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Abstract

This paper addresses the compositionality puzzle predényte class of ‘pseudo-resultative’ pred-
icates, such aight in the sentenc&he braided her hair tightThe analysis proposed reveals that the
modification involved also provides insight into the natofghe lexical roots of verbs and their role
in compositional semantics. Pseudo-resultative pregcatiperficially resemble resultative secondary
predicates and resultative adverbs. However, it is shoatrthiey do not modify any ‘word’ in the syntax.
Rather, these predicates modify the root of the verb in a gordtion which is licensed by the semantic
type of the root and the structure of root creation verbs.mbdification of such roots provides evidence
that they are syntactically active, as proposed in the freonle of Distributed Morphology (Halle and
Marantz 1993; Maraniz 1997; Arad 2003). It is shown that tiets are syntactically well-behaved and
can be modified just like other ‘larger’ constituents. Sgtitaparallels between the root creation verbs
which license pseudo-resultative predicates and otheetsires further provide evidence for a syntactic
decomposition of these verbs whereby the object is relatéde root in a prepositional structure in a
manner reminiscent of proposals for other classes of varbsie and Keyser (1993, 2002).

1 Introduction

The bolded predicates inl(1) arid (2) at first glance appeag temantically and syntactically parallel:

Q) Janet braided her haight.
2) Rhoda hammered the mefkit.

However, while resultative predicates suchflas in (Z) modify the direct object of the verb, the final
predicatetight in (1) does not. That is, while the metal becomes flat as atre§ui®hoda’s hammering
it, Janet’s hair does not become tight as a result of her ioigritl Rather, what becomes tight is the braid
which is created by the braiding. However, there is no ovaid’ DP in the syntax for the adjectiaght

to modify. Thus, these sentences present a puzzle for thexggemantics interface — what argument are
these modifiers modifying?

Although resultative predicates as i (2) have been mudatiestUDowty 1979, Simpson 1983; Kayne
1985;| Hoekstra 1988; Carrier and Randall 1992; Levin andoRport-Hovav 1995; Kratzer 2005), cases
like those in[(1) remain relatively uninvestigated. Someehdescribed such cases as ‘adverblal’ (Washio
1997; Mateu 2000), while Kratzer (2005) has proposed thavan broader range of apparent resultatives
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are in fact adverbial. Geuder (2000) analyzes a semanticdéited set of adverbs as behaving syntactically
as predicates of events, yet semantically as modifiers ghpatically-introduced individual arguments.

In this paper, | show that predicates suchigist in (T]) are not resultatives, nor are they ‘adverbial’ in the
sense of being predicates of events. Rather, these ‘pseadtiative’ adjectives modify a created individual,
along the lines of the proposallof Geuder (2000) for requéadverbs. However, | propose that, in contrast
with resultative adverbs as analyzed by Geuder, the ing@lidrgument modified by pseudo-resultatives is
in fact syntactically active and denoted by the lexical mfdhe verb. This type of verbal root modification is
semantically restricted to root creation verbs, a classediywhich entail the creation of an entity denoted
by the root of the verb, as delineated in more detail in sedfid. | propose a semantic and syntactic
decomposition of this class of verbs in order to provide aoant for the pseudo-resultative modification
which is compatible with a strong interpretation of comgosality, according to which all semantic rules
correspond to steps in the syntactic derivation, and allasgic elements correspond to elements in the
syntax. The necessity of such decomposition provides stifgothe type of syntactic decomposition of
apparently simplex verbs proposed in the work of Hale andskey1993, 2002), Pesetsky (1995) and
Marantz (1997). The analysis presented shows that the sientigme of roots is crucial in accounting for
pseudo-resultative modification, and thus provides eiimd for the theory of category-neutral roots in the
derivation of words within the framework of Distributed Mtrology (Halle and Maraniz 1993), as proposed
inMarantz [(1997) and Arad (2003).

In section 2, | will lay out the compositionality problem gasby pseudo-resultative predicates, and
show that they cannot be assimilated to resultatives oitedise adverbs from a semantic perspective. In
section B | will show that the same is true from a morpho-sstittgperspective. In sectidd 4, | present a
proposal for the compositional semantics of pseudo-rathuds and the class of verbs that they occur with,
root creation verbs. Then in sectioh 5 | discuss the consegseof the analysis for related data and show
how the predictions made are borne out cross-linguisyidafore concluding in sectidd 6.

2 The Puzzling Semantics of Pseudo-Resultatives

The sentence-final adjectival predicates[ih (3) all patteith tight in (33) in that they receive a result-
oriented interpretation but do not modify the direct objaicthe verb:

3) Mary braided her hair tight.
Mary tied her shoelaces tight.
Mary piled the cushions high.
Mary chopped the parsley fine.
Mary sliced the bread thin.

Mary ground the coffee beans fine.
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The puzzle of what these adjectival modifiers modify, eitbgmtactically or semantically, has not been
addressed in depth in the literature. Such predicates lavmpsly been described as ‘adverbial’ in Washio
(1997), Mateul (2000), and Kratzer (2005), to distinguistntifrom resultative predicates. However, these
predicates were not the main object of inquiry in any of theselies. Geudel (2000) presents an account
for modifiers which he calls ‘resultative adverbs’ which asmantically similar to those inl(3), but differ
from them in obligatorily bearing thdy morpheme, as illustrated il (4):

(4) Resultative Adverbs:
a. They decorated the roobeautifully .
b. She dressedlegantly.
C. They loaded the canteavily.



In the remainder of this section, | will present argumendd the predicates ifh{3) are in fact semantically
distinct from resultatives, as suggested by earlier liteea | will further argue that they are semantically
distinct from the resultative adverbs discussed by Geuslesedl. 1t will be shown that the semantic analyses
for predicates which are superficially similar to pseudsut&tives cannot be extended.

2.1 Pseudo-Resultatives are not DP Modifiers

Since adjectives of the type found [d (3) are most standamisidered to be predicates of individuals, one
might assume that the pseudo-resultative is a modifier ofrtthieidual-denoting object DP. Other cases
where secondary predicates are argued to modify the objesttBat they follow are object depictivés (5)

and canonical resultativeg (6):

(5) Object Depictives:

a. i Mary hammered the methbt;. —
il. The metal was hot.
b. i Mary cooked the meatw;. —

ii. The meat was raw.
(6) Resultatives:

a. . Mary hammered the metdat;. —
ii. The metal is/became flat.
b. i Mary cooked the megilack. —

ii. The meat is/became black.

Pseudo-resultative predicates appear superficially airtol these types of secondary predicates. However,
the entailments triggered by such predicates are distifibie object depictives i [5) modify the direct
object such that the property they denote must hold of thigcblduring the event; in (5a.i), the metal must
be hot when the hammering event begins. Itis clear that pseegliltatives do not contribute depictive-like
semantics, as the sentencedin (3) do not entail that tleedstabted by the adjective holds at the beginning
of the event, as shown ipl(7). Their interpretation is rattieser to that of resultatives. Resultatives modify
the state of the object at the end of the event, so that (6atd)le that the metal is flat at the end of the
event, as a result of that event. In considering examples Remance languages similar to thoselih (3),
Napoli (1992) proposes they are resultatives. Howeverpasroed by Washio (1997) for similar data, the
following entailments do not hold of the sentenced in (3thay would for sentences with resultatives:

) Mary braided her hair tight» Mary’s hair was/is/became tight.

Mary tied her shoelaces tight> Her shoelaces were/are/became tight.

Mary piled the cushions high» The cushions were/are/became high.

Mary chopped the parsley fine: The parsley was/is/became fine.

Mary sliced the bread thir= The bread was/is/became thin.

Mary ground the coffee beans fine: The coffee beans were/are/became fine.
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In some cases, such &sl(7e), a resultative reading is pashillit is truth-conditionally distinct from
the pseudo-resultative reading. The contrast betweeingsadan be brought out better by substituting ‘loaf
of bread’ for ‘bread, as irn{8):

(8) She sliced the loaf of bread thin.



On a resultative reading of](8), the loaf of bread becomes dkia result of the event, for example in a
situation where so many slices have been made from the lagfhh loaf itself has become thin. There is
no entailment with respect to the thinness of the slices. H@érpseudo-resultative reading, a thin slice or
thin slices of bread have been created. The loaf itself chale been very wide initially, and may remain
wide, as ‘thin’ modifies the slices, not the total quantitypoéad or loaf.

Further, in the case of both resultatives and depictivesatijective can be interpreted as a predicate of
individuals which modifies the noun in the object DP; it isuitively clear what the world has to be like
in order for metal to be hot, or flat. Yet the pseudo-reswiagiredicates i {3) do not generally share this
property. In many cases the adjective used as a pseuddatesuis not an appropriate modifier for the
relevant entity in any syntactic environment, as showE])r{ﬂ(Q

(9) a. ?Her hairwas tight. / ? her tight hair
b. ? The cushions were high. / ? the high cushions
c. #The parsley was fine. / # the fine parsley
d. #The bread was thin. / # the thin bread
e. # The coffee beans were fine. / # fine coffee beans

These data show that pseudo-resultatives are not modifi¢he gpredicate of individuals denoted by the
object DP, and thus we must look elsewhere for the argumahttiey semantically modify.

2.2 Pseudo-Resultatives are not Predicates of Events

Another constituent that would in principle be availablefmodification is the event denoted by the verb or
verb phrase. Pseudo-resultatives have previously beenilokd as ‘adverbial’ (Washio 1997; Mateu 2000;
Kratzer 2005). Washio (1997) suggests that these ‘spurisigdtatives,” as he calls them, are adverbial, but
does not explore the syntactic and semantic consequencegiofan analysis. Kratzer (2005) argues that
the only predicates which are truly ‘resultative’ are thémand in small clauses with optionally intransitive
verbs, and that apparent resultatives found with obliggtoansitive verbs are thus of a different class and
‘parsed as adverbs.’

These views are in part motivated by the fact that the sandigattes that occur as adjectival pseudo-
resultatives can sometimes occur withmorphology, as shown i (1L0) (although only some speakeeyac
the adverb form in post-verbal position as[in (1L0b)):

(10) a. Mary’s hair igightly braided.
b. % Mary braided her hatightly .

These examples seem parallel to the resultative advertisssisd by Geuder (2000):

(11) a. They decorated the rodmeautifully .
b. She dressedlegantly.
C. They loaded the canteavily.

In this section, | will present Geuder’s arguments thatltaue adverbs are not predicates of events
like manner adverbs, and show that these extend to psesdhatese predicates. However, | will further
argue in sections_2.3 amd B.2, that pseudo-resultatives agiectival morphology are ultimately distinct
from resultative adverbs as well. In section]3.3 | will arghat the cases i (10) are in fact resultative
adverbs despite their semantic similarity to pseudo-tatuts.

Throughout the paper, ‘?’ is used to indicate semantimiltfedness, ‘%’ for across-speaker variation in judgmetgor
availability only of an irrelevant reading, and “*' for ungmmaticality.

4



In the neo-Davidsonian tradition of event semantics (Demid196/7; Parsons 1990), both verbs and verb
modifiers such as manner adverbs are taken to be predicatgsrif, such that a phrase adin {12a) would
have the semantics ih (12b):

(12) a. run quickly
b. run(e) & quick(e)

The interpretation of both the verb and the manner advertagngredicates of the same event. Thus, if
the event is existentially quantified ovdr, (12b) can be plarased as ‘there is an event which consisted of
running and was quick.” Among other advantages, this arsalyfsmanner adverbs captures the fact that

(@3) entails[(14):

(13) The dog ran quickly.
(14) The dog ran.

The same type of entailments do hold for pseudo-resultaieeicates, as seen by the fact thaif (15) also
entails [16). However, | will argue that these entailmermsdt arise in the same way as those found with
manner adverbs.

(15) She braided her hair tight.
(16) She braided her hair.

Geuder/(2000) shows that even resultative adverbs, whidyalexhibit-ly morphology in English, are
semantically distinct from manner adverbs and are not gippdicates of evenits.For one, the kind of
entailments available for manner adverbdid (17) do notnekte resultative adverbs as shown(ES):

a7 The dog ran quickly— The running event was quick.
(18) They decorated the room beautifully: The decorating event was beautiful.

These entailments are not appropriate for pseudo-reisekatither, as shown in (119):
(29) She braided her hair tight» The braiding event was tight.

Further, Geuder shows that resultative adverbs are noitéels with manner paraphrasés (P1b), in contrast
with manner adverb$ (Z2Db):

2Ultimately Geuder does treat these adverbs as compodltiduactioning as predicates of events, as will be discdsise
sectior 2.B.

3|Geuder|(2000) also considers cases like those in (i), foclvhe considersvide andtight to be adverbs, even though they
lack adverb morphology.

@i a | opened the door wide.
b. | shut the door tight.

