“BABE S-BOLYAI” UNIVERSITY
FACULTY OF LETTERS

RESULTATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS
IN ENGLISH AND ROMANIAN

- summary -

SCIENTIFIC COORDINATOR
Prof. Stefan OLTEAN PhD

PhD CANDIDATE
Imola-Agnes FARKAS

CLUJ-NAPOCA
2011



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ... ittt et e e e e e e et seeaaeeaeeeennens 6
ABSTRACT .ottt ettt e et bt e e a et e tb e e o bt ek bt e e e e e bt et nabe e ennes 7
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS ...ttt e e e e et e e e e e eeees 8
L INTRODUGCTION L.ttt ettt ettt ettt e sne e bbb e e e e 9
1.1 Preliminary COoNSIAErations ..............uuuuuuiiurrimuimiiiiiies s ee e e e e e e e e e e seeeeessen e e 9
1.2 Chapter SUMMATIES ......cooviiiiiieeeieeessi e e e e e e e e eeeeeeee e e e e e e eeeeeeaeaeaeeeaeseeeeeeeeaeseeeeeeees 13
2 ON RESULTATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS ....ooiitiiiiiiiiiimiie ettt 14.
2.1 INEFOAUCTION ...ttt et e e e e s e een e e e e e e e e e e e e e annnes 14
2.2 Definitions and Accounts of Resultative CONSILIONS ...........cccvvveeriiiiieeeriiiineenn. 15
2.3 Resultative Constructions in a Broader SENSe...........cccevveveeieeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeene 22
2.3.1 False/Weak RESUIALIVES .............ieeeeece ettt 22
2.3.2 Metaphorical RESUIALIVES ............commmmeeeeeeee e e e 26
2.3.3 Resultatives in Germanic and Romance Lan@uage............ccccevvvvvvvvvvvnvennnnns 30
R B S YU 1 0] 0 =T Y PR 34
2.4 The Typology of Resultative CONSLIUCLIONS .........oocuuviiiiiiiieeee e 35
2.4.1 The Typology of English Resultative Constit .................coovvvvviviivnininnnnnnn. 36
2.4.2 The Typology of Romanian Resultative CON$toms .................ccccvveveeeeeeeenn. 38
2.4.3 SUMIMATY .eititiiiiie e eeeeeee s r e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeaeeneneneeeeeeeeeeeeeees 43
2.5 Beyond Resultative CONSIIUCHIONS ..........cceeiiiiiiiiiiiicieieeevei e 45
2.5.1 Verb-Particle CONSIIUCHIONS ..........oceeeeeiiiiiieeeee et meeeee e 45
2.5.2 Adverbial Constructions and Pseudo-ReSUlaLIV...............cceevveeeeeiieereriinnnes 49
2.5.3 Other Predicate CONSIIUCTIONS ........cocmemmeeieeeeriiiiiiieieee e ee e e sieeeeeee s 51
2.5.3.1 Depictive CONSLIUCLIONS ........cceoieeeeeeiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 51
2.5.3.2 Causative CONSIIUCLIONS ........ciiieeeeeeiiiiieeeeeee e e e e 53
2.5.3.3 EPS CONSIIUCLIONS ......evviiiiiiiiieeeeee ettt 55
S S YU 1 0] 0 =T YU 56
2.6 CONCIUSIONS ..ottt ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e ee s e senbbneeeeeeeeas 57



