpheme
implies that the aim is to get the causee agent to read the book. The
-see Torpheme, however, impliés that the aim is to get thé book read.
~Here the causee‘agent is just an instrument towards that end.
(40) mai-nee raam-see/koo kitaab parhjvaa-ii
I-AGT Ram book  read-IC-PAST(f.)

'T had Ram read the book'
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.« The notion of affectedness is like the notion of involvement: no
affectedness means.no involvement; if there is affectedness, then there
. ﬁugt be involvement. Affectedness produces the same four verb classes
pfaduced bythe notion of invoivement. Moreover, it is easier to find
out whether an N? is [+involved], [-involved] or-affectea if we set

aside the event, and look at the verb meaning alone.. The system of

Involvement Semantics is repeated in (41).

(41) NP Vv NP NPV
a -inv break ) +inv , e +inv eat
b +inv eat +iny f -inv stink
c +iny see -fnb
d -inv have -iny

The subject NP of the causative verb in (41a) i; marked with the |-|
because it is not affected by an event of breéking. The breaking only
affects the entity denoted by the direct object or you can also say that
the verb meaning only appiies to this éntity..In‘case of eating in (41b)
both the eater and the’ object are affected; 1in' (4le) the eater is
affected. The eater 'does the eating so is affected by nis ?wn actions:
- the object eaten 1is cﬁewn etc. and affected as well. Perceptions, as in
(41c), never imply that the entity denoted by the direct object s
affected. The seeing oniy.happen; in the entity denoted by the Eubject
NP. Stative constructions as in (41d) and (41f) do not imply affected-
ness nefther in the enéity denoted by the subject NP nor the entity
denoted by the direct object NP.

Now Saksena found that unergative intransitivization (or unspecified

object deletion) groups verbs as I just have done. The verbs with
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affected or involved agents can undergo this rule (42a); the verbs with
nonaffectéd agents-or'noninvoived causers in our t;rms cannot (42b).
(42) a2 maT-nee raam-koo paath/0 parh-vaa;yaa
I-AGT  Ram-D/A lesson read-IC-PAST
‘I had Ram read (the lesson)'
b méi—nee raam-see peer/>0 ka;-vaa-y;a
‘I—AGT Ram-INST ;ree cut-IC-PAST
! héﬁ Ram cut the tree’

.

‘The morphological distinction made witm case marking between affected
(jnvo1ved) and jﬁoanfected (noninvo]ved3 subjects only occurs in the
embedded subject position of causative constructions in Hindi. However,
-the semantic primitive can also tell us about the grammar of noncausa-
tive corstructions, because it can predict unergative intransitivization
in Hindi as in English and butch. Causative verbs that have a
[-involved] or [-affected] subject do not fﬂ]ow unergative intransitiv-
ization while action verbs do. This is demonstr;ted ,n (43).  Both
.subjects in (43) have the sape'case-marking.
(43) a Raam-nee peer/*0 kaat-aa . -
Ram-AGT tree cut-PAST
< ‘Ram cut the tree' -
b Ra;h-nee paa;h/D.parh-aa
-» Ram=AGT lesson read-PAST i
'Ram read (the lesson)' -
Saksena~remarks that all Hindi sentences (transitive or intransi-
» .

tive) must contain an affected role. Thus all constructions expressing

events in Hindi need at tleast one affeq&sihior involved) NP, which
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agrees with the definition of "event in (9) of this chapter. Saksena's
generalization may imply that Hindi has no stative constructions. But
our redefined generalization does not exclude this. So it is possible tp
use the system of involvement in (41) {; a parametrized way to predict
which type of meanings can_be realized in transitive and intransitive
constructions in particular languages. Involvement Semantics belongs to
UniversaT.Grammar as the primitives describing tense interpretations of
sentences do. I will discuss this in the next section. Yet if all sen-
;tencesiin a language must contain an affeég;d role (I include here only
the subject NP and the direct object NP as in (415) it cannot have sta-
tive transitive (41d) and stative intransitive const;nctions (41f). ~And
if a language cannot have {-involved] direct Bbjects, it cannot have
transitive achievement verbs (41c) and transitive statives (4id). Per-
haps this language aliows only transitive accomplishments that need a
[+involved] direct object, as in ;ection 7.5. Unfortunately, I have not
researched different languages to check this type of parametrizing of

the semantics.of transitive and intransitive constructions, so I will

not go on theerizing on this issue.
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The system of Invoivement Semantics can be used to single out those

verb classes that may from the ones that may not intransitivize. It
has not been explained why certain verb classes allow unaccusative
or unergative jntransitivization and others do not. Unfortunately,

1 have not been able to find a solution for this important issue.
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T .. TENSE

8.1 Introduction

Reicheﬁbach (1947) develops a framework describing the tense
interpetations of sentences. This framework contains the three primi-
tjves E, event, R, point of reference and S& moment of speech. Hornstein
(1981} compares this épproach to two other descripticns cf tense struc-
tures..These are thelgqgs supported by Gemerative Semantics and logic.
Hornste}n proposes sgﬁé h?nor changes to Reichenbach's. system. More-
over, he descr1bes the re]atwow_between time adverbs and tense struc-
ture. Th1s I will discuss be1ow Bouchard (1984) refines Reichenbach's
ideas using French data. o ) -

Reichenbach describes tense structures as follows. The three primi-
tiwes E,‘S and R can, but ﬁéed‘not, be associated. When associated they
occur at the same moment in time, Their order shows their sequence on a
time line. The three sentences in (la)-(lc) have the tense structure
given in (2§)-(2c). : ‘ *

- (i) a John ate the cake

b John had eaten the cake

-¢ John will have eaten the cake

¥2) a E,R--5
b~ E~~R--S .
c S=-E--R
; - 204 -
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.The past tense in {la) is an event that is assopigted to a2 reference
-point|which it precedes, yet unassociated to the moment of speech that
foliows both the event and the reference point. Thg past perfect in
(2b) is an event preceding a referque point but”unassociated to it.
The reference point precede the moment of speech to wﬁich it is not
associated either. Future perfect is anm unassociated S, £ and R in the
order of (ch. Bouchard (1984) uses the same primitives but his tense
structures are not projected_onto sentence as 1in Reichenbach (1947).
Rathe},._fhey are projectedl on individual verbs, each representing a
spbﬁért of temse structure. These subparts are assos;ated, as in (4) -
the tense structure of the French present perfect in (3). This approach
brings teﬁse structures closer to their realization in syntax.

. (3) Elle & chanté

The auxiliary verb has the tense structure of the simple preQent without .
the E, as in (4a). (4b) shows the tense structure of the past partici-
ple; 1£s event precedes a reference point. The two tense structures are

combined as in (4c).

‘Ld) aa S,R *

b chanté E__|

c S,R (Reichenbach, Hornstein: E_ S, R)
|

|
E_|
The English tensé structures are in (5), taken from Reichenbach

(1947). Those the first row represent the tenses in the second and

ihird row. fThdse ake the terms and structures that I will use in this
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(3) ' -
Structure Reichenbach Tradf;iona1 Name '
a E_R_S Anterior Pést Past Perfect’
bER_S Simple Past Simple Past
cR_E S :

d R_S,E Posterior Past ===
e R_S E
%-k__S,R Anterion\?resent Present Perfect
g S,R,E Simple Present SEEPTe Present
h S,R_E - Posterior Present —
i S__E_;R -
JS,E_R Anterior Future Future Perfect
kE_S R .
1 5_R,E Simple Future ) Simple Future
m% R_E Posterior Furture -
The English examples of _ these structures in (6) are from Bouchard
(1984).
(6) a John had gone
b John went
c,d,e I did knaw that John would go
'f John has left the team
g John eats a lot
h John will go when he feels like it

1,j,k John will have Teft

"1 John will go tomorrow

mI will be going to see him
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Hornstein (198l) proposes the following way to incorporate time

adverbs into these structures. Sentence (7)"is.represented as in (8),
. which simply states that the £(vent) took place at 10 o'clock somewhere
in the past. - | ( L.