Despite the fact that these predicates are morphologiedilctival, | will not consider these cases here. Note tiede are both
adjective-derived inchoative verbs, and that these formaide andtight are also possible as modifiers of these adjectives in
non-verbal contexts:

(i) a. The door is (wide) open (wide).
b. The door is (tight) shut (tight).

The examples in (i) may be more similar to true resultativeens the resultative predicate has conflated wids a manner
component. For example, (ii.a) may be closer to sentenkesllpushed the door wide open.’ Alternatively, these casay be
parallel with pseudo-resultative modification, as proposeLevinson ((2007) for similar verbs in Japanese. FurtBsearch is
necessary to tease apart these two hypotheses.



(20) Manner Paraphrase of Manner Adverb:

a. The police carelessly arrested Fred.
b. The police arrested Fred in a careless manner.

(21) Manner Paraphrase of Resultative Adverb:

a. They decorated the room beautifully.
b. # They decorated the room in a beautiful manner.

The same is true of pseudo-resultative adjectives:

(22) Manner Paraphrase of Pseudo-Resultative:

a. Mary braided her hair tight.
b. ? Mary braided her hair in a tight manner.

We can conclude from these data that pseudo-resultatidicates are not interpreted as predicates of
events.

2.3 Pseudo-Resultatives are not Implicit Object Modifiers

Although pseudo-resultatives are not predicates of elilatsnanner adverbs, another possible approach to
these predicates would be to treat them as resultative laslv&euder (2000) analyzes resultative adverbs
with an aim towards accounting for the relation between ipetds such abeautifulin contexts where
they seem to be ‘adjectival’ predicates of individuals, #&mase where they appear to be event modifiers
with adverb morphology yet are still oriented in some way toirsdividual. One might try to collapse
pseudo-resultatives into this account as predicates vehiate this behavior and yet persist in their adjectival
morphology in adverbial contexts. In this section Geuder&posal for resultative adverbs will be detailed
and it will be shown that ultimately this analysis cannotact for pseudo-resultative predicates.

For resultative adverbs, Geuder proposes that, in the csitipwl semantics, they are predicates of
events, but that ultimately they are oriented towards aiviithaal, and thus receive an interpretation like
that found in other adjectival contexts. The individualtttmese particular predicates are oriented towards is
one that is created as a result of the event. The modificafitnisoresultant individual is the source of their
result-oriented interpretation.

On Geuder’s account, this individual is not realized disebly any constituent in the syntax, but is
accessed as part of the semantic contribution of the verlnd€&eobserves that resultative adverbs occur
with verbs that have related result nominalizations. Hegmés this as evidence that these verbs contribute
a result that is semantically accessible for maodification:

(23) They decorated the room beautifullybeautiful decoration
She dressed elegantly. elegant dress
They loaded the cart heavily: heavy load

She wrapped the gift nicely: nice wrapping

000w

Geuder calls all such verbs ‘implicit creation vel{ﬂb,écause he argues that they all make salient a created
individual which is not explicit in the argument structurktioe verb. What is important for Geuder is that

“Explicit creation verbs are those where the created indalits realized as a DP argument, such as in (i):

@i a Mary built a house.
b. Mary baked a cake.

The same roots which give rise to implicit creation verbsi(yeroot creation verbs as will soon be argued) often deeixglicit
creation verbs as well:



such verbs provide a salient function for the Predicate StemnNunberg 1995) operation that he argues
underlies the interpretation of resultative adverbs. Ehisa-syntactic rule maps the event denoted by the
verb to a pragmatically salient individual, which is the iindual then picked up for modification. The
operation of Predicate Transfer is defined by Nunberg ddl) (@th the condition in[(Z5):

(24) AP XY [ IXdgomn: h(X)=y & P(X) ]

(25) Condition on predicate transfer (Nunberg 1995:112¢t7 and?’ be sets of properties that are
related by a salient transfer functiop @ — P’. Then if F is a predicate that denotes a property
Pe P, there is also a predicaté, Bpelt like F, that denotes the property Where P= g;(P).

The function ‘h’in [24) is to be specified pragmatically. @eusuggests that in the case of implicit creation
verbs likeload, this function is supplied by a part-whole relation betw#encreated individual (y) and the
meaning of the verb as a whole (x).

Thus to account for the meaning béavilyin (26), we apply the Predicate Transfer operation, which
gives [2T). If this element combines with the verb which dea@ predicate of events, then the result would
be [28). The individual which is asserted to exist and is gnrment of the function ‘h’ is the load created
by the event, which, according to Geuder, is made pragniigtisaient by a part-whole relation between a
load and an event of loading:

(26) She loaded the cart heavily.
27) A€ [ Xgomn: h(X)=e & heavy(X) ]
(28) e [ loading(e) & theme(e,the cart) 8 omn: h(X)=€ & heavy(X)]

Any verb, or even context, which makes pragmatically sal@mindividual which stands in a part-
whole relation to an event should thus license a resultattkeerb. Geuder uses the availability of result
nominalizations in[(23) above as evidence for presencedf atsalient individual with those verbs.

This class of implicit creation verbs would seem to accomat®dt least some of the verbs which
license pseudo-resultatives discussed above, sugta@s pile andslice, since these can form result nomi-
nalizations:

29) a. She braided her hair tight. tight braid
b. She piled the pillows higlt> high pile
C. She sliced the bread thim. thin slice

Crucially however, this class cannot be the defining clasgshe licensing of pseudo-resultative ad-
jectives, since implicit creation verbs do not all licensedifiers lacking adverb morphology. That is, if
we took the class of implicit creation verbs to be the clasglwlicenses pseudo-resultatives, we would
incorrectly predict the grammaticality of the followingrdences:

(30) a. *Theydecorated the room beautiful.
b. *She dressed elegant.
c. *They loaded the cart heavy.
d. *She wrapped the gift nice.

@iy a. Mary braided a rope.
b. Mary sliced (Bill) a piece of cake.

However, as the root does not denote the created individuekplicit creation contexts, these uses will not be relevarthe
discussion in this section. The contrasts predicted betwesse different creation verb classes will be discusseddtior5.



This shows that only some implicit creation verbs licenseupe-resultatives, and thus the relevant verb
class is not the same as that which licenses resultativatzalvEnerefore the availability of a salient created
individual is not enough to license pseudo-resultativessdction #, | will propose instead that pseudo-
resultatives modify a syntactically accessible argumeritivdenotes a created individual, the root of root
creation verbs. First, however, | will show in the next serctihat this novel analysis is motivated not only
on semantic grounds, but on morpho-syntactic grounds ds wel

3 The Puzzling Morpho-Syntax of Pseudo-Resultatives

3.1 Pseudo-Resultatives are not Resultatives

With regards to category and word order, sentences withdaseesultatives such as {31) and those with
resultatives[(32) appear to be the same:

(31) Janet braided her hdight.
(32) Rhoda hammered the metfiait.

In the previous section, it was argued that these predieatesemantically distinct. In this section, | will
provide evidence that these predicates are morpho-sigathetdistinct across languages as well.

3.1.1 The Morphology of Pseudo-Resultatives

One way in which the morpho-syntactic differences betwesnltatives and pseudo-resultatives are evi-
denced is in morphological differences between the twosygeredicates within languages. This cannot
be seen in English, since there is no case or agreement rankiadjectives. However, such contrasts can
be observed in other languages such as Finnish and Norwegian

In Finnish, adjectival and nominal elements bear case nobogl. These case markers functionally
seem to express similar relations as prepositions in lagggiguch as English, such as spatial relations.
Resultative predicates of different types in Finnish afenalrked with translative case, as in{33):

(33) Finnish:

a. Matri joi  teekannu-ntyhja-ksi.
Mari.NOM drankteapot-ACCempty-TRANSL
‘Mari drank the teapot empty.

b. Mari hakkasi metalli-n  litte&-ksi.
Mari.NOM hammered-ACGCnetal-ACCflat-TRANS
‘Mari hammered the metal flat.

C. Mari nauroi itsensékahea-ksi.
Mari.NOM laughedherselfhoarse-TRANS
‘Mari laughed herself hoarse.’

d. Joki jaétyi kiinted-ksi.
river.NOM froze solid-TRANS
‘The river froze solid.’

e. Tuuli jaady-tti joe-n kiinted-ksi.
wind.NOM freeze-CAUSiver-ACC solid-TRANS
‘The wind froze the river solid.’



Translative case is a non-spatial case in Finnlsh. |Fongl(268) provides the following examples and
describes translative case as occurring with verbs of éhahgtate as if(34), where it marks the outcome
of the change, and causative change of state verbs (35)ewthearks the result state:

(34) a. Toini tuli sairaa-ksi.
Toini-NOM become-PST.3#-TRANS
‘Toini became ill.
b. Hanmuuttu-i touka-sta perhose-ksi.
s/hechange-PST.38aterpillar-ELAbutterfly-TRANS
‘S/he changed from a caterpillar into a butterfly.’
(35) a. Taikuri muutt-i perhose-n  touka-ksi.
magician-Nchange-PST.3Butterfly-ACCcaterpillar-TRANS
‘The magician changed a/the butterfly into a caterpillar.’
b. Taikuri muutt-i elefanti-n pienemma-ksi.
magician-Nchange-PST.38lephant-ACGmall-TRANS
‘The magician made (lit. ‘changed’) a/the elephant small.’

Kracht (2002) describes the translative as the ‘cofinaliavdrof the ‘static’ essive case. That is, the
essive case is used for static events such as n (36):

(36) Toini on sairaa-na.
Toini-N be.3Sill-ESS
“Toini is ill.’

The translative is similarly used to mark properties, betéhtailment is that the property holds at the end
of the event, i.e., the state is cofinal with the event, rathan being static, and holding for the duration of
an event.

Crucially, in examples where the secondary predicate wrddive a pseudo-resultative interpretation
like those in[(37), translative case is not possible:

(37) a. *Marileti-tt-i hiuksensa tiuka-ksi.
Mari braid-CAUS-PASThair-ACC.POSSight-TRANS
b. *Jussisitoi kengdnnauhansa tiuko-i-ksi.
Jussitied shoelaces-ACC.POSght-PL-TRANS
c. *Mari kasasityynyt korke-i-ksi.
Mari piled pillows high-PL-TRANS

These examples semantically fall into the class of pseadoHatives, since the predicate would not be
modifying the direct object as the result of the event. Sofmthese sentences can be formulated with an
adjectival predicate; however the adjective must be markitdillative, rather than translative, ca@e:

5The example in{37c) cannot be formulated with illative case

(i) *Mari kasasiyynyt korkea-an.
Mari piled pillows high-ILL
‘Mari piled the pillows high.’

As in English, the adverb is not possible either:

(i)  *Mari kasasityynyt korkea-sti.
Mari piled pillows high-ADV



(38) a. Marileti-tt-i hiuksensa tiukka-an.
Mari braid-CAUS-PASThair-ACC.POSSight-ILL
‘Mari braided her hair tight.’
b. Mari sitoi kengédnnauhansa  tiukka-an.
Mari tied shoelaces-ACC.POStfght-ILL

‘Mari tied her shoelaces tight.’

According to_Kracht/(2002), illative case is a locative (& case which is the cofinal variant of the
static inessive case. Inessive case marks locations whiehtiy is in for the duration of an event, such as

in (39).

(39) a. Toini on talo-ssa
Toini-N be.3Shouse-INE

‘Toini is in the house.’

lllative is used when the entity is in a location at the end mfeaent, or in more metaphorical ‘spatial’
contexts| Karlsson (1999) gives the following examplesaihluses:

(40) a. Isd& ajaa auton autotalliin.

fatherdrivescar.ACCgarage.ILL
‘Father drives the car into the garage.’

b. Hanpaniavaimen lukkoon.
s/heput key.ACClock.ILL
‘He put the key into the lock.’

C. Kateen tuli haava.
hand.ILL camewound

‘The hand was wounded.’ (lit: ‘Into the hand came a wound.”)

The presence of this distinct illative marking on pseudssttatives, as opposed to translative marking
in resultatives, provides morphological support for a agtit contrast between resultatives and pseudo-
resultatives in Finnish. It will be shown in sectiofi5.413 how the illative marking cesnabout as a conse-
guence of the syntax of pseudo-resultatives and the veabshiy occur with.

‘Mari piled the pillows high.’

It is not clear why an illative-marked adjective is not passiin (i). Nevertheless, the lack of availability of traasle case in
this and other cases supports the conclusions drawn abgaedieg English and the contrasts between resultativepsaddo-
resultatives.