3 SYNTAX OF RESULTATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS ... 58

L INEFOTUCTION ettt e e e e e e e e e een e e e e e e e e e e e e ennnes 58
3.2 SMall ClauSE ANAIYSIS ... ceeee it mnn e e e 60
3.2.1 The Small ClauSe TREOIY .......uuuiiiiceeeeeiie e et mannnreneees 61
3.2.2 Resultatives as Complement Small Clausesk$ti@e(1988) ..............cceuueieeee. 65
3.2.3 A Binary Branching Analysis of ResultativBsaiwers (1997) .........ccccoeeeeeennn. 67
3.2.4 An L-Syntactic Analysis of Resultatives: Révaced (2008) ...........cccvvvveeeeeennn. 69
3.2.5 Arguments in Favour of the Small Clause ASIglY............ccccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiennenn. 78
3.2.5.1 The Insertion of Adverbials ... 9.7
3.2.5.2 NOMINANIZALION ... 82
3.2.5.3 Floating QUAaNLIfIErS ...........evvvtcmmmmm e 84
3.2.5.4 CoNjoINEd SIIUCLUIES .......uviiiiiscemnm e et e e 88
3.2.5.5 AP RESURALIVES .......eeeiiiiiiiit e 91
3.2.5.6 Non-Canonical Resultative CONStrUCtiONS. ...........cccevviiviieeeiiiiinnne. 92
3.2.5.7 Subject-Predicated Resultatives ....ccceeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeee, 95
3.2.6 SUMMAIY ...iiiiiiiiiiiis et s e e e e et e e e e e e ee e e s eanaaaeeeeaa s eeeesnns 96
3.3 Complex Predicate ANAIYSIS ........ccc.uurieeemeeie et e e e 97
3.3.1 The Complex Predicate TheOrY ........ccuveeeeeiieiiiiiiiieeeeee e, 97
3.3.2 Complex Predicates in Dutch and English: &weah & van de Koot (2002) ....101
3.3.3 Deadjectival Verbs and Resultative Constonsti Embick (2004) ................. 104
3.3.4 Arguments against the Complex Predicate Amly.................cevvvvvvivniininnnnns 107
3.3.4.1 Fronting and Topicalization ..o 108
3.3.4.2 L- and S-Selection of the Result Predicate.............ccccceeevviinenen. 110
3.3.4.3 The Status of the Postverbal DP ..., 113
3.3.4.4 Subject-Predicated Resultatives .....cccccceevvieeieiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeen 114
3235 SUMMANY ot e e e e e r e e e e e e e eeee s 115
3.4 Ternary ANAIYSIS ......oooiiiiiiiie et ——————————————————— 116
3.4.1 The Predication TREOIY ..........cooi i 116
3.4.2 The VP-internal Subject Hypothesis: RObel®88) ...........ccccccveiieiiiiiiiiinen 119
3.4.3 A Ternary Branching Analysis of Resultativ€arrier & Randall (1992) ...... 121
3.4.4 Arguments against the Ternary AnalySiS..ccceeeeeoeeiiiieiieiiiiiiiieeeeee 123



3.4.4.1 The Binary Branching Hypothesis ... eviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeenn.... 123

3.4.4.2 PrediCation .........occcuuiiieiiiiiee et 124
3.4.4.3 Distribution of CONSHItUENLS .........ommmeeeeriiiiiees e 512
3.4.4.4 The PoOStVerbal DP ..........cooiiiieeeceiiie e 126
3.4.4.5 Subject-Predicated Resultatives .....ccccccevveieiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeceeeen 127
345 SUMMAIY L.ttt r e e e e et e e e e e et e e e e et e e s eeaaeseeeaanneeaees 128
3.5 HYDId ANAIYSIS ... 129
3.5.1 Transitive and Intransitive Resultatives: Ba@ (1987) ...........cccccvvvviveeeeenn. 129
3.5.2 Hybrid Small Clause Analysis: Sato (1987) e .cooioiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 3n
3.5.3 Restructuring: StOWell (1991) ......eeimiiiiiiiiiiiaeieiee e 133
3.5.4 Resultatives in English and Italian: FOIDQ2) ..............ccooeeeeeiiiiiiininnn. 135
3.5.5 Arguments against the Hybrid ANalYSiS . .vveveeiiariiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee 136
3.5.6 SUMMAIY ...t e et e e et e e e enaae s e e e aaaneeeees 136
3.6 CONCIUSIONS ...ttt e st e e e e e e e aanes 137

4 RESULTATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS IN ENGLISH AND ROMANIAN . A

COMPARATIVE VIEW ...ttt e e eeemaaa e e 138
4.1 INEFOTUCTION ..ottt ettt e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e s b s rereeeaaeeeeeas 138
4.2 The Path Argument of Resultative CONStruCtions..............cccuvvvviiiiiiiieeninieiieee 140