(7) John left the house at 10 o'clock

(8) E,R_S ‘

io.o'clock :

Time.adyerbs can also relate to the reference point. The past perfect
in (9) has two readings, as in (10): the secretary either 1Ef;_ggg,room
at 3 o'clock or she had already left the room at this p&int in time. 3
c'clock in the latter relates to the re?erence pgint;'in the formeé‘to
the event. .

(9) The secretary had left the office at three o'clock’

(i0) a E_R_S
. ; o'clock
b E_R_S
3 o'clock

Aspect is not part of Reichenbach's model, nor is it part of Horn-
stein's (1981) and Bouchard's (1984). But with Event Structure, we can
incorporate aspect into a model of tense structure. We can add an object
of origin or actualization and an object of termination to the primitive
E, as shown in (11). The whole constellation of E and "o" or "o's" 15
the event structure of the construction. An "o" preceding E represénts
an object of origin or actualization; an Ho" following E is the object
of termination. (1la) contains a transitive accomplishment, (11b) an

intransitive or transitive nonaccomplishment and (1lc) an intransitive

accomplishment.



208
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(lla)-(lic)ﬁire the repreéentatiohs of senténce§.(12a)-(12c).
(12) a He drank a glass of beer |
b He will work hard in university o ..
¢ The vase had broken ‘
(11a)-(1lc) merely say that a éivén event hglbened, will happen or had
happened. Event Structure %n fil) consists of the E and the attached
"o or "o's". The relation TDéetween Event Structure and tense interpre;
tations of sentences has not yet been shown by (115. I.will discuss
this below. In section 2 of this chapter, I wi]i go into the relation
between Event Structure and certain time adverbs and in section %; I
ki]f show how the moment of speech S interrelates with Event Structure
when it is associated with E(;ent). The three subparts of Event Struc-
ture affect tense interpretations of sentences: pbject of.origin or
actualization, the event itself and the object of termination. Thus
tense interpretations support chapter 2's notion of Event Structure. I
will not elaborate more on the intricacies of Reichenbach's model 1in
what follows. I refer to the literature cited in éhis section for fur-

ther dfscussion of these matters.
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8.2 Time Adverbs <

Vendler (1967) and Dowty (1981) found that scme aspectual interpeta-
tions 6? séntences exlude xome t;;é adverbs. Accomplishments cannot be
combined with time adverbs of the type "for NP" like jgg.fiig minutes,
for seven gggz§ etc., ds in (13), but nonaccomplishments can, as in.
(14). I will only use English data in this section - Dutch exhibits
comparable phenomena. |

(13)*a He broke the vase for five minutes "
*b-He ate the pie for an hour
(14) a He Qorked for an hour
b He ate sugar for five minutes
Accomplishments can unite with time adverbs like “"within NP" or "in NP";
nonaccomplishments too, but then the interpretatiop is different --you
now refer to the beginning of the eveﬁt, rather than its ending. (1%)
illustrates this for accomplishments, (16) for nonaccomp1isﬁments.
(16a) and (16b) should be better in the future tense, but these sen-
tences will do for now.
(15) a He ate the pie in five minutes
b He cut the tree in an hour .
(16)72 He worked in an hour
?b He ate sugar in an hour -

A model of Tense Structure enricned by Event Structure can explain

the above. Adverbs Tike for X hours denote time spans. Adverbs like in

X hours denote a points- in time that takes an X number of minutes to
. reach. Adverbs of the former kind can be depicted as an undelimited time

span. The latter type can be depicted as a delimited time span. They
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relate to Event Strugture'as follows. Only open ended or undelimited
events (i.e. nonaccomplishments) can last or have an undelimited time
ﬁpan, as shown in (17). But in Event Structure delimited time spans are
‘points, as in, as in (18). The symbol "T" in (17) and (18) stands for

“time span”. "o" denotes a delimited time span; no "o" means an undel-

%

imited time span.

(17)'a “E,R_S He workgg for five hours

o | s .
T . S —
*»  E,R_S He bruke the vase for five minutes
/1IN
"o | o
T ¢
*¢  E,R_S The vase broke for five minutes
: I\ '
[ o
I
(18) a S_R,E ~ He will work wgahin an hour
- 'v/ ’
’ o
[. .
. To
b S_R,E He will break the vase within an hour
/\ '
o o
|
- To
¢ S_R,E He will break the vase within an hour *
7\
o o
I
Toy
d S_R,E  The vase will break within an hpur
A\
0

[ B}
To

-
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The two readings of time ad§erbs like in NP or within NP match Event
Structure and the timg'adherb in the #ame way. An adverb joint t;.the
cbject of origin or actualizatfﬁn means a cer+ain amoﬁnt of iime passes
béfore the event begins; an adverb joineq to an objeq&_of termination
ﬁeans a certain amount of time passes before the events ends. (19)wshows
more examples of this. (18a)-(l8d) show the Event Structure matching
patterns of.the first cﬁnjunct in (19a)-(19d) with the in NP adverb.
(19) a He will rest in an ho&r after doing the remainder of

-

his work

é;? b He will cut the tree in an hour after doing some other

work first

L

¢ He will cut the treé in an hour after which we can chop
the wood into smalt pieces

+ d The vase will break in an hour if you ge on banging on

( it that wa) '
Other time adverbs place events in 2 certain'time of the past, pres-
ent or future. These adverbs abound and.they can join with any event
whaievér its structhe. They join with the'whole event ~the E- as Horn-
stein (1981) proposes, but they are not attached to an event's interna?I

structure. (20) illustrates this.
(20) a yesterday
é.R__S .He broke the vase yesterday

7\

o o0

b ER_S He broke the vase in five minutes
/' \
o o

To (T=in five minutes)
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The adverb yesterday can occur in both accomplishment .contexts, as in

(20a), and nonaccomplishment contexts, as imn (21), because of its posi-

4

tion in diagrams like (20a). \

(21) a He ate sugar yesterday |

. . ’
b He worked a]] day yesterday

Tense and Aspect

[0}
[FY)

—

If an event structure has an object of termination, the event is

delimited: it stops when this entity is in the state that typifiedNit as

an object of termination. The moment of speech cannot be associated to

the object of termina%icﬁ, because it cannot be associated to a point of
the event at which the event has stopped existing.

There are three kinds of association in Reichenbach's syétem between
the moment of speech, S, and the event, E. These appear in the present

- tense, posterior past and anterior future. The latter two have twe

other tense structures in which S and E are not-aséociated. When E is

an accomplishment, the association of E and.S means that the event is
still going on at the moment of speech S and is proceed{ng towards its
accomplishment. These facts result from adding Event Structu;e to Rei-
chenbach's system. First I look at English and Dutch data on the present
tense. Next, 1 deal with the posterior past and anterior future in
English - these two tenses act much the “¥¥me in Dutch.

The English present tense cannot express accomplishment (22a), nor
nonaccomp]ighment if it dis not in the progressive form (éZb). Few
interpretations are possible in'(22). (22) can havé g habitual inter-
pretation but it cannot mean that the evént happéns‘at the moment of

speech.