6Some of the examples that are possible as pseudo-resestativEnglish occur only with translative case morphology in
Finnish, rather than the expected illative:

@i a Mari viipal-o-i leiva-n ohue-ksi.
Mari slice-CAUS-PASTbread-ACCthin-TRANS
‘Mari sliced the bread thin.’
b. Mari silppusi persilja-n  hieno-ksi.
Mari choppedbarsley-ACCfine-TRANS
‘Mari chopped the parsley fine.’

Thus it seems that illative-marked pseudo-resultativelipages in Finnish are more restricted than pseudo-résgisan English.

This may be due to a difference in the specifics of the verbfoamdjectives and the grammatical realization of theseepts in
Finnish vs. English.
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A contrast between the morphology of resultative predgated pseudo-resultative predicates can also
be found in Norwegian. In Norwegian, resultative predisatee not marked with any special case. However,
they do exhibit adjectival agreement, or concord, with tlgaiment that they modify, as shown in{41).

41) a. Maritdrakk flaskene tomm-e.
Marit drankbottle-DEF.PLempty-PL
‘Marit drank the bottles empty.’
b. Maritbanket  dem flat-e.
Marit hammeredhemflat-PL

‘Marit hammered them flat.’

Adjectives in Norwegian show two agreement ‘paradigmsg ‘definite’ paradigm within the DP in
prenominal position, and the ‘indefinite’ paradigm in pastrinal and predicative positions (Kester 1996).
The-esuffix marks the plural agreement (which is the same for altiges), and cannot be replaced in these
examples by the ‘default,” singular neuter marker

(42) a. *Maritdrakkflaskene tomm-t.
Marit drankbottle-DEF.PLempty-N.SG
‘Marit drank the bottles empty.’
b. *Marit banket dem flat-t.
Marit hammeredhemflat-N.SG

‘Marit hammered them flat.’

In the case of pseudo-resultatives, no concord is foundedudsthere is default singular neuter agree-
ment, no matter the phi-features of any DPs in the sentescghawvn in[(4B). In order to illustrate this, all
of the objects given have phi-features other than singwdater, so that such morphology must indicate the
defaul

(43) a. Maritflettet krgllene sine stramm*-e/-t.

Marit braidedcurls-DEF.PLREFL tight-PL/-N.SG
‘Marit braided her curls tight.

b. Marit kngtskolissene sine hard*-e/-t.
Marit tied shoelace-DEF.PREFL hard-PL/-N.SG
‘Marit tied her shoelaces tight.’

C. Marit stabletputene hgy*-e/-t.
Marit piled cushions-DEF.Plhigh-PL/-N.SG

‘Marit piled the cushions high.

This lack of agreement shows a clear contrast in Norwegidwd®sn resultative predicates and pseudo-
resultative predicat&.

"Due to the lack of adverb morphology equivalentltoin Norwegian, it is not trivial to say whether these forms paeallel to
morphological adjectives or adverbs in English. Howevee, sectiofi 313 for more on this issue with respect to English.

8As an anonymous reviewer points out, although Hebrew laaksmical resultatives, it does have pseudo-resultativéshw
exhibit default agreement like Norwegian:

0] Taxanti et hagargirim dak.
grind.pst-1sgccthe.seeds-phin-sg
‘I ground the seeds fine.’
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There are some sentences in English which are ambiguouséetresultative and pseudo-resultative
readings, as was discussed in referencglto (8) above. Agfaedhis ambiguity does not occur when there
is a morphological distinction between the resultative pselido-resultative as in Norwegian. This contrast
also allows for the construction of the minimal pair [inl(44).these exampled, (44a) with zero agreement
on the adjective can only have the resultative interpi@tativhereas only a pseudo-resultative interpretation
is available with the default neuter agreement that mar&ags-resultatives as in (44b).

(44) a.  Maritskjeertekaka tynn-).
Marit cut cake-DEF.Rhin-M/F.SG
‘Marit cut the cake thin.’ (resultative — i.e., the entirekeds made thin)
b. Marit skjeertekaka tyn-t.
Marit cut cake-DEF.Rhin-NEUT.SG

‘Marit cut the cake into thin slices.” (pseudo-resultative

This morphological contrast allows for a disambiguatiobasen resultative and pseudo-resultative inter-
pretations of the predicate, where both might be possiblé sapports a syntactic distinction between these
meanings.

3.1.2 Cross-linguistic Availability of Pseudo-Resultaties

Further evidence for the syntactic differences betweenltas/es and pseudo-resultatives can be found in
the fact that they have different distributions crossJlistjcally. As discussed by Mateu (2000), Romance
languages such as Catalan lack canonical resultafivés lfg§)as shown in(46), they do have pseudo-
resultative

(45) a. *El cambrerfrega els plats secs.

thewaiter wipedthedishesdry-PL
‘The waiter wiped the dishes dry.’

b. *El gosborda els pollastresdesperts.
thedogbarkedthe chickens awake-PL
‘The dog barked the chickens awake.’

c. *El riu es congelasolid.
theriver ES-REFLfroze solid-SG
‘The river froze solid.’

°Romance languages do seem to permit a limited range of aéigakt. Also possible in Catalan are examples with the epli
creation verb, ‘sew’:

(i) La mevafilla va cosir la faldilla estreta.
themy daughter sewedtheskirt-F.SGtight-F.SG

‘My daughter sewed the skirt tight.’

Napoli (1992:ex.108b) cites such an example from Italiwough in Italian the lack of agreement makes it less clearttie
predicate is adjectival:

(i) Mia figlia  ha cucitola gonna(troppo)stretta.
my daughtethassewn theskirt (too) tight

‘My daughter sewed the skirt (too) tight.’

The verb ‘sew’ in these environments is not a root creatigh \@nce the object, ‘the skirt,’ is not reconfigured as ailtesf the
event, but rather is created. Thus ‘sew’ here is an explieiaiton verb. As discussed in sect[on]5.1, pseudo-res@i$aare not
predicted to occur with explicit creation verbs.
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(46) a. M’ he lligat els cordonsdeles sabategben) estrets.
me-DAT have-1stied thelaces of theshoes (very)tight-PL
‘| tied the laces of my shoes very tight.
b. Talla-lesmenudes.
cut-themfine-PL
‘Cut them fine (i.e., into fine pieces).’

This kind of contrast is also noted in discussions of othenRiace languages, such as in Napoli's (1992:exx.73
& 104) examples in(47), and for Greek by Horrocks and Stayg@03:exx.11d & 21a) as in (48):

(47) a. *Gianna ha martellato il metallo piatto.
‘Gianni hammered the metal flat.’
b. Quel macellaio taglia le carni sottili.
‘That butcher cuts the meats thin.’

(48) a. *’htipise ti lamarina ‘’isja
beat-3sg-pfvehe (sheet)metallat/straight
‘beat the metal flat’
b. 'ekopse  to kre’'midi le’pto
cut-3sg-pfveheonion thin
‘cut the onion thin’

Mateu (2000) attributes the contrast between languagémutitesultatives and those with them to the fact
that the former are ‘verb-framed’ in the sense _of Talmy ()99ile the latter are ‘satellite-framed.” The
verb-framed nature of Romance languages prevents a necessdiation operation. If this conflation op-
eration, or some other syntactic property absent from &até not necessary to license pseudo-resultative
predicates, this provides further support for the claint tbaultatives and pseudo-resultatives are syntacti-
cally distinct.

The agreement seen on the pseudo-resultative predicd@adatan in[(46) is surprising in the context of
the Norwegian data above. In Catalan, adjectival agreemightthe object DP was possible with pseudo-
resultatives despite the lack of semantic predication.s Tbntrast will be addressed in the context of the
present proposal in sectibn 4.6.2.

Having shown that pseudo-resultatives are syntacticadiyngt from resultatives, in the next section |
will show that these predicates are also syntacticallyirdisfrom resultative adverbs.

3.2 Pseudo-Resultatives are not Resultative Adverbs

As discussed above, predicates which are semanticallyasitnipseudo-resultatives sometimes occur with
-ly morphology in English:

(49) a. Mary’s hair igightly braided.
b. % Mary braided her hatightly .

Further, there are other semantically similar predicatded resultative adverbs by Geuder (2000) that
obligatorily bear thely morpheme:

(50) a. They decorated the rodmeautifully .
b. She dressedlegantly.
C. They loaded the canteavily.
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These facts might lead one to believe that pseudo-res@atire in fact syntactically adverbs, despite
the fact that they are not semantically predicates of e@stsvas shown in sectién 2.2). However, in this
section | will defend what | take to be the null hypothesis -attpseudo-resultatives, which bear adjective
morphology, are in fact syntactically adjectives. | wilstishow that the arguments made by Geuder (2000)
for the categorial status of resultative adverbs do notnekte the pseudo-resultatives being considered here
and then present further data in support of the adjectiglistof these predicates.

3.2.1 Coordination with Pseudo-Resultatives

Geuder [(2000) analyzes resultative adverbs as being ptediof events in the compositional semantics,
distinguishing them from manner adverbs only with a sercamnte. If we were to extend Geuder’s account
to the adjectival predicates considered here, they woulorddicted to pattern syntactically with adverbial
predicates of events such as manner adverbs. In this sdotidhshow that the primary evidence from
coordination that Geuder uses to support his syntactig/sisabf resultative adverbs does not extend to the
data considered here.

Geuder’s key argument that resultative adverbs are adirethe syntax is that they can be syntactically
coordinated with manner adverbs, as in his exampleih (51):

(51) to grind the beans quickly and finely

However, this argument does not extend to the cases undsideoation lacking adverb morphology, since
it is not possible to coordinate a manner adverb wighmorphology and a pseudo-resultative predicate in
the same way:

(52) a. *Mary braided her hair quickly and tight.
b. *Mary braided her hair tight and quickly.

The argument might appear to be saved if one tries to codedpseudo-resultatives with adverbs that lack
-ly morphology; some speakers do accept the sentendes in (53):

(53) a. % Mary braided her hair quick and tight.
b. % Mary braided her hair fast and tight.

However, the use of such data to argue for a syntactic asabjgpseudo-resultatives as adverbs is imme-
diately called into question by the fact that the speakers atctept these sentences also accept similar
sentences with resultatives, which are not analyzed aslaglve

(54) % She hammered the metal quick and flat.

The interpretation of the predicatgsick andfastin these contexts does not seem to be that of a manner
adverb of the same type as (n{51), and thus their status arenadverbs should be questioned. The
interpretation is rather an intensifying one, similar tatttm (55):

(55) He braided her hair good and tight.

Another peculiar property of such coordinations is thatersing the order of the predicates results in
ungrammaticality, which is unexpected if the relevant praids were simply two coordinated elements with
the same syntactic status:

(56) a. *Mary braided her hair tight and quick.
b. *Mary braided her hair tight and fast.
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That there is something special about these cases is fuatipported by the fact that the same speakers do
not accept such coordination with other pseudo-resuitatiedicates:

(57) a. *Mary piled the cushions quick and high.
b. *Mary chopped the parsley quick and fine.
c. *Mary sliced the bread quick and thin.
d. *Mary ground the coffee beans quick and fine.

If we look to Finnish, where, for some speakers, illativeecasalso possible on predicates likepea
‘quick,” such coordination of the two illative predicatesalso impossible:

(58) * Mari leti-tt-i hiuksensa nopea-anja tiukka-an.
Mari braid-CAUS-PASThair-ACC.POSSyuick-ILL andtight-ILL
‘Mari braided her hair quick and tight.’

Thus, it does not appear that one can construct an argunrehefadverb status of pseudo-resultatives from
coordination data as Geuder does for resultative adverhis Idaves a lack of any such evidence for the
adverb status of pseudo-resultatives, and thus no reasiratwlon the null hypothesis that predicates with
adjective morphology are in fact adjectives. This view Ww#l further defended in the following sections.

3.2.2 Pseudo-Resultative Adjectival Morphology

There is cross-linguistic evidence showing that pseudalatives pattern morphologically with adjectives,
not adverbs. Although one might claim that the adverb mdgmyois ‘droppable’ in English, and thus the
bare status of adjectives does not constitute reliablefpoo@djectival status, in languages such as Catalan
and Finnish, pseudo-resultative predicates bear distiadiectival morphology.

Mateu (2000) observes that the Catalan pseudo-resultgtieviously discussed in section 3]1.2, which
he calls spurious resultatives following Washio (1997}ikit obligatory adjectival agreement on the pred-
icate:

(59) a. M he lligat els cordonsdeles sabategben) estrets.
me-dathave-1stied thelaces of theshoes (very)tight-PL
‘| tied the laces of my shoes very tight.
b. Talla-lesmenudes.
cut-themfine-PL

‘Cut them fine (i.e., into fine pieces).

In these examples, the pseudo-resultative predicateph&al marking, which is a mark of agreement with
the direct object. Such agreement occurs in Catalan on Iithugive and predicative adjectives, as seen in
the examples from Wheeler et al. (1999:77)n (60):

(60) a. la mevaestimadamuller
the-Fmy-F dear-F  wife-F
‘my dear wife’
b. Aquelles taronges  no s’onpasmadures.
those-F.Ploranges-F.PL are notripe-F.PL

‘Those oranges are not ripe.