4.2.1 Path in the Lexicalization Pattern: Talmyg8891991, 2000) ............c.cevvvvvnnee 140
4.2.2 Path in Change of Location and State: GotflflE995) ...........covvvvvvvvvvvrinnnnnnns 144
4.2.3 Path in the L-Syntactic Structure: Ramch@e®8) ..............cccccceeiiiiiiiiinnne. 146
o R YW 0 1 = T Y PP 147
4.3 Resultative Constructions in ENGlISh ........ccooovviiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 148
4.3.1 Resultative Constructions of Change of L@TBL.............cccovvvviiiiiiiiiiienennnn. 148
4.3.2 Resultative Constructions of Change of State.............cccccceeiieeinnnnnns 160
4.3.3 SUMMIATY .ot ee e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e et et e e e e e e e e e e et e e eeneeeeeeeeeeeees 172
4.4 Resultative Constructions in ROMANIAN ......ccceeiiiiiiieiiiiiiiee e 173
4.4.1 Resultative Constructions of Change of L@TBLI. ............cooovviiiiiiiiiiiiienenenn. 173
4.4.2 Resultative Constructions of Change of State.............ccccevvvvvivviiiiinnnnn, 187
G W] 01 1 1 = T Y 209



4.5 The COMPAratiVE VIBW ......ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiii ettt e e e ee e e e e 210

4.5.1 The Lexicalization Pattern

..................................................................... 213
4.5.2 The MAtriX VErD ...ccooiiiiii e 214

4.5.3 TREESHEAM ....oceiiiiiiiiie ot 216

4.5.4 Result AUGMENTALION ......ccoiiiiiiiiemeeeet e 217

4.5.5 UNAErasSOCIAION .......ccccuvvrieeimmmmmn ettt eeeaiie et e e s st e e e e snbe e e seanne e e e nees 219
4.6 CONCIUSIONS ...ttt ettt s et e e ennr e e e e e e e nnees 220

5 FINAL CONCLUSIONS ...ttt ettt e et e e e e e e eennnmneaa e 221
LT AU [ 11 1= U OPPON 221
5.2 FULUIE RESEAICK ...ttt e 226
Ly N 228



LIST OF TABLES

Table 1 The Typology of English and Romanian Resulta@amstructions ........................ 44
Table 2 Mapping of the Caused-Motion Construction to Resultative ........................... 145
Table 3 Configurations of the Verlgampin English anda siri in Romanian ................... 183
Table 4 Location Resultatives in English and Romanian..............ccccceeeininiiiiiinnee, 1
Table 5 State Resultatives in English and ROManian .cccee......oooiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee 212



KEYWORDS:

resultative construction, English, RomaniaesP, small clause, complex predicate, binary
branching analysis, ternary branching analysish Ragument, change of state, change of

location, satellite-framed language, verb-framedjlaage, telic, atelic

SUMMARY

In Chapter 1 entitledIntroductionwe give details about the inspiration for the tieerh
the dissertation, the major aims and the scopéepaper, the appropriateness of the theme

under investigation, the structure of the thests\aa set the theoretical framework.

Chapter 2 entitled On Resultative Constructions devoted to the question of what a
resultative construction is.

Section 2.1 as usually the first section of all chapterds introductory part which sets
the main aims of the chapter and gives a brief sammof the sections to follow.

Section 2.2reviews the notion of resultative construction ibyroducing different
definitions and accounts of this predicate strieturhe definition that we adopt is the
following: in a resultative construction of the fage form DR-VP-(DPR,)-XP the XP
predicate (where XP = AP, PP, Prt, DP or NP) dbssrithe literal or metaphorical state or
location achieved by the (surface) subject )@ the postverbal DP (BDPit is predicated of
as a direct consequence of the action denotedeéyeltb. This definition makes it obvious
that in the thesis we do not regard state (restddatind location (goal of motiorcaused-
motion or directed motion) constructions as twoasefe structures, but we rather say that
resultative constructions denote either changetate sor change in location. As there is no
principled reason to say that result states ardtegive predicates, but result locations are not;
the present definition allows us to give a unifiadcount of these two subtypes of the
resultative construction.

Although there seems to be a more or less unilgrsacepted definition of the

resultative construction and the analyses propos#te vast literature are fairly uniform with



respect to their implicit assumptions about thadelaracter of this predicate structure, the
straightforwardness of the definition covers a waileay of constructions and the proposals
for their typology vary according to several criderelated to the phrases that make up the
construction.