‘r
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(22) a He drinks a glass of milk
b He works
The habitual reading of (22a) and (22b) becomes ‘clearer when we add an
adverp as in (23).
(23) a He drinks a glass of hi1k each day
b He works every day
In Event Str;cture, these two sentences have an identical form. Yet both
are ungr#mmatica] when having t;e interpretation (24). This may be due
to thé absence of theiprogressive form.
(24) S,R,E
The grammatical progressive sentences are given in (25).
(25) a He"is drinking a glass of milk
b He is working' '

The Dutch present tense is somewhat different™Trom the English one:
its present tense morphology can be assotiated with a future tense
interpretation with most verbs. In addition, Dutch has-no progressive
form so it is éasier to discern whether Event Structure allows a given
tenﬁe structure. Sentences in the ﬁresent tense in Dutch cén haye at
least two tense interpretations. The sentences in (26) describe events
that are continuing at the moment of speech. "

. (26) 2 De wvaas breekt

‘ ’ the vase breaks
'The vase is.breaking'
b Hij hakt de boom om
he cuts the tree down

'He is cutting the tree down'

—_—

_.._‘ ~
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" (26a) denotes an event of a slowly breaking vase and (26b) of a tree
being cut down. These sentences imply accomplishment, which can be seen

when the adverb "for a certain period of time" is inserted. But then

they are ungrammatical, as in (27): thus the Dutch sentences differ from
- the English progressive counterparts, as the presence of the progressivé
can exclude an accomplishment reading, as shown in (28).
(27)*a De vaas breékt al vijf minuten
the vase breaks already for five minutes
*b H{j hakt al drie wuur de boom om
he cuts already three hours the tree down
(28)*a The v;se is breaking for already five minutes
b He has been cutting down the tree for three hours
An alternative interpretation of (26a) and (26b) becomes clear when we
add some adverbs. - Béth sententeg now denote-an event in future.
(?9) a Die vaas breekt nog eens
that vase breaks still once
'That va§e‘w111 break one of these days'
b Hij hakt morgen de boom om
he cuts tomorrow the tree down—
¢ 'He will cut down the tree tomorrow'
Here, the moment of speech cannot be associated to to'the moment of the
~accompiishment of the event, as in (30b). It cannot be associated either
to the gbject of origin, as (g5b) cannot mean that the event started at

the moment of speech, as in (30c). Instead, the sentence expresses an

event that is still going-on.(30d) or that will happen in future (30e).
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(30)ra Hij hakt de boom om

*b R,E . : -
/' \ o
o o
S

c*R,E
7\

°
S

d"S R.E

The.explanation for these data is that £ and S are never associated at
the Jevel of Event Structure. This can be incgrporated fprma]1} into
Reichenbach's system as in (30c) and (30d). In (30), The object of_ori-
gin or actualization and the object-of te;mination do not belong to E.
It follows from this that when S and E are @ssociated S is never asso-
c:ated with these objects. This implies in.tempora1 term; that § nevér
occﬁrs at the same time as the beginning or the end of an event. Now
accomplishments behave as they do because Tense Structure acts together
with Event Structure. That they do act together supports my hypthesis
that Event Structure has three parts. These are the object of-origin dr
actualization, the event itself and the object of termination. These
entities must be separate; otherwise fhey would not affect tense inter-
pretations of sentences.

The anterior future and the pcsterioé future show that English is
similar to Dutch. (31) shows one interpretation of the anterior fﬁture
in English.

/
(31) S,E_R | o

P
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Again, we may expect that the moment of speech in ﬁ31)'does not ur at
the moment of the orig%n or the actualization of the event on of the
accohp1ishmeﬁt of-it. (32) shows this.
(32) a He will have rested by.then
b He will have broken the vase by then
' c Tﬁe vase will have broken by then
In (32a), at-the moment of‘sﬁeech, the person denoted by Qg is resting.
In (32b), at the moment of speech, the person denoted by he 1is breaking
a vase and in (32c), at the moment of speech, the vase is breaking. (33)
shows the Event Structqre of the latter two - it adds an object of ori-
gin or actuaiization and an object ‘of termination to (31)'s tense
interpretation. S and E relate to each other if the E(vent) fis an-
accomp1ishme&t;\}hen S must happen du;fﬁg_s. S can neither occur at the
moment of the®origin, actualization 6; é;}mination of the event. This
results from the attachment of $ to E, not to the ;tructure of E.
(33) a (326) E.S_R
/' \
o o
b (32c) E\S_R
\
0
The other two interpretations that Reichenbach gives for the anterior
future do not imply the association of S and E, as is shown in (34).
(34) a S_E_R
~bE S R
‘ Z\Structure (34&) means that the event will take place after the moment of
speech, but before the reference point. (34b) means thaf the event has

taken place before: the referedce. point comes after the moment of

speech.
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The posterior past has three tense structures too; one adsociates S
'and E. Again, the moment of speech neither‘comes at the moment of the
origin or actualization of the event nor of its accomplishment. (35)

shows these structures.

(35) a R_E_S
d b R_S,E ;
¢cR_S_E

’

Sentences with the structures in (36) are given in (37).
. (36) a1 thought tha; he would have worked
bl thought, John would have eaten sugar

(36a) and (36b) can mean that the event took place before the moment of
speech, but after the referenﬁe point, as in (35a). If.you use.(35b)'s
tense structure, (36a)'s working event and {36b)'s eating event happened
at thé moment of speech. But the event is referred to from a moment thak
preceeds the moment of speech. (35¢) implies that the event will happen
after the moment of speech and the reference point.

Again, the moment of speech in (35b) is associated to E, not the
structure of E. (35b) stops (37a) and (37b) from expressing accomplish-
ment of the event at the moment of speech. -

(37) a 1 thought that John would have broken the vase

-
¢

b I thought that the bridge would have collapsed

The other two readings are also possible. '] leave it to the reader to

—-—

detect each of them.



218

8.4 Some Extensions

The interpretation of sentences containing time adverb; like within
X minutes or in X mihuxes'is sensitive to the presence of an object of
actualizdtion in English or the object of origin in Dutch or to the
object of termination in both 1angdqges. You can use this fact tc study
the way Event Structure appears in sentences “that are more complex thgn
the ones used throughout this thesis. It s interesting to see that
aspectual interpretations are not a)ways sensitive to the absence c? a
subject or direct object NP in surface structure. Simple active sen-
ténces can refer to the beginning of the event only if thé object of
origin cor actualization is present (see (38a)): when.no‘object of ter-
mination is present no reference can be made to gpe end of the event.

(38) a The ship sank in five minutes
b He will be working in five minutes

JUnergative intransitivization Aproves_ the above for the cbject of
termination. Unergative intransitivization makes refefence to the end of
" the event impossible. Thus (39a) is grammatical under the interpreta-
tion, that driﬁking_a glass of beer will take haif an hour and then will
be terminated. hhen the direct object is deleted, this interpretation
is not possib]ei as shOWn-in (39b). This sentence cannot mean that an
indefinite amount of liquid will be drunk in half an hour.

- {39) a He will drink this glass of beer in half an hour
b He will drink in half an hour

(39b) lacks an object of termination in its tense structure (40b), to
which the time adverb can be attached. This attachment can take place

in tense structure (40a) of (39a), but not in tense structure (40b) of

5
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(39b). Both tense structures of (39a) and of (39b) allow attachment. of
the time adverb to the object of-actua]fzation, as_shown in (41)." The

tense structures in (41) mean that each event begins'after half an hour

has elapsed.[1]

(&0) a S_R,E : *b S_R,E
‘§§ /' \ . /
0o o 0
I | .
To (in half an hour) To {in half an hour)
(41) a S_R,E b S_R,E v
“/\ /
o o0 0
I | .
To (in half an hour) To (in half an hour)

To explain the above data, we can state that accomplishments accom-

plishments cannct undergo unergative intransitivizaﬁion for the same
. . tr

reason- causative verbs cannot. Causative verbs are é]ways accomplish-
ments, as we saw in chapter 7. The tense interpretations before and
after the constructicn has.been intransitivized remaig the same this
way. Thus, (39b) is derived from a construction whgse direct object does
not denote an, object of‘termination. Eo too accomplishment construction
with a;tion verb involvement patterns refuse unergative intransitiviza-
tion. Accomplishments can never undergo this type of intransitivization.
(42) and (43) are examples of this. (42b) is the intransitive form of
(42a) and (43b) of (43a). Now the verbs in (42a) and (43b) are not like
their causative counterparts. They.do not allow unaccusative intransi-

tivization as in the (c)-sentences. Unaccusative verbs allow this type

of intransitivization in general, as we saw in chapter 7.