This agreement is distinct from the adverbial afimentfound on adjective-derived adverbs, which do not
show agreement with any DP in the sentence, illustrated aith from Wheeler et al. (1999:222) in{61):
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(61) a. lliure ‘free’— lliurement ‘freely’
b. automatic ‘automatic— automaticament ‘automatically’

Since adverbial morphology in Catalan is overtly expressedi distinct from adjectival morphology, one
cannot claim that pseudo-resultative predicates withctisigd morphology are simply adverbs with omitted
adverbial morphology.

A similar argument can be constructed based on Finnish, evadverbs and adjectives bear distinct
suffixal morphology of a different kind. Finnish does not @grammatical gender, but adverbs havsta

suffix (62)

(62) Marijuoksi hitaa-sti.
Mariran  slow-ADV
‘Mari ran slowly.’

However, with pseudo-resultatives, there is an overivkatase marker as ib (63), previously discussed
in sectio 3.1.1:

(63) Mari leti-tt-i hiuksensa tiukka-an.
Mari braid-CAUS-PASThair-ACC.POSSight-ILL

‘Mari braided her hair tight.’

Spatial case markers such as the illative in Finnish aredamnominal and adjectival elements, but not on
adverbs. This provides further evidence for the adjecstatius of pseudo-resultatives cross-linguistically.

As in English, Finnish allows some predicates with adverlsphology which are semantically similar
to pseudo-resultatives:

(64) Mari leti-tt-i hiuksensa tiuka-sti.
Mari braid-CAUS-PASThair-ACC.POSSight-ADV

‘Mari braided her hair tightly.’

The question that then arises is what it means for both optiorbe possible, and what the relation is
between the adjectival and adverbial forms. This will beradsed in sectidn 3.3.

%Some speakers accept illative case marking also in case§)livhere the illative-marked element seems to receivesaner
adverb interpretation:

(i) % Mari juoksinopea-an.
Mariran quick-ILL
‘Mari ran quick.’

(ii) Mari juoksinopea-sti.
Mariran quick-ADV
‘Mari ran quickly.’

However, illative case marking is not generally availalderhanner adverbs:
(i) *Mari juoksihitaa-seen.

Mariran  slow-ILL
‘Mari ran slow.’
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3.3 Adverbial Imposters

It has been seen that predicates that are semanticallyasitmipseudo-resultative predicates are sometimes
found with adverbial morphology. In the previous sectioargued against one previously proposed account
for this phenomenon which suggests that pseudo-res@ative in fact syntactically equivalent to adverbs,
but occur in adjectival form due to omission of tHg morpheme. It was argued instead that pseudo-
resultative predicates are truly adjectives. This leawewith the question of what the relationship between
these adjectival and adverbial forms might be. | suggesthigsapparent dual behavior of some predicates
as both pseudo-resultative adjectives and adverbs is dhe fact that the same or similar semantics may be
achieved via different routes. That is, cases such ds (88lvim resultative adverbsiot pseudo-resultative
adjectives, and should be analyzed along with that classedfigates as in Geuder (2000).

(65) a. Mary’s hair igightly braided.
b. % Mary braided her hatightly .

This seems to be a necessary conclusion from the data pedsargection 2]3, repeated herelinl(66), which
show that environments which license resultative advedasad necessarily license adjectival forms which
could be pseudo-resultative:

(66) a. *They decorated the room beautiful.
b. *She dressed elegant.
c. *They loaded the cart heavy.

The contrast can also be seen in the other direction, as iexdmaples in[(67), where the environment
licenses the adjectival form, but not the adverbial one:

(67) a. She piled the cushions high.
b. *She piled the cushions highly.
c. *the highly piled cushions

The adverb fornhighly does not seem possible with a resultative adverb inteetar his is not due to a
lack of a formhighly, since this form occurs as an intensifier in examples likedtio [68):

(68) a. She was a highly esteemed author.
b. It is highly unlikely that he will arrive on time.

In sectiori 3.2.R it was also shown that the contrasts canurelfm Finnish, since the adjectival and adverbial
forms are not always possible in the same contexts.

The picture that emerges from these data shows that thetevardistinct classes of verbs, those that
occur with pseudo-resultative adjectives and those thatromith resultative adverbs. While some verbs
might belong to both classes, and thus there is some oveelagebn them, the crucial conclusion is that
they do not pattern wholly as one class. The contrasts battheetwo classes of verbs will be seen to
follow from the analysis presented below, whereby pseedodtative predicates can only combine with the
narrowly-defined class of root creation verbs, in contrah vesultative adverbs, which seem to combine
with the class of implicit creation verbs as defined by Geyd800). The analysis of pseudo-resultatives
presented in the following sections will give the sentencestaining them similar entailments to those
predicted by Geuder’s (2000) analysis of resultative dukieHowever, in the case of pseudo-resultatives,
these entailments will be achieved by syntactic, rathar gragmatic, modification. This will be argued to
follow from the additional modification possibilities iogluced by the class of verbs that license pseudo-
resultatives, root creation verbs.
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4 The Compositional Semantics of Root Creation Verbs and Pseo-Resultative
Modification

It was shown in the previous sections that pseudo-reswdtaform a class of modifiers that is both syntac-
tically and semantically distinct from resultatives anduléative adverbs. While the meaning of pseudo-
resultatives is similar to that of resultative adverbs,séhenodifiers have different distributions. In this
section, | will propose a way to account for pseudo-resutanodification that captures their similarity in
meaning to resultative adverbs while also capturing théfierént distribution.

As discussed in sectidn 2.3, Geuder (2000) proposes thaesdtative adverbs modify ‘created indi-
viduals’ which are accessible due to a pragmatic operafi®edicate Transfer. They have a result-oriented
interpretation because the predicate of individuals they todify is created by the event, and thus a result
of the event. | propose that pseudo-resultatives also madéated individuals, but with these adjectival
predicates the modification takes place without any specadmatic operations. Instead, with a particu-
lar class of verbs which | call ‘root creation verbs, thesean element which denotes a created individual
accessible in the synt.

More specifically, the entailments that need to be capturedlastrated in[(GB):

(69) Entailments of Root Creation Verbs with Pseudo-Ratiués:

a. Mary braided her hair tight> A tight braid was createtf]

Mary tied her shoelaces tight> A tight ‘tying’/bow was created.

Mary piled the cushions high= A high pile was created.

Mary chopped the parsley fine: Fine ‘pieces’ were created.

Mary sliced the bread thin= A thin slice was created.

Mary ground the coffee beans fine: Fine coffee grounds were created.

-0 aoo0oT

Crucially, the creation entailment is possible even in theeace of the pseudo-resultative, and thus is
contributed by the verb itself somehow:

(70) Entailments of Root Creation Verbs:

a. Mary braided her hair~ A braid was created.

Mary tied her shoelaces> A ‘tying'/bow was created.

Mary piled the cushions- A pile was created.

Mary chopped the parsley> Pieces were created.

Mary sliced the bread-> A slice was created.

Mary ground the coffee beans> Coffee grounds were created.

-0 oo0QoT

My proposal is that for the examples [n{69), the pseudoka&ste modifies a constituent which denotes
a set of individuals, fof (69a) a set of braids, giving a megrquivalent to ‘tight braid.” The result-oriented
interpretation of the modifier arises because the constiitienodifies is interpreted as an individual created
by the event. What is needed to allow for this compositiomallysis of pseudo-resultatives is the presence
of a constituent which denotes a set of individuals in theaynThis is precisely the kind of constituent

i [Levinsoh ((2007) | used Geuder's term ‘implicit creaticerlys,’ and proposed a revision to his definition of the clashs
that it could capture the class of verbs which license pseadoltative predicates. Here | use the new term ‘root meaterbs’ to
highlight the need for two distinct verb classes — ‘implicieation verbs’ as defined by Geuder which license residtativerbs,
and ‘root creation verbs’ as defined here which license pseesultative predicates.

12The entailment is that at least one braid was created, nbestaatly one braid was created. Thus the sentence is cdstgati
with multiple braids being created as well. The same apjitiesll of the examples, except that | have indicated thegbltor
the entailments ofthopandgrind. Independently of the interpretation of pseudo-reswigstiit does not seem compatible with the
nature of chopping and grinding events to create a singleyeat least on a token rather than type interpretation.
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provided by syntactic accounts of lexical decompositiothmtradition of Hale and Keyser (1993, 2002). |
propose along these lines that a particular class of vaesbscreation verbs, have a syntactic decomposition
which allows for modification of a constituent with the nezay semantic properties to give rise to a pseudo-
resultative modification. The proposed structure for sumtbw is in[(71), usindpraid as an example, where
the arrows represent word-building moveni&ht:

(71)

Vreconfigure
DP
| To
her hair N
braid
|

The motivations for and details of this analysis will be grted throughout the remainder of this section.
However, at an intuitive level, this structure can for nowunglerstood as drawing a parallel between the
two sentences i (72):

(72) a. She braided her hair.
b. She made her hair into a braid.

Given such a structure, the proposal is that pseudo-régaltaodification involves modification of the
root, such that movement of the root to higher heads ‘sttahdsnodifier:

(73)

Vreconfigure

her hair 1 IN v

braid tight
a
V/braid tig

Syntactic decomposition of the verb to the root level presgid constituent that is ‘not yet’ a verb which
the pseudo-resultative adjective can modify. A crucialliogtion of this analysis is that the root must be
of a semantic type that can be modified by an adjectival elengoropose that this root, though neutral
with respect to traditional syntactic categories like N afhdhas a semantic type of <e,t>, whezés the
type of entities and the type of truth values, giving a set of individuals. In tpaticular example, the root
would denote the set of braids. The pseudo-resultative firodan then be treated straightforwardly as an
intersective modifier, also of type <e,t>, as[inl(74):

(74) Ax.braid(x) & tight(x)

Ax.braid(x) Ay.tight(y)

| |
\/braid tight

BItis not crucial to the present account whether this worilding is actually done by movement or some other kind of aigh
operation. All of the structures presented however woulddrepatible with a head-movement analysis.
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Within this proposal, the restriction of pseudo-reswigi to this particular class of verbs is due to the
combined requirement for a root of type <e,t> and a root whidhbe interpreted as a created individual
based on its role within the composition of the event. In #iWing sections the compositional semantics
of root creation verbs and their modification by pseudodtaues will be outlined in more detail.

4.1 Defining Root Creation Verbs

As discussed above, root creation verbs as i (75) entaitisation of an entity, but that entity is not
expressed by an argument of the verb:

(75) Mary braided her hair.
She tied her shoelaces.
Mary piled the cushions.
She chopped the parsley.
She sliced the bread.

She ground the coffee beans.

-0 Q200w

I will focus on these examples of root creation verbs, but esatiher verbs which can receive a similar
interpretation in English includeowder heap dice cube knot, loop, coil, copy, pickle andstack4

So far, it may seem as though these verbs semantically falltire class of implicit creation verbs
defined by_Geuder (2000). However, this class includes veubh asdecorateand dress which do not
license adjectival pseudo-resultative modification, as sfewn in sectioh 2.3.

The class of verbs which does license pseudo-resultatigsh | call root creation verbs, coincides to
a great extent with those classified as ‘goal’ verbs by Clauk @lark (1979), except that they are not all
amenable to a denominal analysis. Clark and Clark classifygsavhich they consider intuitively denominal
based on their relation to paraphrases involving nominah$o These classifications are not intended to
have direct theoretical status, but are descriptive. OnkGad Clark’s classification, goal verbs are those
for which the verb is derived from a nominal where the nomimaines something (thgoal) which the
direct object of the verb (theourcg becomes. IN(7%a), the goal would be the braid, and the sauvotild
be the hair. This can be compared to the argument structurel favith the verbmake which represents the
source as the direct object and the goal within a prepositiphrase:

(76) She made her hair into a braid.

Makecan also take a goal argument as a direct object and the swiihie a prepositional phrase:

77) She made a braid from her hair.

To distinguish between these different realizationmake | will refer to the former asnake.con, figur. and
the latter asnake,..q:., Wwhere the subscript describes the effect on the directbbjehe verb.

Clark and Clark define the class of goal verbs as follows: ‘ifin@ortant characteristic of these verbs is
their factivity: The shape, entity, form, or role denotedthg parent noun comes to exist by virtue of the
action denoted by the verty’ (Clark and Clark 1979:774). Tidefinition all of the verbs in this class will
involve an individual and an activity that can bring abow tneation of such an entity.