Going beyond the simple definition of this predécatructure, irBection 2.3we discuss
() English ‘fake/false’ (Tortora 1998, Rapoport98), ‘weak’ (Washio 1997) or ‘direct’
(Ramchand 2006) resultatives, likeeeze solidor break into pieceswhere the predicate
(further) specifies the state entailed in the megnof the verb and (i) Romanian
metaphorical resultatives, likee bate mir ‘beat flat/beat as red/soft as an appleadireca
luna/oglinda ‘scrub clean/shiny//scrub as clean/shiny as the nfmoror’, where the
predicate denotes the metaphorical end state oP#tient argument. With our syntactic, I-
syntactic, semantic, aspectual, contextual andsdioguistic arguments we change the view
largely adopted in the literature that false/weasuitatives and such metaphorical
‘expressions’ are not resultatives. Therefore, wrther propose that the notion of resultative
construction should be reconsidered. Hence, asgeueral conclusion is that there are
resultatives in Romanian, the basic question tociwhve try to find the answer is the
following: what kind of resultatives there are lnistlanguage and why.

Furthermore, we mention a few interesting diffeenamong some Germanic and some
Romance resultatives. Without diminishing or abohg the systematic difference that exists
between the resultative constructions of the twamyleges or the two language families, or
without discrediting the generalization that Enlglis much more productive and liberal in the
expression of resultatives than Romanian, we cliat language-specific considerations
should be taken into account and conclusions shooide drawn on the basis of Germanic
or Romance languages more generally, but need teléied to the analysis of resultatives in
a specific language/in specific languages.

Section 2.4 offers a comparative typology of English and Roraanresultative
constructions based on the following five dimensigmoposed by Goldberg & Jackendoff
(2004): (i) the type of the governing verb, (ii)ettstatus of the postverbal DP, (iii) the
syntactic category of the result predicate, (i@ tfpe of change entailed in the predicate and
(v) the host of the predicate.

The following table summarizes the typology of Esty and Romanian resultative

constructions.



Table 1 The Typology of English and Romanian Resulta@amstructions (‘?” = restriction)

DIMENSIONS OF THE TYPOLOGY

English

Romanian
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transitive/ transitive verb

+

+

control

resultative unaccusative verb

+

intransitive/ intransitively used transitive verb

ECM

resultative

unergative verb

subcategorized postverbal DP

non-subcategorized postverbal DP: not pronoun

non-subcategorized postverbal DP: inalienable lpady

non-subcategorized postverbal DP: ‘extended’ bay p

non-subcategorized postverbal DP: fake reflexive

AP predicate

PP predicate

Prt predicate

DP predicate

NP predicate

change in state (PP predicate)

change in state (AP predicate)

change in location (PP predicate)

change in location (AP predicate)

subject-predicated resultative

- (adjung

object-predicated resultative




In Section 2.5we are faced with the difficulty of drawing a (af® borderline between
resultative and non-resultative constructions. Wendt believe that a linguistic construction
such as the resultative can be confined within wéear bounds. Rather, there are extensions
in all directions, which determine some to adoptdBerg’s (1995), Jackendoff's (1997) or
Goldberg & Jackendoff's (2004) Construction Gramrmapgproach which posits additional
special subconstructions that are minimally différérom the other structures. However,
keeping the discussion within limits, we managexolude some structures which inherit the
surface word-order of resultatives, but which -aar opinion - should not be taken as
members of the larger class of these predicatettmti®ns. These are some verb-particle
constructions, adverbial constructions and psewultatives; as well as other predicate
structures, like depictives, causatives and the &vam EPSdlement predicativ suplimendar
construction.

Section 2.6presents our summary on the definition and typplo§ English and
Romanian resultative constructions, as well ashendelimitations of this predicate structure
from other, superficially similar (predicate) stues.

Contribution one of the fundamental contributions that thigt jp& the paper brings is
the inclusion in the discussion of English and Roiaa false/weak resultatives and - more
importantly - Romanian metaphorical ‘expressiorfsthe typea bate mar ‘beat flat/beat as

soft/red as an apple’.