- - ~
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I

(42) a He sank a well
“+inv +inv .
*b He sank -
. *é The well sank

(43) a That row of trees breaks the wind _
+iny . +inv ¢

*b That row of trees breaks
*c-The wind broke -

Yet sometimes though ;here is no object of actualization or origin,
a sentence's tense interpretation acts as if they were present. Passive
cgnstructions'are-examp1es of this phenomenon. The passive structures in
(44) can mean that the‘event starts after half an hour, though they have
no object of actualization.

(44) a This Glass of beer will be drunk in half an hour

. b This vase will be broken{in half an hour

Thus the passive differs from unaccusativity. Though unaccusative con-

structions - like the passives in (44) - have no object of actualiza-

tion,-they still cannot refer to the beginning of an event. (45a) and
(45b) do not mean that the event begins aftef a certain period of time
has gone by. Instead (45a) means that éhé process‘of rotting will get
.to anlend after six months; (45b) that the process of collapsing will
get to an end after three days.
(45) a These leaves will rot in six months
b This bridge will collapse in three days

Unaccusative constructiong Eave no object of actué1ization, which rules

out a tense structure as in (46).

-2
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(46)*S_R,E i -
\ .
0
i
To
But passifés do have an object of actualizatien. It appearﬁ at the level
of semantic interpretation where tense structure is determined. The

passive, as such, rearranges the surface structure of a sentence, but it

does not change its event structure. (47) shows the tense structures of

(44a) and (44b). ' -

\\
(47) S_R,E :
' / \ . ’
o o -
TL (in half an hour)

The subject and direct object NP influence aspectual interpretations
of sentences except in pifsive congtructions. The absence of tﬁe sub-
Ject NP in the latter type of construction does not make impossible the
tense interpretation that implies the asseciation of the object of ‘ori-
gin or actualization and adverbs of the type igbl.minutes. as shown in
(47). This makes it possible to discover if Event Structure also
includes other NPs from the subject and direct object NP. Remember
chapter Z states that these two NPs are constituents of events rather
than participants of events as is implied by case or thematic roles. So
can Event Structure define indirect objects, prepositiona] objects ;nd
sucﬂ? By using the test with the adverb in X minutes it is easy to
show which role these objects play in Event Structure.

Adding an indirect object to a VP affécts the construction's aspec-
tual interpretation, though indirectly. A sentence with a benefactive

-expresses nonaccomplishment only. The tense interpretation of the sen-

. : 1~
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tence§ in (48),-which contains a benefactive and an adverb of the type

ig X minutes .is given in-(493)7, (49a) implies that the event gets

started after ha#i——&n—Lhovf. The interpretation expressed in (49b)

implies that it took half an hour before the event was accomplished.
(49b) is not a possible interpretation of the sentences in (48).[2]
(48) a He will cook me my dinner in an hour

b He will boil me some eggs in an hour

(49) a S_R,E *» S_R,E
/. /
0 - 0
- | l
To - To

A hypothetical interpretation of (48a) is that the advefb is associated
with the benefactive NP, as in (50)..We then have to assume that this NP
is also part of Event Structure.

(50) S_R,E
A .
/T - B
0o 0
SU IO (D0)
]
To

Interpretationm (30) of (EB&) reads as if the event of cooking for some-

one will start after an hour has gone by. The cooking event has been

going on before this hour has gone by{ but it is defined as an event
performed for someocne else after this time period. This reading, how-
ever, is gxciuded. which shows théﬁ_the presence of the benefactive does
4ot interrelate -directly with teagelinterpretétion. As such it does not
to play a role in Event Structure. - ‘
Neither does a subcategorized PP in the VP influence a sentence's

tense dinterpretations. (5la) and (51b) can onTy mean that the event

starts after half an hour.

L T —
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(51) a He will work at his thesis in a half an hour

b He will sureiy talk ﬁbout that in hate~ax _hour.
9
The tense interpretation of (5la) and (51b) is given in (52a). (52b) is

impossible since the sentences do not contain an object of termination.

4
- (52) a 5_R,E *b S_R,E
-/ /
o ©
| |
To To

In (53), the intransitives have no prepositional object, but still have

the same tense interpretatHOr 2s the Een;encés in (51).
{53) a Sure,. he will work in half an hour
b Sure, he will talk in half an hour i

Thus if we accouny‘ for tense. interpretations, Event Structure

plies only to the subject and direcf object NP. Moreover, these two

NP\ zlone determine the aspectual int?rpretation of a sentence. So in

semantics, these two NPs st?C:ﬁin the 1imelight above their fe]]oﬁs such

as the indirect object and prepositional object NPs.

?1
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Unergatix? intransitivization * sometimes allows the interpretation

given in (40b). Unergative intransitivization of the verb to eat is -

. . S—
an example. .
(a).Tﬁey ate in fifteen minktes
The tense structure of (a)'is given in (b). : (\
, (b) E.R_S S,
/
o] T\‘x:'/ v, . . .

To (in fifteen minutes)

—

“As yet, I have no explanation for this. But this sentence is excep- '

tional since the verb to eat. can only mean to have dinner . (a)

cannot mean that an indefinite -amount of -some food stuff was eaten

in fifteen minutes. "

]

Straﬁge]y enough, the direct object in these sentences cannot be a

mass. term, as” in (a) or an indefinite plural, as in (b), pui it

must be like in (c). This is an -indication of the accomplishment,

nature of constructions containing a benefactive. This stands in

+, sharp contrast with the findjngs of this section. An aébomp}?shr

ment reading can never be adhered to a construction containing a

-

direct object that is a mass term or an indefinite plural. This

-phenomenon has been discussed in chapter 2.. ; .

(a){é He cooked me soup
*b He brought me sugar
tb)*a He cooked me noéd]es
*b He broughl me flowers
(ﬁ) a-Heicooked the soup

¥ -

.
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b He brought me some flowers . )
R ) .
i ) . 7
A3
// -
1
! M
[
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Chapter IX
/

AN ASPECTUAL ANALYSIS OF THE FRENCH REFLEXIVE

-

9.1 Introduction

Here I describe the French reflexive with Event Structure.[11 I wil® -

show that the analysis of the French reflexive using case (Fillmore
(1968)) or thematic (Chdhsky (1981)) roles, in particular the notions of
agent and patient, does not make it possible to give a unified account

of the semantics of the reflexive: ESg%e are reflexive construct1cns

N that have neither agent nor patient. In section 2, I will propose an

—_—

aspectua[ analysis of the French reflexive. This analysis covers all

uses of the reflexive both simply and coherently. I will 2£]y deal with

refiexive’ constructions that contain a reflexive pronbun represent1ng a

d1rect object. I w111 not consider dative refelxives. Neither will 1
describe a large number of reflexive dataT this has been_done in many
traditional studies. I will show only how certain semantic primitives
can help us to understand the semantic aspects essential to explaining
the semantics of the French %ef]exive. s
In traditional grammar, the French reflexive is grouped in several
" semantic subclasses. These classes are divided uﬁ according to the
reflexive construction's similarity to a given French syntactic struc-

ture. Burston {1979) gives us such a categorizatife (seé below). It has

six subclasses.
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(1) a Reflexive:
Jean se voit-dans la glace
'John sees himself in the ice’
b Reciprocatl:
Jeanne et Marie se parlent 1'une & 1'autre
Jane and Mary themselves talk to each other
'Jane and Mary are talking to each other’
c Passive:
Cette espéce de livre se vend chez 1es.
fhis type of book itself selis at the
bonnes soeurs
good s;sisters
'This type of book is sold by the nuns'
d Intransitive: -
Le vent gbmmence a se lever
the wind begins tb jtself rise
'The wind begins to blow!
e Pleonastic:
- Le ballon (se) gonfle
the ball itself {nfﬁate
'The ball is getting inf1a¥gsl¢\‘\
f Intrinsic ’ -
Hélene s'est évanouie
Helen herself is fainted