There is some flexibility in the notion of ‘source’ and the urat of the activity that brings about the
creation. In the case @ifraid, the source, such as hair, is arranged in order to creatéda bfee same holds
for pile, tie, andstack among others. Verbs likdice, however, involve destruction of the source, such as a

Not all of these verbs will necessarily occur with pseudsutative predicates, due to the fact that the range of plessi
verb-adjective combinations is fairly limited. See secfnd for more on this issue.
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loaf of bread, in order to create entities such as sliceshwtonsist of part of the original source. The verbs
chopandgrind are also destructive in this sense. This contrast does aot &ebe relevant to the licensing
of pseudo-resultative predicates, at least not in English.

Given this definition of root creation verbs, implicit crieat verbs likedecorateanddresscan be ruled
out from the class because they do not have the same creatiaitmeents and do not require a source
argument. To decorate does not entail the creation of amyofdéions’ per se; rather one can add items
to the scene without creating anything new. In the same viseyyérbdressdoes not entail the creation
of any new entities, only the arrangement of articles ofhitag. These contrasts may seem vague, since
one can envision dressing as creating an outfit. Howevethanamportant contrast between these verbs
and the class | am defining as root creation verbs is that tleetddbbjects ofdecorateand dressare not
‘sources’ in the terms of Clark and Clark (1979). Neitherbvezquires a direct object, and when one is
present, it is interpreted as an affected theme, not sodieelustrate this contrast, we can consider how
these verbs would be used if they were in fact root creatiohsyeather than implicit creation verdaress
would fit into the class of root creation verbs only if the @dg of clothing that are made into an outfit
were realized in the direct object position. For exampleiatild be able to occur in a sentence suclshs
dressed the new clothewith the interpretation that the new clothes were madeantoutfit. This is not a
possible interpretation, however. Similartiecorateas a root creation verb would occur in sentences such
asShe decorated the string lightshere the lights are made into decorations. Again, thisisan available
interpretation for the verb. Thus neither verb belongs anbot creation class, which correlates with the
fact that they do not license adjectival pseudo-resuligredicates.

Clark and Clark/(1979) consider goal verbs to be denomirmalgver in the next section | will present
an updated analysis for root creation verbs as being boith froots which denote goals, rather than from
nouns per se.

4.2 The Root

In the previous section, it was argued that root creatiots/eorrespond to goal verbs, which Clark and
Clark (1979) describe as being derived from a noun whichdstam a goal relation to the event. In this
section, | will integrate this approach into a more recemiragch to word derivation, that of Distributed
Morphology, where such ‘denominal’ verbs can be viewed aiweld directly from roots, rather than from
nouns. It will also be shown that pseudo-resultatives canrim provide insight into the ontology of such
roots.

4.2.1 Roots in Lexical Semantics

There is a strong precedent in the area of lexical semardicbréaking lexical meaning down into two
different kinds of semantic primitives. For example, DowWh®79) discusses the possibility of deriving
Vendler's aspectual classes by breaking out basic preditike CAUSE and DO, in the style of Generative
Semantics. The combinations of these predicates can theorisgated with the aspectual patterns of verbs.
However, these predicates cannot describe the differesiwecbn verbs within an aspectual class, such as
the activity verbsrun andwalk. This is taken care of by the component of meaning varioualled the
‘root,” ‘semantic content’|(Grimshaw 2005 [1993]), or ‘ciant’ (Jackendoif 1990). This notion of the root
provides the foundation for work which attempts to bring ¢benbination of a word’s root and its structure
into the syntax proper, as described in the next section.

4.2.2 Roots in Distributed Morphology

This analysis is set within the framework of Distributed Mioology as laid out in Halle and Marantz (1993),
Marantz (1997) and Arad (2003). A foundational aspect of tlimework is the ‘single engine hypothesis,’
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that there is one computational system which generatesviomttls and larger constituents. In this frame-
work, words are not built in the lexicon, but rather in the sdashion as phrasal constituents, in the syntax.
Words are not atomic, but are built froroots (see also Pesetsky 1995), which constitute the atomic syn-
tactic terminals providing the ‘lexical’ content. This tds what contributes the verb’s ‘idiosyncratic,’ or
conceptual, meaning, in the tradition of the work in lexisaimantics cited above. For example, the lexical
root is what makesraid mean something different fropile. In these cases, the difference can be pinned
down to a contrast in the kind of entity that is created by trenedescribed by the verb. Thus, to ‘braid’ is
to create a braid or braids, while to ‘pile’ is to create a pil@ese roots are analyzed as lacking traditional
categorial specifications like ‘verb’ or ‘noun.” Rathergthseem to ‘join’ these syntactic categories when
they combine with what are considered to be category-spdutads in the syntax.

For example, in Hebrew, roots are consonant clusters whanhat be pronounced on their own. This
is illustrated in the table in (78) from Arad (2003:746), ainishows the various words that can be formed
from the root,/sgr, all related to the concept of closure. The ‘templatéucm lists various templates for
deriving words from roots, where C is a variable ranging aeet consonants. Thus combining the root
v/sgr with the template CaCaC produces the weadar, the verb ‘close.’ It can be seen thasgr itself
is not specified for any lexical categories such as verb onpasi there is no basic word form in common.
What these words share is only the root. No wordid (78) castany other word in the table, and thus they
are not derived from each other.

(78) Template word gloss
a. CaCacC (v) sagar ‘close’
b. hiCCiC (v) hisgir ‘extradite’
c. hitCaCCeC (v) histager ‘cocoon oneself’
d. CeCeC(n) seger ‘closure’
e. CoCCayim (n) sograyim ‘parentheses’
f. miCCeCet(n) misgeret ‘frame’

All of the words derived from,/sgr contain the same root consonants, but different worddegormed
from the same root by combination with different heads.

The proposal here is that, in the derivation of a root creatierb such araid, there is a root, in this
casey/braid. This root is embedded within an eventi®® where an event variable is contributed by the
presence of an eventivehead. At this stage of the derivation, it is not possible figr pseudo-resultative to
modify the verb, either syntactically or semantically. Hmer, before the is merged, the category-neutral
root bears neither the category ‘verb,’ nor eventive seibsinRather, the root contributes the denotation of
the entity which is created as a result of the event. | argaedtthis point of the derivation the root of the
verb is syntactically available for modification by an adiy®, and thus for pseudo-resultative modification.
The root is also semantically able to compose with the agigchs in such cases its denotation is that of a
predicate of individuals, as will be shown in more detail @ctson[4.5.

This analysis is different from a denominal analysis in ttiet availability of such derivations is not
dependent upon the root actually being realized as a stand-aoun in the language in order for it to be
used as a root with a predicate of individuals denotationtHdbrew, we see that verbs derived from roots
do not necessarily ‘contain’ the meaning of a noun derivedhfthe same root. Similarly, in English, the
root \/chop can be found in both verbal and nominal contexts, yenthmmchopis not used to refer to the
result of chopping parsley, because the nohapwhen used in reference to an entity is typically used to
refer only to cuts of meat:

(79) Mary chopped the parsley: The parsley has been made into chops.

Whether a root of a given type is realized as a particulargoayein the syntax seems to vary across lan-
guages, as can be seen from the fact that the Japanese rvaleguo./braid, /yu, appears as a verb as
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in (80), but does not occur in a nominal context without beengbedded in a phrase translated as ‘way of
braiding’ (81):

(80) Mary-ga gami-o Yyu-u.
Mary-NOM hair-ACC braid-PAST
‘Mary braided the hair.’

(81) Yu-i kata-ga kata-i.
braid-i way-NOM tight-A
‘The way of braiding is tight.’

Thus in Japanese there is a root creation verb for braidimdjyat there is no simple noun ‘braid.” What this
highlights is that the crucial test for the type of the roatd$ correspondence to a word of another category,
as is assumed with a ‘denominal’ approach to such verbs. &uepproach would lead us to believe that
the equivalent tdoraid in Japanese is entirely different frobmaid in English, whereas this is contrary to
fact, as argued in_Levinson (2007). In order to evaluate thpeayties of the root, these must be considered
within a particular context so that what is being investighis truly the root rather than the structure it is

embedded within.

4.2.3 Recasting Denominals and the Ontology of Roots

There are several other classes of ‘denominal’ verbs iniEmglassified by Clark and Clark (1979). The
main classes (excluding ‘miscellaneous’ cases) are exéedph (82):

Jane blanketed the bed. (Locatum)
Kenneth kennelled the dog. (Location)
Julia summered in Paris. (Duration)

John butchered the cow. (Agent)

John witnessed the accident. (Experiencer)
Edward powdered the aspirin. (Goal)
Edward worded the sentence. (Source)
John bicycled into town. (Instrument)

(82)

7TQ ~0® Q20 0o

The classification of verbs as falling into the broad clasgdefominals by Clark and Clark (1979) is
based on the existence of paraphrases with nouns. Howegelirectionality assumed in calling such verbs
‘denominal’ is far from obvious. Thus, verbs as[inl(83) arécansidered denominals by Clark and Clark,
despite the fact that they are also zero-related to nouns:

(83) a. The professor laughed.
b. The boy walked to school.

Intuitively, the relevant contrast is that the verbdin (8 )well as their corresponding nouns seem inherently
‘eventive, while those in[(82) seem to basically denotétiest, typically associated with nouns. However,
this is not a syntactic contrast, but rather a semantic oheuch intuitions are suggestive of anything, it
is that the former[(82) are derived from elements which dempoéedicates of individuals, while the latter
(83) do not contain predicates of individuals, but are mdieettly’ predicates of events. Even this claim
requires further substantiation from relevant linguisbaitrasts. Without a theory of root types and their role
in verbal derivation, if one wanted to argue thaighis in fact derived butvalk is not, no clear predictions

would be made.
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Pinker (1989), Jackendbff (1990), and Rappaport Hovav awihil(1998), among others, provide lexi-
cal semantic analyses which present ontological catesirs of root (or ‘constant’) types which include
types such as manner, state, instrument, and place. These &ye designed to determine what kind of
lexical semantic templates or event structures the rootdeanserted into. They can be used to explain,
for example, the difference in possible range of meaningsamgument realizations between verbs of ex-
ternally caused change of state (elyeak) and verbs of surface contact through motion (esgieep as
demonstrated in Rappaport Hovav and Levin (1998). Rappafmav and Levin identify the former as be-
ing derived from constants which lexicalize results, a lohdtate, while the latter lexicalize manner, based
on intuitions about basic conceptual meaning. Howeves, kiid of ontology does not make predictions
about the possibility of syntactic modification of constards these representations belong to a separate
lexical semantic component. The objective here is not tde@xpvhat it is conceptually about braiding, for
example, that allows the rogtbraid to occur in the environments it does. The aim is insteadentify
the formal semantic types of these roots as relevant to tigasitional semantics, and to thus identify the
correlations between both the argument structure and matidn possibilities that can be made based on
these lexical properties.

Harley (2005) (a development of Harley 2002) tries to drawatete predictions from the semantic
types of roots as compositionally active participants dfintax. She argues that at least some ‘denominal’
verbs are semantically derived from roots which denotaghj or entities. Harley does not formalize this
claim. However, we can assume that these are predicatediwtimals, and using the variabéfor entities,
or individuals, and for truth values, such roots would be of type <e,t>. Semalichis set of individuals
shares the property denoted by the common noun.

Harley further argues that other verbs, such as thos$e In é8dderived from roots which denote states:

(84) a. The archaeologispenedthe sarcophagus.
b. Sueclearedthe table.
C. Jill flattened the metal.

Harley proposes that these are all change-of-state verlzhwhbntain a state-denoting root. If we use the
variables for eventualities (a type including both events and stags#)scripting with ars for states, such
roots would be of type <st>. Further, there are verbs which are derived from eventiots, as in(85):

(85) a. Sualanced
b. Suehopped

Such verbs, if derived from predicates of events, would hawés of type <g,t>, where the subscrigtons
is used to represent the subclass of eventualities whicbvars (rather than states). Thus we have at least
the following three-way division:

(86) root types

I

<et> <g,t> <s.t>

The support for the semantic relevance of these contrasssisd in telicity contrasts. Harley (2005), like
Dowty (1979), attempts to derive aktionsart propertiesasbyphrases from the semantics of verbal rgts.
Harley’s hypotheses are difficult to test, however, sincendependent means of assessing the semantic
type of a root are presented. This problem is highlighted Heygroblem of the verlspit discussed in
Harley (2005). Harley observes that this verb is problemaecause it seems plausibly individual denoting,

Harley (2005) does not make an explicit distinction betweategory-neutral roots and nouns, but generally uses the te
‘root’ for the lexical component of the verbs.
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considering the availability of the nowspit However, the verb patterns contrary to the predictions for
verbs derived from individual-denoting roots. Thus Hareyncludes that the verdpit is after all derived
from an event-denoting root. While this may ultimately be torrect analysis, it is clear that intuitions
are not sufficient for determining root type. Although Hgideaccount goes much further than previous
accounts in formulating a strong hypothesis about rootlogyo it still ultimately relies on vague intuitions
in determining root type. Lacking additional correlatiptiee analysis is limited in its predictive power.
Pseudo-resultatives present the kind of independent msgdeeeded to confirm that a verb is derived
from a predicate of individuals; they allow us to say thatat yeation verb likesliceis derived from a root
of type <e,t> not just because it is phonologically idertinasome forms to a noun, but because its root can
be modified by an adjective which would not compose with, f@maple, a root of type <st>.
The next few sections will address the question of how thi$ ob type <e,t> comes to ultimately form
a verb and select ‘verbal’ arguments.