Chapter_3 entitled Syntax of Resultative Constructiossirveys various syntactic
models of resultatives and their theoretical dexicEhe syntax of resultatives extends to
uniform and non-uniform, binary branching and teyriaranching, biclausal and monoclausal
models proposed in the vast literature. Consideboth the arguments in favour of and
against these syntactic analyses, in the thesisejget the non-uniform (hybrid) account of
resultative constructions. Moreover, based on coma@uments in support of the binary
branching analysis, we argue that the uniform ahisal small clause analysis is conceptually
superior over the other syntactic accounts proposétk literature. As we demonstrate, there
are a number of arguments both from English aneh fRmmanian which show that the small
clause analysis is likely to be correct over thenplex predicate approach or the ternary

analysis.



Section 3.l introduces the syntactic structure of resultatiwx gives a short
presentation of the way the chapter is structured.

Section 3.2begins with a discussion of the Small Clause Thedrich proposes that
resultatives are a subtype of secondary predicatstaictions that should be analyzed as
sentential constituents on the syntactic level. phésent in more details Hoekstra’s (1988),
Bowers’ (1997) and Ramchand’s (2008) small clausalyaes of resultative constructions,
with special focus on the advantages of the I&gntactic approach.

There are some pieces of extremely compellingagyitt and semantic evidence that
support the claim that English and Romanian reBwétaconstructions are best analyzed as
small clauses made up of a subject and a nonvprbdicate. Our most important arguments
in favour of this syntactic model are the followir{g the impossibility of inserting sentential
adverbials in the [postverbal DP - XP predicatehstiduent, (i) the impossibility of
nominalizing the verb governing the small clausé) the distribution and syntactic
behaviour of floating quantifiers, (iv) the existenof conjoined structures, (v) the existence
of AP resultatives projecting AgrP (especially inrRanian), (vi) the status of the postverbal
DP in non-canonical (English) constructions, aslves (vii) the existence of subject-
predicated resultatives.

In Section 3.3we take a look at an alternative analysis of tasive constructions in
terms of the Complex Predicate Theory, accordingvtich the governing verb and the
secondary predicate form a syntactic unit. We priesee complex predicate analysis in
general, after which we turn to a more detaileccdpson of the proposals put forward by
Neeleman & van de Koot (2002) and Embick (2004):. @scussion shows that the Complex
Predicate Theory — in spite of some of its advagdag exhibits a number of deficiencies
when it comes to accounting for the syntactic retest holding between the constituents of
English and Romanian resultative constructionsvaimen it comes to accounting for their full
distribution. Although the complex predicate anaysight be properly equipped to handle
the syntactic and semantic behaviour of Dutch taBués, (at least) for English it presents
little immediate evidence. We present specific argats against this syntactic model in the
following order: (i) the impossibility of the Engh complex predicate unit to undergo
topicalization and fronting; (ii) the |- and s-setien of the result predicate by the verb, which

is not a sufficiently strong argument for a syntacomplex predicate analysis of resultatives;
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(iii) the status of the postverbal DP and (iv) ghstence of subject-predicated resultatives in
English for which this syntactic model cannot aatou

In Section 3.4we turn to a number of proposals which take Peditin Theory to be
crucial for the syntactic analysis of these prea@icaonstructions. On this view, resultatives
should not be analyzed in terms of a sententiabtitoient, but rather as ‘flat’ structures in
which the predication relationship between thevitlial constituents is represented in terms
of coindexation. After introducing the Predicatibheory, we examine in detail the ways in
which Roberts (1988) and Carrier & Randall (1992yé contributed to the syntax of
resultatives in terms of a flat structure. The magportant deficiencies of this model are
syntactic and distributional and they are the foifgy: (i) the violation of Kayne’s (1984)
Binary Branching hypothesis, (ii) the denial tHa¢ semantic predication relation between the
two postverbal elements is encoded syntacticallgims of a pair of sister constituents, (iii)
the distribution of constituents in the construati@v) the status of the postverbal DP, as well
as (v) the impossibility of this model to accoumt $ubject-predicated resultatives.