'Helen faintedt

227
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Usually ;semantic interpretations of the data in (1) use either the
semantic noﬁions of agent and batie;t, or active dnd passive. This is
the case, for instance, in Stéfanini (1962) and in Burston (1979).
Stéfanini's proposals are based on the seﬁantic ideas developed in
Guillaume (1943). The reflexive, or in Guillaume, the middie ;oice, has
bofh active- and passive-like semantics. Data vary. Some are aimost
active-iike; some have both active-'and paséive-Tike qualities in equal
measure; some are almost Eomp]ete]y passive. ‘This is shown in (2) which
is from Stéfanini (1962). . ' ' ) '

(2) a predominantly active

je"me lave Col
'T am washing myselif'
b active and passive .
Je m'i;rite
I myself irritate

'I am feeling irritated’

¢ predominantly passive

1a maison se construit

~

the house itself builds

'The house is being built'

Stéfanini states ihat no purely agent-like or patient-like reflexive

constructions exist Tn French. The above theoretical:assumptions lead to
-~ ___—--'"
the following interpretations in Stéfanini (1962).
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{3) a I1 s'apergoit de quelique chose
he himself notices something
'He notices something'
b I1 s'endormait
he himself fell asleep
'He fell asleep'
A reflexive construction as in (32) means the perceiver receives an
image from ocutside himself. The‘perceiver's effort of interpretation is
. nSt suppressed. So the entity denoted by the subject NP is partially
active and partially pa;sige. {3b) is a process of falling asleep that
presents itself to the §ﬁbject who is looking for the slieep. Again the
entity denoted by the subject NP is both active‘and passdive, .
Burston (1979) uses the seqantic pairs of active/passive and agent/
patient, but in a different way. Burston's aim is to give a unified
semantic description ‘of the reflexive. The }uthor starts out from.é
Jakobson type of apﬁroach to semantic éna]ysis, assuming that the
reflexive's formal invariance comes together with a semantic invariance.
This formal invariance is typified using Jakobson's semantic terminolo-
gy: ‘the verbal subject of the refilexive "is simultaneously viewed as
.both the initial focus and ultimate referefce point of the verb" (page
153). A1l the semantic variation results from'this. Burston takes up

Guillaume's <idea ¢f an active-passive reflexive subject, saying that

1

this kind of subject both starts and is affected by the verb's action -
‘they both "initiate" and "suffer" a verbal process. Burston's interpre-

tation of the passive reading of the refiexive in (4) is indicative of

~~
(S

this. He states that the reflexive's squect contributes to the process

it is undergoing. But this is not the case in the passive (4b).

~
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{4) a Une fortune se gaspiT?e facilement
a fortune ’ itsei% waste easily
'A fortune is wasted easiiy' -
b Une fortune est facilement gaspiliée
‘A fortune s wasted easily'
Yet four argumenés ge against this agemf-patient, active-passive
description of the ref]exive. |
First, case or thematic roles m;y have little rg]evance to the
semantic description of phenomena of grammar. I have aiready discussqﬁ
examples of thi; for Dutch and Engfish. The same may be true for'the
Frénch reflexive construction. This means notions of agent and patient
or active and passive have Tittle relevance to thg semantic description
of this phenomenon. ¢
+  Secondly, even.%f they were relevant te semantic description, they
do not account for all cases. The reflexive in French is possible with
almost any verb including perception and recipient verbs. For instance,
the verbs in (5) need neither an gent subject nor ; patient direct
object to be reflexivized in (6).
(5) a I1 a entendu le bruit dans le sous-sol
'He heared the noice in the basement’
b Jean-Paul a requ une lettre de sa mére
aﬁjourd'hui _ .
'Jean-Paul received a letter from his mother

today'
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(6) a Le bruit dans Te sous-sol s'entend si tu

mets ton oreille icy.

'The noice in the basement can be heard when

you listen here'l

b Autrefois.'1es paguets se recevajent au
bureau de poste

I'BIca'fore, parcels were received at the post

" office’ -
The subjéct in (52) does not act but merely perceives; néither does it
need to act in (5b). Rece%ving a -letter is a relation established
between a recipient and another entity. Nothing has to happen forlthis
to be possible. The letter may simply sit on the doormat for the recip-
jent to see it énd think tc himseif that 'l have received it'. The
direct object of a perception verb is_nof a patient, since it is not
. acted upon. Neither is the direct object of a recipient verb is acted
upon, For 3 Tetter to partake in the event of receiving it may, again,
simply sit on a doormat without anything happening to it. Of course.'it
has to be sent before it can be received. Yet although the event of
sending preceeds a ?ecéiving event, the sendiég event is no%t part of the
receiving. Perception verbs and recipien£ verbs can<§appear in a2
'ref]exive construction. But notion of agent and patient cannot describe
the reflexives in (6). Neither can the notions of active and passive,
though these two notions seem more appropriate. As :e11 Guillaume's

active-passive continuum leads to difficuities - how can le bruit and la

lettre be active?
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Thirdly, the notions of agent and patient or Aactive a;d passive
alone cannot describe all the subclas;es of ref]exive.conﬁtruc}ions with
" transitive cdunterparts having an agent and patieht. Using of both
notions at once impedes semantic interpretation.of, and above all, the
passive reading of, the reflexive. The subjects in (7) cannot play both
an active and passive rble in ihe event; neither can they be both agent
and a pétien£.
(7) a La chambre s'est nettoyée en cing minutes
'The room was cleaned in five minutes®
ST b Le reste du vin s'est bu en un clin d'oeil
'‘The rest of the wine was finished in a blink
of an eye' ‘
-c Ce repas s'est mangé rapidement®
'"That meal was eaten quickly’ '
It is farfetched to ascribe agentivity to the subjects of the three
. sentences in (7). But say wecould. This leads to the following inter-

pretation. La chambre in (7a), le reste du vin ahd ce repas are both

o

actively and passively involved in the event they are part of. One way
of getting this inter;retation from (7a) is -to say properties of la.
chambre actualize the c]eanihg of it, as has been argued for.phe subject '
of the middie in English in Qosten (1975) and O'Grady (1980) and for the
English subject NP in general in chapter 3. Yet the middle in Eng]{sh is

very restricted, only a subclass of all verbs can occur in a middle
s

construction. The reflexive with passive meaning in (7), in contrast,
can be made of virtually all transitive verbs in French. The definition

given by Oosten (1977) and O'Grady (1980) tries to explain this unpro-
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ductivity. Some entites in reality may have hropgrties that help actu-
alize an event, others may not. The material in (8a) may ease or -"do"

part of the washing of itself; properties of a ball can do nothing that
-

is related to the throwing of it, which explains the ungrammaticality of
(8b). .

{8) a This modern fabric washes.easi1y

*5 This Teather ball throws easily

To explain the reflexive this way, we can attribute some "activity" or
initiating forces to the room in (7a) tha£ helps clean it. But ydu
cannot say this about the wine in (7b) and the meal in (7c). Drinking
is done by the person who drinks -~ the object drunk aoes not "do" any
drinking. Likewise an object shown does not "do" anything to make
ftse]f sho&n. The one who does the showing does all the work. Thus
there is n$ way to interprete the subject NPs in (7) as both active and
passive in the event.{2] '

The fourth argument against an agent-to-patient or active-to-passive
continﬁum is this: it is impossible to unify two opposing notions. Say-
ing that a reflexive construction is botg active and passive, does not
make it possible té- pinpoint exactiy what the reflexive stands for
semantically. TJo do so we need a comprehensive semantic notion to

replace these combined notions. If we hear that something is both

somewhat black and somewhat white, we may conclude that it is grey. But

-

what “notion could coinne\(he ideas somewhat agent and somewhat patient?

Thus Stéfanini's {1962) and Burston's (1979) semantic notions cannot

clearly describe all interpretations of the reflexive. These notions
] .

are too specific to make generalizations about perception verb and

-
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recipient verb constructions. Using both at oncé_stops you from inter-
preting reflexives with a passive reading. In the next section,'I use
Event Structure to describe these. constructions in French, simply, and

coherently.