4.3 Relation of the Root to the Object DP

In the previous sections, it was argued that the roots ofgetion verbs denote predicates of individuals.
One might then ask how such roots semantically compose hittapparent ‘direct objects’ of the verbs
they derive. Assuming that the DP denotes an individualyjé &, one possibility for composition with the
root, of type <e,t>, would be via function application, a$8a):

(87) braid(her hair)

Ax.braid(x) her hair

|
\/braid

The result of this composition would be a proposition that ‘hair’ is a braid. This is not the desired result,
as the entailment of the root creation véntaid is not that the hair is a braid, but rather that the hainis
a braid. Another option which could capture the approprattailments is to relate the two elements via
one or more additional relational elements, such that tlwelyad compose with each other directly. This is
the proposal that | will argue for in this section. The altgive that | propose is that the root is related to
the direct object via functional elements which are sercaltyi somewhat like prepositions; the proposed
structure appears similar to those proposed in Hale andek&¥993, 2002), though it differs from their
account in many of the syntactic and semantic details.

The morphological case marking in Finnish that was seendtices[3.1.11 and 3.2.2 provides insight
into the relation between the root and the source argumewbbtreation verbs. Recall the following data,
where we can see that the pseudo-resultative is markingilgitire case:

(88) Mari leti-tt-i hiukse-nsa tiukka-an.
Mari braid-CAUS-PASThair-ACC.POSSight-ILL

‘Mari braided her hair tight.’

As shown in sectiofh 3.71.1, illative is a spatial case in Bhnilt is used in many of the same environments
where the prepositiomto is used in English:

(89) Mari pisti hiukse-nsa letti-in.
Mari put hair-ACC.POSDraid-ILL
‘Mari put her hairinto a braid.’
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The presence of the illative case marker on pseudo-resekaivould follow if there is also a spatial
relation like that introduced binto in English that is present in root creation verbs. That ig,riftion that
the verb represents a ‘goal’ suggested by Clark and ClarkR9)L& reflected as a spatial relation between
the root of the verb and its source argument. So, in sentdikeg®0), the creation or goal, a braid, is made
out of hair, the source:

(90) The stylist braided her hair.
This relation is similar to the one introduced by the prefmsiinto in sentences such ds {91):
(91) The stylist made her hdinto a braid.

In this case, the complement of the preposiimn, a braid, is the goal, while the specifier of the preposition,
her hair, is the source. The semantic parallelism between theserssrs to be defended in this section is
represented in the trees [0 {92). The prepositido in (924) is broken down into the prepositioimsand

to, for reasons to be discussed in the next section. The coamaligls to these that are present within root
creation verbs are labelled IN and TO[in (92b), with capittdrs signifying the non-pronunciation of these
elements in this context:

(92) a. vP
make’econfigure
DP
| ° in bdp
her hair |
a braid
b vP
Vreconfigure
DP
1O
her hair NVP
V/braid
L

| will argue that, despite surface syntactic differenche, 4emantic structures underlying both types of
sentences are very similar. The essence of the proposaltisoit creation verbs differ semantically from
sentences likd (91) only in the category of the goal ‘argurhtre argument type of the localizer elements,
inand IN, and the denotation of the eventive he@take ..o, figure VS. Viecon figure-

4.3.1 Spatial Semantics

One aspect of the prepositiam as it occurs withmake .o, rigure 1S its spatial contribution. On this level,
the prepositiorin can be treated as a simple spatial element which relatesvthBPs by establishing one
(the theme) as the constituting material of the other (tred)gd his is a special kind of spatial configuration
— it is ultimately not enough that the hair is located in a draHowever, | propose that this difference is
not due to the element relating the two DPs, but rather to énb that occurs with that element, which |
return to in the next section. So, in {910 is purely spatial because it occurs with a purely spatiab.ver
However, the relation between the DPs[inl(94) is one whergdad is constituted by the theme, because
the verb is not a purely spatial verb.
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(93) She put the fleece into the cabinet.
(94) She made the fleece into a scarf.

Since the source describes the material that constitueegdhl, the two are necessarily in the same
location. In the terminology of Kracht (2002 specifies the configuration component of the relation
between the DPs, called a locali&rin can be seen to be used independently in this way in the failpwi
examples:

(95) a. Her hair isn a braid.
b. The pillows aren a pile.
C. The bread i slices.

d.

The vase ifn pieces.

| propose that a null element with similar semantics is pregeroot creation verbs. This element, which
I will call IN, differs from in in pronunciation and in the syntactic and semantic categbitg complement.
However, the relation between the arguments of each pitegros the sameln is analyzed as being of type
<e,<e,t>>, taking two individual, typearguments, as represented in the denotatiopn_in (96):

(96) [in] (preliminary) =Ax.\y..y is in X

IN, on the other hand, does not combine first with an individioat rather a predicate of individuals. In the
case of root creation verbs, this predicate of individusithe root of the verb.

(97) [IN ] (preliminary) =Af.¢ ;> Ay 3X,.f(X) &y isin x

According ta Kracht/(2002), in addition to the configuratiommponent, there is also a ‘mode’ compo-
nent to locatives (with or without true spatial meaning)lexhthe modalizer. The mode specifies how the
‘mover’ moves with respect to the configuration. If the moigan the configuration at the beginning of the
event, the mode is ‘co-initial’; if it enters the configurati at the end of the event, the mode is ‘cofinal.’
If the mover does not change in configuration during the evdiein the mode is ‘static.’” There are also
‘transitory’ and ‘approximative’ modes which are not redat to the discussion here.

Tois present when there is a cofinal mode; although the hair midibg event does not start out being
in a braid, at the end of the event, the braid and the hair shireation, and are thus cofinal. Examples of
to used cofinally in English are given in(98):

(98) a. She rarto the store.
b. The water changed from hit cold.

Unlike in, however, the contribution @ might be dependent on the verb. That is, wkdler English usually
co-occurs with events that are ‘dynamic’ in the sense_of Krrd2002), such that the mover undergoes
a change of location or state, this dynamic component mayobé&ibuted by the verb, rather than the
preposition itself. It is difficult to determine which of the elements contributes the dynamic semantics, and
for present purposes | assume that this meaning is intafpgesbn they, not the modalizer, here realized as a
preposition. More specifically, | assume that overt andt@ilO are identity functions, or type-theoretically
inert elements. Ultimately future work may reveal that thpsepositions make a richer contribution to the
verb meaning, especially in light of other examples poirtetlby an anonymous reviewer, whdéoeseems

like a more plausible candidate for contributing the ‘dym@meaning:

¥Kracht’s (2002) discussion of locative case and prepasitiorovides a clear means for distinguishing the notionsgodis-
cussed here on an intuitive level. However, given the basishinatorial semantics used here for the locative preiposit the
analysis as presented does not rest on, nor truly incomakaicht’s formal analysis. It should ultimately be conilplat with a
variety of approaches to the semantic decomposition ofilecaxpressions such as Ameka (1995) land Zhang (2002).
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(99) The couple waltzed to stage right.
(100) The plate clattered to the floor.

However, their function for the purposes of this paper issidered to be primarily syntactic, in that they
bear uninterpretable features which must be checked byliead. What is most important for the analysis
here is that the prepositional constituent is ultimatelyredjrate of states which can combine with the
relevantv head, as will be argued for in the following section.

4.3.2 State Argument

The analysis presented above identifies a spatial relagbwmdzn the root and the object of the verb. Given
this analysis so far, the resulting constituent which ndedsmbine with the eventive head would be a
proposition, of typd. However, there are several arguments that this constiisi@ot of typet, but also has
a stative eventuality argument, and is at least of type <s,t>

Kracht {2002) argues independently for the presence of anteality argument within locative PPs, as
a necessity for accounting for the locative semanticsfitgar further evidence for the presence of a state
variable in this constituent based @ prefixation, see Levinson (2007).

The denotations fan and IN revised to represent this state argument are as fllow

(101) a. [in] = AXcAyeAss.being-in(s,x) & theme(s,y)
b.  [IN]=M_ci>AYeAss3xc.f(X) & being-in(s,x) & theme(s,y)

4.4 Relation of the Root to the Event

The above composition of the root with a relational funciiorlement and the direct object DP in the
derivation of root creation verbs results in a phrase whecbfitype <e,<gt>>, or a predicate of states
with an unsaturated individual argument. However, rooatiom verbs are eventive, not just stative. This
eventiveness arises from the combination of the previodstgiled building blocks with a verbal ehead.
The relational small clause containing the root of the verth the direct object will thus be related to the
main event of the sentence. At least some such verbs exhilsiative morphology in languages that have
it, such as Finnish, as seen in the following example:

(102) Marileti-tt-i hiukse-nsa.
Mari braid-CAUS-PAST hair-ACC.POSS
‘Mari braided her hair.’

However, there is more than causative semantics introdogebe verb, as the complement of the verb is
locative, yet the meaning of the verb is not purely spat®lyvas discussed above. Rather, the eventive head
bears additional meaning, such as that found with maker;sure. Although in some contexts the verb
makeseems like a purely causative verb, ag in (108@Ke..on figure @lways brings along an entailment of

creation [(103b).

(103) a. She made the waiter wipe the table.
b. She made the wood into a table.

The type of creation entailed is one in which the theme isnfigared into a new entity; thus, in (1303b), the
table is created from the wood. On the current analysis, $hec of configuration is accounted for by the
semantics of the PP, which denotes the set of states in wiéctvood is in a table. However, the creation
semantics must be added still, since the sentence cannatthreavood was somehow added to an already
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existing table. | will not go into any depth here on the sengartf creation verbs, but will simply represent
this requirement as the verb being a predicate of reconfignravents.

Carrying this over to the in root creation verbs, | propose that this a ‘light’ creation verb parallel to
make.on rigure @S discussed above, which contains causative semantiesstdtie introduced by the PP is
brought into being by an event of creation. The denotati@p@sed for this/, which | will call V,.ccon figure

is in (104):
(1204) [ Vieconfigure] = M<s > A€s38,.1(s) & reconfiguration(e) & CAUSE(s,e)

The causative semantics here involve causation of a steqabsort of eventualities), rather than a distinct
event. This aspect of the ¥ figurchead is akin to the causative head proposed for resultatiiesatzer
(2005).

The derivation up throughP would proceed as follows:

(105) a. She braided her hair.
b. Ae;ds, x..braid(x)
& being-in(s,x) & theme(s,her hair)
& reconfiguration(e) & CAUSE(s,e)

Mg 1> A5 35,.1(S) As; IX..braid(x) & being-in(s,x)
& reconfiguration(e) & CAUSE(s,e) & theme(s,her hair)
|

Vreconfigure
e AYeASs IX..braid(x)
| & being-in(s,x) & theme(s,y)
her hair

TO AYeASs IX,.braid(x)
& being-in(s,x) & theme(s,y)

M et AYeAS;IXe.F(X) AX.braid(x)
& being-in(s,x) & theme(s,y) |
/braid

IN

| follow Kratzer (1996) in positing that the agent is intrada by an independent semantic building
block, calledvoice Pylkkdnen|(2002) argues that causatieeads in English are always ‘bundled’ with
thevoicehead, in that no causativeoccurs without the introduction of\aicehead:

(106) [ voice] = Ax\e.agent(e,x)

For root creation verbs, the compositionafice would proceed straightforwardly as event identification
(Kratzer 1996). The subject will then be merged as the agethieccausing event, aslin Pylkk&nen (2002).

4.5 Composition of the Root and Pseudo-Resultative

To complete the picture, given the structure for root coertierbs given above, the addition of the pseudo-
resultative would be as i (1D7):
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(107)

Vreconfigure
DP
| TO

A

her hair IN Vi

A

b/'d} ht
ral |
\/ g

Semantically, as proposed in sectidn 4, the root and thedpsesultative modifier are both of type <e,t>
and combine via predicate maodification. This results in sstirent that is the same type as the root itself,
<e,t>, and thus the composition proceeds in the same masmgnen the pseudo-resultative is not present.
Syntactically, the root must be the head of the predicatinrctire, such that the syntactic category of the
root is not affected by the addition of the adjective. Thathss modification more closely resembles DP-
internal adjectival predication, where the addition of dieative does not affect the syntactic category of
the larger DP, than a predication structure such as a sraaisel If there were some type of small clause,
then the head of that small clause would be of a differentgeayethan the root itself and would not be
selected by the same heads, such as INTO, which select th¢/boaid.