As opposed to these uniform syntactic analyseqyuattf direction of study, the so-
called hybrid analysis tries to account for the aappt contradictions in the behaviour of
different resultatives by resorting to a non-unifiotreatment. As suchSection 3.5is
dedicated to some non-uniform/hybrid analyses: &) distinction made between
transitive/unaccusative-based and unergative-basedtatives, defended by Yamada (1987);
(i) a hybrid small clause analysis advocated by S4987); (iii) a restructuring analysis
proposed by Stowell (1991) and (iv) a cross-lintjaianalysis put forth by Folli (2002). The
common point of all these proposals is that difiéreesultatives have different syntactic
structure. In spite of its apparent advantagesclaen that such a syntactic model is not
tenable within our comparative analysis.

Section 3.6summarizes the chapter.

Contribution the fundamental contributions that this partled tlissertation brings are
the assignment of a uniform small clause structaré&nglish and Romanian resultatives,
based on syntactic, semantic and distributionablende from both languages and the
discussion of several counterarguments againstctmplex predicate approach and the

ternary analysis.
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Chapter 4 entitledResultative Constructions in English and Romanfaomparative
View provides a comparative l(exical)-syntactic analydi€nglish and Romanian change of
location and change of state constructions.

As Section 4.1states, the theoretical background of the chapt®amchand’s (2008)
First Phase Syntax. However, we mention the leiatbn pattern introduced by Talmy
(1985, 1991, 2000) to differentiate, among oth&exmanic and Romance languages.

The premise ofSection 4.2is that resultative constructions involve an azdtPath
argument by which the secondary predicate is tleateé as a pure state/location, but as an
endpoint to a path of a change of state/locatior. &amine this abstract argument as it is
illustrated in Talmy's (1985, 1991, 2000) lexicalibn pattern and in Goldberg's (1995)
Construction Grammar approach where resulting state considered to be abstract locations.
We claim that an abstract Path must be represemethe I(exical)-syntax of result
constructions. Therefore, we follow Ramchand’'s @O08syntactic model where Path is
represented by thees functional head. Choosing to express the basictstral difference
between English and Romanian in Ramchand’s (208 rayntactically-driven perspective,
we direct our discussion towards the way in whidmiRhand’s (2008yesP, a structural
position in the syntactic skeleton of resultatieastructions, corresponding to the abstract Path
argument differs in English and in Romanian.

What we also emphasize in this part of the chapttitat not only location resultatives,
but also state resultatives involve an abstradt Bejument relating the governing verb with
the predicate and that languages are satelliteerdr-framed not only from the point of view
of change of location, but also from the perspectizchange of state constructions.

Section 4.3discusses a large variety of English location atadiesresultatives in the
spirit of Ramchand’s (2008) |-syntactic approache Teason for presenting these two types
of constructions in this order is given by somepgmes of location resultatives which are
inherited by state resultatives; cf. Goldberg ()9®%d Ettlinger (2008).

The main descriptive generalization of English alben and state resultative
constructions can be summarized as follows: Engtidtasically a satellite-framed language
(without excluding verb-framed resultatives) botloni the point of view of change of
location and that of change of state constructions.

This language presents a large variety of weslkyell as strong resultatives. As far as

the res head is concerned, on the one hand it can belpwetpressed by a particle or a

12



bounded PP predicate headedt®ynto/ontoor it can be null (these exhibit satellite-framed
behaviour and roughly correspond to strong resu#tg}. On the other handgs can also be
incorporated in the I-syntactic representationhef verb (these exhibit verb-framed behaviour
and roughly correspond to weak resultatives).

Section 4.4dinvestigates, again in the spirit of Ramchand’0@ad-syntactic approach
different Romanian resultatives of change of lawmatand state. Knowing that there are
resultative constructions in Romanian, this sectiees to answer the question what kind of
resultatives this language licenses and why. Thalyasis sheds light on the fact that
Romanian integrates into the class of Romance kgegi by showing an almost exclusive
verb-framed behaviour as far as goal of motionstate resultatives are concerned.