9.2  An Aspectual Interpretation of the Reflexive ~ . §

In chaptefg 4 and 5, I defined unaccusativity" and passive using
Event Structure. When a construction expressing accompiishment contairs
only one argument NP, this argument will automatically denote an object
of termination. This object can on]y be realizewa in qirect object
pesition in deep sﬁ}ucture. A construction with an hP that denotes an
object of origin in French or Dutch or an object of actua]gzation in
English can be passivized. Passivization causes the object of origin to
dissappear. Iﬁ*French it can be realized in a par-phrase. The object of
termination does ndt affect passive con;tructions, but it does affect

unaccusative ones.

(9) a Unaccusativity

event - object of termination

) ' NP -
] - .
subject :
b Passive : .
object of - event - (object of
origin termination)
NP v NP

| |
(par-phrase) subject
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Examples of French unagcusative and pa;sive constructions are given in
(10) and (11). | | Co
(10) a I arfivait trois heures en retard
'He arrived three hours too late'
b I1 va au marché cet aprés-midi
'He will go to-ﬁhe'market this afternoen'
(11) a I1 a été vu par Phiiippe sur le quai
| lAHe was seen by-Phj}ip on the pier’
b Elle a été entendue par Méianie dans e
grenier
*She was heard by Melanie in the attic'
Now if we also assume that refiexivization depends bn-Event_Structdre.
we get this interpretation. Reg?;xiVizaiidn looks partly like unacéu-
sativity and part?y'1ike passive. But ft-cannot be 1ike unaccusativity

because reflexives can (12a); but need not, coniain (12b) an object .of

termination. In other words, not all reflexive Constructions are accom-

plishments.

(12) a Le vase s'est cassé (*pendant cing
. _mjnutes)
‘The vase broke (*for five m{nutes).
b Il s'est lavé pendaht cing minutes
*He washed himself for five minut;s‘
Reflexivization looks different from the passive.' It cénnot have an
object of origin because you cannot“chang; the'sentence to realize this

object with a par-phrase.

o
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(13)*5 Le bébé s'est lavé par sa mere
the baby itself washed by its mother
*b Le vase s'est cassé par sa force brute
the vase itself broke by his brute force
Thus "reflexivization is a kind of ﬁnaccusativity = though it does néed .
an object of térmjnatioh.{3] - ~

{14) Reflexivization

+ event (object of termination)
v C NP
(14)" implies that a reflexive construction always consists of an event

named by the verb, and an entity that can be its object of termination.

But if it is not, it is the ultimate reference, point of the event, as
outlined in chapter 2, section 4. Thus a refiexive gives an event and

its tajl. This semantic internpretation makes it possible tc generalize
A

[

over all uses of the reflexive. The reflexive constructions in (15) an

denote an event and its tail of its ultimate reference point. In (15¢) -

and (15d) this reference point is also its object of termination.
. . o r————————————



/-l
TN 237

(15) a 11 se rase
‘ 'He is shaving himself’ - | . .
b I1 se trompe ;/-’
he himself mistakes
'He is making mistakes'
c Le vase s'est cassé
the vase itself is broken
'The vase broke' . ~
d Le lait s'aigrit
the milk itseif sours A
'The milk is turning sour’ .
Although (15a) and tle) imply that the entity il is also the object of
origin of the event, this does not appear in the sentence's semantic
structure. Tﬁis assumption 1et; us give a thergnt semantic ac&ount of
(15) as events with their ultimate reference point. This analysis
explains the ambiguity of most reflexives: this ambiguity comes about
because the interpretation of-their object of origin is left frée Bur-

ston (1979) gives the data in (16) for the verggggégig .
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. (16) a Ces deux médecins ne font Jamais appel ; un .
confrere, ils se guérissent eux mémes.
These two doctors never call upon a col-
Teague, they treat fhemse1ves'

. ; b Ils (ces deux médgcin§J se éuériésent T'un -
\/ * - 1'autre | —~
' ;They (these two doctars) treat each,qther'- o -
¢ Ils (ces maux de‘téte) se guérissent avec

un peu d'aspirine |
'They (theseeheadaches)'cd;e with an aspirin’
.d On ne prend pas de médicament pour soigner
Ces petits rhumes, il1s {se) guérissent tout
seuls h
'One does not take medication to take care
of little colds, they cure by themselves'

My inte%pretation of this is that-all reflexive constructions in (16)
denote the.evént 'quérir' and its ultimate reference point, but not its
object of origin. This object of origin does not appéar at thé level of

. - '

"grammatically relevant semantics" - ;emantics mappped onto Syﬁtactic
Structgre through the component of Correspondence Rules in Jackendoff's
{1983) ﬁ;de1 of grammar.[4] The object of origin be anything allowed by
an event like guérir and its ultimate reference point. For instance,

in grammatically relevant semantics it does matter who or what cures ces
' ¢

deux médecins in (16a). Yet this NP stands for the ultimate reference

point .and its object of termination, since the construction expresses

accomplishment. (16b)-(16d) do not tell us who or what cures: the object

-
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of origin may be the ils in (16b); the aspirime in (16c) and the ils in
(16d). In (16d), one could also imagire that the body functions as the
object of origin, Burston ca}ls this type of reflexive pleonastic. This

idea does not agree with my approach. Tnere is always the meaning con-

tent introduced by each reflexive that there is an unspecified object of

origin, whatever its exact natu?e may Ee.

The above anajysis iT]usfrates a basic difference between a purely
descriptive semantic approach and one thatciﬁ@s in with linguistic data.
Tradit}onai studies of the French reflexiva are an exampHe of the for-
mer. The data in (16) are described individually in'these studies and an
account is given of all their pessible interpretations. The semantic

~
ambiguity that is exhibited by the re%]exive is only described. A
§emantic approach that unites grammatical form,gpd semantic i;terpreta-
tion explain the ambiguity why a certain grammatical form aliows several

semantic interpretations. Kempson (1977) states that a theory of seman-

tics must be able to give an explanation of ambiguity. This means that

the Jatter theory is to preferréd from a methodoliogical point’éf view. -

Note here that it is nét’€1ways clear in Kempson (1977} what the precise
difference is between an account and an expla;ation in the context of
the discussien on ambiguity. ]

(14) predicts that reflexives of stative verbs are impossible. Sta-
tives do not'have.évent structure, so they have no object of origin. An
ungrammatical example of a stative reflexive is given in (17a). Dominer
'to dominate' cannog‘be reflexive when used stative]y.aﬁd denoting a

locative relation of dominance; it can when expressing a nonstative

relatidﬁ of power {17b).

\j
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(17)*a Le jardin se domine sans problémes
that garden itself dominates~without
.probfems 7. o /.‘
b Cette femme se domiée ?aciiement

that woman itse]f dominates easi]y

,'That J&&iﬂ can be dominated eas11y
A hypothet1ca1 grammat1ca1 stative interpretation for (17a) is that a
garden can easily be dominated by a number of undefined entities such as

»

trees or buildings. - -

The abqve analysis implies that all subcategorjes'of the reflexive

given in traditional Fpgnch grammar are realizations of a conceptual

interpretaticn af the basic csemanticg , of the Treflexive. Ordinary

reflexives, as in (18), denote an event pius its ultimate réference
point il . The fact that il igghlso the object of origin of the event of

laver 'to wash' is a matter of the conceptual structure in the sense of

Jackendoff (1983) that is adhered to .the sentence.

(18) I1 se lave -

- . ’
- Willner (1B27) deals with the German genitive in the same way. Case

mofphemes are analyzed in such a way in.this study that one can genér-
alize semant1ca11y over all the uses of them ip a spec1f1c language. It
is wrong to say that the German genitive expresses pessession because it

often means someth1ng other than possession; as shown in (19). Thus you

cannot map the notion of possession onto genjtive morphemes in Syntactic '

Structures. (19a) expresses a relation Af possession; {19b)'s genitive

is governed by a verb; (19c) expréSSés a Jlocative re1atjo£ (19d) a

Cal . -

_moment in time.
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(19) a das Haus.ggg Mannes
.'the house of the man'
b des Krieges gédenken
of the war commemorate
"to commemorate the war'
¢ ausserhalb des Gartens
'Butside the garden' . .
d ei;gg Tages
'one day' .
w;]]ner writes that this case denotes "movement from" - whether it
“expresses possession is beside the point. Here possession itself means
* "movement from" as if something you own goes out from the owniI. This
way 2 question like: "Whose book is ;his?”, to g{ve one of Willner's
examp1és. can be interpreted as: JFrom whom s tﬁ}é béok coming?"
The reflexive has one meaning important to linguists. Categories of
reflexives, as in (1), result from matching this one meaning with vari-

ous concepts. (20) shows this, wusing Jackendoff's (1983) notation.