To the extent that this modification resembles DP-intermadligation, it is in English most like post-
nominal, rather than attributive, modification. This canseen in examples lik¢_(108), which show that
plural morphology is possible within the post-nominal nimat but not the prenominal modifier (Sadler
and Arnold 1994):

(108) a. a three foot/*feet high pile
b. a pile three *foot/feet high
C. The pile was three *foot/feet high.

(109) shows that the pseudo-resultative patterns in the seag as post-nominal modifiets:
(109) Mary piled the books three *foot/feet high.
The same is true of other secondary predicates:

(110) Sheentered the school [three *foot/feet talind left a foot taller).
(112) They built the towefthirty *story/stories highj.

In this section, it was shown that root creation verbs areasgicelly complex in a way that is gram-
matically relevant, since such complexity is necessaryxfain the semantic role of pseudo-resultative
predicates. It was further argued that the lexical rootsuchsverbs are predicates of individuals, and are
related to the direct object of the verb via relational healdieh make spatial and stative contributions to the
composition. These arguments are independent of puralitive notions of the semantics of such roots,
and thus provide methods for evaluating predictions basedat types.

4.6 Morphosyntactic Issues

In this section, it will be shown how the proposal accountstii@ morpho-syntactic properties of pseudo-
resultatives presented in previous sections.

I would like to thank Chris Collins for bringing this conttas my attention.
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4.6.1 Root Creation Verbs and Locative Case

As shown in sectioft 3.7.1, Finnish pseudo-resultativesnaaeked with illative case. This illative case

marking relates in this and other contexts to the INTO compl®posed in the structure of root creation
verbs. In the Finnish parallel to a sentence Witake ..., riqure, the created object and its modifier are also
marked with illative case, just as the English example hagvart instance of the prepositionto, as seen

in (112):

(112) a. Marileti-tt-i hiukse-nsa tiukka-an.
Mari braid-CAUS-PASThair-ACC.POSSight-ILL

‘Mari braided her hair tight.’

b. Mari pisti hiukse-nsa (tiukka-an) letti-in.
Mari put hair-ACC.POSStight-ILL) braid-ILL

‘Mari put her hair into a tight braid.

The illative case marker on the pseudo-resultative prégliseuld follow if, as proposed, there is a
locative structure similar to that ih (112b) embedded inrtwt creation verb. The proposal is that there is a
head within this structure that assigns case to the goatreegt) namely the head identified as TO in section
@[ Even when the head is not conflated into the verb it is null imi&h. In current minimalist theory,
the mechanism for case-assignment is Agree (Chomsky 198K),12001). Agree is an operation which
establishes a relation between a lexical item and a matdeatgre within a restricted domain. Matching
is defined as a relation established by feature identity &etva probe (such a¥ and a goal (such as the
object). The domain is defined as the sister of the probe,@radity as ‘closest c-command.” So, a matching
pair will agree if the goal is in the sister of the probe andéhie no intervening match. A probe will not be
able to Agree with a goal across another matching probe., Birugtural objective case essentially reduces
to object agreement, i.e., matchingffeatures between the prok@nd the DP object results in an Agree
relation which also deletes the uninterpretable struttiase on the DP. A sketch of this is given[in (113):

(113) Agree
vP

P

DP2 vP
/\
Vv [¢] VP

O
V DP1 [p]

In this diagram, the arrow represents an Agree relatioherdahan movement. Because of the Agree relation,
DP1 will be assigned structural case.

In the structures relevant here, the case assignment ionetldy thev, asv must assign accusative case
to the source argument. Rather it is one of the relationad$é&zat must assign the case. When the goal is
realized as a DP, all elements in that DP will exhibit illativase, as in (11Pb), assuming the Agree relation

in (114):

8The case assigned by the TO head must be somehow influenchd mer preposition, IN, since the realization of illative
case is dependent on both the properties of the localizetrenthodalizer. If the localizer were equivalent to Englist rather
thanin, the case realized would be allative. | do not at present hdeemal syntactic account for this type of compositionaleca
assignment.
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(114) VP

T

Vgoal[(p] PP
DP PP
N
her hair-ACC [p] TOT4] Bp

tight-ILL braid-ILL [¢]

In the case where the goal is realized by the root, the TO elemay agree with the pseudo-resultative
AP instead. In Finnish, APs can stand alone as case-markatkpts as seen extensively in the data pre-
sented here, in contrast with the inability of APs to be theglements of prepositions in English. This case
marking must be in some sense optional, since the pseudbatdse predicate is not an obligatory element,
and thus there may be no constituent with overt illative asitle root creation verbs. The Agree relation
would proceed as in (115):

(115) vP
Vgoal[‘p] PP
DP PP
N
her hair-ACC [p] 10Tyl Pp
IN /P
\/braid AP
|
tight—TILL [¢]

The presence of this case marking supports the syntaciempece of the spatial relational heads proposed
for semantic reasons in sectioh 4.

4.6.2 Agreement

In sectior( B, it was seen that agreement on pseudo-regeffatias different in Catalan than in Norwegian.
There are several possible causes for this contrast. Orsgbpityg is that there is an additional semantic
restriction on agreement in Norwegian. The prediction wdod that one would find other cases of apparent
mismatch between agreement and predication in Catalamdiun Norwegian. Another possibility is
that the pseudo-resultative predicates in Norwegian Wreval different syntactic analysis, as suggested for
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predicates with adverb morphology in English above. Théectbn of data necessary to determine which
of these hypotheses is correct must be left to future work.

The agreement found with Catalan pseudo-resultativesaase which highlights the syntactic, versus
semantic, nature of such agreement. This is because thiegiredgrees with the object DP, although that
DP is not the subject of the predicate. Thatastrets ‘tight’ in (594d) agrees with the obje&ls cordons
de les sabatesshoelaces,’ although it is not the shoelaces that aré &igthe end of the event, but rather
the tying of the shoelaces. This syntactic agreement caerfresented assuming that the adjective enters
the derivation with uninterpretablg-features and must check these against an element witlpiiatable
¢-features, along the lines bf Chomsky (1995). The object the closest element beariggfeatures,
since roots do not have them. This agreement relation iesepted with an arrow in the tree in (116):

(116) PP

DP PP

|
her shoelacesd TO PP

IN VP
v AP

| |
Vtie  tight-PL [¢]

5 Further Predictions

The analysis presented makes further predictions withegp the availability of pseudo-resultatives and
related root modifiers with various verb classes, seleatibdirect objects, licensing of applicatives and
parallels between root creation verbs and syntacticathjlai structures. These will all be discussed in this
section.

5.1 Availability of Pseudo-Resultatives

The same roots that form root creation verbs sometimes sarf@m explicit creation verbs, characterized
as ‘build verbs’ in_Levin[(1993), where the goal is realizeddaadirect object and the source argument is
optionally realized in a PP:

(117) She braided a necklace (out of wire). (i.e., a neckiee® created by braiding)

In the terms of Rappaport Hovav and Levin (1998), in the cdrméroot creation verbs, the root could be
described as lexicalizing the result, while in explicitatien verb contexts, the root lexicalizes manner.

The root creation verlbraid seems very amenable to this explicit creation reading, embiher root
creation verbs likehopandpile do not:

(118) # She chopped a piece of carrot. (intended readingece mf carrot was created by chopping)
(119) # She piled a tower of pillows. (intended reading: agiowf pillows was created by piling)

Conversely, verbs that can have explicit creation readdwsot necessarily have root creation readings,
as withbuild. In example[(120), the object used is intended to force acoedtion, rather than explicit
creation, reading:
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(120) # She built the wood. (intended reading: the wood wasrniegured into a building)

Based on these data, we can see that these two verb classedegmendent, but some roots likéoraid
are realized in both classes. From the lexical semantigpetise of Rappaport Hovav and Levin (1998),
y/braid then appears to behave like the exampleutfin that it is ambiguous between manner and result
lexicalizations. In terms of formal semantic type, whatsthdacts indicate is thaybraid is ambiguous
between two types. When the root is found in an explicit coeaterb context, it cannot be of type <e,t> as
was proposed for root creation verbs above.

Marantz [(2005) proposes that explicit creation verbs hagestructure in[(121):

(121) VP

v a necklace
N )
v +/braid

He suggests that the root in such cases is a manner modiftbg sbrt also proposed by Hatley (2005). We
can arrive at this interpretation compositionally if thetrof explicit creation verbs is a predicate of events,
rather than a predicate of individuals. It can then combitith & variant ofv | will call V. cqte, and the
event-predicate roagy/braid can combine via event identification (Kratzer 1996)ire{122):

(122) AX.\eg;.creation(e) & braiding(e) & theme(e,x)

AX.Ags.creation(e) & theme(e,x) Aes.braiding(e)

\ \
Vereate /braid

Although this mode of composition is different from that bigieh predicates of events combine with manner
adverbs, the result is equivalent, in that both the root apd,ycome to take the same event as an argument.
The difference is that here the resulting expression hapan mdividual argument slot.

The realization of the root in this type of structure is deget upon its range of possible denotations.
The proposal is that the roots of explicit creation verbsotiepredicates of events (of type.st&), and thus
are able to combine with the relevanheads directly, rather than via a relational structure ptesent the
relevantv head as/. cqte, aligning it with make,cqte. Vereatemust be of <e,<st>>, since it takes a DP
complement, and thus requires an individual argument.

This means that roots likg’bake and/build are of type <st>, \/chop and,/pile are type <e,t>, and
roots like/braid can be either of type <e,t> orsts. However, the proposal is not that there is homophony
between two roots in this case, but that one root is able te hrawe than one associated denotation, giving
‘allosemy.” This would be parallel to the ability of one rdothave multiple allomorphs. As with allomorphy,
it is language specific what denotations are associatedwhiith roots. Thus in English,/braid can denote
either a predicate of type <e,t>, ors, while in another language, only one of these denotatioight be
available. The available denotations would determine tssiple environments for insertion of the rBot.

Multimately the range of possible denotations for a givert roost be constrained by the ‘encyclopedic’ entry assodiwi¢h
the root, such that the rogtbraid in English can have a formal denotation of predicatmdifiiduals or predicate of events, but
the root must remain linked with the encyclopedic notion isfids/braiding such thaybraid cannot denote, for example, a set of
piles.
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Crucially, in any given derivation, only one interpretatifor the root is available. This predicts that the
differences in interpretation that correspond to the diffiees in root type should have further consequences
for the argument structure of these verbs.

Pseudo-resultatives are interpreted as they are becassarh modifiers of type <e,t> roots that are
embedded in root creation structures. If there is no sucictsire, then pseudo-resultatives are predicted to
be unavailable. Thus pseudo-resultatives should be pessilthe root creation verb reading lafaid, but
not on the explicit creation reading. In order to test thisduction, it is best to consider a language such
as Finnish which morphologically distinguishes pseudastatives from resultatives. The rogtbraid is
possible in both root and explicit creation contexts in Ehnjust as in English. At first it would appear
that the prediction is not borne out, since examples likefdéewing are accepted, where the verb would
seem to have an explicit creation verb and the secondarycptedears illative case:

(123) Marileti-tt-i leti-n tiukka-an.
Mari braid-CAUS-PASTbraid-ACCtight-1LL
‘Mari braided the braid tight.’

However, it is possible that speakers accepting such sesgaronstrue the verb as a root creation verb here,
even though the object is biased towards an explicit cneagading. That is, speakers could interpret this
sentence as similar in meaning to ‘Mari made the braid inigha(er) braid, such that the object does not
refer to a newly created object, but instead the individulictv is reconfigured into a tighter braid. That
this combination of verb and object is ambiguous betweerpaaation and explicit creation reading is
supported by the fact that a translative-marked resudtasivalso possibld (124), in contrast with the case
where the object was ‘hair’ and the reading was unambigyaarst of root creatior (125):

(124) Marileti-tt-i leti-n tiuka-ksi.
Mari braid-CAUS-PASTbraid-ACCtight-TRANS
‘Mari braided the braid tight.’

(125) * Marileti-tt-i hiuksensa tiuka-ksi.
Mari braid-CAUS-PASThair-ACC.POSSight-TRANS

Intended: ‘Mari braided the hair tight.’