Briefly, Romanian - which is restricted to wealsultatives - lacks those location and
state constructions where the verb entering thivaten is basically an [(init), proc]-type of
verb, i.e. it does not incorporatesP in its structure; that is, it does not denotengeaof
location/state or it does not involve directionatibwards a certain change. Location and state
resultatives in this language are mostly built @nit), proc, (res)]-type of verbs where the
added secondary predicate specifies the end |lodstiate, renders the vague endpoint of the
event more precise or highlights the degree ofdhiome of the event. Moreover, such
resultatives are subject to further severe comgtrai

Section 4.5summarizes the analysis of English and Romaniaatiin and state
resultatives around five dimensions: (i) Talmy'©§85, 1991, 2000) lexicalization pattern of
satellite-framed and verb-framed languages, (&)tifpe of the matrix verb, (iii) the wags
head is identified (or is not identified) in theawanguages, (iv) the linguistic phenomenon of
Result Augmentation and (v) Underassociation.

Section 4.6concludes the chapter.

Contribution the contribution that this part of the thesisngs is the unified and
comparative analysis of English and Romanian path r@sult expressions in the spirit of
Ramchand’s (2008) first-phase syntax; most of & theing summarized in Tables 4 and 5

below.

Chapter 5 entitledFinal Conclusionsevaluates the final conclusions on the resultative

constructions of the two languages under studypaodoses some issues for future research.
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Table 4 Location Resultatives in English and Romanian

English

Romanian

[proc] verb +to, into, onto
(PathPidentified byto which carries aes

feature)

The bottle floated intthe cave.

a. [proc, res] verb + PlaceP
(residentified by the verb)
Flaconul a ajuns Tn ptera (plutind).
b. [proc] verb #pani in/la (adjunct)
(PathPidentified bypéani)
Flaconul a plutit pénin petera.

[init, proc] verb +to, into, onto
(residentified byto)

The officer marched the soldiers into the tov

[init, proc] verb +pani in/la (adjunct)
(PathP identified bypani)

vn. Asistenta a plimbat pacientul gaim parc.

[init, proc] verb + PP predicate\t of off
+ DP)
(null reshead)

Alex sneezed the napkin off the tab

[init, proc, res] verb + PP predicatée(pe
NP)
(residentified by the verb)

e. lon asters praful de pe mas

[(init), proc] verb + particle
(residentified by the particle)

The police chased the demonstrators

pff.

[proc] verb + AP predicatefrée/clear of
DP)

(null reshead)

Judy danced/swam/skattde of her captors.

[proc, res] verb + PlaceR
(residentified by the verb)

The boys jumped in the wate

[proc, res] verb + PlaceiR

(residentified by the verb)

r. Copiii au grit Tn ap.

[init, proc, res] verb 4nto/ontdparticle
identified by

Underassociation)

(res -to/particle,

Sam (carefully) broke the eggs into the bo

[init, proc, res] verb + Placein
identified by the

Underassociation)

(res verb, n

wl. Mama a spart dile Tn tigaie.

14



Table 5 State Resultatives in English and Romanian (‘Rstriction)

English Romanian
S |[init, proc] verb + subcategorized
postverbal DP + AP predicate exc.a bate‘beat’ (nullres head)
A | (null reshead/naeshead) a. [init, proc] verb +panz in/la (adjunct)

John hammered the metal flat(PathPidentified bypansi)

T Cutremurul a scuturatragul para la trezire.
b. [init, proc, res] verb + adjunct

E (residentified by the verb)

Cutremurul a trezivrasul (scuturandu-l).

[(init), proc] verb + non-subcategorized

) postverbal DP + AP predicate ]
L (null reshead)
The teacher talked his throat dry.
I [init, proc] verb +to/into [init, proc] verb +péanz in/la (adjunct)
(residentified byto) (PathPidentified bypéani)
The guard starved the prisoners to death/
T into submission Paznicul a infometat prizonierii paita moarte.
[init, proc] verb + particle
E (residentified by the particle) -
The child blew the candle aut
[(init), proc, res] verb + AP predicate ? [(init), proc, res] verb + AP predicate
V | (residentified by the verb) (residentified by the verb)
Raid killsbugs dead Copiii au crescut mari
g | [(init), proc, res] verb + Ptid/into [(init), proc, res] verb + PP/NP predicate
(res identified by the particleto, | (res identified by the verb, n
R | Underassociation) Underassociation)

My friend broke the china into pieces. Maria a spart vaza in bitc

B [init, proc, (res)] verb + AP predicate [init, proc, (res)] verb + NP predicate

(null reshead/naeshead) (residentified by the verb)

Mary wiped the table clean. Ea a frecat podeaua kin
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