Capitalized words denote major ontological categories,

d
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(20)'s correspondence rule does not chose an object of origin. It
appears at the Conceptual Structure level. Now you may wondéﬁ how the
reflexive construction limits the range of possible objects of origin in
Conceptual Structure. One reascn may be that the range of objects of
origin is restricted by the verb meaning. The verb may predict how th& °
object of origin of the event is involved in'tﬁ%s ecént: It is a1§0

possible that no .predictions can.be made as to the nature of this

“involvement. This matches the distinction between different verb
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.E]asses in French and in many other 1anguag§s thqt‘is completely unre-
lated to ref]exivizagion. This 1§ the distinction Between action ana;
perception verbs on the one hand and causg;iye verbs on the other in
chapter'T. Besides being the object of origin;of the event in {21), the
"entity denoted by the subject NP is a1§o restri?ted'semantica11y because
it can ornly be an "eater", a "seer"-or a "thrower"
"T(21) a'Marcg1 mange une poire
> ‘Marce] is eating an apple’
b Barbara me voyai£ dans la rue
'Barbara saw me in the street.
c I jetait ie ballon vers moi
'He-threw the ball towards me’
In (22), the subject NPs are not restricted in this way. The entities
¢enoted by it ﬁay’do virﬁualiy anything to break a vase (22a)§ to crush
a glass (22b) or to open a door (22c). For example, they could tﬁrow a
stone against the object concerned.
(22) a2 I1 a cassé les vases antiques ..

- 'He broke the antigue vases'
b I1 écrasait le verre

‘He crushed the glass'
c I1 ouvrait 1a porte
‘*He opened the door!
The reflexive does not change the basic difference between action and
percep;{on verbs on the one hand and caUsgtive verbs on the other,

Though an object’ of origin is absent in the semantic structure of an

action or a perception verb,. you can-still see that an NP denoting an

-
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eater, etc. has not been expressed. With causative verbs there is no
way to discover anything about tﬂe object of 6rigin.

Event Structure not only interpretes ref?exives cohereﬁt]y. It ;150
-helps " to exp]a{n 2n observation made in.Rothgmberg (1974), page 67.
Rothemberg observes that in many intransitive conétructions without a
refiexive: "l'élément lexical assemant 1la fonction du sujet est
également le siege de T'action, du processus qui ‘EEt "vu comme se
développant & partir de lui." The Eéiéééﬂ can be interpreted as the
]ocation‘of the event, as expressed by the system of Invoivement Seman-
tics in 6hapter 7. The observation that the action or the process
develops stariing out from the ;ubjeét means 1in terms‘of Event Structure
that the subject is the object of origin. When the same verbs are used

° .
with a reflexive pronoun the observation is .thatr ""le se de 1la

récession marque pourtant que 1@5 qualités inhérentes, les”™ forces.
internes, les propriétés de 1'élément lexical assumant la fonction du
sujet sont insuffisantes & elles seules pour permettre la réalisation
de {'action ou du processus; bien qu™il soit considéré comme. leur point
de départ." In terms of Event Structure, the observation that the sub-
jeéﬁ cannot reé1ize the event by ?tse?f'means that the subject.cénnot be.
the object of origin. The above'observations aré“predicted by an Event
- Structure iqéﬁrpretation. Simp1e.nohstative intransitive ‘constructions
that do not® imply accomplishment contain an object of.origin.. This

object is reatized in subject position, which is ﬁredicted by the Event

§tructu%e Coxrespondence Rule in (23).

= (23) o NP===—--- V-mmm———— NP
| S
I " |

object o object of

of origin termination

& .
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Ali thé events in (24) originéfe in the entity denoted by the sﬁbject NP
and, as Rothemberg says, "develop starting out from this NP". The i
‘he' in (é4a) creates the laughing; the ballon. 'ball' in (24b) causes
itself to swell and the mgzlin (24c) causes itself to blacken, because
of chemical ghanges in its ;ubstance.
(24) a I1 rie
| I.He is laughing'
b Le ballon gonfie
'The ball is swelling'
c Le mur neircit
"The wall bla;kens’ g ) .
A rgf1exive construction never contains an objaci of origin because it
is left unspecified. But it always contains the ultimate reference point
of the event or, in some cases, its object of termination. In Rothem-
berg's terms, this means that forces in-tge éntit& dénoted by the sub-
ject NP are too weak to bring the event into éxﬁstence. This semantic
analysis predicts the interpretation of the data in (25). These Sre the
data from (24) with a reflexive bronoun added to them. According;to an
Event Structure intérpretation, the essential aspect of (25a) is that
t;e iaughing affects the entity denoted by il 'he' and ta}e§~posse£sion
of it.. This entit; is also be interpreted as the object of origin. But
in mysapproach this resu]ts’from the conceptual %nterpretation of the
senté;ce. (25b) implies that the ballon 'ball’ gefs inflated by exter=
na1'fokces rather than by its own properties, as in (24b). Burston says
that the reflexive pronoun in {25b) 1is pleonastic, as indicated in (1).

There exists, however, the difference 1n'meaning described above. This
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differeﬁce falls out without any problems using Evgnt Struciure. (25¢)
denotes a process of a wall that blackens, because of external - not
internal - forces working on it such as smoLe penetrating its surface.

(25) a F1 se rit de ces choses
he himself mccks these things

'He mocks these things'
b‘Le,ba1]on se gonfle )
the ball itselfs swells
'The ball is getting inflated’
¢ Le mur se noircit
the wall itself blackens
'The wall is getting black'
Other data that can be interpreted with the aspectual analysis are given
in (26). These data are from Stéfanini (1862).
(26) a I s'aperéoit de que{que chose
he himself notices someihfng o
'He notices something'
b I1 s'endormait
he ‘himself fell asleep
'He fell asleep'
(26a) is an event with the ultimate reference point .i1 . There is no
mention of the object of origin. In my approach, (Zsa) implies, in
contrast to“its nonreflexive counterpart. (27a), that the perception
eVeqt happens Eo the percéiver, and that it is not Jjust brought into

existence by it;.i.e. the perceiver is passively affected by the event.

(26b) implies that an event leads to a person falling asieep. Again

ke
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thére is no mention of the object of origin. Indeed it could ¥e any-
thing: endormir is a verb of the causative class discussed above. This
class, unlike agentive and perception verbs, does restrict its sLbject

™
semantically, as shown in {27b).
| (27) a I1 apercevait la voiture & coté de la:
maison
'"He noticed the car besides the house'
b 1) Sa fattgue 1'endormait ) : .
'His tiredness made him fall asleep'

v

2) La conversation 1'endormait
- 'The conversation made him fall asléep’

The data in (25)-(27) show that the reflexive may change the %vent
Structure interpretation of a sentence. The object of origin in (24a)

%In ultimate reference point in (252) and- (25a). The

and (27) has become
passive does not change the Event Structure of a sentence, only its
syntactic structure. The object of origin in an active sentence shows

up as an object of origin in a passive one. In French this is in a

par-phrase.

9.3 Tense

Tense interpretations of sentences with adverbs of a certain type

dependt on the event structure of a sentence, as was shown in chapter 8.