5.2 Availability of Applicatives

Another predicted contrast between root creation and @kpheation verbs is with respect to ‘licensing’ an

applicative argument, or ‘second object.’ Root creatiorbgeand thus pseudo-resultatives, are predicted to

be in complementary distribution with low applicative amgnts, since the interpretation of the event and

its arguments are not amenable to the addition of the paesastation introduced by the applicative head.
According to the analysis of the double object constructivBnglish as in Pylkkanen (2002) (whereby

recipient DPs are ‘low applicatives’), applicative phmsee merged in the usual position of the direct

object, such as the position tife bookin (IZ7D). The low applicative head, APPL, takes three aenisl

two individual arguments (type and then a function of type <e,<s,t>>, adlin (128b). Thetfyde of APPL

is <e, <e,<<e,<s,t>> <e,t>>>>), as expandedin}(126) frethik@nen (2002:22).

(126) Low-APPL-TO (Recipient applicative):
MAY A <o <5 15> Ae.f(e,x) & theme(e,x) & to-the-possession(x,y)
(127) a. | bought the book.
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b. <s,t>
<e,<s,t>> e
| |
buy the book
(128) a. | bought Mary the book.
b. <s,t>

R

<e,<st>> <<e,<s,t>>,<s t>>
e  <e,<<ec<st>><et>>>

|
Mary  APPL e

\
the book

The APPL head establishes a possession relation betweBW issguments, such that the first argument
comes to be in the possession of the second.

Given the current analysis, the only position where the AR€4d could semantically compose in a root
creation context is as in_(129):

(129)

TO
Mary IN
APPL the string A v
v/braid
L]

However, such a sentence would be semantically anomaleoaube, given the semantics of APPL, it would
have to entail that the agent transferred the string to Mgpg'ssession by an event of making that string
into a braid. The transfer of possession of foeirceis not compatible with the interpretation of the event
as changing the location to the first argument of the locgtreposition. The entity that might plausibly be
transferred is denoted by the root. However, this elememiaigbe an argument of the APPL head because
it is of type <e,t>, noke. Even if the root were of type, merger of APPL and a second ‘possessor’ argument
would not give the right type element to then combine withlthidénead. Thus the only way the APPL head
could combine with a root creation verb would lead to a seialhf anomalous interpretation.

This is in contrast with explicit creation verbs where thetris a manner modifier. Explicit creation
verbs should ‘license’ applicative arguments in the gdrearse, as in(130):

(130)

Mary
APPL a necklace

Here the interpretation would be that the necklace is tearesfl to Mary’s possession by an event of creating
that necklace, which is semantically well-formed.
That this predicted contrast is borne out can be seen in gniglithe following examples:

(131) a. ?1braided Mary the string (tight).
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b. ?1chopped Mary the parsley (fine).
(132) a. | braided Mary a necklace.
b. | built Mary a house.

The same contrast is found more robustly in Finnish:

(133) * Hanleti-tti minu-lle  minu-n  tukka-ni.
s/hebraid-CAUS.PSTLSG-ALL 1SG-GENhair-POSS1SG
‘She braided me my hair.’ (root creation reading)

(134) Hanleti-tti minu-lle pullapitko-n.
s/hebraid-CAUS.PSTLSG-ALL braided.bread-ACC
‘She braided me a braided bread.’(explicit creation reg)din

5.3 Obligatory Arguments

A further prediction of the analysis of root and explicitatien verbs is that the former will obligatorily take
a direct object, while the latter are (in a sense) optiona#lysitive. This is due to the fact that root creation
verbs cannot be derived without the prepositional striecthat introduces the source argument. However,
any explicit creation verb, being derived from a predicdtew@nts, is predicted to have a ‘sibling’ activity
verb which differs from it only in containing awhich does not select for an individual argument, which |
will mark asvectivity as in [135):

(135) Aeg.activity(e) & baking(e)

Vactivity \/bake

This prediction appears to be borne cut. Levin (1993) ndtasrhany activity verbs, including ‘build
verbs, participate in the Unspecified Object Alternatiand thus occur without an overt direct object. It
can be seen from the examples[in ([136) that explicit creatohs (or rather the activity verbs derived from
the same root) do not require direct objects:

(136) a. The chef baked all day.
b. The workers were building for days.

This is in contrast with root creation verbs, which are cdiayily transitive. This is simple to show with
verbs likepile, which are built from roots that, as discussed in sedtioh &nly denote predicates of indi-
viduals:

(137) *She piled (all day).

This fact is slightly harder to show for verbs derived frofidaemous’ roots, because one must control
for the root creation reading in the absence of an objects an be done by using the pseudo-resultative,
which will otherwise only be possible if the root is of type,kse When the pseudo-resultative is present,
omitting the direct object is ungrammatical:

(138) a. *She braided tight (all day).
b. *She chopped fine (all day).

This fact is also reflected in Finnish:

arl leti-tt-1 tiukka-an.
(139)  * Mari leti-tt-i iukk
Mari braid-CAUS-PASTight-ILL

‘Mari braided tight.
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5.4 Parallels with Overt Syntax
The syntactic proposal here makes sentences suth as (Iy#Ohweh like sentences such as (141):

(140) She braided her hair (tight).
(141) She made her hair into a (tight) braid.

(141) is essentially a less syntactically conflated versiba sentence with a root creation verb, with an
overtinto instead of IN and TO and the same source and goal argumenth rodt creation verbs, the
goal merges witlv, but in (141),v is spelled out asnakeand the goal is realized as a DP argument. These
similarities predict further syntactic and morphologipalallels between sentences with root creation verbs
and those in[(141), as opposed to other paraphrases such{B&)n which are more similar to explicit
creation verbs:

(142) She made a (tight) braid out of her hair.

In this section | will show how this prediction is borne oundaalso show that sentences like (1142) pattern
similarly with explicit creation verbs.

5.4.1 Obligatory Arguments

The structure for verbs likenake .o rigure given above in section 4.3 predicts that, just like root toga
verbs, the vertmakeshould require a direct object. This is due to the fact thatgreposition in both
structures requires two arguments, a source and a goaheriibe preposition itself is overt or covert. This
prediction is borne out, as can be seeriin [143). As was airglaolvn in sectiof 5]l3raid is obligatorily
transitive on the relevant root creation reading. In theses, the goal argument is realized within the verb,
and the source as the direct object. In the caseakein the relevant usage, put, both required arguments
must be realized as DPs.

(143) a. | braided #(her hair).
b. | put/made *(her hair) into a braid.

Neithermake,..:. With a created individual object nbraid as an explicit creation verb require an overt
source argument, again showing that these pattern diffgfeam reconfiguration verbs:

(144) I made a braid (with her hair).
(145) | braided a necklace (out of wire).

While make..on riqure takes an obligatory prepositional small clause argumentagaing two related
argumentsmake,...:. takes an obligatory goal argument and an optional soureeveent:

(146) I made.con rigure *(the string) *(into a braid).
(247) I made-c.:.*(a braid) (from her hair).

5.4.2 Availability of Applicatives

The same obligatory small clause complement that leads t@tiuirement of a direct object withake ..on, figure
also leads to the incompatibility with applicatives seethwoot creation verbs, in contrast withake,.qze
which only has one obligatory DP argument.

(148) a. *Ibraided Mary the string. (where the string is tbarse, or object being braided)
b. *1made Mary the string into a braid.

(149) a. | braided Mary a necklace. (where the necklace isa@ed entity)
b. | made Mary a braid from her hair.

38



5.4.3 Finnish lllative Case

Another parallel between root creation verbs and verbsthilee. ., figure Can be seen in Finnish. As
shown in sectioh 3.71.1, Finnish pseudo-resultatives ar&edawith illative case. This illative case marking
relates in this and other contexts to the IN and TO heads peapm the structure of root creation verbs. In
the Finnish parallel td_(141), the created object and itsifiewdire also marked with illative case, just as the
English example has an overt instance of the preposititm as seen i (150):

(150) a. Marileti-tt-i hiukse-nsa tiukka-an.
Mari braid-CAUS-PASThair-ACC.POSSight-ILL
‘Mari braided her hair tight.’
b. Mari pisti hiukse-nsa  (tiukka-an) letti-in.
Mari put hair-3SG.POS®ight-ILL) braid-ILL
‘Mari put her hair into a tight braid.

This supports the hypothesis that sentences [like {150a)eaineed from an underlying structure that is very
similar to that in[[150b).

5.5 Root Modifier Stranding

Another prediction made by the present account is that raalification should be more generally available.
This brings us to the question posed by Kiparsky (1997) fatasstic accounts of lexical decomposition, of
why sentences liké (151) are not possible:

(151) * She saddled the horse Western.

That is, if the roots of verbs are syntactically active, wiay’t they be modified and ‘stranded’ such that
(I51) has the structure in_(152)?

(152) T~

v
|
v

y/saddle Western

| have shown evidence here that such structures do existeinase of pseudo-resultatives. Pylkkanen
(2002:93) also proposes that root modification is possibkhe examples in (153), originally from Tenny
(2000:304,ex.37). She suggests that the bolded predicatdify the roots of the causative-inchoative verbs
before the addition of a CAUSE head:

(153) a. John closed the dopartway.
b. Johnpartly closed the door.
C. Rogeralf filled the glass.

d. Roger filled the glaskalfway.
e.

Nicolasmostly filled the glass.

The roots of these verbs would not be predicates of indivgluand are not interpreted as results, so the
modifier is not a pseudo-resultative. However, their scajggests that they are modifiers of a state embed-
ded in the event, rather than the causing event, and thus #pgear to be another breed of root modifier,
here modifying a root which denotes a predicate of statiemmalities.

39



However, the mystery remains that root modifiers are notiplessor at least not yet attested, with
locatum verbs likesaddle It is clear that no resultative-like semantics would besfids in a sentence such
as [151), since there is no created individual to be modifiédwever, there is no a priori reason that a
depictive-like interpretation should not be possible,eesgly if we use a stage-level predicate suchvas
which cannot receive this interpretation either, thougithierwise is a possible depictive predicate:

(154) # She saddlethe horse wet

This is a puzzle regarding the source of the semantic rastrecon root modification which remains to be
solveo@ In these stranding cases, it may be that the restrictiontism¢he modification itself, but on the
possibility of stranding the adjective when the root mengéh thev head. Note that it is possible to form
a nonce compound verb frosaddleand a modifier:

(155) She Western-saddled the horse.

If such a compound is derived from modification of the roogrtthis means that root modification is
possible, but stranding of the modifier is what is semanigaktricted to certain verb types, including root
creation verbs.

However, there are still other semantic restrictions whigmain to be explained that cannot receive
such an explanation, due to their close parallelism totetfggseudo-resultative examples:

(156) a. # She braided her hair thick.
b. # She piled the pillows wide.

This restrictedness of possible pseudo-resultative tidgézerb pairs is reminiscent of the constraints on
resultatives noted in Wechsler (2005), although it is netsame constraints at work. We ultimately need a
more fine-grained semantic analysis which would rule suchhimations out — making explicit reference
to the semantics of ‘material rearrangement’ or somethirtigeokind. These restrictions that surface in con-
flated but not non-conflated structures may also relate toetteictions on concealed causatives discussed
in Bittner (1999).

6 Conclusion

In this paper, it has been shown that the compositionaliszleuposed by pseudo-resultative modifiers can
be accounted for with an analysis which maintains a strotegpnetation of compaositionality, whereby all
semantic constituents and rules have a correspondencéheiiyntax. This was done by analyzing pseudo-
resultative predicates as modifiers of the lexical rootsooft ccreation verbs, which denote predicates of
individuals. In order to provide such an account, it was seagy to recognize the syntactic complexity
of verbs, such that the root of the verb is a syntactic carestit accessible for modification. This result

2Geuddr|(2000:80) observes a similar restriction in the domBadverbs such that adverbs cannot in general modify éise b
of what he describes as zero-derived denominal verbs:

(i) ?7?to water the plants coldly (with cold water)

(i) ??to label the bottles greenly (put green labels on them
(iii) ?? to shelve the books woodenly (on a wooden shelf)
(iv) ?7?to bottle the whisky bulbously (in bulbous bottles)

In terms of Geuder’s analysis, this is explained by the fiaat adverbs generally don't directly modify the base of sumifts, but
rather they are oriented to individuals by Predicate TiemsThus such examples will be ruled out if one can rule outlieate
Transfer operations which would give rise to the relevatgrpgretations. However, in the case of pseudo-resul&@tisiace it is
argued here that they are syntactic root modifiers, any ssthictions should be syntactic or semantic, not pragmatic
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is consistent with the findings about verb structure repbimeMarantz |(1997), Arad (2003), and Harley
(2005), but takes this work a step further in demonstrativegrtecessity of associating roots with formal
semantic types in order to capture phenomena like psewditadve modification and the properties that
have been seen to correlate with it. Future work in this valhhgpefully be able to shed light on a variety

of apparent puzzles for compositionality which find a saatin recognizing the syntactic and semantic
import of roots.
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