-

Adverbs like in X minutes or within X minutes can be attached to an
object of actualization 'in English, of origin in Dutch or to an object
of termination in both languages. When no object of actualization, of

origin or -of termination is present, this attachment is impossible. And
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so are the readings related to it: (28a) can iqp?yuthat_the event of
writing will either begin or end in twenty. minutes; (28b) implies only
tha£ this event will begin in twent; minutes and (28c) that the event o%
ginking wiil end - and not begin - in twenty minutes.

(28) a He will write that letter in twenty minutes
b Hé will write in twenty minutes -

.¢ The boat will sink in twenty minutes

The tense>interp+zggg;ipns of the sentences in (28) are given in {29).

(29) a I S--R,E I1 5--R,E
: AN VAN
o 0 o o
l : I
To : io

(in twenty minutes) (in twenty minutes)
b'S--R,E :
/ v
o .

. To (in twenty minutes)
t S--R,E
4]
3 |
To (in twenty minutes)

I state in section 2 that the French reflexive lacks an obﬁect of
origin in the same way unaccusatives, as in (29c), Jack an object of
origin. Reflexives and unaccusatives are unlike passive constructions
that aliways contain origin or actualization in terms of Tense Structure,
as was shown in chapter 8. The tense interpretation of a reflexive sen-

» tence can be used now as independent evidence %or section 2's analysis.
If there is no object of origin, an-adverb of the type in X minutes can

never lead to the interpretation that the event begins a?térih-certain

time span, as in {29al) and (29b). °
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-french, however, does not have a time adverb like the English in g
minutes . Instead, it has one such adverb that refers to the end of an
event only: en X minutes 'in X minutes'. And it has one thét refers to.r ..

the beginning of an event: dans X minutes 'in X minutes'. Interpreta-

tion (28al) is expressed by (30a); (282lI) by (30b); (29b) by (30c) and
(29¢) by (30d). : o N
(30) a ;1 mangera la pomme dans deux minutes-:
'He will eat the.apple iﬁ two minutes'
. (sHe will start eating the appie two
minutes from now)
b I1-mangera la pomme en deux minutes
‘He will eat the apple in two minutes’
(=1t " will téke him two minutes to eat the
apple)
c 1 mangerg‘dans deux minutes
'He wil1-éat,1n.two minutes'
(=He will start eéting two minutes from
now)
d Le bateaﬁ chavirera en deux minutes
"The boat will capsize in two minutes'
(=1t wi]f take two minutes for the boat to
capsize) ‘
<Reflexives, however, allow reference to the beginning and the end of the

event. Both adverbs with en and dans are possible in these construc-

tions, as shown in (31).
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(31) a I1 se lavera en cing minutes

'He will wash himself in five minutes -

.-

(=1t will take him five minutes to wash ’
himself) e |
b Il se Tavera'dans cing minutes
'Hé will Qash_ himself“in five minutes
-(=He will start washing himself five
& . minutes froﬁgnow)

(31b) seems to refute our assumptions about the interaction of Event

Structure and Tense Structure. There is, however, one aspect of time
adverbs to take into account. In chapter & there are two types of time

adverbs: one‘attaéhes to the event as a whole; one attaches to the event

- -

structure of a sentence. The relevant data and their tense interpreta-

-

tion are repeated in (32) and (33).

* (32) yesterday

| v
E.R-=S He broke the vase yesterday

/'\

0 0
'

(33) E,R-fg He broke the vase in five minutes

o 0 2

To (T=in five minutes)
v -

The adverb dans X minutes in French is analyzable as an adverb of the

¥

type in (32). The difference between this adverb in French and the
adverb with in and within in English becomes clear when we insert the

adverd encore or still in the sentence. This does not lead to ungramma-

ticallity in French. But it does in English, as in (34) and (35).

-

Y
1
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(34) a Dans une heure, il mangera encore
in an hour he will still eat
'He will still eat an hour from now'
b Dans une heure, i1 se lavera encote
in an hour he will still wash himself L.

"He-will still wash himself an hour from

now'
(35)*a He will still drink in an hour .

*b He will still wash himself in an hour

The grammaticality of (34a) and (34b) means that dans une heure réfers

not to the beginning.of the event but to its mére happening after an
hour” has passed. Were this not the case, using the adverb encore would
lead to ungrammaticality, since its presence implies that the event is

going on before the point in time denoted by the adverb dans une heure .

In English this is not ‘sgg-Usage-of the adverb in an hour refers only
- ' -~ ) .
to the very beginning, or the end, of the event. Implying that the event

is gping on before the poﬁét in time expressed by this adverb leads to
ungrammatieality here. Note that (35a) and (35b) can get.-a grammatical
interpretation, but then still has a different interpretatién. Nothing
is said about whether the event is still .going on at a certain potnt in

t

time, only that the event will (still) be taking place at thay point in

-

time, contrary to what was expected. For these reasons, the g;énch dans

une heure, in contrast to the English in an hour, is an adverb of the

f&pe in (32) - an adverb unattached to the event structure of a sen-

tence.

L
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’

Above I have @roposed 2 semantic anéiysis of the French reflexive

L] - -

that covers all reflexive data. This analysis is part of a semantic
theory that distinguishes linguistically relevant semantics from lin-
guistically non-relevant semantics. The former type of semantics can be

read off the data; the latter type serves to help construct 3 conceptual

“structure for each sentence, but is not mapped inte the syntactic, or

the morphological, component. The aspectué] notion of Event Structure

is the foundation of this anaiysis. Every nonst&tive sentence ' is a com-
pidte or partial rea]jzaiion of Event Structure. Reflgxives represent a
partial “realization- of Event Structure, Jjust like unacousatives.

. . s . . .
Reflexives contain .only the event name and its ultimate reference point,

. which may sometimes be ¥ts object of termination.

As for tense interpretatigns, no conclusive evidence has. been- found

about the status of the object of origin in French reflexive construc-
. . : N

-

&

tions. This section, as such, can merely indicate where such' evidence -

may be found. It is up to future research to shed more light on tbé

event structure of the French reflexive. X .
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This chapter is ba%ﬂ{’on a'paper written within the context of the -

“Fesearch project No. 410 (1985) 0333, Catégories yides et syntaxe

historique of the Social Science and Humanities Research Council of
¢
Canada. I thank the members of the workgroup of this proJect

which was held in the summer of 1985 for. their he]p in d9ve1op1ng

the ideas that are at the basis of this chapter.

Ruwet (1972) ha's reéarked that constructions as in (7) often haee 2
generie reading. huwet uses the term 'middie' for this type of
reflexive. Genericity, however, does not change anything about the
presence or abéence of event structure in a construction, as was

A - .
shown in chapter 3, section 4. Any type of event structure can

'appear in a construction with a generic'interpretation. Accomplish-

ments, nQQg§c0mp]jshments. etc. -may be used in a generic way.
Neither does genericity change the case role interpretation of a
sentence. Genericity as such is not important to the discussion of

sentences from the perspective of case roles or Event Structure.

A s1e1lar1ty between passwve constructions and reflex1ves is that
both constructions allow reference to an unexpressed object of ori-
gin by way of the aﬂvefB avec plaisir 'with pleasure', as in (a)
and (b). These data were pointed out to me by Paul Hirschbuhler.
(a) Cefte viande s'est mangé avec plaiggr

) that meat itself is eaten with p]eesure

'That meat was eaten with pleasure’

— -

(b) Cette viande a été mangé avec plaisir
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‘That meat has been eaten with pleasure’
Unaccusatives in English do not allow this adverb, as shown in (c).

- (c)*The vase broke with a Tot of pleasure

Epe above means that the exact semantic status of the absent_object

of 'origin in (14) is unclear. This problem, however, does not

‘influence my analysis of the reflexive.

-

It is interesting to see here that notions that are similar to my
notions of object'of origin and of termination can be found in
stgﬁies on the French reflexive. For instance, Stéfanini (1971), as
was outlined 1in chapfer 2, section 3, states that with the French
reflexive the origin aﬁd the end of the event appear in the same
position, that of the‘ subject- ﬁP. My semantic anaiysis of the

reflexive is differgnt: I only make reference to the end of the

event and the event itself and consider the oricin absent.

&
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